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I. Introduction 

On February 9, 2018 the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) proposed to approve, subject 
to public review, a prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit for Tucson Electric Power (TEP) 
Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station that would authorize construction, and operation of ten natural gas 
fired, reciprocating internal combustion engines (“RICE”).  The permit was developed in collaboration with the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the National Park Service (NPS). 
 
The public comment period for the proposed permit was originally scheduled to last 30 days.  However, the public 
comment was substantially extended, and it was officially closed on March 29, 2018.  PDEQ announced the public 
comment period through public notices published in the Arizona Daily Star and the Daily Territorial (in English and 
Spanish) and on the PDEQ website.  PDEQ also distributed the Spanish and English public notices to a significant 
number of interested parties in accordance to 40 CFR part 124, including notices sent by mail, and e-mail. 

 
II. Comments on Specific Provisions of the Draft Permit 
 

A. Comments from Public Referencing Specific Permit Conditions 
1. Comment:  

Referencing Permit Condition V.E.1: TEP should not be allowed to overlap the new units with the 
operation of the old units and the proposed permit allows this. 

  
 Response: 

The permit has been revised to address this comment.  As described in more detail in Comments II.B.2 
through 4 below, the revised permit requires the permanent shutdown of Units I1 and I2 prior to the 
initial startup of any one of the RICE units (RICE01 through RICE10). 

 
B. Comments from Sierra Club Referencing Specific Permit Conditions 

 

1. Comment:  
The commenter asserts that the information provided in the proposed Technical Support Document 
does not properly document or establish the potential to emit of the project, citing several issues.  The 
commenter asserts that in order to facilitate review and address the noted issues, the Proposed TSD 
should include tables for BACT emission limits and net emissions increases for all pollutants.    
 
The following excerpt describes the commenter’s assertion in more detail: 
 
[..] The Proposed TSD explains with the “potential to emit” presented in the IGS Facility Wide 
Potential to Emit (tons/year) Summary table:  
 

The following table summarizes IGS annual potential to emit of air pollutants by 
each emission unit and by facility-wide total.  The emission estimate is to 
establish “major source” status of IGS pursuant to CAA Sec 501(2).  Other use 
with the estimate may include comparing source potential-to-emit with 
emissions inventory and test data, or with emission rates allowable by relevant 
standards.  This emission estimate is not meant to establish any baseline emission 
levels.  These emission figures are not meant to be emission limitations of any 
form. 

 
The Proposed TSD does not explain why the “emission figures” do not reflect the true potential to emit 
for the Facility and its equipment based on the permit conditions.  The term “potential to emit” is a 
defined term for purposes of PSD review: 
 

Potential to emit means the maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a 
pollutant under its physical and operational design.  Any physical or operational 
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limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, including air 
pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the type 
or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of 
its design if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally 
enforceable. 
 

PCC §17.04.340(A)(175); 40 CFR 52.21(b)(4).  The Proposed TSD should be revised to reflect the 
potential to emit for all emissions units consistent with this definition. 
 
Further frustrating review, the Proposed TSD presents two different definitions for the term “potential 
to emit “(“PTE”) for the RICE units.  Specifically, the emission calculations provided in Attachment A 
to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD, which purportedly support the potential to emit for these units 
presented in the summary table IGS Facility Wide Potential to Emit (tons/year) Summary,” refer to 
“Proposed Potential to Emit” and “Estimated Potential to Emit.” The former is consistent with 
the potential to emit presented in the summary table and the latter is based on vendor supplied 
startup and controlled emission rates, which are lower and were used for modeling purposes.  
(Modeling must be based on the maximum emission rates incorporated into enforceable permit 
condition; see Comment VII.B).  In sum, the Proposed TSD frustrates public review and should be 
revised to address the issues outlined above.  In order to facilitate review, the Proposed TSD should 
include tables for BACT emission limits and net emissions increases for all pollutants. 
 
The emission calculations provided in Appendix C, Attachment A, to the Proposed TSD, which 
purport to support the potential to emit provided in the IGS Facility Wide Potential to Emit (tons/year) 
Summary table, refer a number of times to vendor information provided by TEP in a letter entitled 
“Vendor Emissions Performance Specifications, H. Wilson Sundt Generating Station Rice Project,” 
dated September 21, 2017.  This document is neither attached to the Proposed TSD nor can it be found 
in the record.  Without the document in the permitting record, the assumed emission rates from this 
letter, specifically the cold startup emission factors and 60-minute average flue gas emission rates after 
control system startup for 25% to 100% engine loads, are not supported.  Consequently, the emission 
calculations for potential to emit for the RICE units are not supported.  This document must be 
provided with the Proposed TSD. 
 
Response:  
We agree that the Vendor Emissions Performance Specifications, dated September 21, 2017, were not 
included among the documents available on the Department website during the public comment 
period.  In response to this comment, we obtained a release of a claim of confidentiality on the vendor 
emission specifications.  We have updated the Department website with the vendor specifications, 
which include the vendor emission data for startup events, as well as emission rates during normal 
operations that reflect the use of Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) for NOx control.  In addition, in 
order to address the commenter’s concern and to facilitate review, we have updated the TSD to include 
summary tables of BACT emission limits and net emission increases for all pollutants, and have 
included the vendor emission specifications as an attachment to the TSD..   
 
Regarding the “Facility Wide Potential to Emit Summary” table in Section IV of the Proposed TSD, 
we wish to clarify that the language explaining the content of the summary table, such as the statement 
“These emission figures are not meant to be emission limitations of any form”, is not intended to 
indicate that these values do not reflect the true PTE, as asserted by the commenter.  Rather, it is 
intended to indicate that while the table values represent PTE, they may not themselves represent 
enforceable emission limitations.  For example, CO emissions for each RICE unit are constrained by 
emission limitations established pursuant to the CO BACT analysis.  As described on Page 12 of 34 in 
Attachment C (BACT Analysis) to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD, CO BACT for nonstartup 
operations was determined to be 4.43 lb/hr, while CO BACT for startup operations was determined to 
be specific work practice standards during startup operations that represent a vendor specified startup 
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emission rate of 9.1 lb/30 min.1 These BACT limits, in addition to a requirement to limit startups for 
each RICE unit for each calendar day to no more than 5 startup events, are enforceable limitations that 
are included in Condition II.A of the Proposed Permit.  As presented in the RICE Project Emission 
Calculations included in Attachment A to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD, these limitations have the 
effect of limiting the CO PTE of each engine to 11.3 lb/hr and 25.7 tpy, which are the values listed for 
each engine as CO PTE in the “Facility Wide Potential to Emit Summary” table in Section IV of the 
Proposed TSD.  As a result, while the values for the RICE units contained in this table may not 
necessarily represent enforceable emission limits themselves, we consider them to accurately reflect 
PTE of the RICE units.2  

    
The RICE Project Emission Calculations contained in Attachment A to Appendix C of the TSD 
contain the columns labeled “Proposed Potential to Emit” and “Estimated Potential to Emit” noted by 
the commenter.  We note that the commenter’s assertion that the “Estimated Potential to Emit” values 
were used for modeling purposes, while not inaccurate, does not adequately characterize the 
development of model emission rates.  Please consult the Air Quality Analysis contained in 
Attachment A to Appendix C of the TSD, as well as our responses to Comment II.B.13 and 14, for a 
more detailed explanation of model emission rates.   
 

 
 

2. Comment:  
The commenter asserts that emission decreases from Units I1 and I2 are not contemporaneous with the 
project, and therefore cannot be used as creditable emission decreases.  The commenter notes that the 
project nets out of PSD review for NOx by relying upon the emission reductions from the shutdown of 
Units I1 and I2, combined with the project NOx emission cap of 170 tpy, to limit project increases to 
below the NOx PSD SER of 40 tpy.  Citing to PCC §17.04.340(A)(148) and 40 CFR §52.21(b)(3)(i)(b), 
the commenter notes that any increases or decreases in actual emissions at the major stationary source 
that are used to calculate a net emissions increase with respect to any regulated NSR pollutant must be 
“contemporaneous with the particular change”, and that an increase or decrease in actual emissions is 
“contemporaneous” only for: 
 

(a) The date five years before construction on the particular change commences; and  
(b) The date that the increase from the particular change occurs. 

 
The commenter notes that Conditions B.V.E.1 and 2 of the proposed permit do not require shutdown of 
Units I1 or I2 until within 180 days following initial startup of the RICE units.  The commenter asserts 
that because the shutdown of Units I1 and I2 will not occur until after the emission increase from the 
particular change occurs (i.e., RICE unit startup), the emission decrease occurs outside of the 
contemporaneous window and is therefore not creditable.   
 
Response: 
We agree with this comment.  Conditions B.V.E.1 and 2 of the proposed permit do not ensure that the 
Unit I1 and I2 shutdowns occur within the contemporaneous window for this project, which would not 
make their emission reductions creditable.  As a result, we have updated these permit conditions to 
require permanent shutdown of Units I1 and I2 prior to initial startup of the first RICE unit.  This will 
ensure that the shutdown of Units I1 and I2 occur within the contemporaneous window for the RICE 

                                                           

1 Startup emission rates are expressed in units of both lb/event and lb/30 minutes.  Since Condition II.A.5 limits startups to 
30 minutes in duration, these terms can be used interchangeably.   
2 By contrast, NOx PTE does represent an enforceable limitation, as Condition II.A.1.a establishes an emission cap of 170 tpy 
across the 10 RICE units.   
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project, and ensures that emission decreases associated with the shutdowns are creditable. 
 
 

3. Comment: 
The commenter asserts that the 180 day period between startup of the new RICE units and shutdown of 
Units I1 and I2 provided by Condition B.V.E.1 and 2 is relying upon an improper interpretation of the 
shakedown period allowed for replacement units established in PCC §17.04.340(A)(148)(g) and 40 CFR 
§52.21(b)(3)(viii).  The commenter asserts that the RICE units are not “replacement units”, and that 
therefore any emission decreases from the shutdown of Units I1 and I2 may not be used as 
contemporaneous emission decreases in the netting analysis.   
 
The following excerpt describes the commenter’s assertion in more detail: 
 
The proposed overlap period of 180 days between startup of the new RICE units and shutdown of the 
existing boilers may be relying on misinterpretation of PCC §17.04.340(A)(148)(g) and 40 CFR 
§52.21(b)(3)(viii), which allow for a “shakedown” period of 180 days for “replacement units:” 
 
An increase that results from a physical change at a source occurs when the emissions unit on which 
construction occurred becomes operational and begins to emit a particular pollutant.  Any replacement 
unit that requires shakedown becomes operational only after a reasonable shakedown period, not to 
exceed one hundred eighty days. 
 
However, the RICE units are not replacement units for the steam electric generators Units I1 and I2.  
Since the Pima County Code does not include a definition for “replacement unit,” PDEQ should look to 
the federal definition, and also apply a common-sense definition to define replacement unit.  Notably, 
nowhere does the Applicant claim that the RICE project is a replacement unit. 
 
The meaning of a “replacement unit” is defined in 40 CFR §52.21(b)(33), which requires that all of the 
criteria listed in the following subsections are met: 
 

(i) The emissions unit is a reconstructed unit within the meaning of § 60.15(b)(1) of this chapter, 
or the emissions unit completely takes the place of an existing emissions unit. 
(ii) The emissions unit is identical to or functionally equivalent to the replaced emissions unit. 
(iii) The replacement does not alter the basic design parameters (as discussed in paragraph (cc)(2) 
of this section)32 of the process unit. 
(iv) The replaced emissions unit is permanently removed from the major stationary source, 
otherwise permanently disabled, or permanently barred from operation by a permit that is 
enforceable as a practical matter.  If the replaced emissions unit is brought back into operation, it 
shall constitute a new emissions unit. 

 
Here, the RICE units do not comply with the requirements for “replacement units” specified in in 
sections (ii) and (iii).  First, the RICE units are not “identical or functionally equivalent” to the existing 
Units I1 and I2 pursuant to 40 CFR §52.21(b)(33)(ii) as they employ fundamentally different 
technologies to generate electricity, i.e., internal combustion versus steam turbine cycle, respectively, as 
recognized by the Proposed TSD.  Second, the RICE units alter the basic design parameters of the process 
unit pursuant to 40 CFR §52.21(b)(33)(iii).  Here, the steam turbine cycle Units I1 and I2 are permitted 
to fire different fuels than the RICE units and have substantially different maximum hourly heat input 
and maximum hourly electric output rates. 
 
Response: 
As noted in our response to Comment II.B.2, we have updated Conditions V.E.1 and 2 to require 
permanent shutdown of Units I1 and I2 prior to initial startup of the first RICE unit.  Since this 
eliminates the 180 day period between startup of the new RICE units and shutdown of Units I1 and I2, 
we consider the remainder of the comment regarding whether these units are “replacement units” that 
qualify for the 180 day shakedown period described in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(3)(viii) to be rendered moot. 
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4. Comment: 
The commenter cites the language of Condition B.V.E.1 and 2, which establish the shutdown 
requirements for Units I1 and I2: 
 
1.  The permittee shall shutdown permanently either Unit I1 or Unit I2 within 180 days following initial 
startup of the first RICE unit. 
2.  The permittee shall have shutdown permanently both Unit I1 and Unit I2 within 180 days following 
initial startup of the sixth RICE unit. 
 
The commenter asserts that the language of Condition B.V.E.1 and 2 creates a “phased shutdown” of 
Units I1 and I2 that does not require both existing units to be shut down should the applicant decide to 
only construct the first set of RICE units.  The commenter notes that this would allow an operating 
scenario in which one of either Units I1 and I2 could operate and generate emissions that overlap with 
the first set of RICE units, and assert that the emission decreases associated with the shutdown of the 
second existing unit cannot be used as creditable emission decreases for purposes of NOx netting. 
 
Response: 
As noted in our response to Comment II.B.2, we have updated Conditions V.E.1 and 2 to require the 
shutdown of both Units I1 and I2 prior to initial startup of the first RICE unit, eliminating what the 
commenter describes as a “phased shutdown”.  As a result, we consider these changes to the final permit 
sufficient to address the commenter’s concern regarding a “phased shutdown.” 

 
 

5. Comment: 
The commenter asserts that the RICE project constitutes a PSD major modification for NOx because the 
170 tpy emission cap for the RICE project does not limit total combined NOx emissions to equal or less 
than 40 tpy.  Specifically, the commenter asserts that NOx emissions from the RICE units are limited 
only by Proposed Permit, Condition B.II.A.1.a, which implements the proposed permit cap of 170.0 
tons/year as a 12-month rolling total for all ten RICE units combined.  The Proposed Permit does not 
include any permit conditions limiting NOx emissions on an annual basis for individual RICE units, 
which each have a potential to emit of 258.9 tons/year of NOx.  The commenter asserts that each RICE 
unit has a NOx potential to emit of 258.9 tpy, which would emit over 40 tpy NOx after only 270.7 
hours/year of operation.  In addition, the commenter notes that the applicant has indicated an anticipated 
operation of one of the RICE units for 8,760 hours/year.  As a result, the commenter asserts that an 
annual emission cap across all of the RICE units is not sufficient to determine compliance with the PSD 
significant emission rate, and states that permit conditions establishing a 4 tpy NOx limit for each RICE 
unit are required to ensure the project does not trigger PSD review for NOx. 
 
Response: 
We disagree with this comment.  First, we disagree with the commenter’s assertion that limits for 
individual emission units are required to ensure that the project does not result in a NOx increase 
greater than 40 tpy.  As noted in the permit application and proposed TSD, the net emission increase 
from the project is 30.6 tpy NOx, which is below the NOx PSD significant emission rate (SER) 
threshold.  This net emission increase consists of the project increase of 170 tpy NOx, consistent with 
the 170 tpy emission cap for the engines, combined with a creditable emission decrease of 139.4 tpy 
NOx based upon the shutdown of Units I1 and I2.3 We note that the 170 tpy NOx emission cap 
established by Condition B.II.A.1.a applies to all emissions from all ten proposed engines.  Because 
this emission cap applies to the entire group of ten engines, it constrains NOx emissions from the 
project to 170 tpy.  When combined with the creditable NOx decreases from the Unit I1 and I2 
shutdowns, this results in a net increase of NOx below the PSD SER threshold.  As a result, we do not 

                                                           

3 The commenter has asserted in a separate comment that the emission decrease from Units I1 and I2 are not creditable.  
These concerns are addressed separately in Comment II.B.2. 
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consider emission limits for individual engines necessary to ensure project emission increases remain 
below the PSD SER for NOx. 

Second, we note that the commenter is correct that the PTE of the engines, based upon 8760 hours/year 
of operation and  a short-term NOx emission rate of 59.1 lb/hr, which corresponds to the NSPS subpart 
JJJJ emission standard of 1.0 g/hp-hr, is higher than the 170 tpy NOx emission cap.  However, we note 
that this calculation does not reflect the vendor emission specifications for these engines.  As discussed 
in our response to Condition II.B.1, we have updated the record to include these vendor emission 
specifications, which include the vendor emission data for startup events, as well as emission rates during 
normal operations that reflect the use of Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) for NOx control.  If 
established limitations are practicably enforceable, they may be relied upon to legally restrict potential 
emissions.  As discussed in greater detail in our response to Comment II.B.8, the proposed permit 
contains an emission cap across all ten proposed engines limiting NOx PTE to 170 tpy, a requirement 
for each engine to operate with a Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system for NOx control, and 
multiple requirements for emission testing and operational monitoring of the engines.  Conditions II.B.9 
and 10 contain a compliance determination method to calculate total NOx emissions from the project on 
a monthly basis.  Taken together, these requirements provide a practicably enforceable limitation on total 
NOx emissions to ensure detection of an exceedance of the NOx PSD significance threshold. 

6. Comment:
As described in previous comments, the commenters assert that the project triggers PSD review for NOx,
and that PDEQ must perform a BACT analysis for NOx and established an emission limit for NOx that
constitutes BACT.  The commenters provide a review and description of recent PSD permits for RICE
units, and assert that BACT for NOx is SCR, with a corresponding emission rate of 3.10 lbs/hr based on
an emission factor of 0.0525 g/bhp-hr.

Response: 
We disagree that the project triggers PSD review for NOx, and that a NOx BACT determination is 
warranted.  The commenter has previously asserted that the project is a major modification for NOx, 
and has raised multiple concerns regarding the NOx netting analysis and overall emissions from the 
RICE project.  Please refer to our responses to Comments II.B.2 through 5 for further explanation on 
why the project does not trigger PSD review for NOx.   

7. Comment:
The commenter notes that the proposed permit determined BACT for PM10/PM2.5 as good combustion
practices, and established an emission limit of 2.5 lb/hr (per engine) for periods of normal operation
based on an emission factor of 0.04 g/hp-hr.  The commenter asserts that this emission rate does not
represent BACT for PM10/PM2.5.  Specifically, the commenter notes that a considerably lower BACT
limit was permitted by the Tehama County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and can be found in
CARB’s BACT Clearinghouse and the inventory of BACT determinations for RICE units maintained
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District.  Tehama County APCD established a lower BACT
for  NEO California Power, LLC, which operates RICE units of a comparable type, as well as comparable 
fuel use.  The PM10 BACT emission limit established for the NEO California Power RICE units is 1.18
lb/hr based upon an emission factor of 0.02 g/hp-hr PM10, which the commenter asserts is BACT for
the project.

Response: 
We disagree with this comment.  We acknowledge that the 0.02 g/hp-hr PM10 BACT limit established 
by Tehama County APCD for NEO California Power (now California Power Holdings, Inc.) is more 
stringent than the basis for the PM10/PM2 5 BACT limit for the Sundt RICE units, which is 0.04 g/hp-
hr.  However, we note that the current Permit to Operate for California Power Holdings4 indicates that 

4 Tehama County APCD Permit No.  PTO220 
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compliance with this PM10 limit shall be determined either via EPA Test Method 5/ARB Method 5, or 
per a calculated emission rate based on 0.02 g/bhp-hr.  In conversations with Tehama County APCD, 
we have not been able to identify either a recent PM10 source test or an initial source test.  This would 
indicate that the California Power Holding RICE units are using a calculated emission rate 0f 0.02 
g/bhp-hr, as opposed to Method 5 source tests, as the method of demonstrating compliance.  Given the 
lack of source dest data from the California Power Holdings units demonstrating compliance with their 
PM10 BACT limit, we do not consider a 0.02 g/hp-hr PM10 emission limit to be demonstrated in 
practice, and have not updated the BACT analysis for the RICE project to include this determination.   
 

8. Comment: 
The commenter asserts that periodic source tests are insufficient to ensure the practical enforceability of 
permit emission limits.  The commenter specifically notes that NOx and CO CEMS are routinely 
required for natural gas-fired combustion units, including RICE units, and asserts that PDEQ must 
require CEMS in order to ensure that permit emission limits are practicably enforceable.   
 
The following excerpt describes the commenter’s assertion in more detail: 
 
The Proposed Permit contains no testing requirements other than these infrequent stack tests (biannual 
after initial source test for each RICE unit) to determine compliance with the Proposed Permit PSD and 
BACT emission limits for NOx, VOC, CO, and PM10/PM2.5.  Infrequent stack tests are inadequate to 
determine whether permit limits are being met routinely, day in and day out.  EPA itself has stated that 
annual stack tests are not sufficient to assure compliance with emissions limits. 
  
First, stack tests normally last only a few hours (two to six hours).  Annual testing therefore may not be 
representative for emissions during routine operations during the remaining hours of the year.  Bi-annual 
testing, as proposed here is even less representative.  Second, it is well known that “[m]anual stack tests 
are generally performed under optimum operating conditions, and as such, do not reflect the full-time 
emission conditions from a source.” A widely used handbook on Continuous Emissions Monitoring 
(“CEMs”) notes, with respect to manual source tests for PM10, that: “Due to the planning and 
preparations necessary for these manual methods, the source is usually notified prior to the actual testing.  
This lead time allows the source to optimize both operations and control equipment performance in order 
to pass the tests.” In other words, maintenance is performed in advance of the test to ensure that the 
emission-generating process is finely tuned.  Sometimes, a pre-test is conducted and additional 
maintenance and tuning performed to assure the source passes.   
 
It is essential that monitoring be performed more frequently than specified by the biannual source test 
requirements in the Proposed Permit.  Stack emissions can be accurately monitored with Continuous 
Emissions Monitors (“CEMs”).  CEMS are electro-mechanical instruments, usually installed in the 
facility’s exhaust or smoke stacks, which sample, analyze, measure, and record the amount of pollutants 
passing through the stack.  CEMS have been developed to measure various types of pollutants emitted 
by stationary sources.  including NOx, CO, and opacity.  NOx and CO CEMS are routinely required for 
natural gas-fired combustion units, including RICE units, and can detect violations that inspectors 
cannot: 
 
According to EPA compliance officials, inspectors have difficulty judging visible emissions at night and 
in adverse weather, whereas CEMS are not affected by these conditions.  More importantly, gaseous 
emissions, such as SO, and NOx, are generally not visible, whereas CEMS consistently measure these 
gases directly and reliably.  For some gaseous pollutants, inspectors often can only infer compliance by 
comparing existing process and control system operating conditions with those recorded during stack 
testing.  However, according to EPA, stack test data are collected under finely tuned process and control 
system operating conditions, and thus may be atypical of tests conducted under normal operations, 
further adding to the difficulty of detecting violations of permit conditions for gaseous pollutants. 
 
Unless supplemental monitoring such as CEMS is added to the Proposed Permit, community members 
will not be able to protect themselves against harmful emissions and local, state, and federal regulatory 
agencies cannot detect and cure violations of permit conditions.  Indeed, even when locals observe 
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conditions that strongly suggest that the plant is violating its permit limits (e.g., plumes are visible at the 
stacks, odors are present, solids settle in their yards or homes, or they experience adverse health effects), 
they are often powerless to prove such violations or to stop unlawful pollution because there are no 
monitoring data to support their claims. 
 
Response: 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that the permit lacks sufficient testing, monitoring, and 
recordkeeping requirements to ensure that the permit limits are practicably enforceable.  For an 
emissions limit to be enforceable as a practical matter, the permit must clearly specify how emissions 
will be measured or determined for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the limit5,6 In addition, 
emission limitations must be supported by monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements that 
are “sufficient to enable regulators and citizens to determine whether the limit has been exceeded, and 
if so, to take appropriate enforcement action.”7  
 
We acknowledge that EPA has indicated, as noted by the commenter, that annual source tests alone are 
insufficient to assure compliance with emission limits.  We note, however, that in the examples cited 
by the commenter, EPA indicated the insufficiency of annual source tests in the context of permit 
actions and permit conditions which relied upon source tests to the exclusion of other additional 
monitoring, either of operation of the emission unit in question, or of control devices being employed.  
The proposed permit for the RICE project requires annual source tests for NOx, CO, VOC, and 
PM10/PM2.5, but does not rely solely upon these source tests to ensure practicable enforceability of 
permit limits.8 As described in greater detail below, the proposed permit requires additional monitoring 
and operating data collection to ensure compliance with the respective emission limits for these 
pollutants, as well as how compliance should then be demonstrated based on the data collected. 
 
First, we note that the proposed permit requires extensive monitoring of control device operating 
parameters to assure that the control devices are operating appropriately at all times.  The proposed 
permit requires each engine to operate with a Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system (Proposed 
Permit Specific Condition II.A.1.c) as an add-on control device for NOx, and includes monitoring, 
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements of multiple SCR operating parameters on a continuous 
basis.  SCR systems use an ammonia injection system and a catalyst bed to reduce NOx emissions.  
Ammonia selectively reduces NOx to N2, and is injected into the exhaust gas stream upstream of a 
catalyst bed.  The ammonia reacts with NOx to form N2 on the catalyst surface, which specifically 
promotes the NOx to N2 reaction.  Temperature is a critical variable affecting the reaction, as optimum 
catalyst performance occurs in operating ranges varying from 400 to 800 deg F, depending upon 
specific catalyst composition.  In addition to temperature, the ammonia injection rate is also crucial, 
and must be carefully maintained at an ammonia-to-NOx ratio that both effectively reduces NOx 
emissions and avoids excessive amounts of unreacted ammonia downstream of the catalyst bed.  As a 
result, in addition to hours of operation of the engine, the proposed permit requires monitoring of the 
SCR ammonia injection rate and SCR outlet temperature, and also requires the use of an SCR process 
monitor that will calculate outlet NOx concentration (proposed permit specific condition II.A.1.c.iv).   
 
Similarly, the permit includes monitoring of operating parameters for the oxidation catalyst.  The 
proposed permit requires the use of an oxidation catalyst (proposed permit specific condition II.A.2.b 
and 3.b) as an add-on control device for purposes of meeting CO and VOC BACT limits.  Oxidation 
catalyst systems consist of a specific catalyst mounted on a support material that is installed in a 
reactor vessel.  As exhaust gases pass through the reactor, CO and VOC react with oxygen in the 
presence of the catalyst to form carbon dioxide.  Temperature is a critical variable affecting this 
reaction, since oxidation catalyst also has an optimum temperature range, as well as a minimum 

                                                           

5 Order on Petition No.  IX-2011-1 at 10 (February 7, 2014) (Hu Honua I). 
6 Order on Petition No.  IV-2010-4 at 15 (June 22, 2012) (Cash Creek). 
7 Order on Petition No.  II-2000-07 at 7 (May 2, 2001) (Pencor-Masada). 
8 The proposed permit does not require stack tests for SO2.  Please see our response to Comment II.B.  11 for a discussion of 
practicable enforceability with regard to SO2 PTE.   



Tucson Electric Power PSD Permit 

Responses to Public Comments 

 

Page 11 of 33 

operating temperature below which catalyst effectiveness is negligible.  As a result, the proposed 
permit requires monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping of oxidation catalyst temperature.  It also 
requires monitoring of pressure drop across the oxidation catalyst, which is an indicator of adequate 
flow across the catalyst bed.  Also, the proposed project triggers Compliance Assurance Monitoring 
(CAM) requirements with respect to CO.  We have updated the proposed permit and TSD to include 
the applicable requirements from 40 CFR part 64, which includes development of a CAM plan which 
will establish specific indicator ranges for catalyst temperature and catalyst pressure drop based upon 
the initial performance test.   
 
Furthermore, to assure proper operation of the engines, the proposed permit requires the engines to 
operate in accordance with a site-specific monitoring plan and to install, operate, and maintain a 
continuous parameter monitoring system (CPMS) as required by NSPS subpart JJJJ and MACT 
subpart ZZZZ.  The site specific monitoring plan is required to include elements such as performance 
criteria and design specifications for monitoring system equipment, and must establish measures for 
equipment performance evaluations, as well as ongoing operation, maintenance, and reporting and 
recordkeeping procedures.9  The CPMS is required to collect information on engine operating 
parameters in accordance with the site specific monitoring plan on a continuous basis.  The specific 
contents and operating parameters established in site specific monitoring plans vary, but in general are 
established based upon a combination of manufacturer specification and upon conditions observed 
during the initial compliance test.  Combined with the CPMS, these measures work to ensure that the 
engines operate properly in accordance with manufacturer specifications, and in a manner consistent 
with the initial compliance test.   
 
Finally, the Proposed Permit requires the data generated by the monitoring and testing requirements 
contained in Section II.B (PSD and BACT Monitoring Requirements) and Section II.D (PSD and BACT 
Testing Requirements) to be used to demonstrate compliance with the respective pollutant emission 
limits, including the NOx annual emission cap.  As explained in greater detail in our response to 
Comment II.B.9 below, fuel usage records, source test results, and vendor startup emission rates shall 
be used to calculate NOx emissions from all ten RICE units on a monthly basis, and as a 12-monthly 
rolling total.   
 

9.  Comment: 
The commenter asserts that the permit conditions are insufficient to ensure compliance of the proposed 
RICE units with the 170 tpy NOx emission cap.  The following excerpt describes the commenter’s 
assertion in more detail: 
 
First, the Proposed Permit fails to establish an unambiguous methodology for calculating NOx emissions 
from the emission test.  Simply referring to the parameters that are part of the calculation is inadequate 
to ensure that the Applicant correctly calculates NOx emissions.  Thus, the NOx emission cap is not 
enforceable.  The Proposed Permit should be revised to include an equation that lays out the emission 
calculation in detail.  Preferably, the Proposed Permit should be revised to require installation of NOx 
CEMS which would eliminate the need for manual calculations. 
 

Second, one of the parameters that are part of the proposed NOx emission calculation is the “vendor-
guaranteed NOx emission rate for each startup event.” This emission rate is nowhere to be found in the 
Proposed Permit.  Presumably, the Proposed Permit refers to the vendor-supplied (not vendor-guaranteed) 
startup emission rate of 11.1 lbs/hour of NOx per RICE unit presented in Attachment A to Appendix of the 
Proposed TSD, Table A-2.  A vendor guarantee for this emission rate is nowhere to be found in the docket.  
Further, PDEQ recognizes that the emission rates provided by the vendor are not guaranteed.  Specifically, 
Footnote 10 to Table A-2 clearly states “PTE emissions using vendor supplied controlled emission rates for 
comparative purposes only.  Emissions presented are not enforceable by permit limits.“ Thus, the startup 
emission rate for NOx is not supported and, consequently, the emission cap for NOx emission from all ten 

                                                           

9 For a complete list of required site-specific monitoring plan requirements, see 40 CFR 63.6625(b)(1). 



Tucson Electric Power PSD Permit 

Responses to Public Comments 

 

Page 12 of 33 

RICE units is not enforceable..  .  .  .   
Response: 
While we agree with certain elements of this comment, we disagree with the overall assertion that the 
NOx emission cap is unenforceable.   
 
As noted by the commenter, and as discussed previously in our response to Comment II.B.1, we agree 
that the vendor emission specifications were not included in the docket.  We have subsequently 
updated the Department website to include this information, which was summarized in Table A-2 
Attachment A to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD.10  In addition, we wish to clarify that the statement 
in Table A-2 that “Emissions presented are not enforceable by permit limits” is not intended to indicate 
that these values are unconstrained by permit limits, as implied by the commenter.  As discussed in a 
similar response to Comment II.B.1, this language instead is intended to indicate that while these 
values do represent PTE, the literal ton/year and lb/hr values are not enforceable limits themselves.  
Rather, the permit establishes limitations for these pollutants through a combination of BACT limits 
and annual emission caps that constrain emissions from the RICE units.   

As noted by the commenter, Condition II.C.9 of the proposed permit states that the permittee shall 
calculate NOx emissions using “[…] the vendor-guaranteed NOx emission rate for each startup event.” 
We acknowledge that the emission rates provided by the vendor are not guaranteed, and have revised 
Condition II.C.9 to reference vendor specified rather than vendor guaranteed emission rates.  In 
addition, following the close of the public comment period, we requested additional supporting 
information from the applicant regarding the development and basis for the startup emission rate 
specifications.  We have included this information along with the original vendor specifications on the 
list of publicly available documents for this project on the Pima DEQ website.11,12,13 As discussed in 
this supporting information, the engine vendor developed start up emission specifications based upon a 
combination of information provided by the catalyst supplier, as well as field and laboratory data.  In 
particular, the engine manufacturer relied upon data provided for catalyst conversion efficiencies in 
order to develop a simulation tool that, when combined with collected temperature and flow data from 
the engine, estimated NOx emission performance during the startup process.  When compared to tested 
controlled emission rates, the simulation tool produced well correlated results.   
 
More broadly, we disagree with the commenter’s assertion that the NOx emission cap is 
unenforceable.  Condition II.A.1.a of the Proposed Permit clearly establishes a 170.0 tpy NOx limit, 
based on a rolling 12-month total, that applies to all ten proposed RICE units.  Additional specific 
conditions in the Proposed Permit require the permittee to perform performance tests and develop unit-
specific NOx emission factors (Condition II.D.1 and 2), monitor control device and engine operating 
parameters (Condition II.B) including heat input and hours and modes of operation (i.e., 
startup/nonstartup), and record and report NOx emissions on a monthly basis (Condition II.C.9 and 
10).  Condition II.C.9 in particular specifies the variables that shall be used to calculate NOx 
emissions, and requires the inclusion of all emissions, including startup and non-startup emissions, 
from all RICE units.  For periods of nonstartup operation, this involves calculation of heat input during 
periods of nonstartup operation combined with the NOx emission factor from the most recent source 
test.  For periods of startup operation, this involves using records of startup emission events combined 

                                                           

10 We wish to clarify that the 11.1 lb/hr NOx emission rate, which the commenter describes as the NOx startup emission 
rate, instead represents the maximum 1-hr NOx emission rate.  As described in greater detail in the response to Comment 
II.B.13, this max 1-hr NOx emission rate represents 30 minutes of startup operation followed by 30 minutes of normal 
operation at full load.  As listed in Table A-2 in Attachment A to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD, this corresponds to the 
startup emission rate of 10.3 lb/30 min, combined with controlled emission factor of 1.5 lb/hr over a 30 minute period.  
10.3 + 0.75 = 11.1 lb/hr.   
11 “Estimated Flue Gas Emission Rates & Expected Emissions During Start-Up Rev 1.pdf”, July 2, 2018 
12 “Estimated Flue Gas Emission Rates & Expected Emissions During Start-Up Rev 1.pdf”, July 5, 2018 
13 “Vendor Emissions Specifications.pdf”, September 21, 2017 
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with the vendor supplied cold start emission factor applied to each startup event.  In addition, 
Condition II.C.10 requires this calculation be performed on a monthly basis, both for calculating the 
most recent month’s emissions and the 12 month rolling total.  However, to address the commenter’s 
concern regarding the lack of an unambiguous methodology for determining compliance, we have 
revised Condition II.C.9 to include a more detailed compliance determination methodology, expressed 
in the form of an equation.  This methodology clearly indicates the emission factors and monitored 
data that will be used when calculating total NOx emissions from the engines.   
 
Finally, we note that this compliance determination methodology includes certain elements that will 
inherently produce a conservative calculation of emissions (i.e., a tendency to over-calculate, rather 
than under-calculate, engine NOx emissions).  When calculating startup emissions, the compliance 
determination methodology specifies the use of the cold start emission factor for all startup events, 
regardless of whether the startup event was a cold or warm startup.  A cold startup event represents a 
startup that occurs when the SCR catalyst is at or close to ambient temperature, and generally occurs 
after a day or more of nonoperation.  In this instance, the engine vendor has indicated in its supporting 
documentation that cold start conditions represent a startup occurring after 2-3 days of engine 
nonoperation.  A warm startup event represents a startup that occurs after a shorter period of engine 
nonoperation, typically less than 24 hours, in which the SCR catalyst remains above ambient 
temperature and reaches minimum operating temperature more quickly.  As indicated in the vendor 
specifications, cold startup emissions (10.3 lb/event) are approximately triple that of warm startup 
emissions (3.5 lb/event).14 As a result, the majority of the engine startup events will be warm startup 
events, since even a single cold startup in a single day will ensure that each successive startup event 
that day is a warm startup.  In the event that an engine has up to its 5 permitted startup events in a 
single day, the compliance determination methodology would assign a cold startup value to each event, 
resulting in reported emissions of 51.5 lbs of NOx attributable to startup events.  Since 4 of the startup 
events would be warm and not cold startups, the actual amount of NOx emitted would be closer to 24.3 
lbs of NOx, which represents an over-calculation margin of approximately 50%.   
 
In addition, we note that for each of these pollutants, multiple source tests must be performed for each 
pollutant, corresponding to 25, 40, 70, and 100 percent of peak load (Proposed Permit Specific 
Condition II.D).  In certain other instances, such information has been used to establish load-specific 
emission factors that will be paired with continuously recorded data indicating unit operating load in 
order to determine emissions on an hourly basis.15 The methodology required by the proposed permit 
is more conservative as it does not allow for the use of load-specific emission factors, but instead 
requires the highest source test load result to be applied to all periods of normal (non-startup) operation 
and operating loads, irrespective of whether the engine actually operated at a lower-emitting load.  
This methodology inherently produces an over-calculation of reported emissions, and provides a 
greater assurance that the NOx annual emission limit will not be exceeded.   
 

10. Comment: 
The commenter asserts that while the proposed permit contains testing requirements for VOC, CO and 
PM10/PM2.5 emission limits, it does not include reporting requirements.  Thus, the emission limits for 
these pollutants are not enforceable. 
 
Response: 
The permit has been revised to address this comment.  Permit Condition II.D.6 in Part B of the permit 
was added requiring reporting of performance test results to the Department in accordance with 
Condition XVII in Part A of the permit. 

                                                           

14 Ibid.  We note that the vendor specified startup emissions are expressed in terms of lb/30 min.  Since Condition II.A.5 
limits each startup to 30 minutes, we have expressed these emissions here on a lb/event basis. 
15 Order on Petition Nos.  IV-2014-5 and VI-2017-13 at 1-12 (April 2, 2018) (Yuhuang Chemical II). 
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11. Comment: 

The commenter asserts that permit conditions are inadequate to ensure compliance with SO2 emission 
limits for the RICE units, as follows: 
 
Based on a sulfur content in pipeline natural gas of 7,500 grains per million cubic feet, the 12/17 Revised 
Application determines the potential to emit of SO2 and sulfuric acid mist (“SAM”) as sulfur trioxide 
SO3 for each of the RICE units at 0.32 lbs/hour and 1.4 tons/year SO2 and 0.050 lbs/hour and 0.22 
tons/year SO3, respectively.  The Proposed TSD provides the respective potential to emit for SO2 and 
SAM in Attachment A to Appendix C, Table A-1, but the Proposed Permit contains no corresponding 
emission limits for either SO2 or SO3 or the sulfur content in natural gas.  The only related permit 
condition is contained in Condition B.L.  Fuel Sulfur Limitations: 
 
Except as otherwise specified in the Specific Conditions of this permit, the Permittee shall be considered 
in compliance with the fuel sulfur limitations in this permit by demonstrating that only the specified fuel 
allowed was fired in the applicable equipment.  Such a demonstration may be made by making available 
to the Control Officer for his inspection, documentation, such as invoices or statements from the fuel 
supplier, or sample analysis which verify the sulfur content of the fuel being piped and/or delivered.  
[PCC 17.12.180.A.3.c] [Locally Enforceable Condition] 
 
This condition is inadequate to ensure that fuel sulfur content in natural gas is below the 7,500 grains 
per million cubic feet assumed for the Applicant’s emission calculations upon which PDEQ relies for its 
potential to emit presented in summary table “IGS Facility Wide Potential to Emit … Summary.” 
Instead, the Proposed Permit should be revised to contain a condition specifying the maximum sulfur 
content in the pipeline natural gas is 7,500 grains per million cubic feet (0.75 grains/100 scf) or less 
demonstrated by TEP maintaining a copy of the tariff agreement approved by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission with the same specification or less.  Absent such a requirement, the visibility 
impact analysis for the RICE project is not supported. 
 
Response: 
The permit has been revised to address this comment.  Permit Condition II.A.11 in Part B has been 
added to the permit specifying the maximum sulfur content in the pipeline quality natural gas and 
requiring the Permittee to maintain documentation from the fuel supplier demonstrating compliance 
with the sulfur content limitation. 
 

 
12. Comment: 

The commenter asserts that visibility modeling results indicate that the RICE project has an adverse 
visibility impact at Saguaro National Park, as follows: 
 
Pursuant to 40 CFR §52.21(o) and PCC § 17.16.630, the Proposed TSD, Appendix C, Attachment B, 
Chapter 3.7.1, presents an analysis of the anticipated impacts on visibility due to emissions from the 
proposed RICE project at nearby federal Class I areas, specifically, at Saguaro National Park (East and 
West).  Both PDEQ and the National Park Service (“NPS”) determined that the RICE project would 
have a negative impact on visibility at Saguaro National Park as modeled.   
 
Based on the PLUVUE II modeling results, the Proposed TSD finds adverse impacts on visibility at 
Saguaro National Park for Case I (0.59% of daytime hours assuming grey as background color and 0.82% 
assuming black as background color) and for Case II (0.52% of daytime hours assuming grey as 
background color and 0.70% assuming black as background color).  The NPS reran the PLUVUE II 
modeling with the same emission rates for Case I and found “visibility impacts at Saguaro east and 
west.” Specifically, the NPS determined:  
 
Saguaro east would see 13 hours per year with the highest Delta E of 4.658 and a Cp of 0.184.  Saguaro 
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west will see 48 hours per year with the highest Delta E of 9.612 and a Cp of 0.413. 
 
Based on the PLUVUE model, out of a total of 4,380 daylight hours per year, there will be, on average, 
61 hours per year when a plume might be perceptible within the park. 

 
The guidance that FLMs rely on to determine significance for visibility impacts, FLAG 2010, notes that 
for PLUVUE II analyses, the FLM would likely not object if Delta E is lower than 1.0 and Cp is lower 
than < 0.02.  In other words, both PDEQ and the NPS determine that the RICE project would have an 
adverse impact on visibility at Saguaro National Park as modeled.   
 

 Response: 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that PDEQ and NPS have determined that the project 
results in an adverse visibility impact.  Specifically, the commenter references FLAG 2010 guidance16 
regarding refined visibility modeling (PLUVUE II) results for color difference index (∆E) and contrast 
|C| values, and asserts that therefore PDEQ and NPS have determined adverse visibility impacts 
because the project results in model results above these referenced values.  We disagree with the 
commenter’s characterization of these values from the FLAG 2010 guidance as bright line thresholds 
that indicate PLUVUE II impacts exceeding these values as adverse visibility impacts, and that 
PLUVUE II impacts not exceeding these values are not adverse.  As noted by the commenter, FLAG 
2010 guidance on this issue states that “For PLUVUE II analyses, the FLM would likely not object if 
∆E<1.0 and |C| < 0.02.” This language does not indicate that impacts above these values require an 
FLM objection, nor does it preclude FLM objection in instances where PLUVUE II impacts fall below 
these values.   
 
Rather, as discussed later in FLAG 2010 guidance, “If the estimated plume parameters exceed the 
aforementioned values, the FLM would rely on a case-by-case effects-based test (NPS 1993), taking 
into account magnitude, frequency, duration, and other factors, to decide whether to make an adverse 
impact determination.”17 NPS was consulted extensively during the PLUVUE II modeling to establish 
certain site-specific elements of the analysis, and was provided the model files developed by TEP for 
further analysis and model runs.  NPS was provided the opportunity to review and comment on the 
draft permit and visibility modeling, and provided comments on February 8.  2018.  In its response to 
PDEQ, NPS did not raise an objection to the draft permit, and noted that the proposed project would 
result in an improvement in visibility relative to the existing Units I1 and I2, based primarily upon 
lower peak 1-hr NOx emission rates.   
 
 

13. Comment: 
The commenter asserts that the visibility modeling results underestimate visibility impacts because the 
modeled NOx emission rates are unsupported, as follows: 
 
The modeling runs by far underestimate visibility impacts because the modeled NOx emission rates are 
not consistent with the potential to emit for the RICE units.  The Proposed Permit does not contain any 
permit conditions for the RICE units limiting short-term NOx emission rates to the modeled short-term 
emission rates and the modeled NOx rates are much lower than the combined potential to emit.  
Specifically, as shown in the excerpted table from the December 22, 2017 Final Air Quality Dispersion 
Modeling Protocol above, the modeled worst-case emission rates are 110.50 lbs/hour NOx for Case 1 
(30 minutes startup + 30 minutes normal operation) for all ten RICE Units or 11.05 lbs/hour NOx per 
RICE unit, and 15.00 lbs/hour NOx for Case 2 (60 minutes normal operation) for all ten RICE units, or 
1.50 lbs/hour NOx per RICE unit.  These emission rates are considerably lower than those indicated as 

                                                           

16 U.S.  Forest Service, National Park Service, and U.S.  Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal Land Managers Air Quality Related 
Values Work Group (FLAG), Phase I Report—Revised, Report No.  NPS/NRPC/NRR—2010/232, page 21, 10/2010 
17 Ibid, page 22 
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potential to emit in the Proposed TSD of 59.1 lbs/hour NOx for one RICE unit, i.e., 590.1 lbs/hour 
NOx combined for all ten RICE units.   
 
Thus, the results of the PLUVUE II modeling are not supported and the Proposed Permit does not ensure 
compliance with the modeled impacts.  (In contrast, to ensure compliance with the air quality dispersion 
modeling analysis for PM10 and PM2.5, which determines compliance with the respective short-term 
(24-hour) NAAQS for these pollutants, the Proposed TSD requires, and the Proposed Permit 
incorporates, the modeled emission rate as a permit condition.  The Proposed Permit must be revised to 
include a permit condition limiting short term emission rates to the modeled emission rates described 
above.  Alternatively, the PLUVUE II modelling must be rerun with the potential to emit for all 10 RICE 
units of 591.0 lbs/hour of NOx. 
 

 Response: 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertions that the PLUVUE II visibility modeling underestimates 
visibility impacts, and that the Proposed Permit lacks conditions limiting short-term NOx emission 
rates to the modeled emission rates.  The commenter asserts that visibility impacts are underestimated 
because the visibility modeling was not performed using the NOx emission rate of 59.1 lb/hr per 
engine, which corresponds to the NSPS subpart JJJJ emission standard of 1.0 g/hp-hr established in 
Condition III.A.1.  Instead, as noted by the commenter, and as described in the Proposed TSD, the 
visibility modeling used the NOx emission rates based upon vendor specifications for periods of 
startup and normal operations.  Specifically, .   the two model cases that were evaluated used the 
worst-case NOx emission rates that could occur based upon a combination of emissions from startup 
operations and normal operation at vendor specified emission rates consistent with the use of SCR.18 
We consider the use of these controlled emission rates appropriate, and disagree that the Proposed 
Permit lacks conditions that limit short-term NOx emissions to these rates.  The proposed permit 
includes a requirement for each engine to operate with an SCR system (Condition II.A.1.c), as well as 
requirements for monitoring of SCR operating parameters (Condition II.B.2) and work practice 
standards to ensure proper operation of the SCR in a manner consistent with manufacturer 
recommendations (Conditions II.A.1.c.i through iv).  In addition, Condition II.A.6 of the Proposed 
Permit limits total startups per calendar day for each engine to 5 startups, which is consistent with the 
modeling cases.  These permit conditions restrict the NOx emission rate of each engine to the model 
emission rates.  As a result, we do not consider revised visibility modeling at uncontrolled NOx 
emission rates to be warranted, and do not consider the modeled visibility impacts to be 
underestimated.   
 
 

14. Comment: 
The commenter asserts that the modeling analysis for CO, PM10 and PM2.5 is not supported, as follows: 
The Proposed TSD determines compliance with short-term NAAQS for CO, PM10 and PM2.5 based on 
“average emission rates.” These average emission rates are summarized in Tables 3-5 and 3-6 of 
Attachment B to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD.  PDEQ modeled the 1-hour and 8-hour CO 
concentrations based on the startup emissions rate for this pollutant of 18.2 lbs/hour provided by the 
vendor.  PDEQ modeled the 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations based on 24-hour average 
emissions rates calculated based on 21.5 hours of operation at the vendor-supplied emissions rate 
including a buffer of five startups per day.  As discussed in a previous comment, the vendor supplied 
emissions rates are not guaranteed and are not required as enforceable permit conditions.  Thus, the 
results of PDEQ’s Class II significant impact modeling analysis is not supported.  Instead, modeling 
must be based on the maximum emission rates incorporated into an enforceable permit condition. 
 
Response: 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that the modeling for CO, PM10, and PM2.5 is 
unsupported.  The commenter is asserting that average, rather than maximum, emission rates were 

                                                           

18 We note that the commenter has raised concerns regarding the vendor information justifying the NOx emission rates 
during startup and SCR operation.  We have addressed these issues separately in our response to Comment II.B.9 
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used as modeled emission rates.  We wish to clarify that the term “average emission rate”, as it appears 
in Table 3-5 of Attachment B (Air Impact Analysis) to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD, is used in 
column headings to summarize model emissions rates for various pollutant-specific averaging periods 
(e.g., “CO 1-hour average emission rate”).  These column headings are not intended to represent 
“average” emission rate occurring over that period, but rather the emission rate for a particular 
“averaging period”.  As described in Section 3.3 of the Air Impact Analysis, the emission rates in 
Table 3-5 are the maximum emission rates that occur over the corresponding averaging period, 
consistent with operational limitations established by the proposed permit.  In addition, we note that 
because startup emission rates are either equal to or greater than emissions during normal operations, 
startup emission rates were accounted for in determining maximum modeled emission rates, as 
discussed in further detail below.   
 
For example, the commenter notes that the modeled 1-hr CO emission rate is 18.20 lb/hr, which 
represents the maximum CO emission rate over a 1-hr averaging period.  As noted in Table 3-5 of the 
Air Impact Analysis, the CO startup emission rate is 9.1 lb/30 min, which is higher than the CO 
emissions rate of 2.64 lb/hr during normal operations.  Since Condition II.A.5 of the proposed permit 
limits engines startups to no more 30 minutes in duration, the worst-case CO emissions scenario over a 
1-hour period represents two 30-minute startup events in a single hour, or 18.20 lb/hr.   
 
Similarly, the modeled PM10 emission rate of 2.50 lb/hr represents the maximum PM10 emission rate 
over a 24-hr averaging period.  As noted in Table 3-5 of the Air Impact Analysis, the PM10 startup 
emission rate is 1.8 lb/30 min (equivalent to 3.6 lb/hr), which is higher than the PM10 emission rate of 
2.37 lb/hr during normal operations.  Since Condition II.A.6 of the proposed permit limits the total 
number of startups for each RICE in a single calendar day to no more than 5, the worst case PM10 
emission scenario over a 24-hour period represents five 30 minute startup events in a single day, 
combined with the remaining 21.5 hours of the day at normal operation.  This calculation is described 
in detail in footnote 2 in Table 3-5 of the Air Impact Analysis.   
 
As a result, the maximum modeled emission rate for a particular averaging period consists of a 
combination of emissions rates corresponding to varying periods of startup and normal operation.  We 
disagree with the commenter’s assertion that these emissions rates are unsupported or unenforceable.  
The BACT limits established in the proposed permit represent short term emission limits that are 
consistent with the modeled emission rates.  As discussed in greater detail in our response to Comment 
II.B.8, the proposed permit requires sufficient monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements to 
determine compliance with these BACT limits.  With regard to the vendor supplied emissions rates for 
periods of startup, please refer to our response to Comment II.B.9, in which we discuss the 
documentation and support for the vendor supplied startup emission rates.   
 
 

15. Comment:  
The commenter asserts that the proposed TSD fails to address the requirement for modeling of secondary 
PM2.5 emissions, as follows: 

 
Modeling of secondary PM2 5 emissions is required based on EPA guidance, and PDEQ must model the 
secondary PM2 5 emissions to properly demonstrate compliance with the PM2 5 NAAQS.  Specifically, 
the Applicant discusses the May 20, 2014 guidance from EPA regarding PM2 5 modeling for permitting 
purposes, which defines four cases for what type of air quality modeling analysis is needed for 
consideration of direct and secondary PM2 5 emissions.   

 
The Applicant finds that PM2 5 modeling for the RICE project falls into Case 2, i.e., direct PM2 5 
emissions are equal to or greater than the 10 tons/year significant emission rate (“SER”) for this pollutant 
and NOx and/or SO2 emission rates are less than the respective 40 tons/year SER for these pollutants, 
thus, concludes that an analysis to address secondary PM2 5 impacts is not required. 
 
However, as demonstrated in Comment IV, the RICE project in the Proposed Permit would exceed the 
40 tons/year SER for NOx emissions; thus, Case 3 applies, i.e., direct PM2 5 emissions are equal to or 
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greater than the 10 tons/year SER for this pollutant and NOx and/or SO2 emission rates are less than the 
respective 40 tons/year SER for these pollutants.  For Case 3, EPA guidance recommends an analysis to 
address secondary PM2 5 impacts.  The Proposed Permit and Proposed TSD should be revised to 
include such an analysis. 

 
Response: 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that the dispersion modeling should include modeling of 
secondary PM2.5 emissions.  EPA’s PM2 5

 Modeling Guidance19 provides recommendations regarding 
technical approaches for conducting PM2 5 NAAQS and PSD increment compliance demonstrations.  
This includes how to adequately account for contributions from primary PM2 5

 concentrations from a 
proposed new or modifying source’s direct PM2.5 emissions and from secondarily formed PM2.5 
concentrations resulting from the source’s PM2.5 precursor emissions.  This guidance discusses 
several assessment cases20, and provides recommendations regarding when secondary impacts of NOx 
and SO2, as PM2 5 precursor emissions, should be assessed.  The dispersion modeling approach 
described in the proposed permit and TSD correspond to Case 2, which does not recommend modeling 
of precursor emissions, while the commenter asserts that the Case 3 applies, which does recommend 
modeling of precursor emissions.  Specifically, the commenter asserts that, due to deficiencies in the 
NOx netting analysis (see Comments 2-4), Case 3 applies because the RICE project has a NOx 
emission increase greater than the 40 tpy PSD SER for NOx.  As noted in our responses to Comments 
II.B.2 through 4, we have updated certain permit conditions in the final permit to ensure that the 
emission reductions from the shutdown of Units I1 and I2 are creditable.  The net emission increase of 
NOx for the RICE project is 30 tpy, which is below the PSD SER for NOx of 40 tpy.  As a result, PSD 
review for NOx is not triggered as a direct pollutant for NO2, nor as a precursor for PM2 5.  Thus, Case 
2 of the modeling guidance applies. 

 
 

16. Comment: 
As discussed in Comments 2-4, the commenter asserts that the RICE project triggers PSD review for 
NOx, which requires dispersion modeling for demonstrating compliance with the short-term and annual 
NAAQS for NO2.  The Proposed TSD must be revised to include such an analysis. 
 
Response: 
As discussed in our responses to Comments II.B.2-4, we have made several updates to the final permit 
to reflect our intent of ensuring that the net increase of NOx from the RICE project does not exceed the 
40 tpy PSD SER for NOx.  Thus,, PSD review for NOx is not triggered, and a Class II dispersion 
modeling analysis for NOx is not required.   
 
 

17. Comment: 
The commenter lists certain typographical and other errors in the TSD. 
 
Response: 
We acknowledge these errors and typos, and have corrected them in the final permit 
 

 
  

                                                           

19 Page, Stephen, U.S.  EPA, “Guidance for PM2.5 Permit Modeling”, May 20, 2014.  Available online at: 
https://www3.epa.gov/scram001/guidance/guide/Guidance_for_PM25_Permit_Modeling.pdf  
20 Ibid, Table II-1 
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III. Comments from the Public That Do Not Reference Specific Permit Conditions 

A. Comment:  
Solar and wind power with battery backup should be used instead of RICE.   

a. Renewable target of 30% by 2030 
b. Study comparing cost/impact of NG versus solar + batteries 
c. Costs of batteries should not be a reason not to employ them 
d. Technology improvements have made batteries viable 

 
Response:  
TEP selected RICE units to address a specific business purpose.  TEP has set a goal to supply at least 30 percent 
of retail energy load from renewable resources by 2030.  In order to meet this goal, TEP must address the 
operational challenges that are associated with the intermittency and variability of energy generated by 
renewable resources.  The RICE units were selected by TEP because of their ability to ramp up quickly to 
provide load carrying capacity to provide reliable, grid-balancing resources to address the variability and 
intermittency of renewable resources.  The details of TEP’s goals and the selection of RICE for this project are 
included in the TEP 2017 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)21 
  
TEP did not propose to install renewable power generation technology, energy storage, or other power 
production technologies at IGS.  Implementation of any of these options would fundamentally redefine the 
project.  PDEQ does not have the authority to require TEP to fundamentally change the nature of the project.   
 

B. Comment: 
The increase in pollutant emissions (PM, NOx, VOC, and HAPs) should not be allowed.   
 
Response: 
The Clean Air Act, Arizona Revised Statutes, and Pima County Code allow emission increases provided the 
increases do not cause a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and that best available control 
technology is installed to control emissions.  TEP has demonstrated the proposed project meet federal, state, and 
county requirements.   
 

C. Comment: 
TEP should invest in demand management. 
 
Response: 
TEP has proposed to install the selected RICE units to address a specific business purpose.  As noted 
previously, TEP is proposing to install the RICE units to address the operational challenges associated with the 
intermittency and variability of energy generated by renewable resources.  The RICE units were selected 
because of their ability to quickly provide load carrying capacity to address the variability and intermittency of 
renewable resources.  The scope of the proposed project does not include demand management.  PDEQ does 
not have the authority to fundamentally change the nature of a proposed project.  Therefore, PDEQ does not 
have the authority to require TEP to invest in demand management, as this would fundamentally change the 
nature of the proposed project.   
 
 

D. Comment: 
The proposed permit changes were not sufficiently publicized.   
 
Response: 
PCC 17.12.190 provides the requirements for public participation for Class I permits.  The public participation 
requirements were met for the TEP permit.  PDEQ is required to provide public notice of receipt of complete 
applications for major modifications to major sources by publishing a notice in a newspaper of general 

                                                           

21 Information obtained from the TEP 2017 IRP at: http://www.tep.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-
Integrated-Resource.pdf.   
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circulations in the county where the source will be located.  PDEQ provided notification of receipt of the permit 
application in the Arizona Daily Star on October 2, 2017. 
 
In addition, PDEQ is required to provide public notice, an opportunity for public comment, and an opportunity 
for a hearing before taking final action on a significant permit revision.  This requires publication of a notice 
once each week for two consecutive weeks in two newspapers of general circulation in the county where the 
source will be located.  PDEQ is also required to mail a copy of the notice to persons who have requested in 
writing to be placed on the mailing list for notifications.  The proposed permit modification was publicized in 
two newspapers, in four news releases to 144 media sources and elected officials, and in two news releases 
emailed to 751 air quality advisory/information recipients.  The news release was mailed to neighborhood 
association representatives for the following neighborhoods: Elivra, Mortimore, Pueblo Gardens, South Park, 
Western Hills II, and Sunnyside.  The news release was also sent to: U.S.  EPA, City of Tucson, City of South 
Tucson, Town of Marana, Town of Oro Valley, Green Valley Council, Pasqua Yaqui Nation, Pinal County, 
Santa Cruz County, National Park Service, National Forest Service, U.S.  Air National Guard, Tucson Electric 
Power, Sierra Club, U.S.  Fish and Wildlife, San Xavier District Tohono O’Odham Nation, Vail Chamber of 
Commerce, Pima Association of Governments, and Davis-Monthan Air Force Base.  An article on the proposed 
project was published in the Pima County Community-wide Newsletter (4,200 subscribers) on February 9, 
2018.   
 
A public open house (informational meeting) and two public hearings were held to provide information and 
receive comment on the proposed permit revision.  The open house was held on February 15, 2018 at the 
Abrams Public Health Center, located at 3950 S.  Country Club Road Tucson, Arizona.  The public hearings 
were held on March 1, 2018 at Abrams Public Health Center and March 28, 2018 at the Pima County Public 
Works Building (located at 130 W.  Congress Street, Tucson, Arizona).  Invitations to the open house and the 
public hearing scheduled for March 1, 2018 were mailed to 9,550 residents and businesses located near the TEP 
facility on February 5, 2018. 
 
Information regarding the open house and the public hearings was published on the Pima County DEQ website 
and the Pima County Main website.  PDEQ tweeted information about the public meetings on February 5th and 
15th, and March 15th and posted information on the Pima County Facebook page on February 8, 2018.  
Additional details regarding the public outreach and notifications is included in Attachment 1. 
 

E. Comment:  
The proposed project will increase greenhouse gas (GHG) and carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions.  These emissions 
contribute to climate change and should not be allowed.   
 
Response: 
The Clean Air Act, Arizona Revised Statutes, and Pima County Code allow emission increases including GHG 
and CO2 provided that best available control technology (BACT) is installed to control emissions.  For existing 
sources that trigger Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review, best available control technology 
(BACT) applies to each proposed emissions unit at which a net emissions increase would result from the 
change22.  The proposed project will cause a net emission increase in GHG, specifically carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  Therefore, the GHG control technology 
review applies to the proposed emission units and associated pollutants as follows: 
 

• RICE units – GHG (CO2, N2O, CH4) 
• Natural gas piping – GHG (CH4)  
• High voltage circuit breakers – SF6 

 

                                                           

22 40 CFR §52.21(j)(3) 



Tucson Electric Power PSD Permit 

Responses to Public Comments 

 

Page 21 of 33 

The control technology review was conducted based on EPA guidance including the New Source Review 
Workshop Manual23 (NSR Workshop Manual) and the PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse 
Gases24 (GHG Permitting Guidance).  Both of these documents provide general guidance for determining the 
scope of the best available control technology (BACT) analysis.  The GHG Permitting Guidance recommends 
that BACT analyses for GHG emissions be conducted in the same manner as for other regulated pollutants25.  A 
top-down procedure is used to determine BACT for an emission unit.  Before initiating the BACT analysis for a 
given emission unit and a given pollutant, PDEQ identified the minimum acceptable level of control allowed 
under an applicable requirement (i.e.  New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) or National Emission 
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)).  This minimum acceptable level of control is commonly 
called the BACT “baseline”.  Next, the five-step “top-down” approach was used to assess BACT.  The five 
steps of a top-down BACT analysis are: 
 

Step 1: Identify all available control technologies with practical potential for application to the emission 
unit and regulated pollutant under evaluation; 

Step 2:  Eliminate all technically infeasible control technologies; 
Step 3:  Rank remaining control technologies by effectiveness and tabulate a control hierarchy; 
Step 4:  Evaluate most effective controls and document results; and 
Step 5:  Select BACT, which will be the most effective practical option not rejected, based on economic, 

environmental, and/or energy impacts. 
 
The first step is to identify all control technologies with potential application to the emission unit and pollutant 
subject to review.26 According to EPA guidance, the review shall include the following types of control 
technologies: 
 

• Inherently lower-emitting processes and practices 
• Add-on controls; and 
• Combinations of inherently lower-emitting processes and add-on controls 

 
EPA’s GHG Permitting Guidance27 states that a BACT analysis for GHG should not redefine the source’s 
purpose and that the proposed design should be assessed to determine which design components are inherent for 
the proposed purpose and which may be changed for pollution reduction purposes without disrupting the 
applicant’s basic purpose.  It further states that BACT should not be applied to regulate the applicant’s purpose 
or objective for the proposed facility.  The guidance also notes that a decision to exclude an option because it 
would fundamentally redefine the source must be explained and documented in the permit record.28  
The fundamental business purpose of the proposed project is to allow TEP to provide reliable, efficient, grid-
balancing resources which can ramp up quickly and provide 100% of the effective load carrying capacity 
(ELCC) during peak periods of any length.  TEP selected RICE units because they provide flexible, fast-
responding power and assist in mitigating power fluctuations associated with renewable resources.29 Because 
renewable resources produce power intermittently, TEP requires back up generation capability with fast start 
times and the ability to ramping to full load quickly, the ability to operate over a wide range of loads without 
compromising efficiency, and reduced Operation and Maintenance (O&M) resulting from repeated unit cycling.  
According to TEP’s 2017 IRP,30 TEP conducted a Flexible Generation Technology Assessment which found 

                                                           

23 Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, US EPA, New Source Review Workshop Manual, October 1990.  (NSR 
Workshop Manual). 
24 Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, US EPA, Document Number EPA-457/B-11-001, PSD and Title V Permitting 
Guidance for Greenhouse Gases, dated March 2011. 
25 PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases, EPA-457/B-11-001, March 2011 
26 NSR Workshop Manual, (Section IV). 
27 PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases, EPA-457/B-11-001, March 2011. 
28 PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases, EPA-457/B-11-001, March 2011. 
29 Information obtained from the TEP 2017 IRP at: http://www.tep.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-
Resource.pdf.   
30 TEP 2017 IRP at: http://www.tep.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-Resource.pdf.  . 
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that the RICE technology is the preferred technology to provide capacity and assist in mitigating renewable 
energy intermittency and variability.31  
 
Not installing the RICE units would fundamentally redefine the source, and therefore, this is not 
considered as part of the control technology analysis.  The proposed change (and resulting emission 
increase) has been demonstrated to meet the control technology requirement and therefore, the 
increase in emissions is permissible.   
 

F. Comment: 
Several commenters made statements to indicate their disappointment to PDEQ’s determination that projected 
emissions of pollutants from the Project will not result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects on any population, including minority populations and low-income populations.  The Sierra 
Club requested the environmental justice impacts should include air quality modelling of the nitrogen oxides 
(NOX) impacts and that the agencies EJ report wrongly relies on the applicants erroneous “netting” of pollutants 
that does not comply with the law and does not reflect the reality of the toxic air pollution that people in the 
community will breathe.  Furthermore, the Sierra Club suggested that the EJ analysis should consider the total 
amount of air pollution that the facility will emit and not subtract the emissions from the shutdown of the 2 
existing gas units. 
 
Response: 
PDEQ is committed to addressing environmental justice concerns in the TEP RICE project.  PDEQ has 
reviewed the EJ analysis in accordance with the Executive Order 12898, entitled “Federal Actions To Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” For purposes of Executive Order 
12898, EPA and PDEQ recognize that, in the context of an environmental justice analysis, compliance with the 
applicable NAAQS is generally emblematic of achieving a level of public health protection that demonstrates 
that PDEQ’s issuance of the permit for the proposed facility will not have disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations due to exposure to 
the relevant criteria pollutants.  This is because NAAQS are health-based standards, designed to protect human 
health with an adequate margin of safety, including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and 
asthmatics.   
 
PDEQ has considered in detail environmental justice issues associated with this PSD permit decision, and 
offered the public the opportunity to comment on such issues as part of the notice and comment process.  PSD 
requirements do not necessitate an analysis for criteria pollutants that do not trigger PSD review.  The project 
emissions of NOX were calculated as the emissions from the proposed ten RICE units minus the emissions from 
the natural gas-fired units to be retired (No.  1 and No.  2).  The resulting NOX emissions are below the NOX 
significant emission rate of 40 tons per year (TPY).  Therefore, the NOX emissions do not trigger New Source 
Review under PSD regulations and air dispersion modeling was not required to be performed for NOX.  Note: 
the total amount of air pollution that the facility will emit is calculated with the operation of the ten RICE units.  
Units 1 and 2 will be shutdown upon the start up of the first RICE unit.  The air quality and environmental 
justice analysis conducted by PDEQ shows that he project meets all applicable requirements and is protective 
for human health and the environment.  Both units 1 and 2 will be shutdown prior to startup of RICE.   
 

G. Comment: 
Carbon reduction and Carbon sequestration should be considered; RICE is not the best technology. 
 
Response: 
An evaluation of the carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) was conducted within the BACT  analysis.  CCS 
has not been effectively demonstrated or made commercially available for RICE units.  According to the 
preamble for the Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New Modified, and 
Reconstructed Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, CCS has been demonstrated as technically 
feasible for steady-state (i.e., base load) operations but has not been demonstrated for operations such as 

                                                           

31 Information obtained from the footnote on page 22 of the TEP 2017 IRP located at: http://www.tep.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-Resource.pdf.   
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intermediate load natural gas combined cycle (NGCC) power plants which start and stop frequently.  Although 
the preamble specifically discusses NGCC plants, the same concept applies to the proposed RICE units which 
are designed to start and stop frequently and to operate at varying loads.  A review of power plant PSD permits 
for similar natural gas RICE unit applications indicates that CCS has not been found to be technically feasible 
for other RICE installations.32 Therefore, CCS was identified as technically infeasible. 
 

H. Comment: 
Allowing TEP to do this impacts public health and will make the air quality worse in Tucson. 
 
Response: 
The Clean Air Act requires EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants that 
are considered harmful to public health and the environment.  There are two national air quality standards:  
 

• primary standards, which are designed to protect public health; and  
• secondary standards, which are designed to protect the public welfare from adverse effects, including 

those related to effects on soils, water, crops, vegetation, man-made materials, animals, wildlife, 
weather, visibility, and climate; damage to property; transportation hazards; economic values, and 
personal comfort and well-being.   
 

The project triggers PSD review for carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM) with an aerodynamic 
diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10) and PM with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 
2.5 microns (PM2 5).  As a result, an air impact analysis is required to evaluate the project impacts with regard to 
the NAAQS, as well as PSD Class II increments, and PSD Class I increments at the eastern and western units of 
Saguaro National Park (SNP) and Galiuro Wilderness Area (GWA).  The air impact analysis was conducted for 
the proposed project and demonstrates that the Project does not cause or contribute to an exceedance of any 
NAAQS or PSD increment for these pollutants. 
 

I. Comment: 
TEP states that they are not subject to New Source Climate Change standards codified at 40 CFR 60 Subpart 
TTTT because the units are small but they should consider the units in total. 
 
Response: 

TEP stated that the RICE are not an affected facility under Subpart TTTT because it is not an “electric generating unit”, 
“integrated gasification combined cycle facility,” “stationary combustion turbine,” or “steam generating unit,” by definition 
in Subpart TTTT.  The following definitions are in 40 CFR Subpart TTTT 60.5580. 

J. Comment:  
The Sierra Club and TEP are saying different things.   
 
Response: 
The TEP and Sierra Club statements that the commenter is referring to are not specifically identified.  PDEQ 
cannot comment on statements or information provided by Sierra Club and TEP.  To prepare the proposed 
permit, PDEQ and EPA evaluated the information provided in the permit application and prepared the emission 
calculations, a control technology review, the air quality impact analyses, etc.  This information formed the 
basis of the proposed permit and technical support documentation. 
 

K. Comment: 
TEP is doing this expansion to provide power to Phoenix.  TEP already has an overcapacity, so the proposed 
change is unnecessary.  TEP will send the power generated by the project elsewhere and the pollution will stay 
here. 
 
Response: 
TEP has proposed this project to meet a corporate goal to supply at least 30 percent of retail energy load from 

                                                           

32 BACT reviews conducted for PSD permits for proposed RICE units at power plants (see Attachment 1 of Appendix C -
BACT Analysis of the Permit Technical Support Document).   
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renewable resources by 2030.  The RICE units were selected by TEP because of their ability to address the 
variability and intermittency of renewable resources.  The location or region into which the power generated by 
the proposed project will be supplied has not been identified in the permit application documentation.  PDEQ 
and EPA do not have the authority to disallow the project based on the market that will be supplied by the 
proposed project.  Imposing a restriction on TEP to only provide power to a specific market may fundamentally 
redefine the project.  PDEQ and EPA do not have the authority to require TEP to fundamentally change the 
nature of the project. 
 

L. Comment: 
RICE units are efficient at small sizes but not at the large size proposed by TEP.   
 
Response:  
TEP has proposed to install RICE units because of their ability to address the variability and intermittency of 
renewable resources.  The RICE units were selected because they provide flexible, fast-responding power to 
address power fluctuations associated with renewable resources.33 Because renewable resources produce power 
intermittently, TEP requires back up generation capability with fast start times and the ability to ramping to full 
load quickly, the ability to operate over a wide range of loads without compromising efficiency, and reduced 
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) resulting from repeated unit cycling.  According to TEP’s 2017 IRP, TEP 
conducted a Flexible Generation Technology Assessment which found that the RICE technology is the 
preferred technology to provide capacity and assist in mitigating renewable energy intermittency and 
variability.34 Therefore, requiring TEP to select a different technology would fundamentally change the 
proposed project.  PDEQ and EPA does not have the authority to fundamentally change the nature of the 
project. 
 

M. Comment: 
TEP needs to follow state and local regulations.   
 
Response: 
The proposed project is required to meet EPA and PDEQ requirements.  The proposed project has been 
reviewed by PDEQ and EPA and has been deemed to meet all applicable requirements. 
 

N. Comment: 
Ozone levels will be affected by the increase in ozone precursors and Tucson is at the edge of ozone 
nonattainment.   
 
Response: 
The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program is designed to assure that new and 
modified industrial facilities do not cause adverse impacts on air quality.  The proposed project is located in an 
attainment area for ozone.  The proposed project must be evaluated to determine if the modification is “major” 
based on whether the modification results in an increase in emissions above specified emission rates which 
define whether the increase in emissions is “significant” or de minimis.  Ozone levels are attributable to NOx 
and VOC emissions.  Therefore, an assessment of the emissions increase from the proposed project is required.  
The NOx and VOC net emissions increases from the proposed project are both less than the significant emission 
rate (40 tons per year).  Emission increases that are less than the significant emission rate are considered de 
minimis (not “major”) and do not require a PSD review and an air impact analysis is not required. 
 
 

O. Comment: 
TEP should consider the use of internal combustion engines that combust hydrogen instead of natural gas. 

                                                           

33 Information obtained from the TEP 2017 IRP at: http://www.tep.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-
Resource.pdf.   
34 Information obtained from the footnote on page 22 of the TEP 2017 IRP located at: http://www.tep.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-Resource.pdf.   
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Response: 
TEP has proposed to install RICE units that combust natural gas because of their ability to address the 
variability and intermittency of renewable resources.  The RICE units were selected because they provide 
flexible, fast-responding power to address power fluctuations associated with renewable resources.35 Because 
renewable resources produce power intermittently, TEP requires back up generation capability with fast start 
times and the ability to ramping to full load quickly, the ability to operate over a wide range of loads without 
compromising efficiency, and reduced Operation and Maintenance (O&M) resulting from repeated unit cycling.  
It is unclear whether RICE units that combust hydrogen are readily available, and requiring the facility to use an 
engine that uses a different type of fuel (hydrogen in this case) could fundamentally change the proposed 
project.  Under the PSD program, PDEQ and EPA do not have the authority to fundamentally change the 
project. 
 

P. Comment: 
Allowing TEP to do this impacts our water – proposed change will increase water usage. 
 
Response: 
The air permit process does not include an evaluation of the proposed water usage.  Water usage is not regulated 
under the PDEQ air regulations that govern the issuance of the air permit.  Therefore, water usage is not 
considered as part of the air permitting process.   
 

Q. Comment: 
The annual NOx emission limit poses a severe operational restriction that would place unusual limitations on 
allowed capacity factors in order the RICE to remain compliant with the NOx emission limit.  Attached 
calculations indicate that the NOx emission limit would only provide for 144.5 hrs/yr of full power-peaking, 
which results in a very low capacity factor that is inconsistent with the project’s state goal of meeting daily 
mismatch between (a) distributed and utility solar production and (b) electrical power demand patterns. 
 
Response: 
The NOx calculations provided by the commenter are based upon an uncontrolled NOx emission rate of 59.1 
lb/hr per engine.  As discussed in a response to a similar comment (See Comment II.B.5), these calculations do 
not account for the effect of the SCR system for NOx control required by Condition II.A.1.c of the Proposed 
Permit.  The controlled NOx emission rate, based upon use of the SCR system, is 1.5 lb/hr per engine during 
normal operations.36 As a result, the required use of the SCR system will allow the RICE units to operate at 
sufficient capacity factors (i.e., more hours of operation) while still complying with the NOx annual emission 
limit.   
 
 

R. Comment: 
In light of the point raised in Comment Q above, there is concern that the severe operational restriction on 
operating time of the RICE may result in ways to operate outside of the parameters in the proposed permit.  It is 
requested that compliance verification measures be established and agreed upon between PDEQ and TEP to 
assure compliance with the NOx emission limits. 
 
Response: 
As noted in the response to Comment Q above, the Proposed Permit requires the use of SCR on the RICE units 
for NOx control, which will allow the units to operate within the annual NOx limit at higher capacity factors 
than indicated by the commenter.  As a result, we disagree that the annual NOx limit will result in severe 
operational restrictions on the engines.  For compliance verification purposes, the Proposed Permit requires 
multiple requirements for source testing, monitoring of the SCR system, and reporting and recordkeeping.  

                                                           

35 Information obtained from the TEP 2017 IRP at: http://www.tep.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-
Resource.pdf.   
36 Project emission estimates can be found in Attachment A to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD (page 155 of 229 in the 
Adobe Acrobat version of the Proposed TSD). 
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Please refer to our responses to Comment II.B.8 and 9 for more details.   
 
 

S. Comment: 
It is requested that PDEQ consider whether Saguaro Park Superintendent Darla Sidles comment that “The Clean 
Air Act is working and air quality is improving, but more needs to be done, because air pollution impacts all our 
parks” be considered to activate 42 U.S.C.  §7475.  (d)(2)(B) and/or (d)(2)(C)(i), and if so, an evaluation of the 
adverse impact on the air quality related values (including visibility) should be considered. 
 
Response: 
The commenter requests that PDEQ consider whether the statement made by Saguaro Park Superintendent 
Darla Sidles, as published in an August 1, 2015 article on Tucson.com regarding visibility and regional haze at 
Saguaro National Park, is sufficient to be considered an indication that the RICE project will have an adverse 
impact on visibility.  As discussed in our response to Comment II.B.12, PDEQ and TEP worked closely with 
the National Park Service in order to accurately characterize and model the site-specific visibility impact of the 
project on Saguaro National Park.  In its February 8, 2018 letter response to PDEQ, NPS noted that the 
proposed project would result in an improvement in visibility relative to the existing Units I1 and I2, and did not 
raise an objection to the draft permit based upon an adverse visibility impact. 
 
 

T. Comment:  
It is requested that PDEQ examine 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(3); 40 CFR § 70.4(b)(12); 40 C.F.R.  §51.166(k)(1); 40 
CFR.  §52.21 (50)(i)(a) and (b)(1) to verify compliance in light of the EPA guidance on illegitimate netting.   
 
Response: 
Based upon the regulations and guidance documents cited by the commenter, the NOx “illegitimate netting” 
asserted by the commenter refers to “project netting”.  Under 40 CFR 52.21(a)(2)(iv)(a), a project is a major 
modification for PSD if it causes both a significant emissions increase and a significant net emissions increase 
of a regulated NSR pollutant.  Historically, this applicability determination is performed via a two-step process, 
in which Step 1 involves summing only the emission increases from the project in determining whether a 
significant emissions increase has occurred, followed by Step 2 in which both emission increases and decreases 
that are creditable and contemporaneous to the project are totaled to determine if a significant net emissions 
increase has occurred.  Project netting is a practice that differs from this approach in that both project emission 
increases and decreases are considered in Step 1 of the process. 
 
The RICE project did not make use of project netting, as only emission increases from the RICE project were 
considered in Step 1 when determining if a significant emission increase occurred.  Because an increase of 170 
tpy NOx from the RICE project exceeded the PSD SER, the analysis proceeded to Step 2, in which emission 
decreases associated with the shutdown of existing Units I1 and I2 were considered.  The RICE project did not 
net out of PSD review for NOx until Step 2, which is consistent with the historical two-step process described 
above and not with the use of project netting.   
 
Other commenters have raised different concerns regarding the NOx netting, such as whether the Unit I1 and I2 
emission decreases are contemporaneous and creditable.  These concerns have been addressed separately in our 
response to Comment II.B.2.   
 

U. Comment: 
Ozone pollution levels in Pima County have been hovering just below or right at NAAQS nonattainment.  DEQ 
sent out 12 ozone advisories in 2017, compared to two in 2016.  Actions that would threaten to push ozone levels 
even higher than they already are pose a direct threat to the public health and well-being and to the integrity of 
the uniquely beautiful surrounding region.  TEP failed to consider relevant site-specific conditions in its use of 
“Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERP)”.  Among local conditions that aggravate ozone creation and 
are not reflected by the MERP modeling applied by the applicant are the following:  
 

1.  The Sundt Generation Station is located just north of I-10.  Vehicle traffic forms ozone pollution 
through VOC and NOx emissions.  TEP has not demonstrated that vehicle emissions on I-10 combined 
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with ozone precursor emissions from plant activities are unlikely to cause ozone NAAQS exceedances. 
 
2.  Tucson has a higher proportion of non-native trees than most urban settings, and many of them 
contribute more than has recently been suspected to biogenic ozone formation.  TEP has not demonstrated 
that ozone formation aggravated by this unusual urban feature does not increase the likelihood that plant 
emissions will cause NAAQS exceedances with unjustifiable hazardous health consequences. 

 
TEP has failed to demonstrate that the proposed facility would not cause or contribute to air pollution in excess 
of maximum allowable ozone NAAQS concentrations 
 
Response: 
Ground-level ozone is a pollutant that is generally not directly emitted into the atmosphere, but instead 
predominantly formed as a secondary pollutant from precursor emissions of other pollutants, such as NOx and 
VOC, that are directly emitted into the atmosphere and subsequently form ozone through complex 
photochemical reactions.  There are multiple source categories of anthropogenic NOx and VOC in Pima 
County, including an inventory of large industrial point sources, smaller area sources, as well as mobile sources.  
Ambient ozone concentrations can be affected by emission increases and decreases in these categories through 
factors such as population growth and economic development, and the Department examines changes in the 
emissions of these various categories in its planning efforts to ensure continued attainment of the NAAQS.   
 
By contrast, when evaluating the ozone impact of a single source or project in the context of a permitting action, 
the EPA has recommended a two-tiered approach for PSD permitting actions.37 As described in the Air Impact 
Analysis contained in the Proposed TSD, the first tier involves the use of appropriate and technical credible 
relationships between emission and ambient impacts developed from existing modeling studies that are 
sufficient for evaluating a project source’s impacts.  The second tier involves more sophisticated case-specific 
application of chemical transport modeling.  In recommending this two-tiered approach, the EPA also provided 
draft guidance on the development and use of Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERPs).  MERPs are a 
type of Tier 1 demonstration tool that may be used to describe an emission rate of a precursor that may result in 
an increase in ambient ozone relative to the 8-hour ozone NAAQS.  In its draft guidance, the EPA performed 
extensive regional photochemical modeling of hypothetical sources in multiple geographic areas for purposes of 
illustrating the development and use of MERPs, based on a screening threshold for 8-hour ozone of 1 ppb.  The 
EPA included the MERPs for multiple geographic areas in its guidance, and also indicated that permit 
applicants and permitting authorities have the discretion to perform their own regional photochemical modeling 
and develop their own MERP values. 
 
As noted in Attachment B (Air Impact Analysis) to Appendix C of the Proposed TSD, we relied upon the 
illustrative MERPs contained in the draft EPA guidance to evaluate project impacts, and did not perform 
photochemical modeling to develop an additional set of MERP values.  The Proposed TSD indicates that the 
lowest VOC MERP for 8-hour ozone in the western United States is 1,049 tpy.  The VOC PTE of the RICE 
project is 215 tpy, which is well below this value.  The commenter notes that the MERPs listed in the draft EPA 
guidance do not account for certain local conditions present in Tucson and near the Sundt Generating Station 
site, specifically vehicle traffic from I-10, and the higher proportion of non-native trees.  We acknowledge that 
the local conditions noted by the commenter are not reflected in the development of the 1,049 tpy VOC MERP, 
but note that the effect of such local considerations would be reflected in background ozone concentrations as 
measured by ambient monitors.  In addition, we note that the draft EPA guidance included a source model 
simulation for VOC emissions for Gila County, AZ, which is located in south central Arizona, and exhibits arid 
conditions that provide a more direct comparison to Pima County.  This source model simulation indicates that 
an increase of 500 tpy VOC from a hypothetical source corresponds to a 0.02 parts per billion increase in 
ambient ozone.38 The VOC PTE of the RICE project is 215 tpy, which is less than the 500 tpy source model 
simulation.  As a result, we consider the MERPs contained in the draft EPA guidance to provide a sufficiently 

                                                           

37 Wayland, Richard, “Guidance on the Development of Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERPs) as a Tier l 
Demonstration Tool for Ozone and PM2s under the PSD Permitting Program”, December 2, 2016.  Available online at 
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/guide/EPA454_R_16_006.pdf. 
38 Ibid, Table A-1 
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conservative demonstration that the RICE project will not cause or contribute to a violation of the ozone 
NAAQS, and have not updated the final TSD to include additional photochemical modeling.   
  
 

V. Comment: 
TEP’s statement (in the Permit Application Section 4.11- Modeling of Ozone Precursors), that “… if the project 
emissions are expected to have an impact below the ozone SIL, then its emissions are not expected to cause or 
contribute to an ozone NAAQS violation” is not supported and is not credible after the year 2017, during which 
DEQ called ozone alerts for 12 days, and in which NAAQS limits were exceeded at every monitoring station in 
the County during that year.  TEP also stated that “The only ozone nonattainment area in Arizona is located in 
Maricopa County” is inaccurate, as Pinal County, which is closer to Tucson than Maricopa County, also contains 
nonattainment areas.   
 
Response: 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that calendar year 2017 ozone monitoring results affects the 
credibility of the modeling analysis contained in the Proposed TSD.  While ambient monitoring stations in Pima 
County have recorded exceedances of the ozone standard, a violation of the ozone standard is determined based 
upon the form of the standard.  For both the primary and secondary ozone NAAQS, the form of the standard is  
the annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 years.  At this time, this 
represents 0.069 ppm (69 ppb) for Pima County.  As a result, despite these monitored exceedances, Pima 
County has not violated the ozone standard, and still remains attainment for ozone.  As an attainment area, 
major NSR permitting actions such as the RICE project are subject to PSD, rather than nonattainment NSR, 
regulations.  As described in the response to Comment V above, the Air Quality Analysis for ozone was 
performed in accordance with EPA guidance for PSD permitting.  In addition, we note that while the permit 
application may have only indicated Maricopa County as an ozone nonattainment area, the proposed TSD 
properly noted both Maricopa and Pinal County in the Air Quality Analysis for ozone.   
 
 

W. Comment: 
In selecting Background Design Values for TEP Project site, Applicant selected 2013-2015 ambient background 
design values.  Applicant indicated that Design Values for the 2014-2016 period had yet to be posted on EPA’s 
web site.  40 USC 52.21(m)(iv) mandates that monitoring data shall represent at least the year preceding receipt 
of the application.  Data selected does not meet that criterion.  This code provision authorizes the Administrator 
to determine appropriate data.  The application should be amended for compliance with 40 USC 52.21(m)(iv). 
 
Response: 
We disagree with this comment.  As noted by the commenter, the permit application indicated that 2013-15 
ambient background design values were used because 2014-16 values were not available at the time of the 
original permit application.  However, as indicated in Table 3-2 of the Air Quality Analysis contained in the 
Proposed TSD, we relied upon 2014-16 background concentrations in performing this analysis.  39    
 

X. Comment: 
President Trump’s decision to delay the federal government’s determination of whether local areas are meeting 
the ozone standard of .070 ppm makes Pima County residents unnecessarily vulnerable to health threats and 
environmental harm resulting from unchecked ozone pollution.  County and Federal Air Quality public servants 
owe Pima County the protection the Agency was created in order to oversee.  In the current condition of the 
inability to know whether our County or parts of it should be declared in nonattainment of ozone standards, the 
federal, state and county authorities should use the precautionary principle until authorities at the federal level 
once again comply with their mandates.   
 
Response: 
The 2015 ozone NAAQS designation for Pima County is beyond the scope of the proposed permitting action 

                                                           

39 https://www.epa.gov/air-trends/air-quality-design-values 
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open for public comment.  However, we note that on June 4, 2018, EPA published a final rule establishing 
ozone NAAQS designations for multiple areas in the United States, including Pima County.40 As seen in this 
final notice, Pima County was designated as attainment/unclassifiable for the 2015 primary and secondary 
ozone NAAQS.    
 
 

Y. Comment: 
The environmental justice argument lacks credible analysis.  Did DEQ follow the guidance, find an increase in 
ambient O3 and just not share its level of significance or anticipated outcomes? Why does the assessment fail to 
report these? DEQ continues: “Pima County has determined from the modeling results for the Project that the 
Project would not cause or contribute to a violation of the applicable health based NAAQS for any of the pollutants 
regulated under the PSD permit.  Furthermore, VOC emissions from the proposed Project will have an 
insignificant impact on ambient O3 concentrations.” That there will be no adverse health impacts – at least on 
more sensitive populations – is simply not credible.  That those impacts will not hit harder the communities in the 
vicinity of the plant is implausible.  A statement of the relative impacts on frontline communities contrasted with 
more protected communities would have added a degree of credibility to the report.   
 
Response: 
Regarding the ambient impact of VOC emissions from the proposed project, we wish to clarify that the 
modeling results referenced by the commenter consist of the dispersion modeling performed for CO, PM10, and 
PM2.5.  As described in our response to Comment III.U, site-specific photochemical modeling for ozone was 
not performed for the RICE project.  Rather, we relied upon the Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors 
(MERPs), which represent a demonstration tool established in EPA guidance for the purpose of evaluating 
ozone impacts in PSD permitting.  In the case of each of these pollutants, we relied upon either dispersion 
modeling (in the case of CO, PM10, and PM2.5) or the use of the MERPs (in the case of VOC) to determine that 
emissions from the RICE project would not cause or contribute to a NAAQS violation.  This approach is 
consistent with EPA practice in the context of an environmental justice analysis, in which “compliance with the 
NAAQS is an indicator that Agency action will not result in disproportionately high and adverse human health 
or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations residing near a proposed facility.”41   
 
 

 
IV. Comments Opposing/Supporting the Project 

A. Comments Opposing the Project 
1. #1-10 – Rudolf Lambrechtse 

 
B. Comments Supporting the Project 

1. #2-1 – Dr Richard Powell 
2. #2-3 – Grace Gegenheimer 
3. #2-3 – Bill Kelley 

 
V. Public Comment Process 
 

A summary of the public notification process can be found in Appendix A of this document along with public 
notices, press releases, social media posts by PDEQ, and mailing done to the community. 

                                                           

40 83 FR 25776, available online at https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2018-06-04/pdf/2018-11838.pdf 
 
41 Pio Pico Energy Center, PSD Appeal Nos.  12-04 through 12-06, 16 E.A.D.  at 67 (EAB August 2, 2013)  
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Outreach for Tucson Electric Power PSD Permit 
 
Objective: Inform community about proposed modification to TEP air quality permit and associated public 

meetings and public comment period  
 
 
Key PDEQ Staff 
Ursula Nelson - Director 
Richard Grimaldi - Deputy Director 
Rupesh Patel - Environmental Quality Manager 
Scott Porter - Environmental Quality Manager 
Dustin Fitzpatrick - Compliance Manager 
Mellanie Fuller - Environmental Permitting Manager 
Beth Gorman - Senior Program Manager, Public Outreach & Community Education 
Karen Wilhelmsen - Program Manager, Community Outreach & Education 
Kimberly Baeza - Environmental Compliance Specialist (English/Spanish translator at Open House) 
Nora Atondo - RCRA Compliance Inspector (English/Spanish translator at Public Hearing #1) 
Marie Light – Stormwater Program Manager (English/Spanish translator at Public Hearing #2)) 
 
Key Stakeholders 
TEP Area Residents and Businesses 
Tucson Area Community 
National Park Service 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Sierra Club 
 
 
Legally Required Public Notifications 
 
PDEQ Receipt of Complete Application from TEP to Make Major Modification of Existing Major Source 
• October 2, 2017: Single day notice public notice, AZ Daily Star   

 
Draft Prevention of Significant Deterioration Air Quality Permit 
• AZ Daily Star Public Notice    

o February 9, 2018: First notice 
o February 16, 2018: Second notice 

• Tucson Newspaper (TNI) Daily Territorial Public Notice  
o February 9, 2018: First notice 
o February 16, 2018: Second notice 

 
Extended Comment Period 
• AZ Daily Star Public Notice  

o February 26, 2018: First notice 
o March 5, 2018: Second notice 
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Other Public Notifications 
 
News Releases: 
January 25, 2018:  PDEQ Holds Public Meetings to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Air Quality 

Permit, Public Comment Period is February 9-March 12, 2018 
February 8, 2018: PDEQ Holds Public Meetings to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Permit 
February 26, 2018: PDEQ Holds Public Hearings to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Permit 
March 15, 2018: PDEQ Holds Final Public Hearing to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Permit 
 
• All four news releases were emailed to 144 English and Spanish audience media sources and elected 

officials. 
• January 25 and March 15 news releases were emailed to 751 air quality advisory/information recipients and 

Pima County DEQ staff of 40 individuals. 
• News release and Open House and Public Hearing invitation with map were sent to six neighborhood 

association representatives for distribution to their residents. Contact information was provided by 
Supervisor Valadez’ staff for: Elvira, Mortimore, Pueblo Gardens, South Park, Western Hills II, and 
Sunnyside neighborhood associations.  

• February 8 news release and invitation to Open House and Public Hearing with map were sent to: 
 

U.S. EPA  
City of Tucson  
City of South Tucson  
Town of Marana  
Town of Oro Valley 
Green Valley Coordinating Council  
Pasqua Yaqui Nation  
Pinal County 
Santa Cruz County   
National Park Service  

National Forest Service  
Air National Guard 
Tucson Electric Power  
Sierra Club 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
San Xavier District Tohono O’Odham Nation 
Vail Chamber of Commerce  
Pima Association of Governments  
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 
 

 
• Email with news release was sent to Beki Quintero, member of the Sunnyside Unified School District Board 

for distribution to SUSD contacts. 
 
 
Known Media Coverage 
 
Interviews: 
• January 29, 2018: KVOI AM 1030 The Voice 
• January 30, 2018: Tucson News Now 
• February 13, 2018: AZPM radio 
• March 22, 2018: KVOI AM 1030 

 
Articles/Stories Printed or Posted: 
• January 28, 2018: Arizona Daily Star – Gas fired engines that TEP wants to build… 
• January 29, 2018: KVOI AM 1030 The Voice – interview aired  
• January 30, 2018: Tucson News Now KOLD-Fox 11 – PDEQ TEP Permit… 
• February 9, 2018: Pima County FYI Weekly Newsletter (4,200 subscribers) – PDEQ to hold meetings… 
• February 12, 2018: City of Tucson NewsNet Daily Digest (50,000 subscribers) – Meetings scheduled… 
• February 13, 2018: News.AZPM.org – County asking for public feedback on TEP plan… 
• February 27, 2018: Arizona Daily Star – TEP seeks new air permit for Sundt plant 
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• February 27, 2018: Green Valley News article – Open house on air quality permit 
• February 28, 2018: Arizona Daily Star – Oscar Medina, Speak out against TEP natural gas engine plan 
• March 1, 2018: Arizona Daily Star – Larry Lucero, New TEP generators cut emissions, allow solar, wind… 
• March 1, 2018: Arizona Daily Star – Larry Lucero, Modern natural gas generators support TEP’s plans … 
• March 5, 2018: Sierra Club Canyon Echoes Newsletter – Tucson Speaks Out Against More Pollution! 
• March 19, 2018: Arizona Business Daily Reports – Pima County gathers public input on proposed power… 
• March 22, 2018: KVOI AM 1030 – interview aired  
• March 26, 2018: Tucson NewsNet Daily Digest – Final Meeting Scheduled for Public Comment on… 
• April 5, 2018: Arizona Business Daily Reports – Pima County holds final hearing on Tucson Electric… 

 
 
Website Posts  
 
Pima County DEQ website, www.pima.gov/deq: 
• Stationary Source Permitting pages, TEP Application for PSD Authorization: provides documentation 

regularly updated and available to the public 
• Announcements posted: January 24, January 25, February 8, February 26, and March 15 

 
Pima County Main website, www.pima.gov: 
• Announcements posted: January 25, February 8, February 26, and March 15, 2018 

 
 
Social Media Posts 
 
PDEQ Twitter (500+ subscribers)  
• February 5, 2018: @PimaDEQ is holding an Open House (Feb. 15) and Public Hearing (Mar. 1)… 
• February 15, 2018: @PimaDEQ is holding an Open House tonight to obtain public comments… 
• March 15, 2018: @PimaDEQ holding final Public Hearing for proposed Tucson Electric Power Air… 
• March 28, 2018: @PimaDEQ is holding a 2nd public hearing on the draft Tucson Electric Power Air… 

 
Pima County Facebook (50,000 subscribers)  
• February 8, 2018: The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality is holding an Open House… 

 
 
Promotional/Informational Mailer and Flyers  
 
• Postcard mailer: Bilingual (English and Spanish) invitation to Open House and Public Hearing, mailed to 

9,551 residents and businesses located near the TEP facility – February 5, 2018 
• Flyer created from postcard mailer and distributed to: 

o All 26 public library locations – February 8, 2018 
o Quincie Douglas and El Pueblo Community Centers, and Mulcahy Branch YMCA located near 

TEP facility – February 9, 2018 
• Open House Welcome Letter: Bilingual description of resources at event, public comment period, options 

for making public comments, and contact information – February 15, 2018 
• Comment Sheet: Bilingual instruction on making public comments and form to submit comments – 

available throughout comment period 
• Air Quality Permits Purpose and Process: Bilingual description of the purpose of air quality regulations, 

purpose of air quality permits, public comment period, and appealing a permit decision – available 
throughout public comment period 
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• Government Agency Roles in Air Quality Protection: Bilingual description of Federal Clean Air Act 
overview, and air quality related roles and responsibilities – available throughout public comment period 

 
 
Public Meetings 
 
Spanish language interpreter for oral translation was available at all public meeting locations. 
• February 15, 2018: Open House, Abrams Public Health Center, 3950 S. Country Club Road 
• March 1, 2018: Public Hearing I, Abrams Public Health Center, 3950 S. Country Club Road 
• March 28, 2018: Public Hearing II, Pima County Public Works Building, 201 N. Stone Avenue 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Notices 



PUBLIC NOTICE 

The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) provides notice of a complete air permit 
application receipt from Tucson Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station 
located at 4120 E. Irvington Rd, Tucson, AZ. 

TEP is proposing to modernize the generating station by replacing two 1950's era steam units with ten 
natural gas fired combustion engines, each having a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW.  The project 
expects to trigger a significant net increase in Carbon Monoxide, Particulate Matter (fine particles PM2.5 
and coarse particles PM10) and Volatile organic Compounds subject to the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) permitting. 

For more info about the permit modification, visit www.pima.gov/deq or contact:PDEQ, Air Permits, 
Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, 33. N. Stone Ave., Ste 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701 or call (520) 724-7400. 



PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

FIRST NOTICE 
 
The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) proposes to revise the existing Air 
Quality Permit No. 1052 to Tucson Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station 
(IGS) located at 3950 E. Irvington Rd.  TEP is proposing to modernize the station by replacing two 1950's 
era steam units (i.e., Units 1 and 2) with ten natural gas fired combustion engines.  TEP plans to expand 
renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030.  The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to 
meet community needs and balance the variability associated with solar and wind energy generation. 
 
The project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds.  Pima County has completed an 
extensive review of the permit application, examined the air quality impact analysis of the project and 
considered environmental justice to protect the health and environment of minority, low-income, tribal 
and indigenous populations.  PDEQ has also worked with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
the National Park Service to create a permit that will protect public health and meet air quality regulations 
while allowing TEP to update the facility to meet future customer needs.  A chronological list of the 
documentation related to this complex process from the projects inception to the proposed permit revision 
is available to view on the PDEQ webpage.  
 
PDEQ is holding an Open House on February 15, 2018 from 5:00-6:30 p.m. and a formal Public Hearing 
on March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m.  Both meetings will be held at the Abrams Public Health Center, 
3950 S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The purpose of these meetings is to 
obtain public comments on the proposed RICE project.  The official Public Comment Period, during which 
anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ regarding this project, begins on February 9, 2018 and 
runs through March 12, 2018. 
 
All written comments shall state the name and mailing address of the person, shall be signed by the person, 
his agent or his attorney and shall clearly set forth the reasons why the permit should or should not be 
issued.  Grounds for comment are limited to whether the proposed permit meets the criteria for issuance 
prescribed in the Arizona Revised Statutes Section § 49-481 and Title 17 of the Pima County Code.  Only 
persons who submit written comments during the official public comment period may appeal a permit 
decision.  Comments and requests may be mailed to: PDEQ, Air Program Manager, Rupesh Patel, 33 N. 
Stone Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona 85701 or via e-mail at air.permits@pima.gov.  PDEQ does not 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, or age in its programs or 
activities in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  Further, any person who is in need of special 
services (e.g., written material in large type, signer for the hearing impaired, or for free assistance in 
Spanish), please contact PDEQ’s Environmental Justice Program Manager, Beth Gorman, 33 N. Stone 
Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, Phone (520) 724-7446, email beth.gorman@pima.gov. 
 
El Departamento del Condado de Pima de Calidad Ambiental no discrimina en base de la raza, el color, 
el origen nacional, el sexo, la religión, discapacidad, o la edad en sus programas o actividades de acuerdo 
a las leyes y regulaciones aplicables. Además, cualquier persona que esté necesitando los servicios 
especiales (p.ej., material escrito en letra grande, intérpretes de lenguaje con señas, o para obtener 
asistencia gratuita en español), por favor contacte a la encargada del Programa de Justicia Ambiental del 
Departamento de Calidad Ambiental del Condado de Pima, Beth Gorman, 33 N. Stone Avenue, Oficina 
700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, teléfono (520) 724-7446, email (correo electrónico) 
beth.gorman@pima.gov. 
  







PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

SECOND NOTICE 
 
The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) proposes to revise the existing Air 
Quality Permit No. 1052 to Tucson Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station 
(IGS) located at 3950 E. Irvington Rd.  TEP is proposing to modernize the station by replacing two 1950's 
era steam units (i.e., Units 1 and 2) with ten natural gas fired combustion engines.  TEP plans to expand 
renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030.  The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to 
meet community needs and balance the variability associated with solar and wind energy generation. 
 
The project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds.  Pima County has completed an 
extensive review of the permit application, examined the air quality impact analysis of the project and 
considered environmental justice to protect the health and environment of minority, low-income, tribal 
and indigenous populations.  PDEQ has also worked with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
the National Park Service to create a permit that will protect public health and meet air quality regulations 
while allowing TEP to update the facility to meet future customer needs.  A chronological list of the 
documentation related to this complex process from the projects inception to the proposed permit revision 
is available to view on the PDEQ webpage.  
 
PDEQ is holding an Open House on February 15, 2018 from 5:00-6:30 p.m. and a formal Public Hearing 
on March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m.  Both meetings will be held at the Abrams Public Health Center, 
3950 S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The purpose of these meetings is to 
obtain public comments on the proposed RICE project.  The official Public Comment Period, during which 
anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ regarding this project, begins on February 9, 2018 and 
runs through March 12, 2018. 
 
All written comments shall state the name and mailing address of the person, shall be signed by the person, 
his agent or his attorney and shall clearly set forth the reasons why the permit should or should not be 
issued.  Grounds for comment are limited to whether the proposed permit meets the criteria for issuance 
prescribed in the Arizona Revised Statutes Section § 49-481 and Title 17 of the Pima County Code.  Only 
persons who submit written comments during the official public comment period may appeal a permit 
decision.  Comments and requests may be mailed to: PDEQ, Air Program Manager, Rupesh Patel, 33 N. 
Stone Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona 85701 or via e-mail at air.permits@pima.gov.  PDEQ does not 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, or age in its programs or 
activities in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  Further, any person who is in need of special 
services (e.g., written material in large type, signer for the hearing impaired, or for free assistance in 
Spanish), please contact PDEQ’s Environmental Justice Program Manager, Beth Gorman, 33 N. Stone 
Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, Phone (520) 724-7446, email beth.gorman@pima.gov. 
 
El Departamento del Condado de Pima de Calidad Ambiental no discrimina en base de la raza, el color, 
el origen nacional, el sexo, la religión, discapacidad, o la edad en sus programas o actividades de acuerdo 
a las leyes y regulaciones aplicables. Además, cualquier persona que esté necesitando los servicios 
especiales (p.ej., material escrito en letra grande, intérpretes de lenguaje con señas, o para obtener 
asistencia gratuita en español), por favor contacte a la encargada del Programa de Justicia Ambiental del 
Departamento de Calidad Ambiental del Condado de Pima, Beth Gorman, 33 N. Stone Avenue, Oficina 
700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, teléfono (520) 724-7446, email (correo electrónico) 
beth.gorman@pima.gov. 
 







PUBLIC NOTICE 
FIRST NOTICE 

EXTENDED COMMENT PERIOD 
 

The Pima County Department of Environmental (PDEQ) is extending the public comment period and adding an 
additional public hearing for the proposed revision to the existing Air Quality Permit No. 1052 to Tucson Electric 
Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station (IGS) located at 3950 E. Irvington Rd. TEP is 
proposing to modernize the station by replacing two 1950's era steam units (i.e., Units 1 and 2) with ten natural 
gas fired combustion engines. TEP plans to expand renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. The new 
engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet community needs and balance the variability associated with 
solar and wind energy generation. 
 
The project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds. Pima County has completed an extensive 
review of the permit application, examined the air quality impact analysis of the project and considered 
environmental justice to protect the health and environment of minority, low-income, tribal and indigenous 
populations. PDEQ has also worked with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the National Park 
Service to create a permit that will protect public health and meet air quality regulations while allowing TEP to 
update the facility to meet future customer needs. A chronological list of the documentation related to this 
complex process from the projects inception to the proposed permit revision is available to view on the PDEQ 
webpage. 

 
PDEQ will hold a second formal Public Hearing on March 28, 2018 from 5:30-6:30 p.m. at the Pima County 
Public Works Building at 201 N Stone basement Conference Room C. This is in addition to the currently 
scheduled formal Public Hearing to be held on March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m. at the Abrams Public Health 
Center, 3950 S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The purpose of these meetings is to 
obtain public comments on the proposed RICE project. The official Public Comment Period, during which 
anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ regarding this project, began on February 9, 2018 and has been 
extended from March 12 to March 29, 2018. 

 
All written comments shall state the name and mailing address of the person, shall be signed by the person, his 
agent or his attorney and shall clearly set forth the reasons why the permit should or should not be issued. 
Grounds for comment are limited to whether the proposed permit meets the criteria for issuance prescribed in 
the Arizona Revised Statutes Section § 49-481 and Title 17 of the Pima County Code. Only persons who submit 
written comments during the official public comment period may appeal a permit decision. Comments and 
requests may be mailed to: PDEQ, Air Program Manager, Rupesh Patel, 33 
N. Stone Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona 85701 or via e-mail at air.permits@pima.gov. PDEQ does not 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, or age in its programs or 
activities in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Further, any person who is in need of special 
services (e.g., written material in large type, signer for the hearing impaired, or for free assistance in Spanish), 
please contact PDEQ’s Environmental Justice Program Manager, Beth Gorman, 33 N. Stone Avenue, Suite 
700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, Phone (520) 724-7446, email beth.gorman@pima.gov. 

  



  



PUBLIC NOTICE 
SECOND NOTICE 

EXTENDED COMMENT PERIOD 
 

The Pima County Department of Environmental (PDEQ) is extending the public comment period and adding an 
additional public hearing for the proposed revision to the existing Air Quality Permit No. 1052 to Tucson Electric 
Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station (IGS) located at 3950 E. Irvington Rd. TEP is 
proposing to modernize the station by replacing two 1950's era steam units (i.e., Units 1 and 2) with ten natural 
gas fired combustion engines. TEP plans to expand renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. The new 
engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet community needs and balance the variability associated with 
solar and wind energy generation. 
 
The project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds. Pima County has completed an extensive 
review of the permit application, examined the air quality impact analysis of the project and considered 
environmental justice to protect the health and environment of minority, low-income, tribal and indigenous 
populations. PDEQ has also worked with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the National Park 
Service to create a permit that will protect public health and meet air quality regulations while allowing TEP to 
update the facility to meet future customer needs. A chronological list of the documentation related to this 
complex process from the projects inception to the proposed permit revision is available to view on the PDEQ 
webpage. 

 
PDEQ will hold a second formal Public Hearing on March 28, 2018 from 5:30-6:30 p.m. at the Pima County 
Public Works Building at 201 N Stone basement Conference Room C. This is in addition to the currently 
scheduled formal Public Hearing to be held on March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m. at the Abrams Public Health 
Center, 3950 S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The purpose of these meetings is to 
obtain public comments on the proposed RICE project. The official Public Comment Period, during which 
anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ regarding this project, began on February 9, 2018 and has been 
extended from March 12 to March 29, 2018. 

 
All written comments shall state the name and mailing address of the person, shall be signed by the person, his 
agent or his attorney and shall clearly set forth the reasons why the permit should or should not be issued. 
Grounds for comment are limited to whether the proposed permit meets the criteria for issuance prescribed in 
the Arizona Revised Statutes Section § 49-481 and Title 17 of the Pima County Code. Only persons who submit 
written comments during the official public comment period may appeal a permit decision. Comments and 
requests may be mailed to: PDEQ, Air Program Manager, Rupesh Patel, 33 
N. Stone Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona 85701 or via e-mail at air.permits@pima.gov. PDEQ does not 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, or age in its programs or 
activities in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Further, any person who is in need of special 
services (e.g., written material in large type, signer for the hearing impaired, or for free assistance in Spanish), 
please contact PDEQ’s Environmental Justice Program Manager, Beth Gorman, 33 N. Stone Avenue, Suite 
700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, Phone (520) 724-7446, email beth.gorman@pima.gov. 
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MEDIA RELEASE 
 
 
Contact: Beth Gorman       FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
    (520) 724-7446; (520) 603-0358 (c)         
     
PDEQ Holds Public Meetings to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Air Quality Permit  

Public Comment Period is February 9-March 12, 2018 
 
Pima County, Ariz. (January 25, 2018) - The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) 
is holding an Open House on February 15, 2018 from 5:00-6:30 p.m. and a formal Public Hearing on 
March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m. Both meetings will be held at the Abrams Public Health Center, 3950 
S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The purpose of these meetings is to obtain 
public comments on a proposed major modification to the existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for Tucson 
Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station located at 3950 Irvington Road. The 
official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ 
regarding this project, begins on February 9, 2018 and runs through March 12, 2018.   
 
TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950's era steam units with 
ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The 
project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds. This increase in emissions makes the 
permit modification subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting requirements. 
According to information provided to PDEQ by TEP, they plan to expand renewable energy resources to 
30 percent by 2030. The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet peak load needs for the 
community and help balance the variability associated with solar and wind energy generation. If the 
proposed changes go into effect, there will be a reduction in the potential to emit nitrogen oxide emissions 
from over 4,000 tons per year to a maximum of 179 tons per year. 
 
PDEQ has worked with TEP, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National Park Service and 
consultants to create a permit that will protect public health and meet regulations while allowing TEP to 
update its facility to increase electricity generated for future customer needs and manage the fluctuations 
from energy generated by renewable resources.  All documents pertaining to the proposed permit can be 
found on PDEQ's website. 
 
For additional information about the permit modification, call PDEQ at (520) 724-7400. Submit a comment 
regarding the draft permit by March 12, 2018, by email: Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, mail or drop off to: 
PDEQ, Air Permits, 33. N. Stone Ave., Suite 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701. 

### 
Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) serves Pima County residents by protecting public health and the 
environment. PDEQ monitors air and water quality; provides hazardous and solid waste programs that ensures waste 
minimization and pollution prevention; assesses environmental compliance; processes environmental permits and plans; 
responds to public complaints and inquiries with investigations and enforcement; and reaches the community via public 
outreach, education, and citizens' assistance.  Visit us at http://webcms.pima.gov/government/environmental quality/ . Follow us 
on Twitter at https://twitter.com/PimaDEQ. 



 
 

MEDIA RELEASE 
 
 
Contact: Beth Gorman       FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
    (520) 724-7446; (520) 603-0358 (c)         
     

PDEQ Holds Public Meetings to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Permit  
 
Pima County, Ariz. (February 8, 2018) - The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) 
is holding an Open House on February 15, 2018 from 5:00-6:30 p.m. and a formal Public Hearing on 
March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m. Both meetings will be held at the Abrams Public Health Center, 3950 
S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The purpose of these meetings is to obtain 
public comments on a proposed major modification to the existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for Tucson 
Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station located at 3950 Irvington Road. The 
official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ 
regarding this project, begins on February 9, 2018 and runs through March 12, 2018.   
 
TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950's era steam units with 
ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The 
project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10), nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds over time. This 
increase in emissions makes the permit modification subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) permitting requirements. According to information provided to PDEQ by TEP, they plan to expand 
renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to 
meet peak load needs for the community and help balance the variability associated with solar and wind 
energy generation. 
 
PDEQ has worked with TEP, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National Park Service and 
consultants to create a permit that will meet regulations and protect public health while allowing TEP to 
update its facility to increase electricity generated for future customer needs and manage the fluctuations 
from energy generated by renewable resources.  All documents pertaining to the proposed permit can be 
found on PDEQ's website. 
 
For additional information about the permit modification, call PDEQ at (520) 724-7400. Submit a comment 
regarding the draft permit by March 12, 2018, by email: Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, mail or drop off to: 
PDEQ, Air Permits, 33. N. Stone Ave., Suite 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701. 

 
### 

Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) serves Pima County residents by protecting public health and the 
environment. PDEQ monitors air and water quality; provides hazardous and solid waste programs that ensures waste 
minimization and pollution prevention; assesses environmental compliance; processes environmental permits and plans; 
responds to public complaints and inquiries with investigations and enforcement; and reaches the community via public 
outreach, education, and citizens' assistance.  Visit us at http://webcms.pima.gov/government/environmental quality/ . Follow us 
on Twitter at https://twitter.com/PimaDEQ. 



 
 

MEDIA RELEASE 
 
 
Contact: Beth Gorman       FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
    (520) 724-7446; (520) 603-0358 (c)         
     

PDEQ Holds Public Hearings to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Permit  
 
Pima County, Ariz. (February 26, 2018) - The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) 
is holding two formal Public Hearings regarding the proposed Tucson Electric Power Air Quality Permit 
(TEP).  The first hearing will be on March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m. at the Abrams Public Health 
Center, 3950 S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 1108. The second hearing will be held 
on March 28, 2018, from 5:30 – 6:30 p.m. at a downtown location in the Pima County Public Works 
Building at 201 N. Stone Avenue, in the Basement Conference Room C.  
 

The purpose of these formal hearings is to obtain public comments on a proposed major modification to the 
existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for TEP Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station located at 3950 
Irvington Road. The official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written comments 
to the PDEQ regarding this project, began on February 9, 2018 and continues through March 29, 2018.   
 

TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950's era steam units with 
ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The 
project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10), nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds over time. This 
increase in emissions makes the permit modification subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) permitting requirements. According to information provided to PDEQ by TEP, they plan to expand 
renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to 
meet peak load needs for the community and help balance the variability associated with solar and wind 
energy generation. 
 

PDEQ has worked with TEP, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National Park Service and 
consultants to create a permit that will meet regulations and protect public health while allowing TEP to 
update its facility to increase electricity generated for future customer needs and manage the fluctuations 
from energy generated by renewable resources.  All documents pertaining to the proposed permit can be 
found on PDEQ's website. 
 

For additional information about the permit modification, call PDEQ at (520) 724-7400. Submit a comment 
regarding the draft permit by March 29, 2018, by email: Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, mail or drop off to: 
PDEQ, Air Permits, 33. N. Stone Ave., Suite 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701. 
 

### 
Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) serves Pima County residents by protecting public health and the 
environment. PDEQ monitors air and water quality; provides hazardous and solid waste programs that ensures waste 
minimization and pollution prevention; assesses environmental compliance; processes environmental permits and plans; 
responds to public complaints and inquiries with investigations and enforcement; and reaches the community via public 
outreach, education, and citizens' assistance.  Visit us at http://webcms.pima.gov/government/environmental quality/ . Follow us 
on Twitter at https://twitter.com/PimaDEQ. 



 
 

MEDIA RELEASE 
 
 
Contact: Beth Gorman       FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
    (520) 724-7446; (520) 603-0358 (c)         
     

PDEQ Holds Final Public Hearing to Obtain Comments on Tucson Electric Power Permit  
 
Pima County, Ariz. (March 15, 2018) - The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) is 
holding a second formal Public Hearing regarding the proposed Tucson Electric Power Air Quality Permit 
(TEP).  This hearing will be on Wednesday, March 28, 2018, from 5:30 – 6:30 p.m. at the Pima County 
Public Works Building at 201 N. Stone Avenue, in the Basement Conference Room C. Parking is available 
along nearby streets. Metered parking is free after 5:00 p.m. Parking is also available in the Main Library 
Parking Garage off Alameda and the first hour is free. Multiple Sun Tran routes service the area, as well as 
the Sun Link streetcar. 
 

The purpose of this formal hearing is to obtain public comments on a proposed major modification to the 
existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for TEP Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station located at 3950 
Irvington Road. The official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written comments 
to the PDEQ regarding this project, began on February 9, 2018 and continues through March 29, 2018.   
 

TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950's era steam units with 
ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The 
project has the potential to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine 
particles PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10), nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds over time. 
This potential increase in emissions makes the permit modification subject to the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) permitting requirements. According to information provided to PDEQ by TEP, they 
plan to expand renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. The new engines are able to ramp up 
more quickly to meet peak load needs for the community and help balance the variability associated with 
solar and wind energy generation. 
 

PDEQ has worked with TEP, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National Park Service and 
consultants to create a permit that will meet regulations and protect public health while allowing TEP to 
update its facility to increase electricity generated for future customer needs and manage the fluctuations 
from energy generated by renewable resources.  All documents pertaining to the proposed permit can be 
found on PDEQ's website. 
 

For additional information about the permit modification, call PDEQ at (520) 724-7400. Submit a comment 
regarding the draft permit by March 29, 2018, by email: Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, mail or drop off to: 
PDEQ, Air Permits, 33. N. Stone Ave., Suite 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701. 

### 
Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) serves Pima County residents by protecting public health and the 
environment. PDEQ monitors air and water quality; provides hazardous and solid waste programs that ensures waste 
minimization and pollution prevention; assesses environmental compliance; processes environmental permits and plans; 
responds to public complaints and inquiries with investigations and enforcement; and reaches the community via public 
outreach, education, and citizens' assistance.  Visit us at http://webcms.pima.gov/government/environmental quality/ . Follow us 
on Twitter at https://twitter.com/PimaDEQ. 
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Karen Wilhelmsen

From: Ursula Nelson
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:33 PM
To: Rupesh Patel; Mellanie Fuller; Beth Gorman
Subject: FW: Arizona Daily Star eEdition Article

You’ve probably all see this. 
 
 

From: e‐Edition [mailto:noreply@newsmemory.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 12:15 PM 
To: Ursula Nelson <Ursula.Nelson@pima.gov>; Richard Grimaldi <Richard.Grimaldi@pima.gov> 
Subject: Arizona Daily Star eEdition Article 

 
******* 
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this 
message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, 
such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment. 
******* 
 
 

Dave.Eaker@pima.gov sent you this article. 

 

Comment:  

Wednesday, January 28, 2018 

Gas-fired engines that TEP wants to build would be bad for 
our health  
Gas-fired engines that TEP wants to build would be bad for our health  

By Oscar Medina 

SPECIAL TO THE ARIZONA DAILY STAR 

For decades, the H. Wilson Sundt Generating Station has polluted our Tucson neighborhoods. Tucson Electric 
Power (TEP) is now planning to build ten 20 megawatt gas-fired power plants, also known as reciprocating 
internal combustion engines (RICE) in our community rather than investing in clean, renewable energy. 

Th Sundt plant has a long history of air pollution and once burned coal and, unfortunately, this proposal to put 
so many polluting engines in our community will further perpetuate a history of pollution and it needs to be 
stopped, especially when nonpolluting options are available. 
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! As a teacher and father, I believe we owe it to our children to invest in a clean, healthy, green economy and to 
say no to more of the pollution of the past. 

It's time to stop investing in the unstable fossil fuel industry that's polluting our air and water, damaging our 
climate, and holding back the growing clean-energy economy that will create opportunities that will last for 
generations. 

TEP's continued focus on gas generation is surprising for a few reasons- one being that it is well-documented 
that Arizona is not a gas-producing state, which means every penny we spend on gas goes to other states, rather 
than growing Arizona's economy. 

While we are not rich in gas, we do have more sun than most states, and we should be leading on solar power. 

As o! f 2017, the clean-energy and energy-efficiency industries em! ploy nearly five times as many Arizonans 
as fossil fuels. And that's despite the fact that only about 5 percent of our energy comes from clean, renewable 
resources today. The potential is huge, and we should be jumping into clean energy rather than tying ourselves 
to more fossil fuels that send our money to other states and harm our health. 

Our community has long suffered from air pollution and rather than investing in local, clean energy, 

the utility is trying to sell our community a bill of goods that reciprocating internal combustion engines will 
improve our neighborhoods' air quality. 

The air pollution from burning gas, including those that contribute to smog, are bad for our h! ealth and 
environment. 

On Thursday, the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality will hold a public meeting to discuss the 
proposed changes at the Sundt Generating Station and how these changes will impact our air quality. 

The county has indicated that 'the project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, 
particulate matter (fine particles PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10), nitrogen oxides, and volatile organic 
compounds over time.' For decades, the Tucson community suffered from the toxic pollution spewing out of the 
Sundt Generating Station, and now is the time for change. 

We need to tell the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality that the pollution from these proposed 
gas investments is unacceptable and that we want nonpolluting clean energy instead. 

!  

TEP has an opportunity to be a l! eader in clean energy and create new opportunities here in our community. 
They owe it to us and they owe it to our children. 

I hope you can join me and other neighbors on Thursday evening from 5:30-6:30 p.m. at the Abrams Public 
Health Center (3950 S. Country Club Road, Room 1108) to tell the Pima County Department of Environmental 
Quality and TEP that we are saying no to the legacy of air pollution in our community. 

Oscar Medina is a father and community organizer with Sierra Club and Tierra y Libertad. Contact Oscar at 
oscarmedinagomez@gmail.com 
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Oscar Medina 

 
 

 





  

The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) will be holding an Open House on Feb. 15, 
2018 from 5 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. and a formal Public Hearing on March 1, 2018, from 5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 
Both meetings will be held at the Abrams Public Health Center at 3950 South Country Club Road, in 
Conference Room 1108.  

The purpose of these meetings is to obtain public comments on a proposed major modification to the 
existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for Tucson Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating 
Station located at 3950 Irvington Road.  

The official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written comments to the PDEQ 
regarding this project, begins on Feb. 9, 2018 and runs through March 12, 2018.   

TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950's era steam units with 
ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The 
project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine particles 
PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds. This increase in emissions makes the 
permit modification subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting requirements. 
According to information provided to PDEQ by TEP, they plan to expand renewable energy resources to 30 
percent by 2030. The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet peak load needs for the 
community and help balance the variability associated with solar and wind energy generation. If the 
proposed changes go into effect, there will be a reduction in the potential to emit nitrogen oxide emissions 
from over 4,000 tons per year to a maximum of 179 tons per year. 

PDEQ has worked with TEP, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National Park Service and 
consultants to create a permit that will protect public health and meet regulations while allowing TEP to 
update its facility to increase electricity generated for future customer needs and manage the fluctuations 
from energy generated by renewable resources.  All documents pertaining to the proposed permit can be 
found on PDEQ's website. 

For additional information about the permit modification, call PDEQ at (520) 724-7400.  

Submit a comment regarding the draft permit by March 12, 2018, via email: Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, 
or mail or drop off comments to: PDEQ, Air Permits, 33. N. Stone Ave., Suite 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701. 

WANT MORE? Download the Tucson News Now app for Apple and Android devices. 

Tucson News  

 

 
 
 
 
  



http://www.tucsonnewsnow.com/story/37377386/pdeq-seeking-public-comments-on-tep-air-quality-
permit 
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Karen Wilhelmsen

From: NewsNet <newsnet@tucsonaz.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 2:23 PM
To: Beth Gorman
Subject: NewsNet Daily Digest: Feb. 12, 2018

******* 
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution. 
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment. 
******* 
 
 
 
Tucson NewsNet Daily Digest ‐ A service of the City of Tucson Feb. 12, 2018 Web version: 
http://government.tucsonaz.gov/newsnet/latest  
 
CHICAGO NEWSPAPER TOUTS TUCSON'S FOOD SCENE ‐ The Chicago Tribune recently profiled what Tucson has to offer 
in the way of food. Since our city was named a UNESCO World City of Gastronomy a couple of years ago, many media 
outlets have sent reporters to town to sample some of the food offerings. The Tribune article focuses on some of 
Tucson's heavyweights in the food industry, such as Barrio Bread, Downtown Kitchen + Cocktails, Carriage House, Rincon 
Market, and much more. The story traces Tucson's food roots back to Mission Garden near "A" Mountain, a food 
cultivation site for more than 4,000 years. "History may be the foundation of Tucson’s City of Gastronomy, but its 
resident culinary artists champion innovation in appetite‐whetting ways," the article said. “Tucson is the heart of 
agriculture in the U.S.,” said Jonathan Mabry, lead author of the UNESCO application and president of the nonprofit 
Tucson City of Gastronomy. “What’s interesting is that crops that were cultivated more than 4,000 years ago and wild 
desert foods that have been foraged for many more millennia back in time are all still part of our contemporary cuisine.”
Read the Chicago Tribune article: http://trib.in/2EkI9AM 
 
PRELIMINARY WORK UNDERWAY ON WILMOT ROAD REPAVING PROJECT – Crews under contract with the City of Tucson 
are performing electrical conduit work on Wilmot Road and Fairmount Street (between Speedway Boulevard and Pima 
Street) in preparation for a repaving project on Wilmot, from Pima Street to Golf Links Road. Work will take place 
Monday through Thursday, 7 a.m.‐5 p.m., into early March. At least one lane of travel will be open in each direction, and 
business and residential access will be maintained at all times. Once the electrical portion is complete, the lowering of 
manhole and water valve covers will begin, followed by milling (removing asphalt) and repaving. The project is part of 
the voter‐approved, $100 million, five‐year Road Recovery street bond program.  
Read news release: http://bit.ly/2EBjqaR Road Recovery: http://1.usa.gov/1lxdFvK Tucson Department of 
Transportation: http://1.usa.gov/1c6BGDE 
 
MEETINGS SCHEDULED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER AIR QUALITY PERMIT – The Pima County 
Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) will hold an open house this Thursday, Feb. 15, 5‐6:30 p.m., to obtain 
public comments on a proposed major modification to the existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for Tucson Electric Power 
(TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station, 3950 E. Irvington Road. PDEQ also has scheduled a formal public 
hearing on Thursday, Mar. 1, 5:30‐6:30 p.m. Both meetings will be held at the Abrams Public Health Center, 3950 S. 
Country Club Road, Room 1108. TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950s‐era 
steam units with 10 natural gas‐fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 megawatts 
each. The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet peak load needs for the community and help balance 
the variability associated with solar and wind energy generation. The official public comment period is underway and 
ends March 12.  
Read the news release: http://bit.ly/2BVg0io 
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PDEQ: http://bit.ly/2njoSVM 
 
PLANTING TREES FOR COOL SCHOOLS – Sunnyside High School students, Sunnyside Unified School District 
Superintendent Steve Holmes, Tucson Mayor Jonathan Rothschild, District 2 Pima County Supervisor Ramón Valadez, 
and Trees for Tucson, the urban forestry program of Tucson Clean & Beautiful, will plant 26 15‐gallon shade trees at 
Sunnyside High School. The celebration and planting begins at 10:30 a.m. tomorrow, Feb. 13, at Sunnyside High School 
Learning Resource Center, 1725 E. Bilby Road. The ceremony will recognize Kinder Morgan’s fourth year of support for 
sustainable, green schoolyards. The company partnered to provide more than 1,500 new, drought‐tolerant shade trees 
for schools, enabling Trees for Tucson and more than 9,000 students to plant trees.  
Trees for Tucson: http://bit.ly/2EYWH6a Tucson Clean & Beautiful: http://bit.ly/1G8Fepi 
 
TUCSON WATER HIRING WATER SYSTEM OPERATOR – The Tucson Water Department is seeking a water system operator 
to work in its Water Quality and Operations Division. Job responsibilities include operating, monitoring, and controlling 
water treatment facilities, distribution systems, and related equipment. A system operator also makes repairs and 
decisions related to the central control operations of the potable water and reclaimed water systems that serve more 
than 722,000 customers. The successful applicant will have Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) Grade 
2 certifications in Water/Wastewater Treatment and Water Distribution. ADEQ Grade 3 certifications will be required 
within 12 months of hire. Applications must be received by Feb. 28. 
Read the job description: http://bit.ly/2H919QF City of Tucson jobs: http://bit.ly/2wTiVow Tucson Water: 
http://1.usa.gov/1uo8uPh 
 
Like us on Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/CityOfTucson 
Follow us on Twitter @cityoftucson: https://twitter.com/cityoftucson Follow us on Instagram: 
http://instagram.com/cityoftucson/ 
View us on Vimeo: https://vimeopro.com/cityoftucson/tv 
‐‐‐ 
You are currently subscribed to citynews as: Beth.Gorman@pima.gov. 
To unsubscribe click here: 
https://lyris.tucsonaz.gov/u?id=13057103.2309f1a85c5f8e50883321f206d8b107&n=T&l=citynews&o=25225776 
or send a blank email to leave‐25225776‐13057103.2309f1a85c5f8e50883321f206d8b107@lyris.tucsonaz.gov 































 















 

Oscar at Sundt Hearing

Credit: Sandy Bahr

to this community, TEP should invest in Arizona’s
abundance of low cost renewable energy, which
coupled with storage could meet its needs in this area.
It’s time to stop investing in the unstable fossil fuel
industry that’s polluting air and water, damaging our climate, and holding back the growing clean energy economy
that will create opportunities that will last for generations.

Read more about the proposal in this opinion piece submitted by Oscar Medina, a teacher, a parent, and a Sierra
Club executive committee member.

Mark your calendar for the next hearing on this air quality permit. It will be held on March 28th from 5:30pm-
6:30p, at the Pima County Public Works Building at 201 N Stone in the basement Conference Room C.

To learn more, contact Sandy Bahr at (602) 253-8633 or sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org.

(back to top)

Please Support Our Work!
Our work depends on the support of people like you. Watch for our March Appeal in your inbox or your mailbox.
Please consider making a donation to further our efforts to protect Arizona's wild lands, wildlife, people, and
places. Thank you so much!

(back to top)

SC on FB

This email was sent to: beth.gorman@pima.gov

This email was sent by the Sierra Club Grand Canyon Chapter
514 W Roosevelt St Phoenix, AZ 85003

Unsubscribe | Manage Preferences | View as Web Page
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Karen Wilhelmsen

From: NewsNet <newsnet@tucsonaz.gov>
Sent: Monday, March 26, 2018 3:32 PM
To: Beth Gorman
Subject: NewsNet Daily Digest: March 26, 2018

******* 
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution. 
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment. 
******* 
 
 
 
Tucson NewsNet Daily Digest ‐ A service of the City of Tucson March 26, 2018 Web version: 
http://government.tucsonaz.gov/newsnet/latest  
 
TUCSON WATER HOSTING PUBLIC MEETINGS ON PROPOSED RATES AND FEES – Tucson Water will host three public 
meetings on its Proposed Rates and Fees for Fiscal Years 2019‐2022 and its Fiscal Years 2018‐2023 Financial Plan. The 
first meeting is this Thursday, March 29, at 5:30 p.m. at the El Pueblo Activity Center, 101 W. Irvington Road. A brief 
presentation will cover what the utility is doing to stay financially stable, the cost to deliver safe drinking water to 
customers, and how the rate proposal will affect utility services statements. Assistance for Spanish speakers will be 
available. For more information, visit the links below. Anyone with questions or comments on proposed rates and fees is 
encouraged to call (520) 791‐4331 or email Tucson Water's Public Information and Conservation Office (PICO) at 
pico@tucsonaz.gov.  
Proposed Rates and Fees: http://bit.ly/2ui3h6o Tucson Water: http://1.usa.gov/1kA18Hj 
 
WATER LINE WORK ON COLUMBUS BOULEVARD NORTH OF PIMA STREET – Tucson Water and its contractor are 
performing rehabilitation work on a 54” Prestressed Concrete Cylinder Pipeline that runs under Columbus Boulevard. 
The road remains open for two‐way traffic, but southbound traffic will be directed briefly into the center turn lane at 
Lester Street. The speed limit is 15 mph in the area due to a neighboring elementary school. Eastbound and westbound 
traffic on Pima will not face any detours. The work is scheduled to be completed by April 25. Water service continues 
during the period. 
Tucson Water news release and map: http://bit.ly/2DWCHzj Tucson Water: http://1.usa.gov/1kA18Hj 
 
FINAL MEETING SCHEDULED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER AIR QUALITY PERMIT – The Pima 
County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) will hold its second and final public hearing this week to obtain 
public comments on a proposed major modification to the existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for Tucson Electric Power 
(TEP) Irvington/H. Wilson Sundt Generating Station, 3950 E. Irvington Road. PDEQ scheduled the hearing for this 
Wednesday, March 28, 5:30‐6:30 p.m., at the Pima County Public Works Building, 201 N. Stone Ave., in the Basement 
Conference Room C. TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two 1950s‐era steam 
units with 10 natural gas‐fired combustion engines that will have a generating capacity of nearly 19 megawatts each. 
The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet peak load needs for the community and help balance the 
variability associated with solar and wind energy generation.  
Read the news release: http://bit.ly/2G9hQyH 
PDEQ: http://bit.ly/2njoSVM 
 
CITY RECRUITING INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY MANAGER – The City of Tucson is seeking an Information Technology (IT) 
manager to lead its IT Asset Management Team. The team provides completed life cycle management of IT assets, from 
purchase to disposal, for both hardware and software. The ideal candidate should have a working knowledge of IT 
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technologies, including desktops, systems storage, networks, and telephony. The City of Tucson has approximately 4,600 
desktops and more than 9,000 software products from nearly 700 unique publishers. The IT manager will report directly 
to the IT deputy director. Applications must be received by April 22. Board interviews via phone will be scheduled for 
applicants who meet minimum qualifications.  
Read the job description: http://bit.ly/2G8C3Ev 
 
PLENTY OF PARKING ALONG STREETCAR ROUTE ‐ There are plenty of places to park along the nearly 4‐mile Sun Link 
streetcar route. Parking is available at more than 11,000 spaces along the University of Arizona, 4th Avenue, Downtown 
Tucson, and the Mercado District. Street parking is free on the weekends.  
Park Tucson: http://1.usa.gov/1DyIYdZ 
Sun Link: http://bit.ly/1YLz2IN 
 
Like us on Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/CityOfTucson 
Follow us on Twitter @cityoftucson: https://twitter.com/cityoftucson Follow us on Instagram: 
http://instagram.com/cityoftucson/ 
View us on Vimeo: https://vimeopro.com/cityoftucson/tv 
‐‐‐ 
You are currently subscribed to citynews as: Beth.Gorman@pima.gov. 
To unsubscribe click here: 
https://lyris.tucsonaz.gov/u?id=13057103.2309f1a85c5f8e50883321f206d8b107&n=T&l=citynews&o=25859775 
or send a blank email to leave‐25859775‐13057103.2309f1a85c5f8e50883321f206d8b107@lyris.tucsonaz.gov 
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TEP Application for PSD Authorization

Tucson Electric Power Company (TEP) operates its Irvington 
Generating Station (IGS) under Class I Air Quality Operating 
Permit No. 1052 issued by the Pima County Department of 
Environmental Quality (PDEQ). IGS consists mainly of four steam 
boiler generating units, specifically, Unit 1, Unit 2, Unit 3 and 
Unit 4. TEP is proposing to modernize the station by replacing 
two 1950's era steam units (i.e., Units 1 and 2) with ten high-
efficiency, fast-responding, state-of-the-art reciprocating 
internal combustion engines (RICE), each having a generating 
capacity of nearly 19 MW.  The RICE project expects to trigger a 
major modification for CO, PM2.5/PM10 and VOCs subject to the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting. As such, air quality dispersion modeling analysis is required 
to demonstrate that new emissions from the major modification, will not cause or contribute to a violation of any 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

This page will contain a chronological list of the documentation related to this complex process from the projects 
inception to its conclusion. PDEQ is utilizing this repository webpage to provide easy access to the documents for 
the public comment period and to facilitate an open dialogue and the sharing of information with all interested 
parties.

WEBPAGE UPDATED ON A REGULAR BASIS

AS DOCUMENTS BECOME AVAILABLE

Current Permit Application Documentation

Date
Received Document Title

• 06/23/2017 Dispersion Modeling Protocol
• 08/1/2017 Permit Application
• 08/1/2017 Emission Calculations (Permit Application Appendix B)
• 08/1/2017 Impact Analysis (Permit Application Appendix C)
• 08/11/2017 Endangered Species Act Analysis
• 08/23/2017 Administrative Completeness Checklist
• 08/28/2017 Cultural Resources Inventory and Historic Building Assessment (TEP Irvington Campus)
• 08/31/2017 Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation Assessment Response
• 09/1/2017 Conditional Approval of Modeling Protocol
• 09/8/2017 Technical Review Letter Final to TEP
• 09/12/2017 Cultural Resources Assessment
• 09/12/2017 City of Tucson Historic Preservation Office Assessment Response
• 09/18/2017 U.S Fish and Wildlife Section 7 Analysis Response
• 09/19/2017 TEP Response to PDEQ Tech Review
• 09/21/2017            Vendor Emissions Specifications
• 09/26/2017 Technical Review Letter #2
• 09/27/2017 TEP IGS Modeling Addendum
• 09/28/2017 SCR System Specification
• 09/29/2017 TEP Response to Technical Review Letter #2
• Attachment - 47X
• Attachment - 49P
• Attachment - Plains-End
• 09/29/2017 TEP IGS Modeling Addendum
• Addendum Supplement
• 10/9/2017 Technical Review Letter #3
• 10/9/2017 TEP Response to Technical Review Letter #3

Page 1 of 2TEP Application for PSD Authorization - Pima County
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• 10/12/2017 NPS Response to Modeling Protoco
• 10/19/2017 Selective Catalytic Reduction Injection Specification
• 10/19/2017 USEPA Approval of Modeling Procedures
• 12/19/2017            Sundt RICE Project Revised Application
• 12/22/2017 TEP Sundt Modeling Protocol
• TEP IGS Modeling Report
• 02/01/2018 Public Comment Period
• 02/08/2018            NSP Review and Response to Visibility Model and Permit
• 02/09/2018            Environmental Justice Analysis for IGS
• Proposed Permit
• Proposed TSD
• 02/23/2018           TEP Voluntary Proposed NOx Limit
• 02/26/2018           Extended Public Comment Period and Additional Public Hearing
• 03/07/2018           Response to Comments Timeline Clarification
• 07/02/2018           Estimated Flue Gas Emission Rates & Expected Emissions During Start-Up Rev 1
• 07/05/2018           Estimated Flue Gas Emission Rates & Expected Emissions During Start-Up Rev 2
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PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) proposes to revise the 
existing Air Quality Permit No. 1052 to Tucson Electric Power (TEP) Irvington/H.Wilson 
Sundt Generating Station (IGS) located at 3950 E. Irvington Rd.  TEP is proposing to 
modernize the station by replacing two 1950's era steam units (i.e., Units 1 and 2) with ten 
natural gas fired combustion engines.  TEP plans to expand renewable energy resources to 
30 percent by 2030.  The new engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet community 
needs and balance the variability associated with solar and wind energy generation. 
 
The project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate 
matter (fine particles PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic compounds.  
Pima County has completed an extensive review of the permit application, examined the 
air quality impact analysis of the project and considered environmental justice to protect 
the health and environment of minority, low-income, tribal and indigenous populations.  
PDEQ has also worked with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the National 
Park Service to create a permit that will protect public health and meet air quality 
regulations while allowing TEP to update the facility to meet future customer needs.  A 
chronological list of the documentation related to this complex process from the projects 
inception to the proposed permit revision is available to view on the PDEQ webpage.  
 
PDEQ is holding an Open House on February 15, 2018 from 5:00-6:30 p.m. and a formal 
Public Hearing on March 1, 2018, from 5:30-6:30 p.m.  Both meetings will be held at the 
Abrams Public Health Center, 3950 S. Country Club Road, Tucson, in Conference Room 
1108. The purpose of these meetings is to obtain public comments on the proposed RICE 
project.  The official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written 
comments to the PDEQ regarding this project, begins on February 9, 2018 and runs through 
March 12, 2018. 
 
All written comments shall state the name and mailing address of the person, shall be 
signed by the person, his agent or his attorney and shall clearly set forth the reasons why 
the permit should or should not be issued.  Grounds for comment are limited to whether 
the proposed permit meets the criteria for issuance prescribed in the Arizona Revised 
Statutes Section § 49-481 and Title 17 of the Pima County Code.  Only persons who submit 
written comments during the official public comment period may appeal a permit decision.  
Comments and requests may be mailed to: PDEQ, Air Program Manager, Rupesh Patel, 33 
N. Stone Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona 85701 or via e-mail at 
air.permits@pima.gov.  PDEQ does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national 
origin, sex, disability, religion, or age in its programs or activities in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations.  Further, any person who is in need of special services 
(e.g., written material in large type, signer for the hearing impaired, or for free assistance 
in Spanish), please contact PDEQ’s Environmental Justice Program Manager, Beth 
Gorman, 33 N. Stone Avenue, Suite 700, Tucson, Arizona, 85701, Phone (520) 724-7446, 
email beth.gorman@pima.gov. 
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Social Media for Tucson Electric Power Proposed PSD Permit 
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Promotional and Informational Mailer and Flyers 
 







You and your neighbors are invited! 



















Tucson Electric Power PSD Permit 

Responses to Public Comments 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
 

Public Hearing #1 Documents 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
REGARDING 

THE PROPOSED AIR QUALITY PERMIT REVISION 
FOR 

TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER IRVINGTON GENERATING 
STATION 

 
MARCH 1, 2018 

 
Hearing Officer: 

 

Good Evening and thank you for taking the time to attend this hearing.  Today is Thursday, March 

1st, 2018.  The time is approximately ____ pm .  The location is Abrams Public Health Center in 

Tucson, Arizona.  I’m the Hearing Officer representing Pima County Department of 

Environmental Quality or PDEQ and I will be presiding at this hearing.  My name is Rupesh Patel.  

I’m the PDEQ Air Program Manager. Other PDEQ representatives here tonight are: PDEQ 

Communications Senior Program Manager Beth Gorman and PDEQ Communications Program 

Coordinator Karen Wilhelmsen. 

 

At this moment, we are conducting a formal public hearing.  As an air quality control district, 

PDEQ has jurisdiction over facilities requiring air quality permits in Pima County.  The purpose 

of this hearing is to allow residents the opportunity to enter into the record, oral or written 

comments regarding the proposed revision of the air quality permit for Tucson Electric Power 

Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station.  The facility is located at 3950 East Irvington Rd 

here in Tucson and will hereby be referred to as TEP. 

 

By law, a public hearing must meet certain requirements. They are: 

 

1) A minimum 30-day advance public notice must be given in two newspapers of general 

circulation.  The official comment period for this TEP air quality permit revision began on 

February 9, 2018 and has been extended from March 12, 2018 to March 29, 2018.  Notice 

was given on Friday, February 9th, 2018 and Friday, February 16th in the Arizona Daily 

Star and The Daily Territorial.   
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2) The public must be given an opportunity to speak or to give written comments during the 

hearing.  Tonight the public has the option for doing so.  

 

3) A hearing must be conducted “on the record” which means that it is recorded in some way. 

Tonight’s meeting is being recorded. 

 

This hearing is considered a “formal public hearing” under state law.  A formal public hearing is 

different than a public meeting.  In a public meeting there is an opportunity for questions and 

answers between the general public and the department.  That opportunity, an Open House, was 

held on February 15th, 2018 from 5:00pm to 6:30 pm in this very room the Abrams Public Health 

Center. 

 

As for tonight, this is a formal public hearing, the representatives of the department will not be 

formally answering any permit related questions.  In other words, neither I nor anyone from the 

department will be answering any questions at this podium tonight.  I can only repeat or clarify 

what I read to you.   

 

After the end of the 49-day public comment period, PDEQ will prepare a written response to all 

questions and comments entered into the record regarding the proposed permit revision. 

 

If you have questions about the permit revision, please include them in your comments.  All 

comments and questions about the revision should only address the permit and air quality 

regulations. 

 

The agenda for tonight’s hearing is as follows: First, I will give a brief description about the Tucson 

Electric Power facility and the proposed revision of the air quality permit. I will then begin to call 

speakers, in the order they signed in, to begin taking public comment.  As this is a very structured 

proceeding, please follow these instructions for making public comment. If you wish to comment, 

you must fill out a speaker slip and if you have not already done so, please hand your completed 

comment card to Karen Wilhelmsen. This procedure will allow everyone an opportunity to be 
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heard and allow us to later match the name on the official record with the speaker on the recording.  

I will call individuals in the order that speaker cards were received. Please say and spell your name 

before you give us your comment to help ensure that we transcribe it correctly in the record. I ask 

that comments be no more than 5 minutes long so everyone who wishes to make a comment is 

given the opportunity to do so.  In lieu of speaking, you may also submit written comments this 

evening. Written comments can also be submitted to Karen Wilhelmsen.  If you wish to do so, you 

may make both oral and written comments tonight. 

 

Once again, the purpose of this hearing is to receive comment from the public on the proposed 

permit revision for TEP.  By law, all the comments made here or in writing are considered by 

PDEQ prior to making a final decision regarding the proposed air quality permit revision.  The 

department has a duty to evaluate and respond in writing to all written and verbal comments that 

are received.  This document is known as a Response to Comments Summary.  It will be available 

at the time the department makes a final decision regarding the permit revision.  If you wish to be 

notified of the final decision made by the department, please be sure to indicate that on the 

comment card or the sign in sheet. 

 

I will now give a brief summary of the TEP facility and the proposed revision of the air quality 

permit.  For more detailed description of the facility and the permit, we have hard copies of the 

proposed permit in the back.  We also have the permit application and all of the supporting 

documents on our PDEQ website. 

 

The Tucson Electric Power Company owns and operates the Irvington Generating Station, also 

known as the H. Wilson Sundt Generating Station, pursuant to Class I Air Quality Permit No. 1052 

issued by the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality.  The facility currently comprises 

six electric generating units with a combined, net generating capacity of 470 megawatts.  TEP 

requests a revision to the Class I permit, an authorization pursuant to the preconstruction 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") permitting regulations.  TEP seeks to expand the 

Irvington Generating Station, and obtain an approval of construction of new affected sources under 

federal National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAP"). As part of the 

proposed expansion project, TEP proposes to install up to ten natural gas-fired, reciprocating 
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internal combustion engines ("RICE"), each with a net generating capacity of 19 MW. In 

conjunction with the RICE project, TEP will permanently cease operation of existing steam 

generating Units 1 and 2, leaving the facility with a net generating capacity of 498 MW. 

 

The proposed RICE project constitutes a major modification for certain pollutants under the 

preconstruction PSD permitting regulations and requires a significant revision under the Title V / 

Class I operating permit regulations. In other words, there is a potential for an increase in the 

amount of air pollution emitted by the facility and that is why the permit needs to be modified. 

 

TEP currently plans to commence construction of the RICE project within 18 months following 

receipt of the permit approval.  TEP currently plans to complete construction and begin operation 

of the first five engines by 2020.  TEP expects to complete construction and begin operation of the 

remaining five engines by no later than 2022. 

 

This marks the end of the TEP facility and permit summary.  We will now begin taking formal 

comment. I would again like to remind people that if you wish to speak, please complete one of 

the speaker forms and hand them to Karen. I’ll begin calling up speakers to take public comment 

shortly.  To ease transcribing the hearing later, please speak clearly and into the microphone.  

 

Please begin by giving your name and spelling it so it can be entered into the record correctly. And 

please limit your comment to no more than five minutes so everyone has a chance to be heard. [A 

timer will ring when four minutes have passed, to let you know you have one minute to finish your 

comment.] 

 

And we will now proceed to the public comments: 

 

Our first speaker is  

The next speaker is  

 

Are there any other comments?   
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We still have some time before 6:30, so we’ll go off record and give time to others that may be on 

their way and want to give comment.  If no additional comment cards are received before 6:30, we 

will come back on the record and end the hearing.  Thank you. 

 

The time is now 6:29 on Thursday March 1st 2018.  We are back on the record to proceed with the 

TEP permit revision public hearing.  Before closing, I would like to give a final opportunity for 

anyone who would like to make a comment.  Seeing that no one is coming forward, there are no 

further commenters. I would like to remind people that the department’s response to comments 

will be developed in the next two weeks.  If you would like to see this document or if you would 

like it sent to you, please indicate that on the sign in sheet in the back.  Make sure your name and 

email or mailing address are clearly printed on the comment card.  At this point, I will now close 

the hearing. Your interest is appreciated and PDEQ thanks you for attending. 

 

The hearing is closed. Today’s date is Thursday, March 1st.  The time is 6:30pm.  Thank you. 



Public Hearing for the Proposed Air Quality Permit Revision for Tucson Electric Power  
March 1, 2018 
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And we will now proceed to the public comments: 
 
Our first speaker is Oscar Medina – Speaker 1 
 
Good afternoon, Oscar Medina. 
 
Thank you. 
 
I am a father and educator and a member of the Sierra Club and a community organizer with Tierra 
Y Libertad Organization.  I am here today to express my concern and opposition to TEP’s proposal 
for the 10 year reciprocating internal combustion engine, natural gas units that will be placed at 
the Sundt Plant location. I live less than 2 miles away from the TEP Sundt Plant location.  I have 
three children, one who attends the Tucson Gymnastic Center located near the intersection of 
Irvington and Alvernon Way. We drive by the plant at least three times a week and the facility 
does not appear to look the healthiest nor the welcoming. My daughter’s school is located just 1 
mile from the intersection of Drexel and Alvernon Way. This is only a few 100 feet of the location 
of the proposed RICE unit. I attended the neighborhood meeting that was hosted by TEP and gave 
my testimony in opposition to their application at the Arizona Corporation Commission hearing. 
TEP is framing this project as a campus modernization project. This is deceiving to our 
community. This expansion project is not about people, it is not about the environment. This is 
about cutting cost and putting profit into the pockets of the TEP investors. At the Open House 
meeting on February 15, 2018 that took place in this room, I learnt that in the past TEP has not 
always complied with their air quality regulations and their air monitoring reports demonstrated 
excessive carbon monoxide emission. This demonstrates that TEP is not afraid to break the rules 
again and pollute our neighborhoods. The Open Houses that were held before this hearing were 
not only missing people from the surrounding neighborhood, but they were missing pictures of the 
children suffering from respiratory illnesses in the south side of Tucson. The Open House meeting 
was missing the pictures of the effects that emissions of carbon monoxide have on people’s health. 
Let’s put the bar graphs and data to the side for a minute and let’s paint a clear picture. Our children 
can see right through TEP’s dirty data. This is another example of the ongoing environmental 
injustice that still is occurring in 2018. Where are the reparations that go back, where is the use of 
polluting that happened on the Navajo Reservation. The brothers and sisters that were 
contaminated by the San Juan and Navajo Generating Station. That is a dark history that TEP 
refuses not to remember. TEP’s plan and their time frame to expand the renewable energy 
resources to 30% by 2030 has expired for our neighborhoods. The stakes are too high. TEP is 
polluting practices are not welcome in our backyards. Remember that we are the people that 
breathe this dirty air. Let’s keep it clean and simple.  Let’s divest from coal and gas keep it 
renewable and let the future be wind and solar energy.  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Cathy Della Penta – Speaker 2 
 
Good Evening, Cathy Della Penta.  I can see that transitioning away from coal as an energy source 
is and will be difficult, but what TEP is proposing for the Sundt Generating Station seems out of 
proportion.  Ten, twenty megawatt RICE we already know what that means.  Using natural harbor 
freight gas engines.  The Sundt plant is going from coal to gas both 19th and 20th century energy 
sources.  Coal and gas are finite sources by comparison solar is renewable.  The county has 
indicated that “the project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, 
particulate matter, fine particulates PM2.5 and coarse particulates PM10, nitrogen oxides and 
volatile organic compounds over time”.  I had a question for you and I listened to your presentation 
so you answer the question, but I will say it, then answer it.  So question is if you modify the air 
permit, will it relax the standard and obviously for what you have said it would have to be relaxed 
and I see that is not a good thing. We are trading one toxin for another and we are going sideways, 
not forward. So I have another question. Has there been an independent study comparing and 
contrasting the cost of the large installation including the cost of gas and its transport? The cost of 
the RICE engines and their installation, their maintenance and the life of the engines versus the 
overall cost of using a combination of energy efficiency, solar and backup batteries, their 
maintenance and the life of the system. And finally, the size of the proposed system is 
unacceptable.  Thank you for listening.  Do you want a copy of this? 
 
No, we are having it recorded. 
 
Our next speaker is Robert Bulechek – Speaker 3. 
 
I am an energy efficiency consultant and a TEP customer. Continuing to invest capital resources 
in fossil fuel generation is simply an imprudent investment. Here we have an opportunity to take 
that capital and invest it in storage to man management, efficiency projects that would benefit the 
community and improve the overall air quality, instead of doing that TEP wants to rebuild a project 
but using more polluting infrastructure. I think that is a nearly imprudent investment and Pima 
County should deny their request. We can achieve the ramping needs that TEP has with newer 
technologies, cheaper resources and do it to the net benefit of the community. Let’s take that capital 
resources and spend it to improve the community not in a way that impacts climate, health and air 
quality. Thank you. 
 
Our next speaker is Jessica Cary-Alvarez – Speaker 4: 
 
Hi, my name is Jessica Cary-Alvarez. This is the first time I have ever done this. I am bit of a 
rookie at it so you have to bear with me, but I learned about it just today, thank you for his post 
on Facebook and I was absolutely horrified. This is Tucson, Arizona. We are a large city. We 
have so much sun and so much wind, it is unconscionable to be doing something like this. I do 
not understand it, but this is the wrong direction. We can talk about Tucson and Tucson’s air 
quality and what it does to our birds and our children and all of us or we can take a global event.   
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We have a responsibility here just because our current administration has pulled aside of the Paris 
climate agreement. There are cities and states all across United States that are stepping up and are 
a being apart of the solution and I think that I would much rather be proud of Tucson that we are 
doing something to help to guarantee that our planet stays livable in the future because if you are 
pretending anything different, that is just ridiculous. It is just ridiculous. Look at what is going to 
hit the east coast today, tomorrow. They are going to get slammed again. Look at the hurricanes 
we had come through. These are not just strange abnormalities. You can say, oh over 20 years ago, 
there was a storm like that, but look at how many are happening in two years time.  We have 
breaking records like crazy. Look at how much of the ice melted in the Bering Sea in February. In 
an eight-day time spent more than ever before they have had temperatures up there 20 degrees 
higher than what they have ever had in February.  The jet stream is distorted.  It is no longer staying 
in place. We are going to continue seeing this horrible weather and the changes in the ocean 
temperature, it is all linked to the CO2 emissions and you cannot pretend otherwise. And if you are 
pretending otherwise, that is just wrong and it is evil because we do not just own this planet. There 
are others and there are children and I have friends who have children and I have a friend who is 
pregnant and I look at her and I think what are we doing, why are you still having babies when we 
do not even know what kind of weather we are going to have. And furthermore, we need to take 
care of Tucson and we need to make sure we get good renewable energy sources because of the 
fact that we are not on the coastal areas and we have no idea how many people are going to be 
moving here in the years to come. We just have no idea what the influx is going to be and that is 
a reality, it is a reality. We have to stop pretending, otherwise.  Because we can do better, would 
not you rather be one of the cities that goes up on the list of hay, Tucson is doing this to try to help 
beat the climate change and try to help save our country and try to help save our planet, try to help 
save our ocean. Would not you rather be on that list? We are on the cutting edge. We are moving 
forward, we are doing something great. Instead of no, we are going to just go ahead and use more 
fossil fuels that aren’t even coming from Arizona and are putting money in somebody else’s 
pocket. There is no excuse for it. There is no excuse for the fact that we have such small amount 
of solar energy coming into the plant like TEP. There is no excuse for it and I hold them 
accountable, I hold you guys accountable. Every single person that makes a decision that hurts us 
is accountable and it is not right. I do not know how many people in your department are going to 
be a part of this decision, but it is not right that all of our lives fall into those little few hands. 
Thank you for at least having a public hearing where we can come and speak. Thank you for 
posting on Facebook, so I learned about it because I am sorry I do not get the Arizona Daily Star 
delivered and what is the other one, the Daily Territorial, is that one of the ones that I will find in 
a small stack in the lobby of a hotel. No, I wouldn’t even find at there, so where ever I even find 
that? Why did not you put this out on KGUN 9, KOLD or something where the public knew where 
there will be more people? Because this is our town, too, and we have a right to know what you 
are doing and I cannot believe that I was just blind-sided by this today. That is not okay, you do 
not stand in a corner, whisper quietly, we are going to go ahead and do this and then say we are 
going to have public hearing on it and expect to get proper input and expect the scale to be properly 
weighted with our opinions. That is not how this should go at all. This is wrong. This is our city 
too. We all go to work. We support this city, our hard labor supports this city and we have no idea 
how much our population is going to grow in the next 20, 30, 40 years because if you think people 
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are not going to move here to get away from those bad areas, you are crazy.  Thank you. 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
Our next speaker is Susan Willis – Speaker 5. 
 
Hello, my name is Susan Willis and I live in Tucson and I am a TEP rate payer. I am strongly 
opposed to TEP’s proposed edition of five natural gas burning RICES to their power plant. Natural 
gas, AKA methane, is a fossil fuel. Its combustion releases CO2 into the atmosphere contributing 
to the green house effect which is warming earth’s atmosphere to dangerous levels, while its 
combustion contributes about 60% as much CO2 as coal, its extraction primarily through fracking 
releases vast amount of free methane, a much more powerful may be as much as 80% more 
powerful greenhouse gas, than CO2. This indeed contributes to the global atmosphere and we must 
avoid rationalizing this as an insignificant contribution. I heard news today of a more alarming 
acceleration of polar sea ice melt during this non-sun seasonal period. This points to the effect of 
atmospheric heat alone without the affect of the sun. This atmospheric heat due to the increasing 
green house has an outsize effect on slowing the polar vortex which was resulting in a distortion 
of the jet stream, thereby allowing more heat to be pulled into the polar region and thus more 
melting. A positive feedback loop that does not board well for the future.  In essence, scientists are 
seeing things spin out of control far faster than they ever predicted. CO2 itself has reached 
dangerous atmospheric levels that should included as a major pollutant in energy production in 
addition to the other harmful pollutants that this project would release. The CO2 and methane 
releases are also game changers for life on this planet. This project is retrograde and destructive of 
life and must, therefore, not be permitted. Thank you. 
 
Our next speaker is Mark Day – Speaker 6. 
 
My name is W. Mark Day. Thank you very much. I am here to speak against changing the air 
permit for Tucson Electric. Two very simple reasons, one is if they are going to improve the 
process of delivering power in this city they should not be increasing pollutants, that should not be 
an option. The other end and the location of course makes it much worsen if it was somewhere 
else where they were not lot of people who would be subject to that pollution. The other reason is 
I saw nothing in the materials to indicate that Tucson Electric is considering or has considered 
battery or other backup. I understand I need to have very rapid response to fluctuations in Sundt 
generating of my references, they have to makeup the difference and that is the point of this project. 
I think it would be far better if they were using batteries or other non-mechanical means to generate 
that power. It would be much quicker and it might cost a bit more, but if the folks in Canada that 
owned Tucson Electric do not get quite as much money, I do not think that matters. I am willing 
to pay a little bit more for a better system than they are proposing. I find it very disappointing that 
they are not following, it is obvious that batteries are getting much more cost efficient and I do not 
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see any reason why this should not be considering that very strongly and I think this air permit is 
just the reason why they can avoid that and run with the obviously cheaper option. Now that it is 
not that they have not done anything good, but this does not seem to be an acceptable way to go 
considering it is middle of Tucson, they are going to be generating more pollutants, I just find that 
very unacceptable and I think even if batteries are higher cost option that should be on the table 
and it is not and I do not understand that. It just does not seem any realm of acceptability to me.  
Thank you very much. 
 
Hearing Officer: Thank you Mr. Day. 
 
Our next speaker is Sandy Bahr – 7. 
 
Good evening, my name is Sandy Bahr and I am the Chapter Director for Sierra Club in Arizona.  
I do live in Phoenix where I have to say I have a lot of experience with pollution and it is 
unfortunate, but so do the communities around the Sundt plant. Sierra Club has a lot of members 
and supporters in Tucson in the surrounding areas and for far too long they have suffered from the 
pollution from this plant with coal and natural gas and now a proposal for more natural gas.  It is 
past time for to end, especially when there are low cost, nonpolluting options available. This 
proposal will cause a net increase in pollution, I mean others have stated that, that should not be 
acceptable. A net increase in particulate matter, carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, 
and, of course, greenhouse gases.  None of these is good for our communities, for our health or for 
the planet and in addition to all of those it will emit hazardous air pollutants and there is a whole 
list of them and I would not read them out because I cannot even pronounce them all, benzene, 
fluorine, naphthalene, toluene, among others. These are known to harm our health, some are known 
carcinogens. I also have to say that I was disappointed to see that the environmental justice analysis 
indicated that there was not a desperate impact.  I do not know how you can say that the impact 
area has an 85% minority population and with 63% of the residents having low income and not 
conclude that there is a desperate impact and not conclude that this is serious environmental 
injustice, environmental racism. I urge you to take a closer look at that. I had one other slightly 
more technical comment and that is there are more stringent NOx limits in other permits. And I 
understand that they are avoiding, or trying to avoid, best available control technology because 
they are netting out, but they are overlapping with the old units. And I am not a lawyer, but my 
understanding is that you are not allowed to do that. If you are overlapping you cannot net out of 
the best available control technologies. We think that, that has triggered and that you also need to 
take a good, hard look at that as well. We will be submitting detailed written comments, but I just 
wanted to come this evening and express these concerns for many of our members and supporters 
who are affected by the pollution from this plant. Thank you. 
 
Our next speaker is Stuart Moody – Speaker 8. 
 
Hello, I am Stuart Moody.  I am a member of Sustainable Tucson and also of the Sierra Club.  I 
would first like to thank you for listening so well this evening.  I know that in your position you  
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get a lot of things sent your way and I know there is certain vulnerability and you have to have big 
hearts to listen. I appreciate that. I salute TEPs goal of a 30% renewable energy by 2030. Given 
the rate of climate disruption that we need to aim much, much higher. Quick reminder globally 
2014 through 2016 were the three hottest years on record, here locally 2017 was the hottest year 
yet. You probably noticed that we had 20 or 25 days over 70 or 75 degrees temperature in January 
way out of whack. The implications of this are several, rising temperatures in our County will 
cause rising use of energy for cooling. This will cause increased strain on the electric grid. This 
needs more air pollution as Sandy and others have mentioned due to increase smog formation and 
more energy use. It is not a formula for success. Given the high cost of climate disruption to public 
health, integrity of our public infrastructure, agriculture production, and instability of populations. 
Carbon reduction and carbon sequestration are the immediate and personal requirements that every 
significant individual alive today and every significant corporation and we cannot accept anything 
less than that. We all have our hands on the wheel of change and we need to change now before it 
is too late. The cost of energy from fossil fuel are well known. We have heard about them from 
other good speakers. Natural gas is cleaner than coal, but it is just not clean enough. The 
devastating results of extraction by hydraulic fracking.  The hazards to health posed by our two 
neighborhoods by the gas power plants as Oscar mentioned and the devastating influence to sustain 
carbon emissions. All of these make the proposal for the RICE generation just not suitable for this 
time, not suitable for this place. Fortunately, we have viable and cost effective alternatives 
available, in hand. As you know, the mission of the Department of Environmental Quality is to 
preserve and protect the environment of our county for the long-term benefit of health, welfare, 
safety, and quality of life for all the residents of Pima County and I know you take this seriously. 
I know particularly Beth (Gorman) does because I have seen some of your mailings that get to our 
neighborhood association.  In light of the extensive environmental cause associated with the RICE 
proposal and the cleaner safer alternatives available, I believe the only mission proper decision 
would be to deny their application and ask them to come back with something better. Thank you 
so much. 
 
Thank you Mr. Moody. 
 
Our next speaker is Steven Wind – Speaker 9. 
 
Good evening. I am Steven Wind, like what blows away the pollution, hopefully. So I am like this 
lady here, I kind of just heard about in the news and I could not believe it really that what I was 
hearing. So that is why I am here tonight, not as any member of any organization representing any 
particular group. By profession I am a program evaluator and a researcher -- deal a lot with data 
and so I started to think about the decision that is being made here and I am wondering about what 
the calculus is of that decision because I do not see it just being one involving money and we have 
heard kind of similar things from other people. There are moral aspects to it. There are economic 
aspects to it and there are public health aspects to it, so I would like to know how the decision is 
made including all of those or whether it is just an economic decision, it is going to cause them 
too much to do it the right way so we are going to allow this, but I think if we look at it really what 
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is happening by allowing them not to do it the right way which might cause more is that they are 
externalizing the real cost of it to public health. So it is the people who have to bring their families 
into emergency rooms, medication, doctors and we see this in many situations in the world and I 
do not think we want to see that here and I think we need to really look at the calculus of the 
decision correctly. So, I am totally against the revision to the permit and I say let TEP do it right 
and we have to figure out is it a matter of profit. They have to make a certain amount of profits, 
then that is another aspect that needs consideration, but I think really there is no guarantee of profits 
in anything, so to do it the right way is what needs to happen of all the reasons we have heard here 
tonight. Thank you. 
 
At this moment, we will be taking a short break. We believe our recording equipment needs 
attention, some of the batteries are need to being charged so just a short while break and we will 
come back on record. Thank you. 
 
Hearing Officer:  The time is 06:13 and we will come back on record. 
 
The next speaker is Rudolf Lambrechtse – Speaker 1 
 
My name is Rudolf Lambrechtse. So I am a retired school teacher and I moved down here from 
the Phoenix area for number of reasons, one quality of life and I just finished an 80 mile hike today 
which is part of the quality of life, why I live here. I have participated in numerous hearings, mostly 
dealing with wilderness. This is the first time we have to clear black and white issue. Even the 
gray is wrong. So there is no choice, but to deny this and you have heard all the other arguments 
about how they create a better proposal that fits in with our quality of life, benefit not just the 
portion of the community, but globally as well as locally. Thank you. 
 
The next speaker is Duane Ediger – Speaker 2. 
 
Hi. My name is Duane Ediger. I am a Tucson resident. I am a producer of energy for TEP, a net 
producer. I have solar on my house and I export to my neighbors about the same amount of energy 
that I use in my house and I import about 1% of the energy that I use in my house from TEP and I 
am able to do that because in addition to the solar I have a Tesla power wall battery on my house 
which cost a little over $7,000 installed to have put there and I did this even though I am under net 
metering and there is 0 financial benefit that I get out of having done that, but I get a lot of sense 
of taking responsibility for where we are right now because I understand that solar by itself in a 
place where we do not also have wind resource like some places do as much needs the battery 
storage in order to fulfill the needs that will be necessary if we are to adequately address climate 
change. I read in your just recent report from last week, this says that this process is going to be  
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extended little bit through the month of March that the reasons that you can consider regarding 
this decision are strictly in relation to County and Federal statutes, which I have looked up over 
the last few nights. Even though I have to get up early to install solar with the company here 
locally.  So, I have tried to do that and I hope that I probably would not stake things. I will try to 
get the numbers right, I do not always know if it is a chapter or section or paragraph or a part or 
whatever, but I am going to refer to some of these things and I hope that you will follow up these 
up because I understand that you are in a situation of wanting to hear things and respond ethically, 
but being confined somewhat to respond within the legal confines of which has been allowed to 
do so. I hope that my interpretations are close enough that you can at least follow these things up 
and in addition to your legal sense also lets take your Chapter 17 of the Pima County Code, it says 
it is further declared policy that all contaminants emitted from each source originating in Pima 
County shall be prevented or reduced irrespective of the proportionate each source contributes to 
the total air pollution, so that is from one of the sections that you said is permissible today. Our 
carbon budget, if you are to as a planet keep it below 1.5 degrees Celsius rise, we can continue as 
we are today for do you know how many years before we have to completely stop carbon 
emissions, six years.  If we think we can get by with 2-degree rise and things would not get out of 
hand, we have may be 24 years at current rates. The life of a plant like this to be financially viable 
typically has to operate longer than that. Tucson, Arizona should be leading. We know that even 
if we were somehow to fulfill that goal in Tucson, there are many other places without the solar 
resource and without the wind resource and without perhaps financial resources like India and 
China that they are going to lag behind. We need to lead, we cannot just wait, say well we will 
make it in six years or make it in 24 years when we know that others have been struggling. So that 
is some of the laws of thermodynamics that I hope you will also pay attention to. 
 
Alright back to some of the things in the application, TEP has said that they are not responsible 
for new source above standard that have to do with climate change because each of these ten units 
is below a certain threshold of megawatts. However, the collection is over, so I hope that they are 
not trying to squeak around a law by having ten small units, each one fulfill some mandate.  
Because I understand also that the EPA has said that if you are in an area where there is a certain 
amount of emissions such as these ten plants together, than you do have to apply those climate 
change standards. So I hope that you will at least look that up and find out what is the final matter 
on that. I want to finish up with just a little bit of brief finances and I know this is not may be what 
concerns you, but I want you to know. If there is an alternative way to do what they are proposing 
do with this RICE generators that does not have the same emissions, they should have more to say 
in their application than simply we have explained in these little grafts with these little lines about 
one year of solar why we need the RICE and why batteries cannot do it, but there is actual more 
verbal explanation of how the batteries cannot do it and in fact in Australia where they have 100 
megawatt battery storage, it has already served some of the purposes that this plant is proposed to 
do at a cost of $50,000,000, TEP has said that this plant is somewhere up above 200,000,000. A 
$50,000,000 electric battery plant likely one that was installed in Australia in a matter of three 
months would provide 50 megawatts, may be 60 to 65 megawatt hours of power energy.  I do not 
know if they are talking about in the four-hour peak, if they wanted to get four-hour peak they can 
do that with 350,000,000 and 200,000,000 in such a battery plant. If they need more than that a 
little more, but they are not paying for fuel, so the cost of the fuel with this gas plant is higher than  
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the solar. You might have to pay a little more upfront, but you do not have those fuel cost added 
in. I do not know, I did not find any law that says it has to be financially the best decision and I 
understand that they are also things that can gas can do that solar and batteries could not do under 
extreme circumstances for five to six cloudy days in a row when you have to have those peaks 
met. I hope that we can make the sacrifices to where there is slightly less service, the battery plus 
solar would be worth it if we are not going to totally let the climate get out of our control. Thank 
you 
 
Hearing Officer: Thank you for your comment. 
 
The next speaker is Brian Flagg – Speaker 3 
 
Hi.  Its Brian with an I and Flagg with two g’s.  So who do you believe, you know there are two 
sides saying different things. So do you believe the Sierra Club and the young brother with all the 
kids that was here or do you believe TEP? My feeling is that TEP has a serious lack of credibility 
because they have made it harder and harder and harder for people to have solar and this time of 
like extreme climate change happening they have blocked people having solar, they have made it 
harder and harder and so that does not speak well for them. It does not make them credible. And 
the other thing that does not make them credible is they are supposed to be regulated by this thing 
called the Corporation Commission, which is voted on state-wide and it does not take much 
research to figure out that dark money, like was involved in electing a Corporation Commission 
that is totally pro-companies like the APS in Phoenix and TEP here. So who is credible and who 
is going to suffer from this? Those are my questions and the one other thing is say that it as bad as 
everybody says it is and that there is any kind of fear that the neighborhoods have of that they are 
going to get poisoned, that type of thing. Well, that is true TEP should build these things up in the 
foothills or maybe Oro Valley, Marana and it is part of this whole thing in the country called 
environmental racism, you could Google it and find out all about it, but because of environmental 
racism stuff like this that gets the pollution, lower income, minority neighborhoods and it is not 
right and so I guess you are going to do a report DEQ to the supervisors and then they give an up 
or down on a permit. We will tell them that all kinds of people are going to come out, just like 
what happened when Monsanto tried to put that plant way up there in Marana or that the place is 
going to be filled like it was a week ago when Ramon Valdez voted to against the south side to 
give money so that the sheriffs can work with a border patrol way more easily. Like that is going 
to happen again with this, I have full faith that people are going to come out of the wood work and 
make their life miserable if they go along with TEP instead of honoring the whole idea of 
environmental racism, so good luck. Thank you. 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The next speaker is Mansur Johnson – Speaker 4. 
 
Hello, my name is Mansur Johnson and I am a retired stagehand.  My son used to work for Solar 
City, but because of the actions of TEP and the Corporation Commission he is now living and 
working in Massachusetts because Arizona is not favorable to solar energy, I am sorry to say.  I  
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asked a friend of mine does your decision affect the success or failure of the project, he did not 
know and I do not know at this movement, but I have six points I want to mention. This friend that 
is my consultant who thinks that TEP just wants to make money by selling this excess power from 
this plant to Phoenix at 30 to 40 cents per kilowatt hour, but TEP at the present time has an 
overcapacity according to our own Grid Manager at the Western Electric Coordinating Council. 
They have an excess capacity already. Such a plant as I propose is efficient in a small size, but not 
at the large size that they propose. This means that they will use more water than coal plants or 
larger gas plants that are typically built today. For example, if a unit produces 100 kilowatt hours 
of gross electricity it will convert 65 kilowatt hours in the heat and 35 kilowatt hours in the power, 
that means that this huge amount of heat will require a massive amount of water to dissipate and I 
hope you folks take the same point of view as the County as regarding the row is not mine. They 
said they are going to pollute the water, they are going to destroy the environment and they voted 
against it. I hope your recommendation is to vote against this. In conclusion, let me just quote from 
an environmental protection agency fax sheet on this kind of gas unit it says “reciprocating internal 
combustion engines are very low in thermal efficiency as size goes up over 1 megawatt kilowatt 
hour electric. They are proposing a 10 megawatt plan.”  These plans at the size proposed look to 
be in the range of 30 to 35%, this is EPA. The large amount of heat from these units will use 
unreasonably high amount of water to cool them that would be around 0.8 gallons per kilowatt 
hour compared with a coal plant at 0.5 gallons per kilowatt hour and this also compares to the solar 
photovoltaic less than 0.01 gallons per kilowatt hour. Please vote against this. 
 
Thank you, Mr. Johnson. 
 
Our next comment is Jana Segal – Speaker 5. 
 
I am Jana Segal and I am going to talk from the heart because I guess a lot of us here do not know 
a lot about the science and could convince you of those facts, anyway, but I guess we are here with 
the hopes that you will really listen to us because nobody is listening to us. I have gone to 
Corporation Commission meetings and there has been compelling evidence about climate change, 
about the impact and they just aren’t hearing us. This is the law that you have to follow the 
requirements of local or state laws, but what are the laws protecting the citizens from this. It is 
getting harder every year. I have a garden and so I see how the things aren’t growing. I can see 
how the weather has changed from the 20 years I have been here. I am concerned that I have been 
paying a mortgage for 25 years and I will not have a house to leave for my kids because they will 
not be able to live here. It will be too hot and you will not be able to sell your house either so all 
those years of paying my mortgage will be for nothing. On top of that, who is keeping the people 
from the corporation commission accountable, dark money has paid for like more than half of them 
and so they are not going to listen to us because they are paid off by the gas companies.  So I just 
have this dream because I want to stay in Tucson and I want to make Tucson sustainable.  I dedicate 
my life to fighting for Tucson, for fighting for our water -- to have clean water, to have clean air.  
I have a vision of Tucson that this could be a wonderful place for tourists to come. That is one of 
the biggest industries in Arizona is tourism, but my friend she rides the tourists around they come 
here and they have stopped coming because they are complaining because the view from the  
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foothills is full of smog and why don’t we make this a great place to live, why don’t we make this 
a place that people want to come to visit.  It has been made clear that there is more jobs with solar.  
It is healthier. When is somebody going to listen to us?  That is all what I have to say. 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
Our next speaker is Rebecca Hale – Speaker 6. 
 
No response from the audience. 
 
I would like to call Michael Kemp – Speaker 7. 
 
Good evening. First of all Micheal Kemp. I would like to thank you first of all for having this 
gathering. We appreciate the chance to speak with you and let our concerns be heard hopefully 
they will be. You have heard lots of facts and figures tonight.  I am not going to throw more facts 
and figures at you. This is more of an emotional plea. A letter was just submitted. It was signed by 
15,000 scientist from around the world and they told us it might be too late. We might not be able 
to turn this around. Now I am assuming you all have children and grandchildren, we all do. Our 
children and our grandchildren are not going to forgive us for not doing something about this. This 
has been going on for decades just to continue to build up cooperate influence, tearing away our 
environment at our communities and at very social structure. Nobody has done anything about it.  
We are at a point now where if we do not do something about it, you do not do something about 
it, nothing is going to get done and our children and grandchildren will suffer the consequences.  
We all will be gone. It is not going to matter to us, but they are going to have to live through this 
nightmare. Federal government is not going to support us. The people in power right now have 
checked out. They have got at the environmental protection agency, there is nothing left for it to 
do except rot, that means it is up to State and local governments to take care of the people that is 
where you come in. You have an important decision to make. You can help us all. You can help 
preserve this community that we live in. We have to stop the profiteering of the fossil fuel industry, 
plain and simple. It is there to make money. They know that renewals are the way to go.  I would 
be willing to bet, they are already investing in them, but they are holding out. They know there is 
a little bit more money to be squeezed out of the fracking wells. There is a little bit more cash 
laying at the bottom of the ocean, to get every bit of it before they finally say, okay now we got 
sun. I drove here from the east side of the city this evening and I was blinded coming down the 
road by this enormous thermonuclear reactor that hovers above our planet. It produces more energy 
in one day than we can use in a year, so what are we doing, seriously. We are playing this ridiculous 
game of cat and mouse with corporate interest, political interest, we are all going to suffer and the 
people who are going to suffer the most, thank you for the people who already mentioned the 
impact this is going to have one marginalized communities, the poor, sick, elderly, people who 
cannot get away from rising sea levels. There are islands in the specific that are starting to go under 
water already. This body sitting right here has an important opportunity tonight. That is an 
opportunity to lead, we have elected leaders; they are not leading. We cannot count on them. We 
are counting on you to provide the leadership that it is going to take to rescue our society, our 
entire world from what is coming if we do not take action. Thank you. 
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Our next speaker is Grace Leal – Speaker 8. 
 
Hello, my name is Grace Leal. I just found out about this yesterday afternoon. Sorry I have not 
done any personal research, but I would like to support everything people here have said. You 
know everybody watches the news and on the weather stations they usually tell us the weather 
reports what is going to be happening and I noticed all the summer there were softening the news 
about the extreme heat that we are suffering through and you think the chamber of commerce had 
paid for those TV stations so they would soften the news. I got little nugget of information you 
might have already heard earlier last week that be prepared this summer we may suffer 125-degree 
heat at least a few days out of the summer. Pretty soon we would be start building underground.  
Generally, I just want to say that obviously we are about eliminating or reducing pollution you 
know because the state of the globe demands it. We cannot wait any longer. Solar energy is the 
wave of the future and we have to get with progress. In fact we have to be a leader. We live in the 
land of the sun, not only can we provide solar to every household, but we can provide solar to 
outline communities or other states for a profit. Personal solar installs are costly, but if TEP would 
contract with vendors to provide for each household they can charge each customer monthly at a 
wholesale or at lower cost which would make it much more attractive to home owners. Davis 
Monthan Air Force Base already has solar power and many other organizations or companies have 
leased government land in Arizona and installed solar panels. I used to work for the State Land 
Department and they would love to lease out to energy companies. They need the money to support 
the public school system. Arizona is a land of the sun as well as the southeast quarter of California 
and west New Mexico. There is no reason we all shouldn’t be on our way to solar energy. In fact, 
we should have been the solar standard for the nation by now.  Thank you. 
 
Our next speaker is Molly McKasson – Speaker 9. 
 
Hello, it is Molly McKasson. I want to thank you all for being committed to public health, for 
being committed to clean air, clean water, clean environment, decent place to live. It is interesting 
that this building that we are in right now, it is the Abram Centers named after one of two sons, 
largest advocates, most wonderful man, Herb Abrams, who years ago fought for clean air, clean 
water, and a decent place for people to live. So it is not by accident that we are here today. Herb 
drove us here. It is very special to me because he was a good friend and he was a friend to many 
people.  When I was on the council 30:07 in the 1990’s, the south side of town, especially around 
the Irvington Generating Station, had incredible spike of childhood asthma and you probably are 
aware of that. It is documented, I am sure at the Pediatric Asthma Center or it is for children with 
lung diseases at UMC, so I just remember, you know, the information coming in and being shocked 
to hear from teachers and principal down at the school. I think in Littleton, in that area down there 
that they had severe problems, kids going to the emergency room frequently. TEP was concerned 
and there was talk about fixing, making it better and I guess there was some adjustment to the 
generating stations. It has been a lot of years so I forgotten this was in the 1990’s. TEP also made 
promises and commitments to solar and to working on other sustainable energy sources.  They just 
have not delivered. They have not come through and you know I am not here to attack to Tucson 
Electric Power. I am here to hope that you would defend people who are getting sick from the 
quality of air that comes out and the people have to breathe when you put these kinds of generating  
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stations like the RICE Facilities near any neighborhood at all. The City of Tucson and Pima County 
have spent millions of dollars trying to clean up the air in this community. You all are very well 
aware of that. Hired all kinds of people to work on this issue. Considered banning fire places and 
to get to this point today where we have health issue with the quality of air that will come out of 
these, but we know it will be a problem where we have health issues already on the south side. All 
we have to do is look at the information, it is there and that is just fax, but the human toll is why I 
am here tonight. I just heard about this two days ago as well. Thanks to Sierra Club for having it 
editorial in the newspaper. This is not just an environmental issue nor just an issue about climate 
change though I agree with everything that has been said. So little is being done, but the major 
reason I am here is because of the health. This is going to damage the health of mostly minority 
and as someone mentioned marginalized children and elderly, but in particular children you could 
talk about all the cost that will put upon Pima County because of this, Pima County’s Health 
System, but we have a chance to prevent that. We have a chance to do something different and I 
hope that your recommendation will be for public health in this community to get better and not 
worse. I appreciate very much the responsibility that you all have and I appreciate that you can 
make a difference here. Your decision can make a difference. This is a public health issue. These 
should not go in. Climate change is real, all those issues are real. I have solar on my house. I am a 
proponent of that, but I am really here tonight because this is going to damage our community’s 
health. A community that has spent millions to try to improve air quality would suffer from this 
proposal. So thank you very much for hearing all of us. 
 
Our next speaker is Megan Bartel – Speaker 10. 
 
Megan Bartel. I would really rather not be here tonight and I am sure you probably would really 
rather not be here either. I would rather not be here tonight because I have two kidos at home who 
are having dinner with their dad. They are two and five, sorry. When I read about climate change 
I am terrified, not just for my kids, but for me. This is not something that is just going to happen 
to our children. This is something that is going to happen to us so if can do anything. I want better 
for my kids. I am sure you guys have kids and grandkids and you want better for them too and I 
reject the permits that this is the best we can do. We have the technology. I think we just need to 
open our minds and our hearts to the possibility that there is another way to do this.  We have other 
ways to do this. We just have to start thinking differently. I think that this is happening because 
this is how we have always solved this problem. We need more power. We get coal. We get gas.  
We have better options. We have better solutions. We can save our kids from what we all know is 
coming. So I just hope that you all will help us all to start thinking differently and doing better.  
Thank you. 
 
Our next speaker is Daniel Stormont – Speaker 11. 
 
Daniel Stormont and I am with Sustainable Tucson and I am also a Sierra Club member. I am also 
an engineer and so I really appreciate the opportunity to talk with you about this permit. I tried to 
read through the EPA requirements for class I permits and the state requirements and the County 
requirements and to be honest I mean I got kind of lost in all the various requirements, but one 
thing that did seem pretty obvious to me is that it has to be a very exceptional case for allowance  
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of a variance of a permit to where you are going to issue a permit that is going to allow greater 
pollution than what the existing permit allows and in this case I was really surprised because it 
was the first time I had looked at the technical support document was sitting up on the table there 
as we came in and looking at that table on page 7, it was amazing to me that for these RICE Units 
every single one of them is either exceeding individually the amount of pollutants is being put out 
by the existing steam generating plants or in conjunction they are putting out more so. There are 
some things like Volta Organics that there each individual unit any time it is fired up, it is putting 
up more pollution than both of those steam units are doing together and it amazes me, I do not 
understand how that can even be allowed.  It seems that there is no way to allow a variance of that 
magnitude that is going to allow these units to be installed when in every measurable category they 
exceed what the current plant is putting out.  It is just mind boggling to me, so I really would hope 
you would deny this permit variance.  It just does not seem to make any sense. I know that you 
have a tough job with DEQ.  I do really appreciate as other people have said I really appreciate the 
job you do.  I actually do work with members of both PDQ and AZDQ in my job.  So I know that 
you really are dedicated to protecting our environment and I hope in this case that you all act and 
protect us from this variance.  It just frankly should not be allowed.  Thank you. 
 
Hearing Officer: Is Rebecca Hale in the room?  No response from the audience.  I would like to 
send the open floor to anyone else who would like make a comment here tonight. 
 
Time is 6:52 and before closing I would like to give final opportunity for anyone who would like 
to make a comment.  I would like to remind people that the department’s response to comments 
will be developed in the next two weeks.  If you would like to see this document or you would like 
it to be sent to you, please indicate this on your sign-in sheet in the back of the room.  Please make 
sure your name and e-mail or mailing address is clearly printed on the comment card.  At this 
point, I will now close the hearing and your interest is very much appreciated and PDEQ thanks 
each and every one of you for attending here tonight.   
 
The hearing is now closed. Today’s date is Thursday, March 1, 2018.  The time is 6:53 pm.  Thank 
you. 
 
Hello, just to address the question the lady has just presented.  There will be an additional public 
hearing conducted at the Conference Room in Downtown, Pima County Public Works Building at 
201 North Stone Avenue, in the basement conference room C and this will take place on March 
28, 2018 from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm.  Thank you. 
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REGARDING 

THE PROPOSED AIR QUALITY PERMIT REVISION 
FOR TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER 

 IRVINGTON GENERATING STATION 
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Hearing Officer: 

Good evening and thank you for taking the time to attend this hearing.  Today is Wednesday, 

March 28, 2018.  The time is approximately 5:33 p.m. and the location is the Pima County Public 

Works Building, Lower Level Conference Room C, Tucson, Arizona.  I am the hearing officer 

representing Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ).  I will be presiding at 

this hearing. I am the Air Program Manager for PDEQ. Other PDEQ representatives here tonight 

are PDEQ Director, Ursula Nelson; PDEQ Deputy Director, Richard Grimaldi; PDEQ 

Environmental Planning Manager, Mellanie Fuller; PDEQ Communications Program Manager, 

Karen Wilhelmsen; PDEQ Program Manager, Marie Light; PDEQ Communications Outreach 

Coordinator, Skye Siegel; Geosyntec Air Quality Consultants, Kate Graf and Brian McNamara; 

and EPA Region 9 Environmental Engineer, Lisa Beckham. 

 

At this moment, we are conducting a formal public hearing. At this Air Quality Control District, 

PDEQ has jurisdiction over facilities requiring the Air Quality Permit in Pima County. The purpose 

of this hearing is to allow residents the opportunity to enter into record, oral or written comments 

regarding the proposed revision of the air quality permit. The facility Tucson Electric Power, 

Irvington H. Wilson Sundt Generating Station is located at 3950 East Irvington Road, here in 

Tucson and will hereby be referred to as TEP. By law, a public hearing must contain certain 

requirements. These are: a minimum 30-day advance public notice must be given in two 

newspapers of general circulation, the official common period for these TEP Air Quality Permit 

revision began on February 9, 2018 and has been extended from March 12, 2018 to March 29, 

2018. Notice was given on Friday, February 9, 2018 and Friday, February 16, 2018 in the Arizona 

Daily Star and the Daily Territorial.  The public must be given an opportunity to speak or give 

written comments during the hearing.  Tonight the public has an option to do so and the comments 

may be received by PDEQ until 5 p.m. on Thursday March 29, 2018. A hearing must be conducted 
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on record which means that it is recorded in some way.  Tonight’s meeting is being recorded. This 

hearing is considered a formal public hearing on the state law. A formal public hearing is different 

from the public meeting. In a public meeting there is an opportunity for questions and answers 

between the general public and the department. That opportunity and open house was held on 

February 15, 2018 from 5:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. at the Abrams Public Health Center. As for tonight, 

this is a formal public hearing. The representatives of the department will not be formally 

answering any permit related questions. In other words neither I nor anyone from the department 

will be answering any questions at this podium tonight. I can only repeat or clarify what I read to 

you. At the end of the 49-day public comment period, PDEQ will prepare written response to all 

questions and comments entered into record regarding the proposed permit revision. If you have 

any questions about the permit revision, please include them in your comments. All comments and 

questions about the revision should only address the permit and the Air Quality Regulations. The 

agenda for tonight’s hearing is as follows: first, I will give a brief description about the Tucson 

Electric Power Facility and the proposed vision of the Air Quality Permit. I will then begin to call 

speakers in the order they signed in to begin taking public comment. This is a very structured 

proceeding. Follow these instructions for making public comment. If you wish to comment, you 

must write your name clearly on the yellow sign-up sheet on PDEQ’s welcome table near the room 

entrance. This is not the sign-in sheet that shows that you have attended the event. This list is 

specifically to sign-up and verbalize your comments at this hearing. You will receive a number in 

order in which you signed up to speak and I will call the numbers in numerical order. You may 

approach the microphone when your number is called and provide oral comment. This procedure 

will allow everyone an opportunity to be heard. Please say and spell your name before you provide 

us your comment to help ensure that we transcribe it correctly in the record. I ask that comments 

be no more than four minutes so that everyone who wishes to make a comment has been given the 

opportunity to do so. After three-minute mark, staff will hold up a sign warning that you only have 

one minute remaining. In lieu of speaking, you may also submit written comments at this evening. 

Written comments can be submitted in the comment box located near the room entrance. If you 

wish to do so, you make both oral or written comments tonight. Once again, the purpose of this 

hearing is to receive comment from the public on the proposed permit revision for TEP. By law, 

all the comments made here or inviting are considered by PDEQ before our final decision is being 
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made. The department has a duty to evaluate and respond in writing to all written and verbal 

comments that received. This document is known as the response to comments summary. It will 

be available at the time the department makes a final decision regarding the permit revision. If you 

wish to be notified about the final permit decision made by the department, please be sure to 

indicate that on the signing sheet. I will now give a brief summary of the TEP Facility and the 

proposed revision of the Air Quality Permit. For more detailed description of the facility and the 

permit we have hard copies of the proposed permit here tonight. We also have the permit 

application and all the supporting documents on our PDEQ web page pima.gov/deq. The Tucson 

Electric Power company owns and operates the Irvington Generating Station also known as the H. 

Sundt Wilson Generating Station, pursuant to Class I Air Quality Permit No. 1052 issued by Pima 

County Department Environmental Quality. The facility currently compromises of six electric 

generating units which have a combined net generating capacity of 417 megawatts. TEP requests 

subdivision to the Class I permit and authorization person to the preconstruction prevention of 

significant deterioration PSD permitting regulations. TEP seeks to expand the Irvington 

Generating Station and obtain an approval to construct of new effective sources under the National 

Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP).  As part of the proposed expansion 

project, TEP proposes to install up to 10 natural gas-fired, reciprocating internal combustion 

engines ("RICE"), each with a net generating capacity of 19 megawatts.  In conjunction with the 

RICE project, TEP will permanently cease operation of the existing steam generating Units 1 and 

2, leaving the facility with a net generating capacity of 498 megawatts.  The proposed RICE project 

constitutes a major modification for certain pollutants under the preconstruction PSD permitting 

regulations and requires a significant revision under the Title V Class I operating permit 

regulations. In other words, there is a potential for an increase in the amount of air pollution emitted 

by the facility and that is why the permit needs to be modified.   

 

TEP currently plans to commence construction of the RICE project within 18 months following 

the receipt of the permit approval. TEP currently plans to complete construction and begin 

operation of the first five engines by the year 2020. TEP expects to complete construction and 

begin operation of the remaining five engines by no later than year 2022. 
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This marks the end of the TEP facility and permit summary. We will now begin taking formal 

comment. I would like to once again remind people that if you wish to speak, please clearly write 

your name on the sign-up sheet near the room entrance. I will be calling up speakers to take public 

comment shortly. To ease transcribing the hearing later, please speak clearly into the microphone. 

Please begin by giving your name and spelling it so it can be entered into the record correctly and 

please limit your comment to no more than five minutes so everyone has a chance to be heard.  

Once my colleague, Brian McNamara, will be lifting up a sign of one minute just to ensure that 

you have an idea with the time remaining for your comment.  We will now proceed with public 

comments.  May we have speaker no. 1, please. 

 

Our first speaker is Dr. Richard Powell – Speaker 1 

I am Dr. Richard Powell.  I am retired vice president for Research at the University of Arizona.  I 

am currently working at the UA Tech Park on the solar zone, which is the largest project in the 

country for testing and demonstrating solar generation technology.  We, all of us working at the 

solar zone are strong advocates of getting as much solar energy on the grid as quickly as possible, 

but one of the things we found with all of the technologies that we are testing is they all have a 

significant amount of intermittency and power delivery company like TEP can afford to put a lot 

of intermittent power generation on the grid without compromising its delivery capability.  So we 

have to mitigate this intermittency somehow if we want to reach our goal of a lot of solar on the 

grid.  As far as I know, there are two technologies currently available to do this.  The first is energy 

storage and the current available technology for energy storage, lithium iron batteries, have 

problems in the low efficiency, high cost, limited life-time, and toxic waste when they have to be 

disposed. We just started a new project in the solar zone to study and develop new types of storage 

technologies which we hope in the future will take care of some of these problems with the current 

battery storage, but it will take some years before that occurs.  The second type of technology to 

mitigate the intermittency is having a fast reserved source of power that can come online and go 

back offline to match the intermittency of the solar.  The reciprocal internal combustion engines 

will do this.  The current gas and steam turbines are too slow to do this, but we really urge that the 
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permit for putting these RICE systems online gets approved so that we can have a lot more solar 

energy online.  Thanks for your time. 

 

The next speaker is Meg Weesner – Speaker 2 

I am Meg Weesner. I currently service as the chair of the Rincon Group of the Sierra Club. We 

represent about 5,000 members, actually more than 5,000 members throughout Southern Arizona, 

most of them here in Tucson in Pima County. We are opposing this change that would allow higher 

levels of admissions at the TEP Generating Station on Irvington Road. Go back to the original 

clean air act and its purpose dates from the early 1970s, there have been amendment since then, 

that at charge the EPA with protecting public health that was the primary responsibility through 

the federalism principles that responsibility has been delegated to the Arizona DEQ and with their 

consent and the Arizona Legislature, it is further delegated to Pima County DEQ. So, I surmise 

from that, that your top priority is protecting health of the people particularly those who live around 

the station and allowing more emissions does not comply with that mission. More recently, the 

EPA took on the authority of controlling CO2 emissions to help protect against climate change 

and the courts have affirmed that they have the authority to do that here again. The propose change 

increases emissions of CO2. It allows more emissions and more heat and again is contradictory to 

the mission of the EPA delegated in the Clean Air Act Amendments. So, I think we need to move 

forward into the 21st century, not back into the 19th century and increased use of fossil fuels. We 

should be using distributed renewable energy and battery back-up systems instead. Thank you for 

your attention and consideration. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Grace Gegenheimer – Speaker 3 

Good Evening. My name is Grace Gegenheimer and I am with the Tucson Metro Chamber.  I am 

here tonight to support the purposed permit modification to the Tucson Electric Power air quality 

permit. TEP and the Pima County Department of Environmental quality have gone above and 

beyond during this process to work with all invested parties as well as to ensure all regulations and 
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requirements have been met which will allow for an updated facility while taking into account 

public health concerns and future risks. It is also worth noting that TEP’s transition to more fuel, 

efficient generators will wait to significantly less water consumption. Water consumption from 

energy production will be reduced from 60 million gallons of water to a mere 10,000 gallons of 

water on an annual basis and a city like Tucson where water is precious, this is significant. The 

current decades of steam units are not performing well enough to keep up with current demands, 

which ultimately creates inefficiencies with regards to TEP’s ability to provide service. The new 

engines will easily surpass the old system and be able to better serve the needs of a growing region. 

This along with TEPs plan to expand renewable energy resources to 30% by the year 2030 are 

crucial steps needed to serve Tucson in the larger metro area. Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Mike Carran – Speaker 4 

My name is Mike Carran. I am concerned about the health effects of adding more and more carbon 

into the atmosphere. We already have extremely high rates of asthma. It seems to me that we need 

to move closer and closer to a distributed set of power through rooftop solar and do what we can 

to lessen the amount of fossil fuels that we are burning. Thank you for your attention. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Duane Ediger – Speaker 5 

Good evening. My name is Duane Ediger. I would like to start just by thanking you for extending 

this public comment period.  It is a very challenging thing to look through all of the laws that are 

involved in this decision and I hope that my doing that will be of assistance in your decision. I 

want to start with the ozone problem in Tucson. We are right at the edge of nonattainment with 

Clean Air Act standards for ozone which is 70 parts per billion and this fact has not been taken 

into account by the applicant.  Precursors to ozone, VOCs and nitrous oxides, those emissions are 

going to increase and that is a part of the application to my understanding and the fact that we are 
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at the edge of nonattainment for ozone has not been given due to consideration, hope you will 

change that. According to 42 USC, 74, 75 A3 we have to be sure that the emissions from 

construction or operation of such facility will not cause or contribute to air pollution in access of 

among other things and allowable concentration and right at that edge of concentration even 

though the plant will not directly omit ozone, its emissions will become ozone in short order. I am 

going to take your attention to Appendix C of the application, Section 4.9, and there it is the TEP 

explains their model emission rates for precursors. Those models are ineffective. The 

recommendations of EPA for the application of these modelling has a strong recommendation to 

take local considerations into account and not just place it on the models.  It is especially important 

in Tucson for a couple of reasons, one is the location of this plant, right next to I-10 where other 

emissions from automobiles are added to and aggravate the effects of the emissions from the plant. 

Another, is that biogenic ozone formation is a unique problem in Tucson compared to other urban 

areas and that is not taken in account for the models.  The reason for that is that the trees that we 

grow here are not native to the area and they have a different emissions profile and that has not 

been taken into account by TEP. Parks, we have Saguaro National Park and other national parks, 

Saguaro Wilderness in fairly close distance.  These are Class I status parks.  The EPA itself and 

the Parks Association have taken to task the local need to meet clean air needs of these parks, 42 

USC, 74, 75 D2B and D2C1 are the applicable standards.  TEP’s environmental justice argument.  

Their environmental justice analysis which is included in their application package makes a very 

clear analysis that the population characteristics in the immediate zone of the plant are very 

disadvantaged compared to, I will not go into the statistics there, but compared to other parts of 

Tucson and yet they claim that by the models there will be no effect on the health of these already 

struck communities by water contamination by the addition of the air pollution highly concentrated 

in that zone. We ask you to take a closer look at that. Finally, Clause 743 of the application claims 

that the definition of rise in legal standards does not fit electric generating units and on that basis 

they escape any accountability for greenhouse gas emissions. I do not know what the official 

classification of these RICE generators is, but greenhouse gas emissions is a big part of what they 

do and the heat they generate will affect.  The nitrous oxide conversion to ozone and aggravate 

that whole situation, so please take that onto counter.  Thank you very much. 
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Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Russell Lowes  – Speaker 6 

Hello, my name is Russell Lowes.  I am the energy chair for the Sierra Club Rincon Group locally.  

We know that lower income Americans get worst treatment environmentally.  We know that 

Hispanic and black citizens are exposed to more contamination than Caucasian Americans.  The 

Sundt Irvington gas plant goes along with the social, justices travesty in America, and Tucson 

Electric Power is up at fault in this case.  A new study in the American Journal of Public Health 

made this environmental injustice very clear and this new report the disparities and distribution of 

particular matter emissions sources by race and property status.  The authors’ state, “those in 

poverty had 1.35 times higher burden than to the overall population”.  The report goes on the say 

blacks specifically had 1.54 times the higher burden than the overall population.  We know that 

the area around the plant on Irvington has a higher percentage of poor residents and a higher 

percentage of people of color. It is a shame that Tucson Electric Power voiced this health burden 

on the population around the Irvington Power Plant. They could build cleaner, cheaper, power 

sources like solar affordable tax; they could encourage customers to use energy more efficiently 

reducing the need for power production. That they want to build more gas capacity than solar in 

their proposed integrated resource plan is impressively racist, classist and counterproductive to a 

healthy society. In regard to 42 USC, 7475, another outrageous aspect of the proposal to build 

these RICE gas generators is this; the thermal efficiency of this type of plant is terrible. The EPA 

Environmental Protection Agency shows that as these units climb in size measured megawatts of 

electrical output. Their thermal efficiency goes down. I have the documentation for that if you like. 

My multiple EPA web pages and websites in industry refer to RICE Generators as CHP generators.  

CHP means combined heat and power so you get energy from the plant from electricity and from 

heat. Without the CAHP component, that is when this technology generates only electricity is 

handicapped with a very low thermal output.  All of the heat, the H and CHP will be wasted at a 

plant site like the one here in Tucson. The EPA sites indicate that the 10, 19 megawatt units of the 

Irvington site would get in the low 30’s for thermal efficiency for about 32%. This is slightly lower 

than the efficiency of the outdated 1980’s nuclear reactors like at the Palo Verde Nuclear 

Generating Station operated by Arizona Public Service. Hence, the water use will be very high due 
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to subcritical temperatures within the generators and due to the low thermal efficiency. It is 

apparent that the water use will be about 0.8 gallons per kilowatt-hour from these water hogs. This 

compares to coal at the four corners region at 0.5 gallons and less than 0.3 gallons for state of the 

art gas plants with up to 60% thermal efficiency. This also compares to bigger TEP gas plants.  

The get about 40% thermal efficiency and about 0.5 g/kWh. So this will be far worse. It will be 

0.8 versus 0.5. What this means simply is that because of the poor thermal efficiency, TEP would 

have to use about double the gas to produce the same electrical output of a more modern gas plant.  

This would produce about double the pollution, both thermal heat and particular waste more than 

a modern plant and I have run out of time here. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Oscar Medina – Speaker 7 

Good afternoon. Oscar Medina. I am a member of Grassroots Organization called Tierra y 

Libertad, which resides on the south side of Tucson and I am a member of the Sierra Club on the 

executive committee for the Grand Canyon Chapter. Both of the organizations that I represent have 

a lot of respect for the air, the land, and the water. It is unfortunate that TEP does not see it that 

way. It is time for Tucson Electric Power to stop their dirty fossil fuel projects that pollutes our 

community and threaten the health and safety of our families. We had such a strong turnout at each 

of these public hearings because our neighbors want clean air, our children want clean air.  Let’s 

take advantage of what is here, let’s take advantage of the sun and the wind.  These new gas units 

that TEP wants to build would cloud our air with carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds 

and a range of greenhouse gases.  TEP can meet its responsibility to Tucson by providing us with 

affordable and reliable energy that keeps our air and our water clean and safe for future 

generations.  Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Reverend Carol Rose – Speaker 8 

My name is Reverend Carol Rose. I am honored to be here with these people. I am pleased that 

you are the servants of this county and I ask you to do your job to protect the air in this space. You 

have a legal out that will allow you not to approve this plant. The NOX, the VOCs will put us over 

the ozone level that is permissible, particularly doing that in an area that is vulnerable already 

attacked by multiple systemic oppressions as has already been said. So, because of systemic 

racism, environmental racism and because of health issues around air quality, you can say no to 

this plant and I ask you to do that. TEP does have other options. There are large battery storage 

options available that are used in Australia, that are used in other areas and those can store the 

power from the sun which is abundant in this area.  That is what I want to say.  Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Patsy Stuart – Speaker 9 

Hi, my name is Patsy Stuart and I feel totally inadequate right now.  I have been affiliated with the 

organization 350 which reemphasizes that scientist tell us that 350 parts of carbon dioxide or its 

equivalent is the maximum sustainable for the kind of planet that I was born on, and as you surely 

know, we are now over 400 parts per million. When I see the world that my grandchildren are 

inheriting it makes me very, very sad.  So I am concerned about our environment on the other hand 

there are people that I respect that have a lot more education that say perhaps what TEP is actually 

looking for exactly what is economical and what is needed and it is your job to decide.  If there 

are any other ways that they could provide the electricity that we need as a population and yet 

avoid the old technology of burning fossil fuel and look to the new generation of clean energy.  

We are so fortunate to have as much sun as we do here in Tucson and in Arizona in general.  

Morocco is on the same latitude and they are exporting their sunshine and their wind to Europe.  

It is unfortunate that we are importing fossil fuel to provide our energy when we have such 

abundant solar energy and wind, so I am a little confused as you may be also that I know that we 

all want the best for our planet and the generations that come after us so that they can live on a 

planet without the kind of horrific weather events that we are being experiencing, the droughts, 

the wildfires, the floods, the tremendous snow falls at one place and the lack of snow, the rising 
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sea levels and sometimes we just have to get really hard ass and say this is the line you got to do 

better and I do not know what the right answer is, but I am glad it is not my job to decide.  Thank 

you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you 

 

The next speaker is Bill Kelley – Speaker 10 

Good evening, Bill Kelley.  I am here as a supporter of the proposed modification to their existing 

AQP No. 1052.  I work for Diamond Ventures for Land Development Company. We have 

partnered with TEP with over a 100 megawatts of solar projects in our community. They are a 

leader in providing solar energy.  They are going to meet a 30% requirement that they have 

mandate upon themselves by 2030 and its double the statutory requirement of 15%. Solar is great, 

but it has its down times and we need to be prepared in those down times. The system that they 

are designed will have the ability on demand to provide power.  It is critical to our community, for 

our employers, for our life safety people, for hospitals. It is essential that we get this done and 

through. It also helps with recruitment of companies to our community like the Raytheons, like 

Comcast, like Homegoods that recently have been here. They employ our children and thank God 

for them being here. TEP has planted, has provided over 100,000 trees that shade our homes to 

provide further reflection of sun against homes that reduce heat gain in our community. We work 

closely with TEP. They are a great corporate citizen, a community leader and we very much 

support this proposed AQP 1052. Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Patrick Diehl – Speaker 11 

Hi, my name is Patrick Diehl.  I am here for Democratic Socialists of America and also group 

called Cokes of Campus opposing one of the chief climate denying groups, financing that kind of 

nonsense out there in this country.  So, I would like to say that this morning I received a 40-page 

report from Environmental America laying out the case in detail that in fact the storage technology 

has efficiently matured to provide a viable alternative for TEP for instance to building more 
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capacity. This is indirect contradiction to the statement by the first speaker today. I know that this 

is a controversial matter still, but I think that the DEQ needs to consider that there is definitely a 

good case to be made that TEP could handle the need for peak demand through storage of energy 

rather than building this considerable highly polluting additional capacity. I also want to say that 

given the existence in my opinion at least of an alternative to building this RICE 190-megawatt 

plant. The suspicion arises that TEP may be interested in selling power to other power using 

districts during peak demand periods at a very high price, understand something like 10 times a 

normal wholesale price and in addition, it is well known that TEP and stockholders are rewarded 

for investing heavily in capital projects that the Arizona Corporation Commission will raise rates 

and create a rate of return which affectively incentivizes TEP for investing in big projects like this 

one.  So, it is my opinion that through battery storage and other forms of energy storage through 

conservation measures which TEP should be promoting much more aggressively through energy 

management it will quite unnecessary for this project to be built and I also resent that quite possibly 

the power will go elsewhere to other parts of the country and the pollution stays here specifically 

on the south side, but in the base in general.  This to me is treating Tucson like a third world city.  

Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer: Thank you 

 

The next speaker is Megan McAndrew – Speaker 12 

Good evening, my name is Megan McAndrew.  I am a teacher, musician, and resident of Tucson.  

I am going to try to say this as simply as I know how.  If Stratospheric Aerosol Geoengineering is 

limiting the production of solar power in Tucson, I feel that this fact should be made publically 

known. If atmospheric manipulation of any and all kinds and/or the policies behind atmospheric 

manipulation are limiting the implementation of renewable energy resources, this fact should be 

widely advertised and made known to the general public so that we can have a more informed 

approach to evaluating energy policies. I do not support significantly harming our planet in the 

name of certain types of jobs. Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Constance Aglione – Speaker 13 

Hello, my name is Constance Aglione. Thank you for the opportunity to make comment. I am a 

retired nurse and social worker, so I am particularly interested in addressing the environmental 

justice aspect of the new plant. In their proposal, TEP leave many unanswered questions I believe 

in this area. Their proposal does note that Executive Order 12898 states that every federal agency 

shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission. Their proposal also does note that 

there is a stark socioeconomic divide between the population in its 38 square mile impact area 

compared to those who live outside of the shadow of the plant. They mentioned all this. We also 

know that the proposal will be causing a net increase in pollution including particulate matter, 

carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, nitrous oxide and Sulphur hexafluoride. None of 

this is good for the community. There is an analysis in TEP’s proposal, but they really do not 

address the health effects for the local community. My question is why are we going to saddle the 

population in the area that is proposed for this rebuilt for many, many years to come. When we are 

at a pivotal moment in technology when clean energy and battery storage developments are quickly 

becoming affordable realities. You do not have to look very hard every month now to hear news 

about California going to the solar and battery storage. There was a lot of news about what is 

happening in Australia. Bloomberg news had a recent article. All these things are happening. When 

this was first proposed, I do not think this news was out there, so I am not even blaming TEP for 

going forward with this, but I think a step back has to be taken to say we are at a different point in 

time now and there is too much at stake for us to keep what will soon be an antiquated facility. I 

think to bring it home all of us can just think back 10 or 12 years when we were buying our TVs 

or computers and our phones and we are waiting here because it is going to change, it is going to 

change and you know it did. Think back to what you had that short time ago.  So, I think a parallel 

can be drawn with this.  I think we need to look to the future and not to the past.  Thank you very 

much. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Robert Bulechek – Speaker 14 

I am Robert Bulechek. I am a member of Tucson’s Commission on Climate, Energy, and 

Sustainability. New investment in fossil fuels air polluting generation is not in the interest of the 

residents of Pima County. Recent projects completed in Australia and elsewhere are showing that 

the combination of renewals, storage, and demand management are already less expensive and 

faster responding than the proposed RICE units.  Capital investment in new air polluting generation 

is an prudent investment and an prudent public policy.  Natural gas price volatility is a risk to TEP 

rate fares, health care cost related to the air pollution down into the plant are fact for local residents.  

I ask you to make the evidence based rationale decision to reject TEP’s air pollution permit.  Better 

solutions in the form of renewals storage and demand management are already demonstrating their 

advantages.  Let’s take a step into a cleaner future and not a step back into the polluting past.  

Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Elena Ortiz – Speaker 15 

Good evening. My name is Elena Ortiz. I am a native Tucsonan. I grew up on the south west side 

and I currently work for a local nonprofit and we spend our time planting green spaces and building 

gardens and growing food with folks in predominantly low-income neighborhoods. Last summer, 

hope you all recall, we had a record high poor air quality numbers that were exacerbated by high 

temperatures and poor alternative public transportation. As a local Tucsonan, I am really worried 

that this will only continue if we do not do something about it now. Tucson should be a leader in 

solar and that is not currently, what we are doing. I want to see Tucson and our largest power 

provider TEP investing in sustainable renewable energies that keep our air clean and create green 

quality jobs. Investing in its gas-fired plant is foolish, shortsighted and we will just increase the 

impacts of climate change. Investing in this gas fired plant in a predominantly low income, Latino 

neighborhood is a form of environmental racism and I think everyone who came before me and 

spoke that out very clearly. I would urge you to reject this permit request and really encourage and 

pressure TEP to invest in greener options. Thank you. 
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Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Rob McLane – Speaker 16 

Hello, my name is Rob McLane. I work in solar. It is a great job. It does not pay anything like 

working for TEP, but I am outside all day and I learn a lot and these are the kind of jobs we can 

have in Tucson. They can be stable. They can be long-term careers and that is what we can have 

if we take the forward looking approach of encouraging and using and being on the vein guard of 

renewable energy and reject the filling past approach of fossil fuel energy and the idea that we 

need to attract large corporations to our city in order to have jobs, I think this is a fallacy. We can 

create our own jobs. We have lots of people in our communities with lots of skills and if we take, 

the forward-looking approach we can have our own jobs without asking large corporations to come 

here and pollute the water like has happened in the past and we do not need that for the future. So, 

I asked you to consider everything that has been said before about environmental racism and the 

possibility for different way of creating jobs in our communities. Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Bob Cook – Speaker 17 

I am Bob Cook, Pasteur of the Tucson Pima Metropolitan Energy Commission. The issue before 

us today is whether Pima County is representing all the residents and taxpayers of our region will 

honor its commitment to the Paris Climate Accord and reject TEP’s request to operate CO2 

emitting gas, natural gas burning engines to produce electricity. Natural gas does produce less CO2 

than coal when combusted, but natural gas is mostly methane and the method used in producing 

this energy source is the problem. Recently, NASA scientist confirmed that the oil and gas industry 

is responsible for the largest share of the worlds rising methane emissions, which are a major factor 

in climate change. Methane is a major greenhouse gas capable of trapping 86 times as much heat 

as the same amount of CO2 in the first 20 years that hits the earth atmosphere. So relatively tiny 

amounts in the air can pack up massive climate changing punch. That is why methane is a global 

warming amplifier. The sharp increase in methane emissions correlates closely with US fracking 

boom leaking and inventing of unburn gas makes natural gas even worst for the climate than coal.  
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Researchers of the Tindal Centre for climate change research find that there is categorically no 

role for bringing additional fossil fuel reserves including gas into production. They explain that 

we have simple doddled too long and if we were to have any possible chance of staying below 2 

degrees seize carbon dioxide emissions need to be driven to near 0 levels by mid-century.  

Particularly for the industrialized countries which have historically generate the most cumulative 

carbon pollution. Twenty years ago, the thinking was different.  America’s leading renewable 

energy scientist, Gary Lovins, advocated transitioning from coal to renewables by strategically 

employing natural gas as a bridge energy source, but that was during the time of conventional 

natural gas production, not the fracking technology used today. The evidence now is overwhelming 

that natural gas has no net climate benefit in any time scale that matters to humanity. In fact, it is 

shocking news study conclusive just the methane emission escaping for New Mexico’s Gas and 

Oil Industry are equivalent to the climate impact of approximately 12 coal-fired power plants.  By 

delaying deployment of renewable energy technologies, may actually exacerbate the climate 

change problem in the long term including catastrophic levels of warming. Let the public record 

show that citizens of Pima County in 2018 have had enough of the horrible energy and climate 

policies in this country, the state, and in this County. We demand science-based energy policies 

not short-term driven decisions, which benefit utility investors. Private investors which are 

guaranteed 10% return on their capital. Let’s not become a climate unfriendly P.C. Folks, we are 

flirting with an unfolding catastrophic future and ultimately extinction. The last thing I want to say 

is I want to respond to the first speaker. Northern Europeans are not stupid. They have solved the 

intermittency problem with their massive investments in wind and solar with pump storage using 

gravity. They use gravity and water and it works very fine. There are internal combustion engines 

that produce no greenhouse gas emissions. They combust hydrogen.  There are options, but we 

must use science to make decisions. Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Jessica Cary-Alvarez – Speaker 18 

My name is Jessica Cary-Alvarez. I spoke a couple of weeks ago when you guys had the first 

meeting, not the first meeting, but the first public input meeting. I missed the very first one so I 

did not get to ask a lot of questions unfortunately which I would have a lot and last time when I 

spoke I did not have lot of, my tee’s crossed, my eyes dotted and stuff like that. This was just 

mostly passion which I have a lot of. I have a lot of passion about this topic. I have done a lot of 

research in the last couple of weeks. I have done a lot of research and you know when I was a little 

girl growing up if somebody had asked me what do you want to do in the future. What do you 

want to do? Never, ever would watching the sixth mass extinction of our planet be on my list.  

Never. I have a yard full of birds. Every day I get up, I got to feed my birds. The lesser long nosed 

bats, they come through my yard every year, twice a year, every morning even my days off, I am 

up by 4 o’clock in the morning, put my hummingbirds feeders back out for my hummingbirds 

because I got so many of them.  Every single one that shows up in my yard is a miracle. They have 

traveled so far. They have gone through so much. They deserve a chance. All of our birds deserve 

a chance. Our cats deserve a chance. Our planet is in horrible shape and it is our fault. We have 

nobody to blame but ourselves and we can do better. We can do better. The methane emissions 

that he was talking about, that is a huge part of it. The scientists are saying if we can get the 

methane and the black carbon under control, if we can get them under control now that will buy 

us a window of time to try to keep the CO2 from wiping us out. So, we have got to look at the 

methane. You have got to look at the trial of where this gas is going to come from.  I understand 

that the TEP reached out and they did their study with EPA. I am sorry; I have zero faith in 

Americas’ EPA anymore.  Scott prove it, Donald Trump, no, they do not have our backs and I am 

only hoping that you have our backs. You are one of the groups that we can still trust that you are 

watching out for us. Because you know what, I am one of the people at the bottom. I am blue 

collar. I do not have a lot of money. Climate change comes in, it starts mucking things up in Tucson 

and don’t worry it is going to get here, too. It is not just going to be hitting the people on the eastern 

coast and stuff; we are going to feel it. We are going to feel it hard. I am very worried about 

monsoon season and the heat of summer and wildfire season. I would not be able to just speak up 

and go. I would not be able to just go buy a new home. I would not able to make modifications to 

my home. I would not have those kind of financial options. I work in a place right by the wash. I 
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stand there some days and I look at it and I think if the wash floods, will I still have a job. I will 

be like those people in Houston and I would not have a job. We have to look at the effects of what 

we doing.  We have to look at moving forward. Therefore, if they spend a fortune on these new 

RICE engines, then they are not putting that fortune towards other thing and as far as TEP is saying 

that, they cannot figure out the storage to make sure that we do not have intermittent flow. You 

know if they had not stomped on the buyback of the solar power from the citizens. If they had not 

stomped that down so severely and if they had further help to develop solar panels on roofs and us 

being able to sell the solar back to them, they would not have to store so much because we will be 

storing that in our homes and they did not look at that or maybe they did and it did not put enough 

money in the right people’s pockets. Please think about us when you make these decisions, please. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Merrill Collett – Speaker 19 

Good evening. My name is Merrill Collett. I am a resident of Tucson and I am speaking in against 

this permit. Other speakers have done a great job of addressing the environmental and health and 

social justice damage done by this proposal. I would just like to underscore how backward this 

project is. We know that fossil fuels do us and have done us a lot of damage. This plan is a fossil 

in itself. This will be hanging us with the past and I want to stress this by bringing in some news 

that may be news to everyone, almost everyone here today and I reading this out of the New York 

Times. This comes with the new budget that was just passed by Congress and signed by the 

President grudgingly because some of it includes some remarkable support for renewable energy 

research and development, buried into this bill is big money for the office of energy efficiency and 

renewable energy that has helped to reduce the cost of solar power. They got a 14% bump. The 

advanced research projects agency/energy which funds long/shot technologies like LG Biofuels 

got a 16% increase. So, I want to quote down here why this is so remarkable. Tarak Shah, a former 

chief of staff to the Under Secretary for Science and Energy pointed out that the Paris Climate 

conference in 2015; President Barack Obama said a goal of doubling federal investment in clean 

energy research. At that time, it seemed impossible, but during the Trump era of all things, 

Congress has essentially put the country 1/5th of the world there. So, Mr. Shah says this is 
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“absolutely huge for energy innovation.” Now, which side of history does Tucson want to be on 

here. Let’s align ourselves with the future in which we can see across this basin, breathe in it, and 

live in it and on that point to conclude coincidentally there was another nice piece in the Times 

Today on the front page saying what a great place Tucson is to be in. Let’s keep it that way. Deny 

this permit. 

 

The next speaker is Diego Martinez-Lugo – Speaker 20 

Diego Martinez-Lugo. I do not think I need to repeat what has been passionately said and what 

you all already know. The burning of natural gas contributes to climate change, poses a threat of 

respiratory diseases like asthma and pollutes local communities. This has been stated Arizona is 

the highest potential for solar in the country and TEP should be investing in clean renewable energy 

instead. What has been touched on, but will need to be stressed is that the impact area has an 85% 

minority population and 63% low-income population. The south side is predominantly Latino and 

working class and has been historically marginalized. This plant will continue that oppression.  

This plant will poison. It will poison the Southside of Tucson and is blatant example of 

environmental injustice and environmental racism. Would TEP board members want these 

methane producing power plants in their own backyards, we all know the answer to that. They do 

not live in the south side. They are putting these plants in brown and black communities.  Members 

of DEQ, you said you have a duty to evaluate and respond to our public comments. The technical, 

economic and climate arguments against this plant are painfully clear. You all understand this.  

The issue is a moral question. Time and time again, community member show up to the 

commenting periods like this and repeatedly we get ignored.  All community members have asked 

you to reject this plan.  Only two have supported.  Corporate interest that approve of warfare and 

death like companies like Raytheon. The question is will you listen to the community members 

that will be effect by the plant or will you sell out to corporate interest who have won only one 

consideration, their bottom line.  Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Victoria Woodard – Speaker 21 

Good evening. My name is Victoria Woodard. I want to thank you for hanging in here with us 

with all these comments. I moved to Tucson 10 years ago for my health. I have a medical condition 

called multiple chemical sensitivity. This condition is recognized by the social security 

administration and people can qualify for social security disability if the condition is debilitating 

enough. However, with good air quality many people with the condition can work and be 

productive citizens. It is hard for someone with multiple chemical sensitivity to find a place to live 

with good air quality. Tucson’s air quality is pretty good as cities go. So more than 10,000 people 

with multiple chemical sensitivity live in and around the city. For us the prospect of a new polluting 

industry is especially threatening.  So, we oppose construction of the proposed new plant. So, I am 

going to hand in my written comments. I am not going to go into the things that people have 

already said about the environment mostly. I would like to talk a little bit more about the water 

issue. I know you are interested in air, but we all live in a desert, so I understand there is a 

controversy about whether it is going to use more of water or less water, I think it is going to use 

more, but in any event Tucson should never waste water, I asked you to check into that and see 

how much water will this plant use. We do not have enough groundwater to support the number 

of people who live here. We are dependent on CAP water from the Colorado River. Arizona has 

junior water rights to California, which means if during a drought there is not enough CAP water 

for both Arizona and California. California will get its share first and Arizona will get the 

remainder, if any. We are currently experiencing a drought.  Droughts are not uncommon. Finally, 

we live in a time of global warming.  Global warming is heating up the southwest, which will mean  

an ever-increasing demand for water here and diminish snow pack in the rocky mountains where 

our CAP water comes from. So the other thing that I think people did not say quite loud enough is 

that we should definitely not allow TEP to build a new methane fueled natural gas plant with a life 

expectancy of 30 years or whatever they think however long they think it is going to last, usually 

last 30 years. That is too long. By then the technology will certainly have surpassed it, so I ask you 

to deny their request for permit. Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 
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The next speaker is Sal Amador – Speaker 22 

Hello, my name is Sal Amador. I also work in the solar industry, but primarily I come to speak to 

you today as a member of Chukson Water Protectors, which is an indigenous environmental 

protection organization that focuses on the Tucson Watershed and the health and vibrancy of this 

community. I think that the reality if you look at the room as you have already heard facts and 

figures galore. So, I am going to dive into that, but I am going to talk about quality of life. Tucson 

is a wonderful place to live. The reason is it is a wonderful place to live is, not because of giant 

corporations and you know business friendly environment. All these things that people try to put 

out there to say that this is what produces quality of life, this is what produces wealth, this is what 

produces a vibrant community. The truth is that its culture, the Tohono O’odham people live here 

4,000 years and they will give me wrong, there is no perfection, you know so I am not going to 

romanticize me as an indigenous person. I am not going to romanticize that. The reality is they had 

to learn how to live in balance with the land and that is our responsibility and that is you all’s 

responsibility. You are here to protect this land and this people. I understand that you are 

constrained, that you are dealing with interest beyond your own in terms of the government, in 

terms of corporate interest, in terms of like, money and power, so I understand that you all are not 

powerful, but the reality is I do not have to say much, the room has spoken. And, working in this 

industry, working where we work out we see it every day. The reality of the pace of innovation 

that is happening is wonderful. In terms of battery storage, in terms of methods beyond batteries, 

in terms of like that there is no excuse. TEP has been operating over there on Alvernon or so for a 

long time. I almost bought a house over there years ago, but I did not because of the same that the 

time they are producing coal or they are burning coal and when you bring coal you get mercury 

and then on and on and on. I do not understand why them, as this corporation that actually wants 

to be around and wants to be viable in the future, why they would take a step backwards. I do not 

understand why they as this company that tries to promote sustainability and shows themselves in 

that light actively goes after the solar industry and actively tries to promote technologies they know 

are not sustainable and I am not talking about environmentally sustainable, but financially 

sustainable. So, it must be a short-term power and control thing, profit I am assuming. I am not 

sure, but I hope that you all set all that aside.  Hope that you all stick to where your focus is. The 

reality is the environment and think about what you have heard in terms of the environment. As 
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you have heard in terms of the way that like electrical power generation is possible within our 

environment and the fact that we have the sun, the fact that we have the technology. So, please 

step forward into the future, help us out as a community. Trichloroethane was particularly 

problematic and at that time the aviation industry would have told you, oh no, no we are here to 

promote jobs and bring wealth this community and bla, bla, bla, but that was not the reality and 

really they knew it. So I will leave at that, say please protect the air, please protect the water by 

extension, protecting the people, protecting the culture, protecting the beautiful vibrant Tucson 

region that is why people come here, that is why business has come here -- is that because it is 

beautiful here and because it is multicultural here. Thank you. 

 

Thank you. 

The next speaker is Bob Freitas – Speaker 23 

Good evening, my name is Bob Freitas.  I am a Tucson resident and also, full transparency, I have 

a small solar energy and LED lighting company. I am speaking strongly for preferred alternative 

for solar plus storage. You have heard a number of speakers talk about storage. There are three 

primary viable storage technologies right now: lithium batteries, flow batteries, as well pump 

storage and number of speakers have addressed those. TEP has an opportunity, with university of 

Arizona at the solar zone in the Tech Park, to promote this on a large scale. Already, there is a 

megawatt hour scale storage unit operating very successfully there. I respect greatly Dr. Powell; 

also, the solar zone is not an end point. It is a starting point. TEP needs to move forward, needs to 

be a leader in this area. Also in looking at the cost curves, the folks during the economic analysis 

at TEP really need to take a look at where do those cross curves cross. Having gas speaking power 

plants where a 30-year life span built now may not be the best financial alternative and we know 

that they are not a preferred alternative for clean air. Gas plants while they are much cleaner than 

coal by about half still pollute with priority pollutants as well as greenhouse gases. We need to pay 

attention to this. We asked the TEP also pay attention and pay attention with the bottom line.  This 

is not the future. We are asking for future and forward looking stance from our utility. Ironically, 

the Arizona corporation commission has just issued an order for the integrated resource plants that 

all the utilities must submit. He resubmitted emphasizing storage and renewable energy to a much 

greater degree than they currently are. APS looks like it is opposing it. TEP generally follows in 
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APS this wake. We asked the TEP take a leadership position now. The Arizona Corporation 

Commission has given an opportunity. He has opened a window with the request for new 

integrated resource planning. This is an opportunity. Please take it. Thank you very much. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Michael Cease – Speaker 24 

My name is Michael Cease. I am a licensed professional engineer. I also serve as the chairperson 

of the Green Party of Pima County. I wanted to share with you a little bit about my professional 

background. I have the privilege to work at what was then the Solar Energy Research Institute in 

Colorado back in the late 1970s and early 1980s dating myself by this that organization is still 

around, it is known as NREL, National Renewable Energy Laboratory. One of the projects that I 

was assigned to work on was renewable energy storage for intermittent sources of energy such as 

solar and wind. Renewable energy storage technologies were available decades ago. There is no 

excuse for TEP to be investing in fossil fuel. The fossil fuel industry has brought us pollution, 

disease, global climate change as other speakers have noted eloquently. The era of fossil fuel is 

over, solar energy now. Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Carmen Castillo Robles – Speaker 25 

Hello, my name is Carmen Castillo Robles. I would like to first read on behalf of Linda Robles 

with the Environmental Justice Taskforce. She is our leader and this statement is basically written 

by her. The Environmental Justice Task Force, EJTF, charges environmental racism and calls on 

the Pima County Department of environmental quality to reject the air permit for the TEP sun 

plant. The Southside is still reeling from decades of exposure to TCE 1, 4-dioxane and other 

chemicals and the burden of so much environmental illness caused by the TCE water 

contamination. We have an epidemic of cancer, lupus, birth defects and the city and the county are 

not recognizing or doing anything about it. This is an outrage. We cannot accept any more 

pollution. There are plenty of clean energy options available. Ya basta, enough is enough. 
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Environmental racism is a placement of environmental hazards by corporations and areas where 

high numbers of minorities and low-income populations because they are considered to have less 

political power to resist being dumped on. The TEP Sundt plant is located in Tucson south side, 

which is predominantly Hispanic and low income. Speaking from myself, I am a lifelong resident 

of the south side. It has taken me the loss of many close family and friends, close relatives and my 

own illness, which I do not wanted to delve into, but it is I believe environment caused.  It caused 

me to go on social security disability at 40 and 50 years, all down.  I am tired of seeing the suffering 

and my family friends and neighbors with debilitating disease, cancers.  My own father suffers 

from severe C.O.P.D.  Jose Carlos Castillo, he was good family hard working class community.  

We are tired of dealing with this pollution of our water. Clean water and clean air is life. Without 

the clean, there is no life.  Our lives matter as much as everybody. So on top of what everyone else 

said and as far as how it is going to affect the community, not just the south side, but Tucson.  

Please consider denying, declining this permit, stop the pollution.  There are other options, solar 

energy. That’s it, thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer: Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Laurie Jurs – Speaker 26 

My name is Laurie Jurs.  I am speaking to the flawed modeling to be found in this permit 

application.  You can find the background in section 4.9, pages 4 to 16 of Appendix C, Impact 

Analysis.  It offers an explanation of why the modeled emission rates for precursors MERP were 

applied only to volatile organic compounds and not to nitrous oxides. This is possible because 

Tucson is still officially in Ozone attainment or certain marginal or certain boundary area that 

allows pollution to keep getting worse.  On top of that, geographical divisions that were averaged 

for that as supplied by EPA for central eastern and western United States do not necessarily apply 

for the greatly aggravating and changing conditions here in our Sonoran desert. We are probably 

in a mega-drought, hotter and drier than ever and I think that should be taken into consideration as 

you evaluate science based and evidence based models. At least two other local conditions that 

aggravate ozone creation are not reflected by the MERP modeling applied used by the applicant.  

The location of the generation station is one of them right by north of I-10 which has a huge amount 
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of vehicle traffic forming ozone pollution through VOC and nitrous oxide emissions. This should 

be taken into consideration in the morning and evening rush hours. Tucson also has a higher 

proportion of non-native trees that needs to be taken into consideration as well then more than 

most urban settings and many of them contribute more than we realized until now based on current 

science to biogenic ozone formation. So please take a hard another look at this. I have a master’s 

in public health myself and a deep commitment to science-based and evidence-based modeling 

and modeling in general. I have always stick up for that and I think you should take another hard 

look at it. From what I have seen today and what I understand about this flawed modeling, I am 

opposed to the modified permit and I hope you will be too. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Edwardo Quintana – Speaker 27 

Hello, my name is Edwardo Quintana. I am with the Environmental Justice Task Force. I was one 

of the founders of Tucsonans for a clean environment. That is a group of neighbors and working 

people in the South Tucson that organized to fight the TC pollution back in 1985. In the mid 

1980’s, Tucson was the largest city in the country that relied completely on groundwater for its 

drinking water, woke up to find out that not only was the aquaphor contaminated, but the people 

were dying and getting sick of lupus, and then cancer and having lots of birth defects because of 

the contamination from the military industrial facilities at the airport and the regulators failed this.  

The pollution had been going on since the late 40’s throughout the 50’s, throughout the 60’s, 

throughout the 70’s into the mid 80’s, these industrial facilities have been dumping their toxic 

chemicals in the desert where they percolated down into the aquaphor.  They are still percolating 

down into the aquaphor.  There has been millions of dollars that have been spent on clean-up of 

the groundwater, but very little attention has been put on the horrible suffering of the people that 

have to deal with cancers and birth defects in their lives every day. Now you have a chance to 

change the paradigm. Regulators failed this, they listened to the developer, they listen to the 

realtors who were focused on private profit instead of public good. You have a chance to change 

the picture.  You have a chance to protect the population.  Thank you. 
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Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Coral Bowman – Speaker 28 

My name is Coral Bowman. I first visited Tucson in 1985, fell in love, moved here in 2001 after 

visiting many times. I came here with adult onset asthma; I still have that.  I get a daily email from 

ADEQ and for those if none of you have asthma or lung disease, you have to check it every day 

because once it hits the model arranged for particulates ozone, which is only 50 parts, you need to 

close your windows.  You need to not exercise outside, which means for a lot of the beautiful times 

of the year here I cannot go outside.  I was a teacher in many of the schools in TUSD.  I am very 

familiar with many children, unable to go out at recess, coughing all day. I live just north of the 

base. I would like to live into Tucson.  I do not want to live in Marana or valley, but I am very 

concerned about the station and what will happen. Because it may mean, although I thought Tucson 

would be my final resting place, I may not be able to do that just because of the pollution. I lived 

in Australian in 1970’s and I am very disturbed here, in one sense how far ahead they are when I 

lived there, they were considered 20 or 30 years behind the United States. And, to see places like 

Europe and Germany, Australia, you know even China, working with their issues and anyhow we 

have not moved ahead. So I really encourage you to like you know, in Obama’s words have an 

audacity of hope, make a leap ahead, do not take this baby step of approving, transitioned from 

cold and natural gas. So I just wish that you would have the courage, the ability to have the courage 

to go ahead and just say no and what can unfold is that we will do something else and Tucson a 

few years ago was looking for a slogan and so I say for Tucson, Pima County, what about national 

leader in clean energy. What about we drop people here because of our clean energy not playing 

catch-up or trying to court companies who will not support that mission, so please if you can have 

that courage inside yourself to say no now and work with TEP.  We are all grateful for the power, 

but we need a different plan.  Thank you. 

 

Thank you. 

 

 

 



Public Hearing for TEP Irvington Generating Station Air Quality Permit Revision 
March 28, 2018  
 
 

27 

 
The next speaker is Barbara Coon – Speaker 29 

Good evening.  My name is Barbara Coon. I am a retired biology teacher. I taught here in Tucson 

and a couple of years in Africa as well. I would like to throw something into the mix that may have 

escaped people’s notice. It is an event that occurred in our friendly neighbor to the North Phoenix.  

It was reported in the local paper, March 8, 2018.  The headline, utility votes to pursue deal to end 

lawsuit with solar city, so in Arizona based utilities company that is the Salt River Project could 

settle its three year old lawsuit with an Arizona solar energy equipment supplier by buying massive 

batteries from the company and giving incentives to customers who want to put batteries on their 

homes, which is one step further than roof top solar. The deal could make it cost-effective for 

customers and Saw River projects electric utility area to install solar. January of this year, I was in 

a bus load of Tucsonan’s who went up went up to testify, fruitlessly it turned out, to the Arizona 

Corporation Commission to allow a better buy back deal for roof top solar customers. We were 

astonished to see no solar roof tops insulations in Phoenix on the route of our bus when we went 

out to eat lunch, no solar, what is this. That is because SRP did not allow a favorable or even a fair 

buy-back of the power generated on the rooftop so nobody was going to invest in it.  It took the 

threat of a Supreme Court hearing.  On the suit between Salt River Project and Solar City.  He took 

that threat to turn back the mighty SRP and make them not only stop in their tracks, but reverse 

their course and as it says here could make it cost effective for customers in SRPs utility to install 

solar.  Therefore, that happened up north, under the threat of a lawsuit.  We can do better than that. 

We do not need to waste lot of money on lawsuits and defenses and blab blab…Do the right thing 

the first time and it would not go to court. Thank you. 

 

The next speaker is Jana Segal – Speaker 30 

I am Jana Segal and I am a member of Sustainable Tucson and we are here today because we are 

supposed to be responding to how TEP’s permit follows the rules of the Pima Code, but there is a 

huge problem with that and that is why that so many people probably have not responded to it. It 

is really hard because the code does not even reflect the current scientific knowledge that most of 

the people in this room have. That there should be limits on carbon dioxide. So I am asking that 

PEDQ delay this decision until their code actually be reflects, current scientific standards and 
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knowledge. To reiterate the ozone level, it is just on the border of being classified as a non-

attainment area. Nitrogen oxide from the RICE engines would put it over the top, but there has not 

been a new evaluation since the beginning of the Trump administration. I think that this should be 

delayed until there has been an evaluation made on that.  Carbon dioxide is not a part of the Pima 

Code and it is the PDEQ’s job to protect the environment including air quality. How can that be 

done without that standard? The decision about this permit should be delayed into regulations 

include carbon standards. Thank you. 

 

Hearing Officer:  Thank you. I believe number 30 was the last speaker. Do we have any other 

people that wish to address any comments here tonight. 

 

The time is 07:04 p.m..  Before closing, I would like to give a final opportunity for anyone to make 

comment and I see no one has come forward. We will now close the hearing. PDEQ would like to 

thank you for those who attending and those who have provided comment and the hearing is now 

closed. 
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From: Janet Horton
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: Re: PDEQ/TEP proposal
Date: Friday, January 26, 2018 12:30:51 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Thank you Rupesh. I do appreciate your response and the work that PDEQ does. I guess I am
a bit nervous that our government is trying to eliminate standards and deregulate all industries.
That puts me and the rest of the planet at risk. Are there any Arizona state standards in place in
case the federal government abandons the people?

Janet

On Jan 26, 2018, at 9:35 AM, Rupesh Patel <Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov> wrote:

Good morning Janet,
 
The proposed permit establishes federally regulated emission standards to which the
source will demonstrate compliance by installing best available control measures.   The
increase in emissions of the pollutants have been accessed to ensure they do not
adversely impact the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  See Impact
Analysis (Permit Application Appendix C) PDEQ web page . Specifically Table 3-1.
 
The lower Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) level is specifically referring to the potential for the
source to emit.  Over the previous years we have seen a significant change in the
potential emissions at the TEP Irvington Generating Facility, specifically with the
elimination of the use of coal to fuel the steam generating boilers.  This change in fuel
has significantly lowered the sources potential to emit particulate pollutants.  There will
be however a potential increase in actual NOx emissions that is less than the
significance level (40 TPY). Historically actual NOx emissions (for 2013 and 2014
operating years) emitted from the boilers Units 1 and 2 were less than what is
proposed. So the source (TEP) has taken a federally enforceable emissions cap to limit
the NOx emissions.  This emissions cap is enforceable through emissions testing and
extensive record keeping which is evaluated semi-annually.
 
PDEQ understands the concerns expressed regarding the adverse effect of pollutants
on your health.  We have used all the tools available to fully assess the impact of this
proposed project.  Within the guidelines of the Clean Air Act, State and local
regulations, PDEQ is confident the proposed permit has adequate measures for both
minimizing all particulate emissions at the facility, and ensuring that the emission limits
established in the proposed permit are not exceeded.
 



Thank you for your comment.
 
V/R
Rupesh Patel
Air Program Manager
Pima County Department of Environmental Quality
33 N. Stone Ave, 7th Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Tel: (520) 724-7341
PDEQ Air Permit Webpage
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Janet E Horton [mailto:janetwriter@me.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 26, 2018 7:49 AM
To: Rupesh Patel <Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov>
Subject: Q: PDEQ/TEP proposal
 
*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this
message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before performing any
action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******
 
 
 
Your letter reads:
 
“The project expects to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate
matter (fine particles PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10) and volatile organic
compounds.”
 
How much of an increase? With what affect on my emphysema?  Is lower nitrogen
oxide good or bad? I am 68. In 2030, I will be 80.
 
Peace.
Remember only the good.
Remain alive in kindness and compassion.



From: Nathan Sady
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: assumptions
Date: Friday, January 26, 2018 11:41:32 AM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution.
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Hi -

I can see how this is a great modification, though I haven’t done the reading.  I assume the update to facilities will
be absorbed by increasing TEP bills by their customers or a tax initiative. 

In either case it would be interesting to know what was planned for renewable energy sources, as there were
proposals for a national program before the electoral college allowed a candidate to win…… making environmental
rollbacks turn a blind eye to much needed affiliations to improve the provision of solar panels with destructive
policies and little more than meager allotments other then for utility stocks continually on the rise.  These are sold
through tax incentives (that excludes a good deal of roof top area ripe for harvesting sunlight), and to protect the
customers from further rate increases.  For many people looking to improve the environment and reap the rewards of
a less devastating utility bill, a modern power grid will remain nothing more then a concept.

We never saw these programs get any traction as recognition for the needs of committing to renewable energy is out
of grasp for lower and middle income households.  Environmental sensibilities and awareness of the last five
decades has gone to wreck and ruin. 

I’d hope the need for power at a lower cost to the environment could, at this time, address the policy of keeping the
population from using the light of day to benefit everyone beyond the limited scope of model, small scale attempts. 
At least the continued study of reducing our carbon footprint has
proven the viability of such programs had more support in the field of harnessing the suns energy gone farther then
the cynicism displayed by the current leadership.

Sorry if off topic.  I don’t have the details from moving beyond intent to realizing a plan to implement passing the
barriers to programs, independent of out dated modalities.  The effect, I believe, would have gone far in raising the
confidence of a population adrift to the whims and onerous of people wielding power over common sense….so to
speak.

Thank You,
Nathan Sady



From: Oscar Medina
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: TEP Permit Medication
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 3:26:36 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution.
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Hello Rupesh,
I am writing to express my concern about the air permit modification that TEP is requesting for the H. Wilson Sundt
station. I received the notice in the mail last week and would like to get more information on petitioning against the
permit.
Thank you,
Oscar Medina
5989 S. Placita Picacho El Diablo
Tucson, AZ 85706



From: Mark Rogers
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: FW: Please reject TEP"s Sundt plan
Date: Friday, March 2, 2018 4:24:26 PM

Again FYI.
 
Mark Rogers
Air Compliance Inspector
724-7320
33 N. Stone Ave. Suite 700
Tucson, AZ 85701
 

From: Terry McDaniel [mailto:mcterry@volcano.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 9:41 AM
To: Air Permits <Air.Permits@pima.gov>
Subject: Please reject TEP's Sundt plan
 
*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******
 
 
To the PDEQ and Mr. Rupesh Patel:

  In this era of overwhelming evidence of the damage of fossil fuel combustion to our
planet and plummeting costs of renewable energy, it is unfathomable that Tucson Electric
Power would opt to build ten new 20 megawatt gas-fired power plants.  This is completely
irresponsible environmentally, financially, and morally.  As a Pima County taxpayer and TEP
customer, I want to register my outrage and protest.

 If in any way, TEP is being influenced by the EPA as presently constituted under the Trump
administration, this is doubly ludicrous.  The U.S. has become in the past thirteen months
an international outcast in choosing disastrous environmental policy directions which
threaten the future of humanity on this planet. 

 For a southern Arizona community to turn its back on responsible utilization of our
abundant solar energy resource in the name of short term profitability of a local utility
would bring lasting shame to Pima County.

 I implore the PDEQ to take a strong, responsible position on this matter by rejecting TEP's
proposal for the Sundt Generating Station.  In this way, Pima County can send a clear
message to Phoenix, Washington, and the world that our region wants to be a leader in
environmental sustainability.
 
Sincerely,
Terry McDaniel     3753 N. Camino Leamaria, Tucson, AZ 85716       209-304-0685
 



From: notification@pima.gov
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: Environmental Quality Feedback Form 2018-03-02 11:57 AM Submission Notification
Date: Friday, March 2, 2018 11:57:59 AM

Environmental Quality Feedback Form 2018-03-02 11:57 AM was submitted by Guest on
3/2/2018 11:57:59 AM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Stuart
Last Name Moody

Email stuartfieldmoody@hotmail.com
Address 627 N. Plumer Ave.

City Tucson
State AZ

Message Subject RICE proposal - following up

Comment

Dear Rupesh: Thank you again for your clear and even-minded
presiding over last evening's hearing on the air permit waiver requested
by TEP. After greeting you at the end, I spoke briefly also with Beth
and Ursula. Both suggested that it may be hard to find sufficient
grounds to deny the permit, based on the federal rules that are now in
place. If there were any way that citizen-advocates could help with a
close look at this issue, what might that be? As you heard last evening,
both Duane Ediger and Dan Stormont have a willingness to look at this
one closely. I have not met Duane before, but know Dan through
Sustainable Tucson and have confidence in his ability to read things
carefully and fairly. Warmly, Stuart Moody

Response requested Yes
Referred_Page

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona



From: Meredith Skeath
To: Air Permits
Subject: comment on TEP proposed gas-fired power plants
Date: Saturday, March 3, 2018 11:48:47 AM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution.
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

To Whom It May Concern,

I am a resident of Pima County and oppose the building of TEP gas-fired power plants.

They will increase air pollution in our environment.  Our city and county depend on low pollution

for our health and tourism.  Many residents moved here enjoy our relatively unpolluted

air that promotes respiratory and general health. 

Gas-fired power plants are a step back in environmental quality .  We want solar and wind to be promoted

as dominant sources of power, not gas-fired power plants.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Meredith Skeath
2130 East Helen St.
Tucson, AZ 85719







From: Hartzler2
To: Air Permits
Subject: gas generating units
Date: Monday, March 12, 2018 9:48:08 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution.
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Please know that I do not approve of authorizing TEP to build the gas generating units when solar with battery
storage is much better for our environment.

Thank you.
Betty Hartzler
7890 N Blue Brick Dr
Tucson, AZ 85743
bettyhartzler@gmail.com



From: .
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: TEP request to modify Irvington generating station
Date: Thursday, March 15, 2018 12:45:36 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Dear Rupesh Patel.

I am opposed to proposed changes to the Air Permit # 1052 for the Irvington generating station. 
Increasing air pollution is not an option.  We should be moving in the opposite direction and upgrading to
cleaner technology, not dirtier.  As a long-time Tucson resident one of the things I value most is that our
air has traditionally been fairly clean.  I see that deteriorating as Tucson continues to grow and I think we
should take all possible steps to protect our air.

I am also a lifelong asthmatic and would personally suffer harm from worsening air quality.  Please do not
agree to the proposed changes.

Sincerely, 
Anne Gooden
230 S. El Volador
Tucson, AZ, 85711



From: Beth Gorman
To: Rupesh Patel; Ursula Nelson; Richard Grimaldi
Cc: Karen Wilhelmsen
Subject: Fwd: TEP Air Quality Permit Modification Public Hearing
Date: Friday, March 16, 2018 4:38:03 PM

FYI. Not sure if this is a comment or not. Shall we work on a response, Rupesh?

Beth Gorman
Pima County Department of Environmental Quality 
(520)724-7446

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jackie Kain <jacquelinekain@gmail.com>
Date: March 16, 2018 at 4:26:54 PM MST
To: Beth Gorman <Beth.Gorman@pima.gov>
Subject: Re: TEP Air Quality Permit Modification Public Hearing

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did 
not expect this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's 
identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link 
or opening an attachment.
*******

Hi Beth,

"TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two
1950's era steam units with ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will have
a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The project has the potential to
cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine
particles PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10), nitrogen oxides and volatile organic
compounds over time. This potential increase in emissions makes the permit
modification subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
permitting requirements." 

The next paragraph says DPEQ has been working with TEP, the EPA and NPS to
meet regulations and protect our health. Are these regulations (existing?) strong
enough to truly protect our breathing?

Is there a likelihood that TEP would knowingly go ahead and potentially increase
emissions that would further damage Tucson's air quality? Any increase in
particulate matter is frightening. How do we ensure that TEP modernizes and
simultaneously does what is necessary to help improve Tucson's air quality? 

Is the work that DPEQ has been doing sufficient?

Jackie 



___________
Jackie Kain
310 - 650 - 9423 
jackiekain.com

On Thu, Mar 15, 2018 at 11:57 AM, Beth Gorman <Beth.Gorman@pima.gov>
wrote:

Good Morning,

You are receiving this email because you requested to receive air quality
information from the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality.

Below and attached is information regarding the upcoming Pima County
Department of Environmental Quality Public Hearing for proposed
modifications to the Tucson Electric Power Air Quality Permit. Please let me
know if you have questions or would like additional information.

Thank you.

 

Beth Gorman

Pima County DEQ

(520) 724-7446

 

Media Release
 

Contact: Beth Gorman                                                                                  

               (520) 724-7446; (520) 603-0358 (c)                           
                                                                    

                                               

PDEQ Holds Final Public Hearing to Obtain Comments on Tucson
Electric Power Permit

 

Pima County, Ariz. (March 15, 2018) - The Pima County Department of
Environmental Quality (PDEQ) is holding a second formal Public Hearing
regarding the proposed Tucson Electric Power Air Quality Permit (TEP).  This



hearing will be on Wednesday, March 28, 2018, from 5:30 – 6:30 p.m. at the
Pima County Public Works Building at 201 N. Stone Avenue, in the Basement
Conference Room C. Parking is available along nearby streets. Metered parking
is free after 5:00 p.m. Parking is also available in the Main Library Parking
Garage off Alameda and the first hour is free. Multiple Sun Tran routes service
the area, as well as the Sun Link streetcar.

 

The purpose of this formal hearing is to obtain public comments on a proposed
major modification to the existing Air Quality Permit #1052 for TEP
Irvington/H.Wilson Sundt Generating Station located at 3950 Irvington Road.
The official Public Comment Period, during which anyone can submit written
comments to the PDEQ regarding this project, began on February 9, 2018 and
continues through March 29, 2018. 

 

TEP is proposing to modernize the power generating station by replacing two
1950's era steam units with ten natural gas fired combustion engines that will
have a generating capacity of nearly 19 MW each.  The project has the potential
to cause an increase in emissions of carbon monoxide, particulate matter (fine
particles PM2.5 and coarse particles PM10), nitrogen oxides and volatile
organic compounds over time. This potential increase in emissions makes the
permit modification subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
permitting requirements. According to information provided to PDEQ by TEP,
they plan to expand renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. The new
engines are able to ramp up more quickly to meet peak load needs for the
community and help balance the variability associated with solar and wind
energy generation.

 

PDEQ has worked with TEP, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the
National Park Service and consultants to create a permit that will meet
regulations and protect public health while allowing TEP to update its facility to
increase electricity generated for future customer needs and manage the
fluctuations from energy generated by renewable resources.  All documents
pertaining to the proposed permit can be found on PDEQ's website.

 

For additional information about the permit modification, call PDEQ at (520)
724-7400. Submit a comment regarding the draft permit by March 29, 2018, by
email: Rupesh.Patel@pima.gov, mail or drop off to: PDEQ, Air Permits, 33. N.
Stone Ave., Suite 700 • Tucson, AZ 85701.

###

Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) serves Pima County residents by
protecting public health and the environment. PDEQ monitors air and water quality; provides
hazardous and solid waste programs that ensures waste minimization and pollution prevention;



assesses environmental compliance; processes environmental permits and plans; responds to
public complaints and inquiries with investigations and enforcement; and reaches the community
via public outreach, education, and citizens' assistance.  Visit us at http://webcms.pima.gov/
government/environmental_quality/ . Follow us on Twitter at https://twitter.com/PimaDEQ



From: Roxanne J. Linsley
To: Rupesh Patel
Cc: Amanda E. Stone; Beth Gorman
Subject: FW: Sundt Generating Station
Date: Friday, March 16, 2018 12:30:31 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Hi Rupesh, 

We received the comments about Sundt Generating Station below and are forwarding to you for
your use.  We will inform Ms. Pensinger that we have forwarded her comments to you.
 
Thank you,
 
Roxanne Linsley
Community Liaison – Cochise, Pima, and Pinal counties
and Legislative Analyst
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
Southern Regional Office
400 W. Congress St., Ste. 433, Tucson, AZ 85701
Direct Line: (520) 628-6716; Toll-free: 1-888-271-9302; Fax (520) 628-6745
rjl@azdeq.gov
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: KATHRYN PENSINGER <kpensinger@msn.com>
Date: March 15, 2018 at 4:25:13 PM MST
To: "stone.amanda@azdeq.gov" <stone.amanda@azdeq.gov>,
"cabrera.miseal@azdeq.gov" <cabrera.miseal@azdeq.gov>
Subject: Sundt Generating Station

I will be out of town and unable to attend the public discussion in Tucson about
the Sundt Station on March 28.  I therefore am providing you with my public
input via this e-mail.  I am opposed to the five new gas powered generators that
this plant will deploy because of the negative environmental impact that will
result.  High CO2 emissions means high rates of respiratory disorders.  It is that
simple.  I am aware that TEP claims it needs the generators to supplement solar
energy when the sun is not shining.  But I am also aware that one of the 5
generators is scheduled to run 24/7.  At the very least, this should not happen.
 Clean, renewable energy sources should instead be developed.  I also am opposed
to the use of the generators to supplement solar energy because I am well aware
that batteries can be used instead of gas.  Depleted batteries from electric cars can
be purchased for this purpose very economically.  I also do not buy the claim that
low income persons would be devastated by costs allegedly associated with
renewable energy, for a couple of reasons.  First, renewable energy can be



comparable in cost to fossil fuel energy.   Second, if its cost more, the ACC has,
can, and should adjust rates to keep rates for small users of electricity very low.
  Thank-you for your consideration of my input, which I know is the opinion of
many who will not take the time to write you.  Kathy Pensinger



From: tasavage@hushmail.com
To: Rupesh Patel
Subject: TEP Air quality permit application.
Date: Thursday, March 15, 2018 5:58:09 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Sir,
The air quality in the Tucson valley is jeopardized by this request.  Can there be any response
other than a resounding NO?



From: Tina
To: Air Permits
Subject: please say NO to TEP"s request for more gas-powered plants!
Date: Friday, March 16, 2018 11:28:27 AM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Tucson Electric Power (TEP) has requested an increase in its emissions limits within 
the City of Tucson in order to add 200 megawatts of gas-fired power generation at the 
Sundt plant just off of I-10 on Irvington. TEP's application requires environmental and 
regulatory clearances from the Arizona Corporation Commission, the City of Tucson 
and Pima County. 

TEP's request to the AZ Corporation Committee provides inadequate 
information and justification for building a natural gas plant instead of utilizing 
the Solar+Battery Storage technology that is being deployed in California to 
address similar needs of utilities there.

As a TEP customer in Tucson, and as pastor of Shalom Mennonite Fellowship, a 
church in east-side Tucson who cares deeply about lowering greenhouse gas 
emissions here in our community, PLEASE say no to TEP’S request to increase its 
emissions limit.

Respectfully,

Tina Schlabach
Co-pastor,  Shalom Mennonite Fellowship
tina@shalommennonite.org

“the very nature of God is to seek out the deepest possible communion and friendship with 
every last creature on this earth.”  - Catherine LaCugna



From: Susan Waites
To: Rupesh Patel; Susan Waites
Subject: Proposed Modification of AirQuality Permit #1052
Date: Monday, March 26, 2018 11:22:48 AM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Dear Mr. Rupesh and other members of the PimaCounty Environmental Quality Department:

I am Susan Waites, a TEP rate payer and a rooftop solar energy producer. I oppose granting
TEP's request for a modification of Air Quality Permit #1052. I am concerned that the 10 new
gas fired RICE power plants at the Sundt Generating station will create more pollution.

One of my values is being a good neighbor and trying to live by the do unto others rule. Most
of us agree on that. We wouldn't think of dumping our garbage onto our neighbor's yard, or
siphoning our untreated waste water into their drinking supply. So why do we think it is
acceptable to foul the air our neighbors breathe with harmful pollutants? While I am grateful
for having a reliable grid, it doesn't need to come at the expense of the health of people in the
neighborhoods near the Sundt plant. It is especially unacceptable given there are renewable
energy options that don't pollute. 

I am a retired teacher and know that kids in particular suffer the impacts when they breathe
carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide, and particulates. They suffer respiratory ailments that cause
them to miss school. Try breathing through a straw for an hour to appreciate what a kid feels
like during an asthma attack.

It sounds like the modification is a done deal since work is supposed to begin in early April. I
hope that is not the case. Please reject the permit modification and have TEP go back to the
drawing board. Insist on a plan that uses non polluting renewable energy which is good for
health, jobs, and the environment. TEP should develop a plan that shows they want to be a
good neighbor.



From: Gabby Martin
To: Air Permits
Subject: TEP"s gas-fired power generation proposal
Date: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 12:47:39 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Mr. Rupesh Patel, 

My name is Gabby Martin, and I am a student at the University of Arizona. I have lived in
Tucson for 4 years now; I consider it a home and a place of great value.

I am writing to urge you to reject TEP's request to install 200 megawatts of gas-fired
electricity generation and show your support for clean energy in Tucson. As the Air Program
Manager for Environmental Quality, I would expect clean air and clean energy to be
something you care about deeply. I know my peers and I certainly consider it an issue of great
importance. There are a couple reasons I believe TEP's request is detrimental to the quality of
our environment here in Tucson. 

First, TEP's request simply does not align with Clean Air standards. We already know that the
effect of VOCs and NOx on Tucson are serious and unusual. More so, TEP's modeling of the
ozone is extremely flawed. The model underestimates ozone formation dynamics in Tucson's
unique, arid, desert environment. Their modeling is not the only misleading contribution from
TEP; their environmental justice argument is deeply flawed and ignores frontline communities
on the south side of Tucson. Finally, I think it should be obvious that my generation, and the
global community as a whole, is moving away from dirty energy. We don't want unworthy
fossil fuel power in Tucson anymore. We don't want more air problems. We want support for
solar and battery storage so Tucson can be a leading city in clean energy. 

Set an example and listen to the public! Be a voice of reason and change for your younger
generations. 

Thank you. 

Best, 
Gabby Martin



From: Alex Kosmider
To: Air Permits
Subject: RICE generator permit concerns
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:19:13 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Dear Mr. Rupesh Patel,
I am writing concerning the PSD Permit #1052 air pollution
analysis performed in the application for the RICE gas-powered
generators that are being proposed. NOx gas emission data are
conspicuously absent from the triggering by the PSD. As
mentioned in the AZDEQ Environmental Justice Analysis, Page
3, the NOx is calculated by subtracting the emissions from RICE
units 1 and 2 after their retirement (which, why would one invest
in such equipment only to retire it shortly after?)  from the
emissions of all 10 RICE units. I have read the explanation of
why this kind of calculation is acceptable, but frankly the amount
of effort put into explaining why we can compute the projected
NOx emissions in this way suggests that, without this seemingly
warped way of determining NOx emission values, the
calculations would not hover just below the level of official
significance.

The value for “significant” impact of NOx is 40 tpy, and the
calculated value of 39.4 tpy is therefore considered
“insignificant”. However, it seems odd to me that a value that is
98.5% of the way to being “significant” suddenly becomes
“insignificant” when it is below that level. 

According to 42 U.S.C. §7475. (a)(3) “No major emitting
facility on which construction is commenced after August 7,
1977, may be constructed in any area to which this part
applies unless the owner or operator of such facility



demonstrates… that emissions from construction or
operation of such facility will not cause, or contribute to, air
pollution in excess of any (A) maximum allowable increase or
maximum allowable concentration for any pollutant in any
area to which this part applies more than one time per year,
(B) national ambient air quality standard in any air quality
control region, or (C) any other applicable emission standard
or standard of performance under this chapter.”
 

The most common standard that EPA guidance applies to
determine whether a facility will or will not “cause, or
contribute to air pollution in excess…” is whether the
causative emission(s) are “significant” or not.  Draft
guidance indicates an even lower burden of proof – namely,
that the effect is more than de minimis, or above what
would be negligible.  On this basis, VOCs definitely can be
considered as predictably contributing to ozone level
violations such as those seen many times in 2017.  Given the
attainment-or-nonattainment threshold that ozone levels
occupy throughout Tucson, marginally “insignificant” NOx
levels should also be considered in DEQ’s analysis of this
clause.

I urge you to reconsider the status of NOx as not being eligible
for Compliance Assurance Monitoring due to its closeness to the
limit of significance.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Alex Kosmider



From: Alex Kosmider
To: Air Permits
Subject: Re: RICE generator permit concerns
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:26:56 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Apparently I must properly confirm my identity:

Sincerely, 
Alex Kosmider
10264 E Canyon Meadow Drive
520-249-4005

On Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 11:18 PM Alex Kosmider <alexkosmider@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Mr. Rupesh Patel,
I am writing concerning the PSD Permit #1052 air pollution
analysis performed in the application for the RICE gas-powered
generators that are being proposed. NOx gas emission data are
conspicuously absent from the triggering by the PSD. As
mentioned in the AZDEQ Environmental Justice Analysis, Page
3, the NOx is calculated by subtracting the emissions from
RICE units 1 and 2 after their retirement (which, why would
one invest in such equipment only to retire it shortly after?) 
from the emissions of all 10 RICE units. I have read the



explanation of why this kind of calculation is acceptable, but
frankly the amount of effort put into explaining why we can
compute the projected NOx emissions in this way suggests that,
without this seemingly warped way of determining NOx
emission values, the calculations would not hover just below the
level of official significance.

The value for “significant” impact of NOx is 40 tpy, and the
calculated value of 39.4 tpy is therefore considered
“insignificant”. However, it seems odd to me that a value that is
98.5% of the way to being “significant” suddenly becomes
“insignificant” when it is below that level. 

According to 42 U.S.C. §7475. (a)(3) “No major emitting
facility on which construction is commenced after August
7, 1977, may be constructed in any area to which this part
applies unless the owner or operator of such facility
demonstrates… that emissions from construction or
operation of such facility will not cause, or contribute to,
air pollution in excess of any (A) maximum allowable
increase or maximum allowable concentration for any
pollutant in any area to which this part applies more than
one time per year, (B) national ambient air quality standard
in any air quality control region, or (C) any other applicable
emission standard or standard of performance under this
chapter.”
 

The most common standard that EPA guidance applies to
determine whether a facility will or will not “cause, or
contribute to air pollution in excess…” is whether the
causative emission(s) are “significant” or not.  Draft
guidance indicates an even lower burden of proof –
namely, that the effect is more than de minimis, or above
what would be negligible.  On this basis, VOCs definitely



can be considered as predictably contributing to ozone
level violations such as those seen many times in
2017.  Given the attainment-or-nonattainment threshold
that ozone levels occupy throughout Tucson, marginally
“insignificant” NOx levels should also be considered in
DEQ’s analysis of this clause.

I urge you to reconsider the status of NOx as not being eligible
for Compliance Assurance Monitoring due to its closeness to
the limit of significance.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Alex Kosmider



From: Brian Park
To: Air Permits
Subject: Please Say No to TEP"s Request of 200 Megawatts of Gas-fired Electricity
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 12:45:24 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Good afternoon Rupesh Patel,

My name is Brian Park and I am a Tucson resident. I am writing you to respectfully ask that
you, and Pima County in general, please deny TEP’s request to install 200 megawatts of gas-
fired electricity generation. As a concerned citizen of Pima County I do not think this is
acceptable for numerous reasons, which are listed below:

1. The greater Tucson area already has issues with ozone. We do not need increased problems
with VOCs and NOx emissions. This would only exacerbate an already existing problem.

2. I think TEP's modeling is inadequate. Taking into account our unique desert environment,
the utility is greatly underestimating the problem's we have with ozone here.

3. In Tucson, we are lucky to have one amazing national park on either side of our town.
Saguaro National Park (both the east and west) is a special place. I have spent a lot of time at
both districts and can attest that the air quality can be terrible. In addition, other recreation
areas around town (Tucson Mountain Park, Coronado National Forest, etc.) can also have
awful air quality on certain days. It would be wonderful if these premier areas also had
wonderful air quality to match.

4. The south side of Tucson will be especially hit hard by this exemption. This is an area that
historically has already been dealt with worse air quality than other neighborhoods in town. In
my opinion, TEP is greenwashing this aspect of the issue. Pima County should be representing
the interests of residents on the south side, not a utility which is owned by a Canadian
company.

5. Solar power, plus battery storage, is a realistic and affordable alternative to gas power and
continued emissions. Climate change is happening, whether or not Pima County wants to turn
a blind eye to it or not. I strongly believe that solar plus storage is the future and our region
could lead the way. Instead of increasing emissions, and contributing to already poor quality,
why not support clean energy? What is Pima County afraid of? Please embrace the future,
instead of being stuck in the past.

Thank you Rupesh. I hope that you and Pima County make the right decision. Thank you for
your time. Sincerely,

Brian Park



From: Joanie Sawyer
To: Air Permits
Subject: Comment TEP Revision for Air Quality Permit No. 1052
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:18:16 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Rupesh Patel, Air Program Manager, PDEQ

Dear Rupesh Patel,

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on TEP's proposal to  revise their
Air Quality Permit.

I object to the Air Permit revision.

Pima County Code Title 17, Section17.16.590 (A)(1) & (2)  requires Best
Available Control Technology (BACT). However, the RICE generators
TEP is proposing to replace their old-fashioned, inefficient, polluting
generators are quite inefficient and produce even more emissions than the
existing generators! This is a violation of Section17.16.590 (A)(1) & (2).
PDEQ should demand BACT on any permit revision for TEP's Sundt
Generating Station.

Installation of BACT generators would reduce VOC, NOx and particulate
emissions instead of increasing them. Therefore, TEP's request is a clear
violation of Section17.16.590 (A)(1) & (2).

Tucson is ringed by mountains and during the heat of the summer, ozone
formation is the norm. Interstate-10 is right next to the Sundt plant and
creates a local hot spot for ozone formation. The increase of VOCs and
NOx as a result of TEP's proposal will increase Ozone pollution locally and
regionally. Therefore, TEP's proposal is a violation of Pima County Code
Title 17, Section17.16.590 (A)(5b).

I have asthma and must stay indoors when Tucson has ozone alerts. It is



unfair that I and so many others have to suffer when there are remedies
available. The first remedy is not to let point source polluters increase their
emissions. TEP's proposal will make our ground level ozone problem
worse, especially in the surrounding neighborhoods.

TEP does make a reference to the decades of pollution that neighborhoods
surrounding the Sundt Plant have suffered. However, they make no effort
to really address this environmental justice issue. The increase in pollution
this proposal would create is a clear violation of Federal Environmental
Justice standards. TEP must install BACT generators, or better yet,
renewable generation, instead of assaulting its neighbors with even more
pollution because they are too cheap to go with BACT instead of old
fashioned polluting RICE generators.

Higher particulate emissions in TEP's proposal violates Pima County Code
Title 17, Section17.16.590 (F)(1). Saguaro National Park and our local
National Monuments already have visibility problems. TEP's proposal will
increase particulate emissions and make this even worse.

Just say no to TEP's proposal to revise Air  Quality  Permit  No. 1052.
Make them obey the spirit and letter of the law and go with a cleaner
source of generation, preferably renewable.

Respectfully,
Joanie Sawyer
1520 S. Desert Crest Dr.
Tucson AZ 85713



From: Karen MacDonald
To: Air Permits
Subject: Comment on TEP"s application for Irvington plant
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 7:45:48 AM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Mr. Patel, thank you and your colleagues for hosting the public hearing last night regarding
TEP's request for revisions to their Air Quality Permit 1052.  Their request is to replace two
steam-generating engines with ten natural-gas fired engines to increase efficiency and to
increase the plant's total energy output to 190 megawatts.  I applaud TEP's goal to expand
renewable energy resources to 30 percent by 2030. 

At the same time, I have serious concerns about their plans to use natural gas, another fossil
fuel.  While natural gas burns significantly cleaner that coal and oil, its extraction and
transportation pose serious health and pollution issues.  Hydraulic fracturing (fracking)
involves the use of large amounts of water and chemicals.  This threatens water table levels,
and the chemicals used threaten the health of drinking water supplies.  The storage of
contaminated fracking water also carries the strong potential for leaking and pollution. 

In addition, I have several questions regarding the use of natural gas:  Where would the gas be
sourced?  How far would it have to be piped and through what lands?  How would importing
natural gas impact our fees?  How would fluctuating natural gas prices impact our fees?

The pollution concerns of this proposed project are significant.  Natural gas extraction and
transportation causes the emission of methane, a much more potent green house gas than even
carbon dioxide.  Locally, TEP's project expects to increase the emission of carbon dioxide,
particulate matter, and volatile organic compounds.  In this beautiful desert basin, we can't
bear more such pollution.  Already we live with ozone alerts, limiting may peoples' activity to
the indoors.  Youngsters, older people, and people with respiratory conditions are most
susceptible.  And those who live near the plant, who are predominately people of color and
lower economic means,  who already live with the harm of water and air pollution, will bear
the brunt of more such pollution.  That's morally unsustainable.

One of the treasures with which we are blessed in this beautiful land are our national and state
parks.  These parks preserve the astounding diversity of life of which we are a part, honoring
all the beings that live here and protecting them for our human enjoyment and fulfillment. 
Adding more pollution to the air would only diminish these treasures, thereby diminishing not
only the natural diversity but also our human spirits.

We get to live in this gorgeous area with abundant sunshine and wind.  We should focus on
taking advantage of these gifts, moving quickly and intentionally to truly sustainable energy
production.  Solar production and storage technology is improving exponentially and is even
now being proven usable on large--and individual--scales.  Let's move into that sustainable
future, caring for the air we breathe and water we drink and opening jobs in this burgeoning
industry.



I am among many individuals and households in this community and around the country who
are consciously making changes in the way we live so as to honor this sacred Earth: using
compact fluorescent or LED bulbs, setting our thermostats to 68 in winter and 78 in summer,
walking or riding bikes whenever possible, line-drying our laundry, eating plant-based diets,
consuming less "stuff," and more.  Our corporate neighbors need to also step into a less
impactful way of living.  We humans have an ever-shorter amount of time to make the
necessary changes in the way we live with Earth.  We don't have the time to fiddle around
with natural gas.  Now's the time for solar and other truly sustainable activities. 

Thank you for your serious consideration of these and all of the comments you've heard.
Peace,
Rev. Karen MacDonald
5601 E. Rosewood St.  Tucson 85711 



From: Rachel
To: Air Permits
Subject: Comment on Air Quality Permit #1052
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 3:55:45 PM
Attachments: sig.png

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

PDEQ

Air Program Manager Rupesh Patel,

33 N Stone, Suite 700

Tucson, AZ 85701

 

Mr. Patel,

 

As a Tucson resident, I’m writing to ask that the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality
deny TEP’s Air Quality Permit Number 1052.

 

The installation of outdated gas-burning engines at Tucson Electric Power’s Sundt/Irvington plant
will have a negative impact on the health of residents who live near the plant. The engines also have
low thermal efficiency and require a disproportionately high water use relative to other, more
modern power sources. The gas-burning engines will also contribute to climate change, which
threatens the environment and economy of southern Arizona. Cleaner and more efficient
alternatives exist in the form of solar photovoltaics and battery storage.

 

Sincerely,

Rachel Deierling

​
3140 E Kleindale Rd

Tucson, AZ 85716



From: Rob K
To: Air Permits
Subject: Proposed Revision for Air Quality Permit No. 1052
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:06:53 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Rupesh Patel, Air Program Manager, PDEQ

Dear Rupesh Patel,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on TEP's proposed revision to
their Air Quality Permit No. 1052.

I am opposed to granting the Air Permit revision for several reasons.

First and foremost, TEP is proposing to replace their old-fashioned,
inefficient, polluting generators with new, but still inefficient and even
more polluting generators that will create higher emissions than the existing
generators. This does not comply with Pima County Code Title 17,
Section17.16.590 (A)(1) & (2) which requires Best Available Control
Technology (BACT). The RICE generators TEP proposes to use may be
more modern than the existing generators, but are still a move backward
into the last century and far cry from BACT. Higher emissions of VOCs,
NOx and particulates would not be created from BACT. Therefore, TEP's
request is not acceptable because it violates Section17.16.590 (A)(1) & (2).

Furthermore, the measurement of ozone precursors unacceptably
underestimates the unique weather conditions, climate and geography of
the Tucson Basin. Increased VOCs and NOx will increase Ozone pollution
and could bring our region into a non-attainment area. Therefore, I submit
that the proposal by TEP is a violation of Pima County Code Title 17,
Section17.16.590 (A)(5b).

We already experience ozone alerts and people with respiratory conditions
are warned to stay inside. With TEP's proposal, we will have more days of



high ozone, more asthma attacks, more hospitalizations, and more loss of
human potential and economic productivity.

Although TEP makes a passing reference to the Environmental Justice
issues that have plagued the neighborhoods surrounding the Sundt Plant,
increasing the pollutant load for these neighborhoods is a violation of
Environmental Justice standards, especially when TEP is proposing to go
for less expensive, old fashioned RICE generators instead of BACT.

TEP's proposal also violates the spirit of Pima County Code Title 17,
Section17.16.590 (F)(1). The higher particulate emissions will  have a
deleterious effect on the already existing problem of poor visibility for our
National Parks and Monuments. On a side note,  clarity of our night skies
throughout the region and not just in our Parks will also be a victim of
TEP's proposal.

Please reject TEP's proposed Revision for Air  Quality  Permit  No. 1052.

Respectfully,
Rob Kulakofsky
1520 S. Desert Crest Dr.
Tucson AZ 85713









From: Russell Lowes
To: Air Permits
Subject: Testimony due today, 3/29
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 9:26:24 AM
Attachments: Pima Co Air Permit 1052 Testimony, R.Lowes03292018.pdf

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

To: PDEQ

Air Program Manager Rupesh Patel,

33 N Stone, Suite 700, Tucson, AZ 85701

Hello,

Here is my testimony on the Air Quality Permit Number 1052, applied for by Tucson Electric
Power Co. It is attached and signed, and is also printed below. 

Thank you, 

Russell Lowes

3339 E Seneca Street

Tucson, AZ 85716

Testimony before the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality

 Air Quality Permit No. 1052 applied for by Tucson Electric Power Co.

By Russell Lowes, Energy Chair of the Sierra Club Rincon Group, 3/28/18

We know that lower income Americans get worse treatment environmentally. We also
know that Hispanic and Black citizens are exposed to more contamination than
Caucasian Americans.  The Sundt/Irvington gas plant goes along with this social
injustice travesty in America, and Tucson Electric Power is at fault.

A new study in the American Journal of Public Health made this environmental injustice
very clear. In this new report, “Disparities in Distribution of Particulate Matter Emission
Sources by Race and Poverty Status,” the authors state, “those in poverty had 1.35 times
higher burden than did the overall population.” The report goes on to say that, “Blacks,



specifically, had 1.54 times higher burden than did the overall population.”1 We know
that the area around the plant on Irvington has a higher percentage of poorer residents
and a higher percentage of people of color.

It is a shame that Tucson Electric Power foists this health burden on the population
around the Irvington power plant. They could build cleaner, cheaper power sources, like
the solar photovoltaic option. They could encourage customers to use energy more
efficiently, reducing the need for power production. That they want to build more gas
capacity than solar in their proposed Integrated Resource Plan is impressively racist,
classist and counter-productive to a healthy society.

Per 42 U.S.C § 7475 on emissions, another outrageous aspect of the proposal to build
these gas RICE units is this. The thermal efficiency of this type of gas plant is terrible. The
Environmental Protection Agency shows that as these units climb in size, measured in

megawatts of electrical output, their thermal efficiency goes down.2 Multiple EPA
webpages, and websites in industry, refer to RICE generators as CHP generators. CHP, or
Combined Heat and Power, is what this type of generator is best at. Without the CHP
component, that is, when this technology generates only electricity, it is handicapped
with a very low thermal output. All the heat, the H of CHP, would be wasted, at a plant
site like the one here in Tucson at Irvington.

The EPA sites indicate that the ten 19-megawatt units at the Irvington site would get in
the low 30%s for thermal efficiency, about 32%. This is slightly lower than the efficiency
of the outdated 1980s nuclear reactors, like at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station, operated by Arizona Public Service.

Hence, the water use would be very high, due to sub-critical temperatures within the
generators, and due to the low thermal efficiency. It is apparent that the water use
would be about 0.8 gallons per kilowatt-hour from these water-hogs. This compares to
coal in the Four Corners region at 0.5 gallons, and less than 0.3 gallons per kWhe for
state-of-the-art gas plants with up to 60% thermal efficiency. This also compares to
bigger TEP gas plants that get about 40% thermal efficiency and about 0.5 gallons/kWhe.
It compares with solar PV at far less than a tenth of the water use at these RICE units.

What this means, simply, is that because of the poor thermal efficiency, TEP would have
to use about double the gas to produce the same electrical output of a more modern gas
plant. This would produce about double the pollution, both thermal heat and particulate
waste, than a more modern plant.



In case you have not guessed this yet, this technology is not a 21st Century or even a

20th Century technology. It goes back to the 19th Century.3 The publication, Power
Engineering, makes this clear in an article they published on April 18, 2017.

Tucson Electric Power needs to get with the program here. They need to stop harming
those with limited income, and those of non-Caucasian races with disparate impacts of

pollution. This utility needs to get out of the realm of 19th Century energy generation

and into the 21st Century of solar, wind, distributed generation, energy efficiency,
battery and other storage technology, and energy management.  This request for a
permit should be denied by Pima County Department of Environmental Quality.

Signed, Russell Lowes________________________________________

3339 E Seneca Street

Tucson, AZ 85716

1) Disparities in Distribution of Particulate Matter Emission Sources by Race and Poverty
Status, Ihab Mikati BS, Adam F. Benson MSPH, Thomas J. Luben PhD, MSPH, Jason D.
Sacks MPH, and Jennifer Richmond-Bryant PhD, 12/16/17,
http://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/abs/10.2105/AJPH.2017.304297

2) U.S. E.P.A., Catalog of CHP Technologies, Section 2, March 2015,
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/catalog_of_chp_
technologies_section_2._technology_characterization_-_reciprocating_internal_
combustion_engines.pdf

3) Power Engineering, Questions and Considerations for RICE Generation Facilities,
4/18/17, https://www.power-eng.com/articles/print/volume-121/issue-
4/features/questions-and-considerations-for-rice-generation-facilities.html

​







From: S. Franks
To: Air Permits
Subject: Sundt Generation Station proposed air quality impacts
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 3:59:09 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect this message, proceed with caution.
Verify the sender's identity before performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Mr. Rupesh Patel, Air Program Manager
Pima County Department of Environmental Quality

I am writing in opposition to TEP's plan to install reciprocating gas
engines in Tucson at the Sundt Generating Station.

My opposition is primarily for health reasons, as many members of my
family and friends have athsma or other respritory diseases which will
be directly negatively affected by TEP's selfish and backwards plans
to install old technology in the best solar generating region of the
United States.

The ramifications of increasing emissions in an economically depressed
part of town are also an affront to my latino neighbors' life, liberty
and happiness. It's time we stopped treating that part of town as less
important than the foothills.

As you can see below, there are many additional well-researched and
scientifically-backed reasons to oppose this outdated project!

I respectfully ask you in the name of myself, my family, my friends,
and my fellow citizens to deny this short-sighted project!

Respectfully,
Steve Franks
500 N. Bahamas Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85710

ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND:

Ozone precursors are choking Tucson
One relevant standard that presents an opportunity for TEP’s permit
application to be amended or rejected concerns emissions of nitrous
oxides (NOx) and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs).  Both are
“precursors” to ozone.  Ozone pollution levels in Pima County have
been hovering just below or right at the “nonattainment” threshold
specified by federal clean air standards.  Tucson saw many more ozone
alert days in 2017 than in any recent year.  Although Pima County
ozone levels may actually fit the definition of nonattainment status,
a Presidential fiat has delayed official recognition of that fact
(more below).



Actions that would threaten to push ozone levels even higher than they
already are pose a direct threat to the health and well-being of
residents and visitors to our beautiful city and the surrounding
region, with its parks and outdoor attractions.

Afternoon ozone glut
Ozone formation from NOx and VOCs is heightened during periods of
bright sunshine, warmer temperatures and calm winds.  TEP’s proposed
gas plant would elevate ozone levels, adding respiratory problems
especially during peak electric usage in summer afternoons, when air
conditioners cycle on.  Just as sunshine is pushing ozone production
to a peak, the gas would be burned.

Effects of VOCs and NOx on Tucson are significant

è According to 42 U.S.C. §7475. (a)(3) “No major emitting facility on
which construction is commenced after August 7, 1977, may be
constructed in any area to which this part applies unless the owner or
operator of such facility demonstrates… that emissions from
construction or operation of such facility will not cause, or
contribute to, air pollution in excess of any (A) maximum allowable
increase or maximum allowable concentration for any pollutant in any
area to which this part applies more than one time per year, (B)
national ambient air quality standard in any air quality control
region, or (C) any other applicable emission standard or standard of
performance under this chapter.”

The most common standard that EPA guidance applies to determine
whether a facility will or will not “cause, or contribute to air
pollution in excess…” is whether the causative emission(s) are
“significant” or not.  Draft guidance indicates an even lower burden
of proof – namely, that the effect is more than de minimis, or above
what would be negligible.  On this basis, VOCs definitely can be
considered as predictably contributing to ozone level violations such
as those seen many times in 2017.  Given the
attainment-or-nonattainment threshold that ozone levels occupy
throughout Tucson, marginally “insignificant” NOx levels should also
be considered in DEQ’s analysis of this clause.

Modeling of ozone and its precursors is flawed

èSection 4.9 (page 4-16) of Appendix C (Impact Analysis) of TEP’s
permit application offers an explanation of why the “Modeled Emission
Rates for Precursors (MERP)” were applied only to VOCs and not to NOx.
This is only possible because Tucson is still officially in ozone
attainment (a legal category that allows pollution to keep getting
worse).  On top of that, the geographical divisions averaged for MERP
analysis as supplied by EPA – for central, eastern and western U.S. –



appear not to provide for the greatly aggravating condition of Sonoran
desert sun, heat and calm winds as ozone formation catalysts.

At least three local conditions that aggravate ozone creation are not
reflected by the MERP modeling applied by the applicant.

1.  The Sundt Generation Station is located just north of I-10.
Vehicle traffic forms ozone pollution through VOC and NOx emissions.
High vehicle traffic on I-10 at morning and evening rush hours
coincides with the most vulnerable hours for ozone pollution from
plant activities.  (The plant is designed to meet peak energy usage
times before morning ramp-up of solar production and after the
afternoon drop-off).

2.  Tucson has a higher proportion of non-native trees than most urban
settings, and many of them contribute more than has recently been
suspected to biogenic ozone formation.

Given this EPA Guidance on MERPs,

“We had initially planned to establish generally-applicable MERPs
through a future rulemaking. However, after further consideration, we
believe it is preferable for permit applicants and permitting
authorities to consider site-specific conditions when deriving MERPs
and to obtain experience with the development and application of
locally and regionally appropriate values in the permitting process.”

TEP appears not to have given adequate attention to evidence from
Parks management (see below), local geography, and even EPA itself
(both in regard to Parks and MERPS guidance)

NOx at the door

TEP’s original application placed NOx emission limits just below the
threshold for consideration as a significant precursor to ozone
emissions.

NOx increase [total emissions] from RICE              179.0 tons per year (tpy).

NOX decrease from shutdown of Units 1-2            139.6

Net NOX increase                                                       39.4



Significant level 40 Increase significant?                  No”

When DEQ expressed concern that the net NOx increase was very close to
the 40 tons per year threshold that would make NOx emissions
“significant” and thus relevant to consider as an ozone precursor, TEP
voluntarily lowered the maximum annual NOx emissions limit to 170.
This effectively reduced the annually permitted operating time of the
ten generators.  More on this after Parks.

Parks need clear skies
Parks receive special “Class 1” status under Clean Air Act provisions.
The EPA three and a half years ago ordered TEP to cut emissions from
Sundt Unit 4 in a regulatory effort to remove haze over Saguaro
National Park and the Galiuro Wilderness.  A year later, the National
Parks and Conservation Association, backed by the National Park
Service, which runs Saguaro, ranked Saguaro the 12th most polluted
national park. “The Clean Air Act is working and air quality is
improving, but more needs to be done, because air pollution impacts
all our parks,” Saguaro Park then- Superintendent Darla Sidles was
quoted as saying by Tucson.com.  DEQ officials should determine
whether the Sidles’ statement activates

è42 U.S.C. §7475. (d)(2)(B) and/or (d)(2)(C)(i).  “The Federal
official charged with direct responsibility for management of such
lands shall have an affirmative responsibility to protect the air
quality related values (including visibility) of any such lands within
a Class 1 area and to consider, in consultation with the
Administrator, whether a proposed major emitting facility will have an
adverse impact on such values.”

NOx pollution cap would make the gas plant a bad deal for ratepayers

In 3.1.3 of the permit application, TEP cites the hourly emission rate
of NOx for each one of the ten RICE units as 59.1 lb/hr.  This means
that one RICE unit operating at half power during the whole year would
emit:

½ * 59.1 lb/hr * 8760 hr/yr  /  2000 lbs/ton = 129.43 tons per year of NOx.

That means that a single one of the ten RICE units operating at
half-power constantly (to meet TEP’s minimum generating requirement)
would emit 76% of the plant’s annual NOx limit.  Running just two of
the ten RICE units (20% of plant capacity) an average of two hours per
day would make the plant’s NOx pollution “significant” and, on those
pesky sun-filled days, would start to put Tucsonans in the hospital.



TEP’s request to install and maintain 200 megawatts of RICE generating
capacity in order to produce an average power output of 13.1 megawatts
(annual capacity factor 6.6%) may not be out of the mainstream for a
peaker plant that would shut down overnight.  But to have 76% of
authorized annual plant output capacity (the minimum generating
requirement) running as a constant baseload leaves a pollution budget
that allows only a 1.65% capacity factor for the remaining 190
megawatts of power available all year for the actual function of
meeting demand spikes.

Total pollution limit: 170 tons per year (tpy) of NOx

Baseload pollution: 129.43 tpy (1 RICE unit at 50% capacity)

Peaking pollution budget: 40.57 tpy

NOx emissions per hour at full capacity: 9.5 RICE units * 59.1 lb/hr =
561.5 lbs/hr

Annual time allowed for full-power peaking: 40.57 tons per year * 2000
lbs/ton  /  561.5 lbs/hr = 144.5 hrs/yr = 6 days/yr

Peaking capacity factor: 6 days operating / 365 days per year = 1.65%
capacity factor

Solar + storage can do it better
A 60 megawatt/200 megawatt-hour battery storage system paired with a
60 megawatt solar field could meet the vast majority of those energy
demands without emissions.  Several smaller solar + storage plants
scattered around town could do the job even better.  Some emergency
fossil-fuel generation could bridge the occasional demand peaks that
exceed available solar + storage capacity.

Making Nonattainment Great

Had President Trump not delayed the federal government’s determination
of whether local areas are meeting the ozone standard of .070 ppm,
Pima County would likely be slated to become a nonattainment area, and
a whole raft of additional requirements would have been placed on
TEP’s permit application, such as demonstrating the inadequacy of
less-polluting power generation methods to meet solar intermittency
and time-shift needs.

Ozone climbing with temperature
The ozone standard uses a three-year formula.  Pima County’s 3-year
average as of June 2017 was 0.069 ppb, and the effect of the 2015
number (0.066) dropping out to be replaced with 2017-2018 data would
likely have resulted in ozone nonattainment.



TEP’s environmental justice argument leaves things to argue with

èTEP’s Environmental Justice Analysis duly notes the goal of Executive
Order 12898, that “each Federal agency shall make achieving
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income populations.”

TEP notes the stark socioeconomic divide between the population in its
38 square-mile Impact Area – a full 18% of our City’s population – and
the 82% of Tucsonans who live outside the plant’s shadow. “Minority”
(i.e. global majority) 85% (Tucson 56%); Low income 63% (Tucson 51%);
Linguistically isolated: 15% (Tucson 6%); % w/o HS diploma 32% (Tucson
17%); Under age five 8% (Tucson 6%); Over age sixty-five 9% (Tucson
13%).  Although asthma rates are not broken down to a small scale, TEP
noted that between 2012 and 2014, CDC recorded a nationwide increase
from 7.0% to 8.4% while Arizona’s statewide number climbed from 8.9%
to 9.6%.

TEP then writes, “PDEQ’s environmental justice analysis focuses on the
potential effects on minority and low-income and other populations
from emissions.” Soon after, it appears to reverse course by saying,
“USEPA has provided draft guidance on the development of modeled
emission rates for precursor emissions, such as emissions of NOX and
VOC, that may result in an increase in ambient O3 relative to the
8-hour O3 NAAQS [U.S. National Ambient Air Quality Standards].”  Does
this mean that they followed the guidance, found an increase in
ambient O3 and just didn’t offer how much of an increase, or that they
noted that EPA provides guidance, but they chose to ignore the
guidance, and so failed to prepare a report on it?  A preferable
answer from another source is then presented without a trace of irony:
“Pima County has determined from the modeling results for the Project
that the Project would not cause or contribute to a violation of the
applicable health based NAAQS for any of the pollutants regulated
under the PSD permit.  Furthermore, VOC emissions from the proposed
Project will have an insignificant impact on ambient O3
concentrations.”

The plant’s location is just north of nearby populations who have been
and continue to be exposed to water supply contamination.
Environmental Justice demands that these Trichloroethylene and
1,4-dioxane-poisoned, young-dying Tucsonans and their surviving
friends and family be spared the added blow of ozone hazards.

No electric generating unit, no climate change

èTEP’s clause 4.7.3 lists four things, including “electric generating



unit,” that this RICE plant apparently does not fit the definition of
(would it be because they are ten units?)  Therefore ten 35%-efficient
(65% waste) fossil fuel-burning internal combustion engines cooled by
230,000,000 gallons of water a year and their operators are immune
from any blame for contributing to climate change.



From: Stuart Moody
To: Air Permits
Subject: TEP’s proposal for new gas-fired power generation in Tucson
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:37:14 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

Date:  March 29, 2018
To:  Rupesh Patel, Air Program Manager
From:  Stuart Moody
Re:  Proposed revision to the existing Air Quality Permit No. 1052 

Thank you again for holding public hearings on the proposal from TEP to construct ten gas-fired
combustion engines at Irvington Road in Tucson.  The purpose of these plants is to meet peak-
period demands and solve the problem of intermittency of renewable energy sources as TEP
works toward the goal of 30% renewable energy by 2030.  This goal, however, while exceeding
the state's mandated goal of 15%, is inadequate to address the immediate and persistent threat
of climate change, driven by still-increasing greenhouse gas emissions, the resultant increase of
carbon concentrations in the atmosphere and oceans, and rising temperatures worldwide. 
Meanwhile, these plants themselves will add to the carbon burden in our air and water.

Climate change, while not a matter of direct regulatory concern for this permit proposal, does
have a bearing:

Title 42 of U.S. Code § 7475 (Pre-construction requirements) states that:   "No major
emitting facility on which construction is commenced after August 7, 1977, may be constructed in
any area to which this part applies unless . . . . (3) the owner or operator of
such facility demonstrates, as required pursuant to section 7410(j) of this title, that emissions from
construction or operation of such facility will not cause, or contribute to, air pollution in excess of
any (A) maximum allowable increase or maximum allowable concentration for any pollutant in
any area to which this part applies more than one time per year, (B) national ambient air quality
standard in any air quality control region, or (C) any other applicable emission standard or
standard of performance under this chapter."

Six major air pollutants are relevant to the standards mentioned above.  The Tucson area is close
to non-attainment for one of those pollutants, ozone.  Three others from the list -- CO, NOX, &
VOC's are precursors to ozone, and are produced by gas-powered electricity generation. 
As Paul McAleavey, Head of EEA [European Environment Agency] Air and Climate Change
Programme, said in 2013: "Ozone formation increases during warm sunny weather
depending on the level of ‘precursor pollutants’ present."  Increased heat and more
extended periods of hot weather have become commonplace in the Southwest, and are
projected to become "the new normal" as long as atmospheric carbon increases.  

Globally, 2014-16 were the hottest years on record.  In Tucson, 2017 was the hottest
year.  Under these conditions, ozone formation is increasingly likely, putting us dangerously
close to exceeding maximum allowable levels in our air.  TEP's application does not
adequately account for this prospect.  Neighbors of the power plant have suffered health



detriments from emissions for years.  

On June 22, 2017, the Arizona Daily Star reported that our region had exceeded federal standards for
ground-level ozone five times in the calendar year already, with "the ozone season . . . not quite half-
finished."  These measures were taken at a county air monitor at Saguaro National Park - East. 
National parks are Class I areas, deserving special protection to preserve scenic values and the
integrity of plants and animals within their boundaries.  If the air quality at Saguaro National Park
is suffering, imagine the quality of air next door to the Sundt power plant where thousands of
Tucsonans live.  To protect these families, and all who live in this basin, I urge you to deny the
permit as it stands.

Thank you very much for your careful consideration of the many comments that you elicited and
graciously received.
 
Stuart Moody, M.A. 
Sustainable Tucson



From: Susan Willis
To: Air Permits
Subject: Comment on TEP"s Permit Request to Add 10 RICE Engines
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:56:53 PM

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

To: Mr. Rupesh Patel, Program Manager for Pima County DEQ

From: Susan Willis, 3275 E Pima St #2, Tucson, AZ 85716 | skmcwillis@gmail.com

Date: 29 March 2018

 
Dear Mr. Patel,

I am writing to express one of many concerns I have about TEP’s proposed addition of 10 RICE engines to their
power facility.

Emissions of nitrous oxides (NOx) and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) are both “precursors” to ozone. Ozone
pollution levels in Pima County have been hovering just below or right at the “nonattainment” threshold specified
by federal clean air standards. Tucson saw many more ozone alert days in 2017 than in any recent year. (See:
http://tucson.com/news/local/tucson-area-air-quality-the-worst-in-five-years/article_ec43b2b5-e02b-57f7-8ec3-
c5ec7a90bea7.html.)

Actions that would threaten to push ozone levels even higher than they already are pose a direct threat to the health
and well-being of residents and visitors to our beautiful city and the surrounding region, with its parks and outdoor
attractions. As a retired School Nurse, I am also aware that ozone is one of the main components of polluted air
contributing to increasing rates of asthma in vulnerable populations, such as children, subjected to that pollutant.

Moreover, ozone formation from NOx and VOCs is heightened during periods of bright sunshine, warmer
temperatures, and calm winds. TEP’s proposed gas plant would elevate ozone levels even further during peak
sunshine, peak heat, and peak electric usage in summer afternoons, when air conditioners cycle on-- triggering the
burning of gas in the RICE units. This will more likely than not push ozone levels well over federal clean air limits.

I hope you will give thoughtful consideration to these concerns and agree that TEP’s proposed gas-fired engines
must not be permitted.

Thank you.







From: Janasegal
To: Air Permits
Subject: Comments on TEP proposal
Date: Friday, March 30, 2018 12:03:25 AM
Attachments: filename-1.pdf

*******
This message and sender come from outside Pima County. If you did not expect 
this message, proceed with caution. Verify the sender's identity before 
performing any action, such as clicking on a link or opening an attachment.
*******

(See attached)








