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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD

PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-01

)
In the Matter of’ } PSD Appeal No. 05-06
)
WANAPA ENERGY CENTER, 3 EPA REGION 10'S
)i RESPONSF. BRIEF
)
)

L INTRODUCTION

On August 8, 2005, the Director of the Office of Alr, Waste and Toxics for the 1.8,
Environumental Protcétion Agency, Region 10 (“"EPA™) issued Prevention of Signiﬁl:ant
Detertoration (“PSD™) Permit No, R10PSD-OR-05-01 (“Permit”) to Diamond Wanapa L, L.P.
{*Diamond”) for the Wanapa Energy Center (“Proposed Project”). See EPA Exhibit (“EPA
Ex.”1F-1. Ken Thompson (“Petitioner™) filed a Petition for Review (“Petition™) of this Permit
with the Envircnmental Appeals Board (“EAB™) on September 9, 2005. For the reasons
discussed below, the EAB should deny review of the Petition.

II.  FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
In January 2003, Diamond submitted to EPA an application to construct and operate the

Proposed Project. See EPA Ex. A-13; EPA Ex. B-2 at p. 6. Diamond submitted a revised PSD
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permil application in August 2003, See EPA Ex, A-25; EPA Ex. B-2 at p, 8. The permit
application was deemed complele on August 27, 2003, EPA Ex. A-24.

The Proposed Project is a greenfield combined cycle gas/steam turbine electric
gengrating fa::i-lity that will be located approximately three miles east of Umatilla, Oregon and
five miles north of Hermiston, Oregon on land that is held in trust by the U.S. Government for
the beneflt of the Confederaied Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. EPA Ex. B-2 at p. 5.
The Proposed Project will incorporate two power blocks that will each consist of two F-
technology combustion turbines, two heat recovery steam generaiors equipped with duct burners,
and one steam turbine with associated plant equipment. fd at p. 6. The Proposed Project would
combust only natural gas. Id

‘The PSD provisions of the Clean Air Act require any person planning the construction or
major modification of a major emitting facility in an attainment or unclassifiable area to obtain a
PSD permit. See 42 U.B.C, § 7475(a)( 1.1 A PSD permit cannot be issued unless the applicant
demonstrates compliance with the PSD regulations in 40 CF.R, § 52.21. See 42 U.8.C. § 7475;
40 C.FR. § 52.21. To make such a demonstration, the applicant must perform an analysis of the
air quality impacts of the proposed construction project and demonstrate that the new facility will
not canse or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable NAAQS or air quality increment. fd
If a facility emits a” significant quantity™ of a pollutant, the applicant must demonstrate that the
facility will comply with emissions limitations that reflect application of the best available

control technology (“BACT”).* See 40 C.F.R. § 52.21().

! Au area is designated as being in attainment with a specific National Ambient Air Quality Standard “NAAQS™

if the poliutant concentration in the ambient air within the area meets the limits specified in the NAAQS. 42 11.5.0,
§ TA0T(dX 1){A). Unclgssifizble areas are those areas that cannot be classified on the basis of available information
as meeting NAAQS. 4

2 BACT is defined as “an emission limitation based on the maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant subject
o regulation ... emitted from or which results fom any major cmitting facility ...." 42 US.C, § 7147903 40 CF R,
§ 52.21()12).
_ U.8. Environmental Protection Adency
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Twvpically, state or local permitting authorities implement the PSD program. See 40
C.F.R. § 52.21{a)(1). Atthough EPA has approved Oregon’s PSD program, facilities located on
tribal land must obtain PSD permits from EPA. Thus, EPA is the entity that issued the Permit to
Diamond for the Proposed Project.

On November 21, 2004, EPA 1ssued the draf; PSD permit for public review and
comment. EPA Ex. B-5. The public comment period was extended once at the request of the
Umatilla County Board of Commissioners; thus, the public comment period ended on January
19, 2005. EPA Ex. B-8 and B-10. EPA held a hearing on the draft PSD permit on January 5,
2005, EPA Ex. C-21. After reviewing the comments made during the public comment period,
on Angusi 8, 2005, EPA issued the Perinit and a Response to Comments document. EPA Ex, F-
1 and F-2. Potitioner filed his Petition on September 9, 2005,

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 124.19(a), the EAR will not ordinarily review a permit decizion
“unless the decision is based on either a clearly erronecus finding of fact or conclusion of law, or
involves an important matter of policy or exercise of diseretion that warrants review.” I re
Campo Landfill Project, NSR Appeal No. 02-01, slip op. at 3 (EAB, Jan. 14, 2003); see also fn
re Knanf Fiber Glass, GmbH, S EAD. 121, 126 {EAB 1999}, 40 C.F R, § 124.19. The
preamble to 40 C.F.R. § 124.19 states that the “"power of review should be only sparingly
exercised, [and] most permit conditions should be finally determined at the Regional level.” 45
Fed, Reg. 33,290, 33,412 (May 19, 1980),

The petitiener has the burden to demonsirate that there is clear error or an important
policy conzideration that warrants that the permit condition should be reviewed. See fnre BP
Cherry Point, 12 EAD. --, slip op. at p.11-12 (EAB, June 21, 2005); fr re Three Mounigin
Power, LLC, 10 E.AD. 39, 47 (EAB 2001); It re Steel Dynamics, Inc., 9 E.AD. 740, 743 (EAB

2001). Tt is not enough that the petitioner merely repeat the objections that it made during the

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
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comment period. Instead, the petitioner must “both state the objections to the permit that are
being raised for review and ... explain why the pertuit decision maket’s previous response to
those decisions ... is clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review.” fn re Kawaihae
Cogeneration Profect, 7 E.AD. 107, 114 (EAD 1997); see afso Inre BP Cherry Point, 12
E.AD. -, slip op. at p.11-12 (EAB, June 21, 2005). Although the EAB will construe petitions
filed by persons unrepresented by legal counsel broadly, the EAB expects such petitions “to
provide sufficient specificity such that the [EAB] can ascertain what issue is being raised [and]
expects the petition to articnlate some supportable reason as to why the permitting authority
erred or why review is otherwise warranted.” fu re Knauf Fiber Glass, GmbH, 8 EAD. at 127

Furthermore, issues and arguments raised by a petitioner that are nrot raised during the
public comment period will not be considered preserved for review without a demaonstration that
they were not teasonably ascertainable at the time. See frr re BP Cherry Point, 12 E.AD. -, slip
op. at p.14-15 (EAB, June 21, 2005); In re AES Puerte Rico, 1.F., 8 E.AD. 324, 335 (EAB
1999); In re Masonite Corp., 5 E.AD. 53, 585 (EAB 1994Y; in re SEI Birchwood, Inc., 5 E.AD,
25,29 (EAB 1994); see also 40 C.F.R. §§ 124,13 and 124.1%(a) (“Petitioners must demonstrate
that any issues raised [on review] were raised during the public comment period ... to the extent
required by these requirements.”). Issues must be raised dml‘ing tire public comument period to
“ensure that the permit issuer has an opportunity to adjust its permit decision or to provide an
explanation of why no adjustment is necessary,” Inre AES Puerio Rico, LP,, 8 E.AD, at 335;
see aise In re BP Cherry Point, 12 EAD. -, slip op. at 14-15 (EAB, June 21, 2005). (fan issue
was not properly preserved for review, the EAB will generally deny review of the issue. 7d

IV, ARGUMENT

Petitioner raises nine main 1ssues on appeal: {1) EPA failed to address the human health

and environmental effects to “majority and minority populations;™ {2) EPA has unfairly and

improperly treated emissions from non-road diesel engines differently than emissions from the

U.8. Envirommental Protection Agency
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Proposed Project; (3) EPA failed to conduct a cumulative impacts analysis; (4) EPA improperly
used emission reductions in non-road diesel engines to offset emissions from the Proposed
Project; (53 EPA erred in using meteorological data from Walla Walla and Spokane; {6) EPA
should have treated the airshed around the Proposed Project the same as a Class [ or Class [1
wilderness or scenic area; (7) EPA did not consider a Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA™)
map that shows air quality impacts from all poswer plants in the arca around the Proposed Project;
(8} EPA erred in establishing the Permit’s volatile organic compound (V™) emissions limit;
and, (9} EPA failed to include permit conditions for non-road diesel engines that will be used
during construction of the Proposed Project. Petitioner has failed to demonstrate clear error in a
finding of fact or conclusion of law and has failed to raise any important policy considerations.
Moreover, some of the issues raised by Petitioner were not raised during the public comment

period, and thus, were not preserved for review. Therefore, the EAB should dismiss the Petition.

A, EPA Did Address The Human Health and Fanvironmental Effects To Both
“Majority and Minority Populations” In Determining Whether To Issue The

- Permit,

Fact #1 in the Permit stales that the Proposed Project:

will be located in the vicinity of minority populations, and EP'A {s responsible for
addressing environmental justice within these communities pursuant to Executive
Order 12898. EPA is required to identify and address disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects, if any, on minority populations
due to this PSD permit approval.

EPA BEx. F-1 at Fact #1. Petitioner argues that Fact #1 provides evidence that EPA failed to
address the human health and environmental effects of the Proposed Project to both “majority ‘
and minority populations.” Petition at p. 1. Petitioner requests that the EAB require EPA to treat
all individuals the same.

First, during the public comment period, neither Petitioner nor any other commenter

argued that EPA gave preferential treaiment to minority populations when it analyzed the human

U.5. Environmental Protection Agancy
EPA REGION 10’S RESPONSE BRIEF - § 1200 Sith Avcmns

PSD Appeal No. 05-06 Seattle, Washingten 98101
{2061 553.1037 t




10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
23
23
24

235

health and environmental effects of the Proposed Project, See EPA Ex. C-1 to C-21. Further,
Petitioner failed to explain why this issue was not reasonably ascertainable during the public
comment period. See Petitiont at p. 1. As such, this argument was not preserved for review.

Moreover, even if this issue were rcviewable, Petitioner misconstrues the statements set
forth in Fact #1. Executive Order 12898 was issued to address envitonmental justice concerns
associated with federal agency actions. See EPA Ex. A-1. The Executive Otder divects federal
agencies, including EPA, to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human
heaith or environmental effects of regulatory programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations. Jd at Section 1-101. As such, in issuing PSD permits,
such as the curtent Permit, EPA is to constder environmental justice issues on a case-by-case
basis. See EPA bx, A-2 atp. 11.

In the ’I:f:chnical Support Document {“TSD™}, EPA discussed how {t addressed the
environmental justice provision during the permilting process for the Propesed Project.
Specifically, the TSD explained that the Proposed Project:

is being constructed near high minority and low-mncome populations.... EPA
conducted a series of meetings ... to educate the public with respect to fthe
Proposed Project] and EPA’s review of the air quality impacts. No
environmental justice issues were raised by the public, EPA seeks further input
te determine if [the Proposed Project] wiil have a disproportionately high or
advetse human health or environmental impact on minority or low-income
populations in the area surrounding the facility.

EPA Ex. B-2 at p. 64-65. To show that EPA fulfilled its environmenta!l justice obligation, EPA
included Fact #1 in the Permit. See EPA Ex. F-1 at Fact #1,

Furthermore, during the permiiting process, EPA analyzed the human health and
environmental effecis of the Proposed Project on the general public which includes both
“minority and majority” populations. See EPA Ex. F-2 at p. 13-16. As discussed in the

Response to Comments, the analysis concluded that the Proposed Project will not have an

U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
EPA REGION 10°S RESPONSE BRIEF - 6 1200 Sinth Avoos

P3D Appeai No. 135-06 Seattle, Washington 08101
(206} 553-1037




= L2 b2

A

= B =

adverse impact upon public heaith. /& Petitioner has mizsconstrued the statements in Fact #1 anqi
has failed to show that Fact #1 is clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. Therefore, the

EAB should deny review of this issue.

B. EPA Canpot Treat Emissions From The Proposed Project The Same As Emissions
From Non-Road Diesel Engines.

Although it is difficult to determine Petitioner’s precise argument, Petitioner appears to

be saying that EPA failed to treat emissions from the Proposed Project the same as emissions
from non-road diesel engines, See Petition at p. 3-7. Specifically, Petitioner states that “{a]s
long as the [Proposed Project] is in an EPA air quality altainmeint area and the individval facility
does not exceed ... NAAQs, then [] EPA and applicants can conclude that there are no
significant hunian, crop, or animal impacts.” 4. at p. 3. Pelitioner appears to be argoing that it
is improper and unfair for EPA to make this detcrmination when EPA has found that emissions
from non-road diesel engines cause human health impacts, Essentially, Petitioner believes that
EPA should treat stationary sources, such as the Proposed Project, the same as mobile sources,
such as non-road diesel engines.

First, Petitioner made this identical argument during the public comment period. See
EPA Ex. C-1 atp. 5-14. In fan re Kawaihae Cogeneration Profect, 7E.AD. 107 (EAB 1997), thew
EAB explained that it is not enough that the petilioner merely repeat the objections made during
the public comment period. Inst;aad, the Petitioner must “both state the objections to the perinit

.. and ... explain why the permit decision maker's previous response to those decisions ... is

clearly erroneous or otherwise waitants review.” fd at 114. Petitioner has merely repeated the
objections he made during the public comment period without explaining why EPA’s response
was clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review.

In fact, in the Response to Comments, EPA. explained:

The CAA [Clean Air Act] regulates stationary sources [such as the Proposed
Project] and mobile sources [such as nonroad diesel engines) differently, and

U.8. Enviranmental Protection Agency
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EPA is required to follow the PSD permitting process for [the Proposed Project]
under the CAA.

EPA Ex. F-2 at p. 26. Moreover, EPA included a lengthy discussion concerning the analysis of
human heaith impacts undertaken during the permilting process. fd atp. 13-16.

Furthermore, to the extent that Petitioner is challenging the NAAQS or the non-road
diesel engine rule, this permit appeal is not the appropriate forum. See fn re Tondu Energy
Company, 9 E.AD, 710, 715 (EAB 2001),

In sum, Petitioner has failed to show that EPA’s permit decision was based on a clearly
erroneous finding of fact or conclusion of law or otherwise warrants review. Therefore, the EAB
shonld deny review of this issue.

C. EPA Failed T¢ Conduct A Cumulative Impacts Analysis Before Issuing the Permit,

Petitioner appears to be arguing that the ambient air quality impact analysis failed to take
into account all stationary and mobile sources and, therefore, that EPA had fatled to conduct a
complete cumulative impact analysis. See Petition at p. 2, 7-8.

First, Petitioner made this exact argument during the public comment period. See EPA
Ex. C-1 at 5-6; see afso EPA Ex. C-2 (comiment submitted by the Oregon Wheat Growers
League). Petitioner has merely repeated the objection he made during the public comment
period without explaining why EPA’s response was clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants
review.

Moreover, EPA did conduct the requived cumulative impacts analysis that took into
consideration both stationary and mobile sources, The TSD contams a lengthy discussion that
explains how the ambient air quality impact analysis was conducted, including a discussion of
both stationary and mobile sources. See EFA Ex, B-2 at p. 39. Inresponse to this comment,
EPA explained:

40 C.F.R. § 52.21(m) states that an ambient air quality [impact] analysis
[AAQIA] is required for each air pollutant emitted in excess of EPA’s significant

_ 1.8, Environmental Protection Agency
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emission rate thresholds.... In this case, an AAQIA is required for carbon
monoxide (COY), nitrogen dioxide (NO3), O [ozone], PM s, and sultur dicxide
{S0O4).... [fitis determined that emissions from the new source will not have a
significant impact, no further analysis is required....

The AACQIA indicated that only NO; and PM,p exceeded their respective
significant impact levels, See TSD at p. 43, Table 5-6. Therefore, a cumulative,
or second part, full AAQIA was performed for these two air pollutants to
determine compliance with NAAQS and Class IT area air quality increments.
Subscction 5.2.6 of the TSD provided a description of the nearby point source
emissions inventory development. Mobile source emissions werc determined to
be wsignificant and were assumed to be included in the measured background
concentrations as well as fugitive dust emission and agricultural activities.. ..

In sum, EPA has adequately accounted for all sources contributing to air poliution
in the AAQIA, Further, the AAQIA properly contained 2 cumulative impacts
anaiysis as required under the CAA and implementing regulations...,

EPA Ex. F-2 at p. 12-13. Petitioner has failed to explain how EPA’s response or permitting
decision was clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants revicw. Thus, the EAB should deny review
of this issue.

EPA Has Not Used An “Emissions Offset” In Determining Whether To Issne The

Permit.

D.

Petitioner appeats lo contend that by restricting emissions from non-read diesel engines
by promulgating the Non-Road Diesel Engine Rule, 69 Fed. Reg. 38958 (June 29, 2004}, EPA
created an “emissions offset” whereby the reduction in emissions from non-read diescl engines 15
used 1o allow greater emissions from electric generating facilities, such as the Proposed Project.
See Petition at p. 9-11. At the heart of Petitioner’s argument is the contention that EPA i
unfairly imposing stricter regulations on non-road diesel engines than clectric generating
facilities.

As explained in the Response to Comments, the Clean Air Act regulates stationary
sources and mobile sources differently. See EPA Ex. F-2 at p. 26. For stationary sources, such
as the Proposed Project, EPA 13 required to follow the PSD permitting process. Jd EPA cannot

change the way that stationary sources and mobile sources are treated under the Clean Alr Act;
U.3. Environmental Protection Agency
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only Congress has the ability to change these statutory requirements. Furthermore, to the extent
that Petitioner is attempting te challenge the Non-Road Diesel Engine Rule, this permit appeal is
not the proper forum for such a challenge, See in re Tondu Energy Company, 9 EAD. 710, 715
(EAB 2001).

Although Petitioner argues that EPA has used an “emissions offset” to permit the
Proposed Project, Petitioner has not provided any evidence that there has been a reduction in
non-road diescl engine emissions in the area around the Proposed Project. Further, even if there
has been a decrease in emissions from non-road diesel engines, EPA did not take into account
any emission decreases or credits. See EPA Ex. B-2 at p. 39 ("It should be noted that increment
expansion (emission decreases) were not included in the analysis™); EPA Ex, F-2 at p. 13 {(*It
shouid be pointed out that concentrations predicted for the air quality increment analysis are
conservative (bias towards over prediction) because allowable emission rates (rather than actual
emissions increases froin the baseline) were modeled and emisston decreases or credits were not
considered.”™). Therefore, cven if an “emissions offset” was created as a result of the Non-Road
Diesel Engine Ruole, EPA did not use this “offset” to allow grealer emissions from the Proposed
Project.

In sum, Petitioner has failed to show how EPA’s actions were clearly erroneous or

otherwise warrant review; thus, the EAB should deny review of this issue,

i, EPA Did Not Err in Using The Meteorological Data From Walla Walla And
Spokane,

Petitioner next argues that EPA erred in using the meteorclogical dala from Walla Walla,
Washington and Spokane, Washington because this data is not representative of weather
condition in the area of the Proposed Project. Se¢ Petition at p. 11, 14,

In response to this same argument made during the public comment period, EPA

provided a lengthy discussion concerning the use of the meteorological data from Walla Walla

U.S. Environmenlal Protection Agency
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and Spokane. See EPA Ex. F-2 at p. 10-11. This long discussion concludes by stating that

“based on its technical expertise and best professional judgment, EPA has determined that the
meteorological data from ... Walia Walla and Spokane is adequately representative of the pﬂ}jecﬂ
location.” Fd. atp. 11, Petitioner has failed to explain why this discussion and conciusion in the
Response to Comments are clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. Therefore, the EAR

should deny review of this issuc.

F, EPA Has Properly Evaluated The Area As & Class I Area For Purposes of PSD
Permitting.

Petitioner contends that EPA should treat the impact area of the Proposed Project as if it
wete a Class T or I wilderness or scenic area. See Petition at p. 11, In Pelitioner’s view, EPA’s
failure to accord the area such ireatinent, allows Umatilla County’s airshed to be used as an “air
pollutant dumping airshed,” fd.

Petitioner made this exact argument during the public comment period, See EPA Ex. C-1
at p. 15. In response to this comment, EPA explained:

The area around [the Proposed Project], like most other areas within the United
States, is classified as a Class Il arca. EPA has veviewed [the Proposed Project’s]
impacts upon the surronnding area consistent with PSD requirements for Class 11
areas.

EPA Ex. F-2 at p. 28-29, Instead of explaining why EPA’s response or permitting decision are
clearly erroneous or otherwise warrant review, Petitioner has merely reiterated the same
argument he made during the public comment period,

LCven if Petitioner had demonstrated that EPA’s response or permitting decision were
clearly erroneous or otherwise warrant review, this argument would fail. EPA does not have the
authority to treat the area of the Proposed Project as a Class [ area. Further, contrary to
Petitioner’s statement, the area of the Proposed Project is classified as a Class Il area. 40 C.F.R.

§ 52,21(e) states:

11.8. BEnvivonmental! Protection Agency
EPA REGION 10°S RESPONSE BRIEF - 11 1200 Sinth Avers
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(1) All of the following areas which were in existence on August 7, 1977 shall be
Class ] areas and may not be redesignated: {i) International parks, (ii) Naticnal
wildemness areas which exceed 5,000 acres in size, (iii) National memorial parks
which exceed 5,000 acres in size, and {iv} National parks which exceed 6,000
acres in size.

(2) Areas which were redesignated as Class I under reguiations promulgated
before August 7, 1977, shall remain Class I, but may be redesignated as provided
in this seclion.

{3} Any other area, unless otherwise specified in the legislation creating such an
area, is initially designated Class IL

40 C.F.R. § 52.21(e). The only designated Class I areas in Oregon are Mt. Hood Wilderness,
Eagle Cap Wilderness, Hells Canyon Wilderncss, Mt. Jefferson Wildemess, Mt. Washington
Wilderness, Three Sisters Wilderness, Strawberry Mountain Wildemess, Diamond Peak
Wilderness, Crater Lake National Park, Kalmiopsis Wilderness, Mountain Lake Wilderness, and
Gearhart Mountain Wildemess. See 40 CF.R. § 81.425. As such, Umatilla County is & Class 11
area for purposes of the PSD permitting process.

Petitioner has failed to provide any evidence or explanation as to why EPA’s actions werd
clearly erroneous or otherwise warrant review. Therefore, the EAB should deny review of this

issue.

. EPA Did Consider The BPA Map Cited By The Petitioner During The PSD
Permitting Process.

Petitioner contends that he discovercd a BPA map that shows there will be significant
cumulative air quality impaets in the area of the Proposed Project. According to Petitioner, EPA
failed to consider this map during the PSD permitting process. See Petitionatp, 11-12,
Petitioner appears to argue that this map would have changed EPA’s permitting decision.

First, Petitioner failed to raise this issue during the public comment period and has failed
to explain why this argument was not reasonably ascertainable during the comment period. See

EPA Ex. C-1. In fact, the BPA. document that contains the map was part of the administrative

’ U.8. Envirenmental Protection Agency
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record thai was available for public review during the public comment petied. EPA Ex. A-3,
Thus, Petitioner failed to preserve this issue for review,

Moreover, even if Petitioner had preserved this issue for review, Petitioner has fatled to
explain how it would affect EPA’s permitting decision and why that permiiting decision was
cleaily erroneons or otherwise warrants review., BPA prepared the map as part of a siudy to
determine downwind impacts of any proposed natural gas-fired power plant, including the
Proposed Project. Se¢ EPA Ex. A-3. The BPA study icoked at two scenarios: (1} a scenario
where 45 natural gas-fired power plants would be constructed and operated and (2) a scenaric
where 28 natural gas-fired power plants would be censiructed and operated simultaneously, fd
at p. 1. Only about haif of the power plants have been permitted and many of these permits have
gxpired. Further, the majority of the power plants have not even been constructed. As such, the
BPA study overestimates current impacis from existing power plants and does not provide
evidence that the cumulative impacts from the Proposed Project together with existing stationary
sources would cause an exceedance of the NAAQS, Moreover, it should be noted that the BPA
study concludes that NAAQS will not be exceeded, cven if all the proposed natural gas-ficed
power plants were constructed and operated alongside the exiting plants. /d. at p. 4. Therefore,
Petitioner has failed to provide evidence that shows why EPA’s permitting decision was clearly
erroneons or otherwise warrants review and the EAB should deny review of this issue.

H.  Petitioner Has Failed to Establish that the Volatile ani¢c Compound Emissions

Limit in the Permit is Clearly Erroneous or Qtherwise Warrants Review,

Petitioner argues that the Proposed Project will not be able to operate with a volatile

organic compound (*VOC™) emissions limit of 99 tons per year (“tpy™). Specifically, Petitioner
has inciuded a calculation in his Petition that indicates that if the Proposed Project were to
operate 365 days a year, then VOC emissions would equal approximateiy 345 tpy. See Petition

at p. 12. According to Peiitioner, “what competent business is going to spend $300 million on a

1.8, Enviconmental Protection Agency
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carbon based [] power plant and only operate the facility for 28.6% of the year?” Petition at p.
13,

First, this argument was never raised during the public comment period by either the
Petitioner or any other individual who participated in the public comment period. See EPA Bx,
C-1to C-21. Petitioner has failed to explain why this issue was not reasonably ascertainable
during the public comment peried. See Pefition at p. 12-13. As such, this argument was not
preserved for review.

Further, Finding #3 in the Permit states;

Diamond has requested that EPA limit [the Proposed Project’s] annual VOC
emissions to less than 100 tpy, thereby exempting [the Proposed Project] from the
requirement to conduct ambient O menitoring. Without the requested limit, [the
Proposed Project’s] potential to emit VOC is 345 tpy assuming each CT and DB
[combustion turbine and duet burner] is operated at maximum firing raie for each
hour of the year.

EPA [x. F-1 at Finding #3. Thus, EPA was aware that the Proposed Project had the potential to
amit 343 tpy of VOC. Diamond, however, requested that EPA limit VOC emissions to less than
100 tpy. id. Accordingly, EPA established a VOC limit of 99 tpy.” Jd at Condition 15.1,

The amount of time that the Proposed Project remains in operation per year is a business
decision that will be made by Diamond, not a permitting decision made by EPA, If the Proposed
Project exceeds this emission limil, then Diamond will be in viciation of a condition of the

Permit and may be subject to an enforcement action.

T Although the Permit does not explicitly restrict the Proposed Project from operating 365 days per year, Condition
152 of the Permit requires the Proposed Project to demonstrate comphance with the VOC emissions limit by
calcutating emissions using the emissions factors set forth in Condition 15 3. Alternatively, the company could
propose diffsrent emissions factors to EPA for approval after conducting specified stack testing pursuam to
Condition 154, See EPA Ex, F-| at Condition 13, Thus, using best professional judgment, EPA determined that a
limit on the hours of operation was not tequired to be included in the Permit. 1t should be noted that the emissions
factors along with Condition 13 were never ¢ommented on during the public comment period.

U.3. Environmental Protection Agency
EPA REGION 10’S RESPONSE BRIEF - 14 1200 Sinth Aveine
PSD Appeal No. 05-06 Seattle, Washington 98101
1208) 553.1037
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In sum, Petitioner has fatled to explain why EPA’s decision to establish a VOC limit of
99 tpy was clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. Thus, the EAB should deny review

of this issie.

EPA Cannot Include Conditions Limiting Emissions From Non-Road Dicsel Engine

In The PSD Permit For The Facility.

Petitioner contends that EPA should impose conditions in the Permit on non-road diesel

L

engine vehicles used during construction of the Proposed Project. See Petition at p. 13, 15,

This argument was never raised during the public comtment period by either the Petitioney]
ot any other individual who participated in the public comment process. See EPA Ex, C-1to
C.21. Petitioner has failed to explain why this issue was not reasonably ascertainable during the
public comment period. See Petition at p. 13, 15, As such, this argument was not preserved for
review and the EAB should deny review of this 1ssuc.

Moreover, even if Petitioner had presceved this argwment for review, Petitioner’s
arguitent fails. Under the PSD permitting program, any person planning the construction of any
major emitting facility is required to apply for and receive a PSD permit before beginning
construction. See 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(1). A “major emitting facilily” is defined as “any of the
following stationary sources....” 42 U.8.C, § 7479(1). The Clean Air Act defines “stationary
source” as “any source of an air pollutant except those emissions resulting directly from ... a
non-road engine or non-road vehicle.” 42 U.S.C. § 7602(z). Thus, the Clean Air Act expressly
excludes emissions from non-road engines and non-road vehicles from regulation within a PSD
permit. See fn re; Cardinal FG Company, PSD Appeal No, 04-04, slip op. at 24 (EAB March
22, 2005). Assuch, EPA could not impose conditions in the Perwit on non-road diesel engine

vehicles that will be used during construction of the Proposed Project.
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Tn addition, the Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS™) prepared by the Burean of
Indian Affairs (“BIA”) contained a lengthy discussion on emissions from construction equipmentr
at the Proposed Project. The EIS states:

Construction emissions include exhaust from diesel cngines. The total emissions
from this equipment is expected to be very small in comparison to the total
vehicular traffic in the region. To reduce combustion emissions, idling of
construction equipment would be minimized (shut off when not operating) and
engine fune-ups would be required for any equipment that is maintained on site
for more than 60 days.

EPA Ex. G-2 at 3.5-15, Thus, even though EPA does not have the authority to include
conﬂitiom on non-road diescl engines in the Permit, contrary to Petitioner’s belief, conditions
have been placed on non-road diesel engines that will be used during construction of the
Propased Project.

In sum, Peiitioner has failed 1o explain why EPA's permitting decision was clearly
erroneous or otherwise warrants review. Ag such, the EAB should deny review of this issuc.

Y. CONCLUSION

Petitioner has failed to demonstrate that EPA committed clear error and has failed to raise
any important policy considerations on any of the grounds raised in the Petilion for Review.
Moreover, some of the issues that Petitioner has raised were not preserved for review.
Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, EPA respectfuily requests the EAB to deny the Petition
for Review. -

DATED: October 17, 2005 Respectfully submitted,

Cowrtney Hamamoto
Assistant Regional Counsel
EPA Region 10

1204 Sixth Avenue, ORC-138
Seattle, WA 98101

Tek: 206-553-1477

Fax: 206-553-0163

U.8. Environmantal Protection Agency
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Febroary 11, 1984

EXECUTIVE ORDER

FEDERAL ACTIONS TO ADDRESS ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IN MINORITY
POPULATIONS AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

By the anthority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United States
of Arerica, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1-1. IMPLEMENTATION,

1-101. Agency Responsibilities. To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law,
and consistent with the principles set forth In the report on the National Performance Review,
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
environmential effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and
low-income populations in the United States and its tertitories and possessions, the District of
Colymbia, the Commonwealth of Puerio Rico, and the Commonwealth of the Marian islands.

1-102. Creation of an Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice () Within 3
monihs of the date of this crder, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency
{"Administrator"} or the Administrator's designee shall convene an [nteragency Federal Working
Group on Environmental Justice {"Working- Group™). The Working Gronp shall comprise the
heads of the following executive agencies and offices, or their designees: (a)Department of
Defense; (b} Department of Health and Human Services; (¢)Depariment of Housing and Urban
Development; (d) Department of Labor; (e) Department of Agriculture; {f) Department of
Transportation; {(g) Department of Justice; (h) Department of the Interior; (i} Department of
Commerceg; (j) Department of Energy; (k) Environmental Protection Agency; (1) Office of
Management and Budget; (m) Office of Science and Technology Policy; (n) Office of the
Deputy Assistant to the President for Environmental Policy; {o) Office of the Assistant to the
President for Demestic Policy; (p) National Economic Coungil; (q) Council of Economic
Advisers; and (1) such other Government officials as the President may designate. The Working
Group shall report to the President through the Deputy Assistant to the President for
Environmental Policy and the Assistant {o the President for Domestic Policy,

{b)The Working Group shall: (1) provide guidance to Federal agencies on criteria for
identifying disproportionately high and adverse human heaith or environmental effects on
ninority populations and low-income populations;

{Deoordinate with, provide guidance to, and serve as a ¢learinghouse for, each Federal
agency as it develops an environimental justice sirategy as required by section 1-103 of this




order, in order to ensure that the administration, interpretation and enforcement of programs,
activities and policies are undertaken in a consistent manner;

(3} assist in coordinating research by, and stimulating cooperation among, the
Envircnmentai Protection Agency, the Department of Health and Human Services, the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and other agencies conducting research or
other sctivities in accordance with section 3-3 of this order;

(4) assist in coordinating data coliection, required by this order;
(5) examine existing data and studies on environmental justice;
{6) hold public meetings at required in section 5-302{d) of this order; and

{7) develop interagency model projects on environmental justice that evidence
cooperation among Federal agencies.

1-183, Development of Agency Strotegies. {a) Except as provided in section 6-605 of this
order, each Federal agency shall develop an agency-wide environmental justice strategy, as set
forih in subsections (b} - () of this section that identifies and addresses disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on
minority populations and low-income populations. The environmental justice strategy shal? list
programs, policies, pianning and public participation processes, enforcement, and/or
rulemakings related to human health or the environment that should be revised to, at a minimum:
{1) promote enforcement of all health and environmental statutes in areas with minority
populations and low-income populations: (2} ensure greater public participation; (3) improve
research and data collection relating to the health of and environment of minority populations
and low-incame populations; and (4) identify differential patterns of consumption of natural
resources among minority populations and low-income populations, In addition, the
environmental justice sirategy shall include, where appropriate, 2 timetable for undertaking
identified revisions and consideration of economic and social implications of the revisions.

{b) Within 4 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency shall identify an
internal administrative process for developing its environmental justice strategy, and shall inform
the Working Group of the process.

{c) Within 6 menths of the date of this order, each Federal agency shall provide the
Working Group with an outline of its proposed environmental justice strategy.

() Within 10 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency shall provide the
Working Group with its proposed environmental justice strategy.

(2) Within 12 months of the date of this order, each Federai agency shall finalize its
environmental justice sirategy and provide a copy and written description of its strategy to the
Working Group. During the 12 month period {rom the date of this order, each Federal agency, as
part of its environmentat justice strategy, sheil identify several specific projecis that can be




promptly undertaken to address particular concerns identified during the development of the
proposed envirenmental justice strategy, and a schedule for implementing those projects.

{f) Within 24 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency shall report to the
Working Group on its progress in implementing its agency-wide environmental justice strategy.

(g) Federal agencies shall provide additional periodic reports to the Working Group as
requested by the Working Group.

1-104. Reports to The President. Within 14 months of the date of this order, the Working
Group shall submit to the President, through the Office of the Deputy Assistant to the President
for Environmentz] Policy and the Office of the Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy, 2
report that describes the implementation of this order, and includes the final environmental
justice strategies described in section 1-103{e) of this order.

Sec, 2-2. Federal Agency Responsibilitics For Federal Frograms, Each Federal agency shall
conduct its programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the
snvirontment, in 3 manner that ensnres that snch programs, policies, and activities do not have the
effect of excluding persons {(including populations) from participation in, denying persons
(including populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons {including popuiations) to
discrimination under, such, programs, policies, and activities, becanse of their race, Color, or
nationz] origin.

Sec. 3 -3, Research, Data Collection, and Analysis

3-301. Human Health and Envivonmental Research and Analysis. (2) Enviconmental
human health research, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall include diverse segrents of
the population in epidemiological and clinical studies, including segments at high risk from
environmental hazards, such as minority populations, low-income populations and workers who
may be exposed to, substantial environmental hazards.

{b) Environmettal human health analyses, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall
identify multiple and cumulative exposures.

{c) Federal agencies shall provide minority populations and low-income populations the
opportunity to comment on the development and design of research sirategies undertaken
pursvant to this order.

3-302. Human Heaith and Environmental Data Collection and Analysis To the extent
permitted by existing taw, including the Privacy Act, as amended (5 U.8.C. section 552a): (a)
each federal agency, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall collect, maintain, and anaivze
information assessing and comparing environmental and humar heaith risks bome by
populations identified by race, national origin, or income. To the extent practical and
appropriate, Federal agencies shail use this information to determine whether their programs,
policies, and activities have dispropottionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority populations and low-income populations;




{b) In conngction with the development and implementation of agency strategies in
section 1-103 of this order, each Federal agency, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall
collect, maintain and analyze information on the race, national origin, income level, and other
readily accessible and appropriate information for areas surronnding facilities or sites expected
to have substantial environmental, human health, or economic effect on the surrounding
populations, when such facilities or sites become the subject of a substantial Federal
environmental administrative or judicial action. Such information shall be made available to the
public unless prohibited by law; and

(¢) Each Federal agency, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall collect, maintain,
and analyze information on the race, national origin, income level, and other readily accessible
and approptiate information for areas surrounding Federal facilities that are: (1) subject to the
repotting requirements under the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, 42
U.5.C. section 11001-11850 as mandated in Executive Order No. 12856; and (2} expected to
have a substantial envirenmental, human health, or ecenomic effect on surrounding populations,
Such information shall be made available to the public unless prohibited by law,

{d) [n carrying out the responsibilities in this section, each Federal agency, whenever
practicable and appropriate, shall share information and etiminate unnecessary duplication: of
efforts through the use of existing data systems and cooperative agreements among Federal
agencies and with State, locat, and tribal governments.

Sec. 4-4. Subsistence Consumption Of Fish And Wildlife.

4-401, Consumption Patterns. Inorder to assist in identifying the need for ensuring
protection of populations with differential patterns of subsistence consumption of fish and
wildlife, Federal agencies, whenever practicable and appropriate, shail coliect, maintain, and
analyze information on the consumption patterns of populations who principally rely on fish
and/or wildlife for subsistence, Federal agencies shall communicate to the public the risks of
those consumption patterns,

4-402. Guidance, Federal agencies, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall work in a
coordinated manner to publish guidance reflecting the latest scientific information available
conceming methods for evaluating the human health risks associated with the consumption of
poilutant-bearing fish or wildlife. Agencies shall consider such guidance in developing their
policies and rules.

Sec. 5-5, Pablic Participation and Access to Information (a) The public may submit
recommendations to Federal agencies relating to the incorporation of environmental justice
principles inte Federal agency programs ot policies. Each Federal agency shall convey such
recommerlations to the Working Group,

(b) Each Federal agency may, whenever practicable and appropriate, translate crucial
public documents, notices, and hearings relating to human health or the environment for limited
English speaking populations.




{¢) Each Federal agency shall work to ensure that public documents, notices, and
hearings relating to human health or the environment are concise, understandable, and readily
accessible to the public.

{d) The Working Group shall hold public meetings, as appropriate, for the purpose of
fact-finding, receiving public comments, and conducting inquiries concerning environmental
justice. The Working Group shall prepare for public review a summary of the comments and
recontmendations discussed at the public meetings.

Sec. 6-6, General Provisions,

6-601. Responsibility for Agency Implementation. The head of each Federal agency shall
bz responsible for ensuring compliance with this order. Each Federal agency shali conduct
internal reviews and take such other steps as may be necessary to monitor compliance with this
order.

6-602. Executive Order No. 12230, This Executive order is intended to supplement but
not supersede Executive Order No, 12230, which requires consistent and effective
implementation of various laws prohibiting discriminatory practices in programs receiving
Federal financial assistance, Nothing herein shall limit the effect or mandate of Executive Order
WNo. 12250,

6-603. Executive Order No. 12873, This Execuotive order is not intended to limit the
effect or mandate of Executive Order No. 12875,

6-604. Scope. For purposes of this order, Federal agency means any agency on the
Working Group, and such other agencies as may be designated by the President, that conducts
-any Federal program or activity that substantially affects human health or the environment.
Independent agencies are requested te comply with the provisions of this order.

6-605. Petitions far Exempiions. The head of a Federal agency may petition the President
for an exemption from the requiremnents of this order on the grounds that all or some of the
petitioning agency's programs or activities should not be subject to the requirements of this
order,

6-606. Native American Programs. Each Federal agency responsibility set forth under
this order shall apply equaily to Native American programs. In addition the Department of the
Interior, in coordination with the Working Group, and, after consultation with tribal leaders,
shall coordinate steps to be taken pursuant to this order that address Federatly- recognized Indian
Tribes,

6-607. Costs. Unless otherwise provided by law, Federal agencies shall assume the
financial costs of complying with this order,

6-608. Genergl. Federal agencies shall implement this order consistent with, and to the
extent permitted by, existing law.




6-609. Judicial Review. This order is intended only to improve the internal management
of the executive branch and is not intended to, nor does it create any right, beneflt, or trust
responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at Faw or equity by a party against the
United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person. This order shall not be construed to create
any right to judicial review involving the compliance or noncompliance of the United States, its
agencies, its officers, or any other person with this order.

William J. €linton

THE WHITE HOUSE,
February 11, 1994.
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SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

Dec. 1, 2000

EPA Statutory and Regulatory Authorities Under Which Environmental Justice
Issues May Be Addressed in Permitting

Gary 8. Guzy Asigned/
General Counsel
Office of General Counsel {23104)

Steven A, Herman
Assistant Admigpistrator
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assistance (2201A)

Robert Percinsepe
Assistant Administrator
Office of Air and Radiation (6101A)

Timothy Fields, Jr.
Agsistant Administrator
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (5101)

J. Charles Fox
Assistant Adminisrator
Office of Water (41¢1)

Thiz memorandum analyzes a significant number of statmtory and regulatory authotities
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking
Water Act, the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act, and the Clean Air Act that the
Office of General Counsel believes are available to address environmental justice issnes during
permifting. The use of EPA's statutory authorities, as discussed herein, may in some cases
invelve new legal and policy interpretations that could require further Agency regulatory or
interpretive action. Although the memorandum presents interpretations of EPA's stamtory
authority and regulations that we believe are legally permissible, it does not suggest that such
actions would be uniformly practical or feasible given policy or resource constderations or that
there are not important considerations of legal risk that would need to be evaluated. Nor do we
assess the relative prionity among these various avenues for addressing environmental justice
concerns. We look forward to working with all your offices to explore these matters in greater

detail.




L Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

RCRA authorizes EPA to regnlate the generation, transportation, freatment, storage, and
disposal of hazardous wastes and the management and disposal af solid waste. EPA issucs
guidelines and recommendations to State solid waste permitting programs under RCRA sections
1008(a), 4002, or 4004 and may employ this vehicle to address environmental justice concerns.
The primary area where environmental justice issues have surfaced, howevet, is in the permitting
of hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (e.g., incinerators, fuel blenders,
landfills), Pursuant to RCRA section 30035, EPA is autherized 10 grant permits to such facilities
if they demonstrate compliantce with EPA regulations,

Upon application by.a State, EPA may authorize a State's hazardous waste program to
operate in Jieu of the Federal program, and to issue and enforce permits. The State’s program
must be equivalent to the Federal program to obtain and retain authorization. When EPA adopts
more stringent RCRA regulations (inclnding permit requirements), authorized States are required
to revige their programs within one year afier the change in the Federal program or withir two
years if the change will necessitate a State statutory amendment, 40 CFR § 271.21{). EPA and
most authorized States have so-called “permit shield” regulations, providing that, once a facility
obtains a hazardous waste permit, it generally camnot be compelied to comply with additional
requirements during the permit’s term.

The scope of EPA’s authority to address environmental justice issues in RCRA hazardous
waste pennits was directly addressed by the Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) in Chemical
Waste Management, Ipe.. § E.A.D. 66, 1995 WL 395962 (1995) -
<http:/fwww.eps.govieabldiskl Vewmii. pdf=The Board found “that when the Region has a
basis to believe that operation of the facility may have a disproportionate impact on 2 minority or
low-income segment of the affected community, the Region should, as a matter of policy,
exercise its discretion to assure early and ongoing opportunities for public involvement in the
permitting process.” Id. at 73, It also found that RCRA. ellows the Agency 1o "tak{e] a more
refined look at its health and environmental impacts assessment in light of allegations that
operation of the facility would have a disproportionately adverse effect on the healtl: or
envirenment of low-income or minority populations,” Id. at 74. Such a close evaluation counld,
in turn, justify permit conditions or denials based on dispropartionately high and adverse human
health or envirommental effects, while “a broad analysis might mask the effects of the facility on
a disparately affected minority ot low-income segment of the community.” Id. However, while
acknowledging the relevance of disparities in heaith and environmental impacts, the Board also
cautioned that “there is no legal basis for rgjecting a RCRA permit application based solely upon
alleged social or economic impacts upon the comommity.” 1d. at 73.

Consistent with this interpretation, there are several RCRA authorities under which EPA
could address environmental justice issues in permiiting:




Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal

RCRA section 3005(c)(3) provides that "[e]ach permit issued under this section shall
contain such terms and conditions as the Administrator (or the State) determines
necessary to protect human health ard the environment." EPA has interpreted this
provision to autherize deniat of a permit to a facility if EPA determines that operation of
the facility would pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment and
that there are no additiona) permit terms or conditions that would address such risk. This
"ommnibus” authority may be applicable on a permit-by-permit basis where appropriate to
address the following health cencerns in connection with hazardous waste management
facilities that may affect low-income communities or minority conmunities:

Cumulative risks due to exposure from pellution sources it addition to the applicant
facility;

Unique exposure pathways and scenarios {e.g., subsistence fishers, farming
cornmunities); or

Sensitive populations (e.g., children with levels of lead in their blood, individnals with
poor digis).

RCRA section 3013 provides that if the Administrator determines that "the presence of
any hazardous waste at a facility or site at which hazardous waste is, or has been, stored,
treated, or disposed of, or the release of any such waste from such facility or site may
present a substantial hazard to human heaith or the environment," she may order a facility
owner or operator to conduct reasonable monitoring, testing, analysis, and reporting to
ascertain the nature and extent of such hazard. EPA may require a permittee or an
applicaat to submit information to establish permit conditions necessary to protect human
health and the environment, 40 CFR § 270.10(k). In appropriate circumstances, EPA
could use the authority under section 3013 or 40 CFR § 270.10(k) to compel a facility
owner of operator to carry out necessary studies, so that, pursnant to the "omnibus"
authority, EFA can establish permit termns or conditions necessary to protect human health
and the environment.

RCRA provides EPA with authority to consider environmental justice issues in
establishing priorities for facilities under RCRA section 3005(¢), and for facilities
engaged in cleaning up contaminated areas under the RCRA corrective action program,
RCRA sections 3004{u}, 3004(v), and 3008(k). For example, EPA could consider factors
such as cumulative rigk, unigue exposure pathways, or sensitive populations in
establishing permitting or clean-up priorities,

EPA adopted the “RCRA Expanded Public Participation® rule on December 11, 1995.
See 60 Fed. Reg. 63417. RCRA authorizes EPA to explore further whether the RCRA




permit public participation process could better address environmental justice concerns
by expanding public participation in the permitting process (including at hazardous waste
management facilities to be located in or near low-income communities or minotity
communities).

In expanding the public participation procedures applicable to RCRA facilities, EPA aiso
would have authority to expand the application of those procedures to the permiiting of:
(a) publicly owned treatment works, which are regulated under the Clean Water Act; (b)
underground injection weils, which are regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act; and
{c) ocean disposal barges or vessels, which are regulated under the Mariue Protection
Research and Sanctuaries Act. These facilities are subject to RCRA's permit by rile
repulations, 40 CFR § 270.60, and are deemed to have a RCRA penmit if they meet
centain conditions set out in the regulations. 40 CFR § 270.60.

EPA’s review of State-issned permits provides additional opportunities for consideration
of environmental justice concerns, Where the process for a State-issned permit does not
adequately address sensitive population rigks or other factors in violation of the
authorized State program, under the regulations EPA. could provide comments on these
faciors {in appropriate cases) during the comment period on the State’s proposed permit
on a facility-by-facility basis. 40 CFR § 271.19(a). Where the State itself is avthorized
for RCRA "omnibus" authority and does not address factors identified in EPA comments
as necessary to protect human heaith and the environment, EPA may seeck to enforce the
authorized State program requirement. 40 CFR § 271.1%e) Altematively, if the Stats is
not anthorized for "omnibus" authority, EFA may superimpose any necessary additional
conditions under the "omnitus" authority in the federal portion of the permit, These
conditions become part of the facility’s RCRA permit and are enforceable by the United
States under RCRA section 3008 and citizens through RCRA section 7002.

RCRA section 3¢19 provides EPA with authority to increaze requitements for applicants
for land disposal permits to provide exposure information and to request that the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry conduct heaith assessments at such land
disposal facilities.

RCRA section 3004(oX7) provides EPA with anthority to issue location standards as
necessary to protect human health and the environiment. Using this authority, EPA could,
for exanple, establish minimum buffer zones batween hazardous waste management
facilities ad sensitive areas (e.g., schools, areas already with several hazardous waste
management facilities, residential areas). Facilities seeking permtits would need to
comply with these requirements (o receive a permit.

RCRA-permitted facilities are required under RCRA section 3004(g) to maintain
“contingency plans for effective action to minimize unanticipated damage from any
treatment, storage, or disposal of . . . hazardous waste,” Under this authority, EPA could
require facilities to prepare and/or modify their contingency plans to reflect the needs of

4




environmental justice communities that have limited resources to prepare and/or respond
to emergency situations.

18.  RCRA additionaily provides EPA with authority to amend its regulations to incorporate
some of the options described in | through & above so they become part of the more
stringent federal program that authorized States must adopt,

IL Clean Water Act ({CWA)

The CWA was adopted "to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the Nation's waters." To achieve this goal, Congress prohibited the discharge from a
point source of any pollutant inte a water of the United States unless that discharge complies
with specific requirements of the Act, Compliance is achieved by obtaining and adhering to the
tertns of an NPDES penmit issued by EPA or an authorized State pursuant to section 402, ora
dredge and fill permit issued by the Army Corps of Engineers or an authorized State pursuant fo
section 404,

NPDES permits must contain; (1) technology-based limitations that reflect the pollution
reduction achieved through particular equipment or process changes, without reference to the
effect on the receiving water and (2) where necessary, more stringent limitations representing
that level of control necessary to ensure that the receiving waters achieve water quality standards,
Water quality standards consist of (1) designated uses of the water (e.g., public water supply,
propagation of fish, or recreation); (2) criteria to protect those uses including criteria based on
protecting human health and aquatic life; and {3) an antidegradation policy. EPA requircs that
States designate all waters for "fishable/swimmable" uses unless such uses are not attainable.
EPA issues water quality criteria guidance to the States pursuant to CWA section 304(a).

Permits issued under CWA section 404 authorize the discharge of "dredged or fill
material” to waters of the United States. The types of activities reguiated under section 404
include filling of wetlands to create dry land for development, construction of berms or dams to
creats water impoundments, and discharges of material dredged from waterways to maintain or
{muprove navigation. Section 404 permits issued by the Corps of Engineers must satisfy two sets
of standards: the Corps' "public interest review" and the section 40Hb)(1) guidelines
promulgated by EPA. The public interest review is a balancing test that requires the Corps to
consider a number of factors, including economics, fish and wildlife values, safety, food and
fiber production and, public nesds and welfare in general. 33 CFR § 320.9{a). The section
404(b}(1) guidelines provide that no permit shall issue if; {1) thers are practicable,
gnvironmentally less damaging alternatives, (2) the discharge would violate water quality
standards or jeopardize threatened or endangered species, (3) the discharge would cause
significant degradation to the aquatic ecosystem, or (4} if #ll reasonable steps have not been taken
to minimize adverse effects of the discharge. 40 CFR § 230.10.




There are several CWA authorities under which EPA could address environmental justice

issues in permitting;

A,

State Water Quality Standards

States are required to review their water quality standards every three years and to submit
the resuirs of their review to EPA. CWA section 303(c){(1). EPA Regional offices must
approve ar disapprove all new or revised State water quality standards pursuant to section
303(c)(3). EPA will approve State standards if they are scientifically defensibie and
protective of designated uses. 40 CFR § 131.11. If a State does not revise a disapproved
standard, EPA is required to propose and promulgate a revised standard for the State,
Section 303(cX4HA). The Administrator is also required to propose and provulgate a
new or revised standard for 2 State whenever she determines that such 4 standard is
necessary to meet the requirements of the Act and the State does not act to adopt an
appropriate standard. CWA section 303(c)(4)}(B).

State water guality standards currently are required to provide for the protection of
"existing uses,” 40 CFR § 131.12(a){1). These are defined as uses actually attained iz the
water body on or after November 28, 1975. 40 CFR § 131.3(¢). To the extent that
minority or low-income populations are, or at any time since 1975 have been, using the
waters for recreational or subsistence fishing, EPA could reinterpret the current
regulations to require that such uses, if actually attained, must be maintzined and
protected. The CWA provides EPA with authority to require, through appropriate means,
that high rates of fish consumption by thess populations be considered an "existing use"
to be protected by State water quality standards, Under the current regulations, existing
uses cannot be removed.

EPA regulations provide that all waters must be designated for the protection and
propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and for recreation in and on the water
{"fishable/swimmable") unless the State docwments to EPA's satisfaction that such vses
are not attaipable. 40 CFR §§ 131.6(z), 131.10{}).

EPA interprets “fishabie” uses under section 101(a) of the CWA to include, ata
minirmm, designated vses providing for the protection of aquatic communities
and human health related to consumption of fish and shellfish. In other words,
EPA views “fishable” to mean that not only can fish and shellfish thrive in a
waterbody, but when caught, caz also be safely eaten by humans {stated in
10/24/3) *Dear Colleague” letter from Geoffrey H. Grubbs, Director Office of
Science and Technology, and Robert H. Wayland, 111, Director Office of
Wetlands, Oceans and Wafersheds). Therefore, EPA currently recommends that
in setting criferia to protect “fishabls® uses, that the State/Tribe adjust the fish
consumption values used to develop criteria to protect the “fishable” use,
including fish consumption by subsistence fishers (USEPA 2000, Methodoiogy




for Deriving Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health,

EPA-822-B-00-004, Chapter 2.1}. For example, in deriving such criteria, states or
tribes conld select their fish consumption value based on site-specific information

or a naticnal default value for subsistence fishing (Chapter 4).

In the future, EPA couid reinterpret it regulations to mean that any human health
use must have a criterion that would protect consumption by subsistence fishers
unless there is a showing that water is not used for subsistence fishing,

The CWA provides EPA with anthority to recomrmend that State CWA section 303(¢)(1)
triennial reviews of water quality standards consider the extent to which State criteria
provide for protection of human health where there exists subsistence fishing. EPA
Ragional offices may disapprove a criterion that does not provide protection to highly-
exposed populations. The Administrator further has the discretionary authority to
determine that such criteria are necessary to meet the requirements of the CWA and then
must promptly propose and promulgate such criteriz,

Consistent with CWA section 101{e), EPA could encourage States to imprave public
participation processes in the development of State water quality standards through
preater outreach and by translating notices for limited English speaking populations
consistent with Executive Order 12898 on environmental justice.

Issuance of NPDES Permits

Assuming EFA adopts the interpretation described in paragraph A.1,, sbove, NFDES
permits issued for discharge to waters where a high level of fish consumption is an
"existing use" should contain limitations appropnate to protect that use. The CWA
provides EPA authority to take this approach when it issues NPDES permits in States not
authorized to run the NPDES program, and to object to or ultimately veto State-issued
permits that are not based on these considerations. CWA section 402(d).

Consistent with CW A section 101(e), where EPA izsngs NPDES permits, eavironmental
justice concerns can also be taken into account in setting permitting priorities and
improving public participation in the permitting process (greater ontreach to minority
communities and low-income communities including translating notices for limited
Engiish speaking populations consistent with Executive Order 12898 on environmental
Justice).

CWA section 302 authorizes EPA to propose and adopt effluent limitations for one or
moze point sources if the applicable technology-based or water quality-based
requirements will not assure protection of public health and other concerns. This
determination requires findings of economic capability and a reasonable relationship
between costs and benefits, The Agency has neverused this authority, but could evaluate
whether this authority could be nsed with respect 1o pollutants of concern to minorities or
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Iil.

low-income communities. Prior to adopting such limitations by regulation, EPA could
use its authority vnder CWA section 402(a)(1) to incorporate such limitations in specific
NPDES permits issued by EPA. The Clean Water Act does not appear to provide any
general authority to impose conditions on or deny peomits based on environmental justice
consideratons that are unconnected to water quality impacts or technology-based
limitations.

Pursnant to CWA section 104 and other authorities, EPA may provide technical
assistance to Indian Tribes, where appropriate, in the development of water quality
standards and the {ssuance of NPDES petmits,

CWA Section 404

The broadest potential authority to consider environmental justice concerns in the CWA
section 404 program rests with the Corps of Engineers, which conducts a broad "public
interest review" in determining whether to issue a section 404 permit. In evaluating the
"probable impacts . .. of the proposed activity and its intended use on the public interest,"
the Corps is authorized to consider, among other things, assthetics, general environmental
concemns, safety, and the needs and welfare of the people, 33 CFR § 320.4(a). This
public interest review could include environmental justice concems.

EPA has discretionary oversight authority over the Coms' administration of the section
404 program (i.¢., EPA comments on permit applications, ¢an elevate Corps permit
decisions to the Washington, D.C. level, and can "vetw" Corps permit decisions under
section 404(c} that would have an unacceptable adverse effect on "municipal water
supplies, sheltfish beds and fishery areas, wildiife, or recreational areas”). The CWA thus
authorizes EPA to use these anthorities to prevent degradation of these public resources
that may have a disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effect on a
minority community or low-incorme community. Such effects can be addressed when
they result directly from a discharge of dredged or fill material (e.g., the filling of a
waterbody), or are the indirect resuit of the permitted activity (e.g., the fill will allow
consiruction of an industrial facility that will cause water pollution due to munoff).

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)

The SDWA includes two separate regulatory programs, The Public Water Supply

program establishes requirements for the quality of drinking water supplied by public water
systems. This program contains no federal permitting. The Underground Injection Control
{UIC) program establishes contrels on the underground injection of flnids to protect underground
sources of drinking water.

Under the UIC program, the Administrator must establish requirements for State UIC

programs that will prevent the endangerment of drinking water sources by underground injection.
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EPA has promulgated a series of such requirements beginning in 1980, The SDWA also
provides that States may apply to EPA for primary responsibility to administer the UIC program,
EPA must establish a UIC permitting program in States that do not seek this responsibility or that
fai! to meet the minimum requirements established by EPA.

There are several SDW A aunthorities under which FPA could address environmental
justice issues in UIC permitting:

A, EPA-issued Permits

Underground injection must be authorized by permit or rule. The SDWA provides that
EPA can deny or establish permit limits where such injection may “endanger” public
tealth, “Endangerment” is defined to include any injection that may result in the
presence of a contaminant in a drinking water supply that “mnay...adversely affect the
health of persons.” 40 CFR § 144.52(b)(1). As a result, in those States where EPA issues
permits and an injection activity poses a special health risk to minority or low-income
populations, the SDWA provides EPA with authority to estabiish special permit
requirements to address the endangerment or deny the permit if the endangerment cannot
otherwise be eliminated. As in its Chernical Waste Management RCRA permit appeal
decision discussed in Part I above, the EAB has addressed EPA’s authority to expand
public participation and to consider disproportionate impacts i the UIC permiiting
program. Envotech, 6 E.A.D. 26D, 281, 1996 WL 66307 (1996)
<http:/fwww.epa.govieab/disk10/envotech, pdft>.

B. Pending regulatory action

The Office of Water is currently revising the regulations under this program governing
"Class V" injection wells {i.e., shallow wells where nonhazardous waste is injected). In
determining which wells to reguiate and the standards for thoze where EPA determines
regulations are necessary to prevent "endangerment,” the SDWA provides EPA with
authority to take into account envirenmentsl justica issues such as cumulative risk and
sensitive populations.

C. Other regulatory actions

Likewise, the SDWA provides EPA with authority 1o address environmentsl justice
issues related to potential endangerment of drinking water supplies by injection for all
types of wells. For example, EPA could revise its regulatory requirements for siting
Class ) (hazardous waste} wells to address comulative risk and other risk-related
euvironmental justice issues.

IV. Marine Protection, Reseavch, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA)




The MPRSA, commonly known as the Ocean Dumping Act, 33 USC § 140! ff,
establishes a permitting program that covers the dumping of material into ocean waters. The
ocean disposal of 2 variety of materials, including sewage sludge, industrial waste, chemicat and
- biolegical warfare agents, and high level radioactive waste, is expressly prohibited,

EPA issues permits for the dumping of all materiai other than dredged material. 33
US.C. § 1412(a). The Army Corps of Engineers issues permits for the dumping of dredged
material, subject to EPA review and concurrence, 33 U.S.C. § 1413(a). (As a practical matter,
EPA issues very few ocean dumping permits because the vast majority of material disposed of st
sea is dredged material.) EPA also is charged with designating sites at which permitted disposal
may take place; these sites are to be located wherever feasible beyond the edge of the Continental
Shelf. 33 US.C. § 1412(cKi).

When issuing MPRSA permits and designating ocean dumping sites, EPA is to determine
whether the proposed dumping will "unreasonably degrade or endanger human health, welfare,
amenities, or the marine environment, ecological systems, or economic potentialities.” 33 USC §
1412(a), (cX1). EPA also is to take into account “the effect of... duomping on human health and
welfare, including economic, esthetic, and recreational values.” 33 US.C. § 14212(a)(B), (c)(1}.
Thus, in pernitting and site designation, EPA has ample anthority to consider such factors as
impacts on minority ot low-income conmunities and on subsistenice consumers of sea food that
would result from the proposed dumping. In addition, the MPRSA provides specifically that
EPA is to consider land-based alternatives to ocean dumping and the probable impact of
requiring use of these altematives "npon considerations affecting the public interest.” 33 U.5.C.
§ 1412¢a){G). This authorizes EPA to take impacts on minority populations or low-income
populations into account in evaluating alternative locations and methods of disposal of the
materia) that is proposed t¢ be dumped at sea.

V. Clean Air Act (CAA)

There are several CAA anthorities under which EPA could address environmental justice
tasues in permitting:

A, New Source Review (NSR)

NSR iz a preconstruction permitting program, If new construction or making a major
modification will increase emissions by an amount large enough to trigger NSR,
requirements, then the source must obtain a pennit before it can begin construction. The
NSR provisions are set forth in sections 110(a)(2)(C), 165(a) (PSD permits), 172(c){5)
and 173 (NSR permits) of the Clean Air Act,

Under the Clean Air Act, states have primary regponsibility for {ssuing permits, and they
can customize their NSR. programs within the lintits of EPA regulations. EPA’s role is to
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approve State programs, to review, conment on, and teke any other necessary actions on
draft permits, and to assure consistency with EPA’s rules, the state’s implementation
plan, and the Clean Air Act. Citizens also play a role in the permitting decision, and must
be afforded an opportunity to comment on each construction pemmnit before it is issued.

The NSR permit program for major sources has two different components—one for areas
where the air is dirty or unhealthy, and the other for areas where the air is cleaner. Under
the Clean Air Act, geographic areas (e.g., counties or metropolitan statistical areas) are
designated as “attainment” or “nonattainment” with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS)-the air quality standards which are set to protect human heaith and
the environment. Permits for sources located in attaininent (or unclassifiable) areas are
calied Prevention of Significant Detetioration (PSD) permits and those for sources
located in nonattzinment areas are called NSR permits.

A major difference in the two programs is that the contrel technology requirement is more
stringent in nonattainment argas and is called the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
{LAER). On the other hand, in attainment or PSD areas, a source must apply Best
Avzilable Control Technology (BACT) and the statute allows the consideration of cost in
weighing BACT options. Also, in keeping with the goal of progress toward attaining the
national air quality standards, sources in nonattainment areas must always provide or
purchase “offsets"decreases in emissions which compensate for the increases from the
new source or modification. In attainment areas, PSD souwrces typically do not need to
obtain offsets. However, PSD does require an air quality modeling analysis of pollution
that exceeds allowable levels; this impact must be mitigated. Sometimes, these
mitigation measures ¢an include offsets in PSD areas.

Under the Clean Air Act, section 173{g}{5) provides that a nonattainment N8R permit
may be issued only if; "an analysis of alternative sites; sizes, production processes, and
environmental control techniques for such proposed source demonstrates that benefits of
the proposed source significantly outweigh the environmental and sccial costs imposed as
a result of its location, construction, or modification.”" For example, this provision
authorizes consideration of siting issues. Section 165{(a)(2) provides that 2 PSD permit
may be issned only after an opportunity for a public hearing at which the public can
appear and provide comment on the proposed source, including "alternatives thereto” and
"ather appropriate considerations." This authority could allow EPA to take action to
address the proper role of environmental justice considerations in PSD/NSR permitting.

in addition to these statutory provisions, EPA directly issuss PSD/NSR penmits in certain
sitvations (e.g., in indian country and Outer Continental Shelf areas) and, through the
EAB, adjudicates appeals of PSD permits issued by States and Jocal districts with
delegated federal programns. Insuch permit and zppeal decisions, it is possible ta
consider environmental justice issues on a case-by-case basis, without waiting to issve a
generally applicable rule or gnidance document. EPA already considers environmental

11




justice issuss on a case-by-case basis in issuing PSD permits consistent with its legal
authority.

The EPA Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) has addressed environmental justice
issues in connection with PSD permit appeals on several occasions. The EAB First
addressed environmental justice issues under the CAA in the original decision in
Genessee Power (Septentber 8, 1993). In that decision the EAB stated that the CAA did
not aliow for consideration of environmental justice and siting issues in air permitting
decisions. In response, the Office of Gengral Counsel filed a motion for clarification on
behalf of the Office of Air and Radiation (OAR) and Region V. OGC pointed out, among
other things, that the CAA requirernent to consider alternatives to the proposed source,
and the broad statutory definition of “best available control technﬂlngy" (BACT),
provided ample oppormmty for consideration of environmental justice in PSD permitting.
In ant amended opinion and order issued on October 22, 1993, the EAB deleted the
controversial language but did not decide whether it is permissible to address
environmental justice concems under the PSD program. 4 E.AD. 832, 1993 WL 484880,
<http:/fwww.cpa.gov/eab/diskd/genesee.pdf>. However, in subsequent decisions,
Ecoeléctrica, 7 E.A.D. 56, 1997 WL 160751 (1997)
<http://www.epa.govieab/disk] l/ecoelect. pdf=, and Puerto Rico Electric Power
Authority, 6 E.AD. 253, 1995 WL 794466 (1593)
<http:/fwww.epa.govieab/disk/prepa.pdf>, the EAB stated that notwithstanding the lack
of formal rules or guidance on environmental justice, EPA could address environmental
justice issues. In 1999 in Knauf Fiber Glass, § E.A.D. PSD Appeal Nos. 98-3 through
98-20, 1999 WL 64235 (Feb. 4, 1999) <http:/fwww.epa.gov/eab/disk? | /knauf.pdf=, the
EAB remanded a PSD permit to the delegated permitting anthority (the Shasta County
Air Quality Meanagement Distriet) for failure to provide an environmental _]ustme analysis
in the administrative record in response to comments raising the issue,

In the 1990 CAA Amendments, Congress provided that the PSD provisions of the Act do
nat apply ta hazardous zir pollutants (HAPs), see CAA section 112(b)(6), so the role of
hazardous air pollutant impacts as environtmental justice issues in PSD permifting is not
straightforward. Thus, BACT limits are not required to be set for HAPs in PSI permits,
However, the Administrator ruled prior to the 1990 Amendments that in establishing
BACT for criteria pollutants, alternative technologies for criteria pollutants could be
analyzed based on their relative ability to control emissions of polintants not directly
regulated under PSD. EPA believes that the 1990 Amendments did not change this
limited anthority, and EPA believes it could be a basis for addressing enviranmental
justice concemns. In addition, EPA may have authority to take into account — and to
require States to do so in their PSD penmitting — effects of HAPs that are also criteria
pollutants, such as VOCs.

Title ¥

12




Title ¥ of the CAA requires operating perntits for stationary sources of air pollutants and
prescribes public participation procedures for the issuance, significant modification, and
renewal of Title V operating pexmits. Unlike PSD/NSK permitting, Title V generaliy
does not impose substantive emission control requirements, but rather requires all
applicable requirements to be included in the Title V operating permit. Other pemmitting
programs may co-exist under the authority of the CA A, such as those in State
implementation plans (S1Ps) approved by EPA.

Because Title V does not directly impose substantive emission control requirements, it is
not clear whether or how EPA could take environmental justice issues into account in
Title V permitting — other than to allow public participation o serve as a motivating
factor for applying closer serutiny to a Title V permit’s compliance with applicable CAA
requirements, EPA believes, however, that in this indirect way, Title V can, by providing
significant public participation opportunities, serve as a vehicle by which citizens can
address environmentzl justice concerns that arise under other provisions of the CAA.

Under the 40 CFR Part 70/71 permitting process, EPA has exercised its CAA authority to
require extensive opportunities for public participation in permitting actions. State
permitting authorities also have the flexibility to provide additional public participation.

Other permiiting processes vnder the CAA such as SIP pennitting programs can include
appropriate public participation measures, and these can be used te promote consideration
of environmental justice issues. For example, EPA regulations require that “minor NSR
programs” in $IPs provide an opportunity for public comment prior to issvance of a
pertnit (40 CFR § 51.161(b)(2)). (Nate, however, that many state programs do not at
present meet this requirement.)

Solid Waste Incinerator Siting Requirements

The CAA provides specific authority to EPA to establish siting requirgments for solid
waste incinerators that could include consideration of environmental justice issues. CAA
section 129(a)(3) provides that standards for new solid waste incinerators include "siting
requirements that minimize, on a site specific basis, to the maximum extent practicable,
potential risks to public health or the environment.” These would be applicable
requirements for Title V purposes. The new source performance standards (INSPS) for
large municipal waste combustors (40 CFR part 60, subpart Eb} and
hospital/medical/infectious waste incinerators (40 CFR part 60, subpart Ec) both currently
contain such requirements, In the large municipal waste combustor NSPS, the specific
requirement in section 129(a)(3) was incorporated and requirements for public notice, a
pubtic meeting and consideration of and response to public comments were added.
However, to reduce the burden on the mnch smailer entities which typically own and
operate hospital/medical/infectious waste incinerators, that NSPS enly incorporates the
specific section 129(a)}(3) requirement, EPA is subject to a court ordered deadline for
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taking final action on NSPS for commercial/industrial waste inginerators, and has
proposed to follow the approach 1o the siting analysis adopted i the
hospital/medical/infectious waste NSPS in that mule.

D. 40 CFR Part 71 Tribal Afr Rule

The Part 71 federal operating permit rule establishes EPA’s Title V operating permits
program in Indian country, Where sources are operating within Indian country, and
Tribes do not seck anthorization to implement Title V programs, the Part 71 rule clarifies
that EPA wil! contirue to implement federal operating permit programs. These Titie V
permit programs are limited to Title V and other applicable federal CAA requirements
and are not comprehensive air pollution control programs. Thus, the opportunities for
addressing environmental justice issues may be similar to those discussed in section B
above.
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Phase I Results for Bonneville Power Administration
Regional Air Quatlity Modeling Study




Phase I Resulis
Regional Air Quality Modeling Study
Bonneville Power Administration
Angust 1, 2001

BPA has completed the first phase of a Regional Air Quality Modeling Study to examine
potential sir quality impacts from 45 natoral gas-fired combustion turbines proposed for
congtruction in BPA's service area. BPA has completed the first phase of the study on the

45 projects, Phase I examined two scenatios: a worst-case seenario in which all 45 plants were
built and operated for a total of more than 24,000 megawatts (MW) and a second scenario in
which 28 of the facilities, totaling a little over 11,000 MW operated simultaneously. However, it
i highly unlikely that more than 6,000 to 8,000 MW will be built, Generally, the results were
lower than expected. The study did not show any standards violations of criteria pollutants
identified in the Clean Air Act. The only result that showed a possible need for concern was a
potential decrease in visihility in many of the region’s most sensitive areas.

Background. The West Coast has immediate supply needs for electricity, as well as a long-term
need for electrical energy resources. Recent long-term planning estimates by the Pacific
Northwest Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council show the region will need an
additional 6,000 MW of electricity over the next 10 years. Other estimates run as high as 8,000
MW, This demand for electricity has led to a number of new generating resources being
proposed to meet the regional energy need. More than 24,000 MWs of resources have been
proposed. These proposals far exceed the need, which makes it difficult, if not impossible, to
determine which resources will ultimately be constructed and operated.

BPA is being asked to integrate many of these resources into the Federal Columbia River
Transmission System. Since the majority of these respurces are combustion hirhines, there is a
regional concem over air quality. Thus, BPA initiated this Regional Air Quality Modeling Study
to better understand, under worst-case conditions, the interaction of the site-specific effects. This
information will help provide clarifying information for the cumulative environmental effects
analysis conducted in BPA's Business Plan Environmental Impact Statement. BPA wiil
commission its contractor to conduct a Phase 11 evaluation of each individual power plant’s
effects on visibility as it iz considered and decided upon for integration by BPA.

Results from Phase I of the study are now available for review by interested parties. An
averview of the modeling approach and presentation of the results follows.

Modeling Overview., The dispersion modeling techniques empioyed by the study are described
in the Modeling Protocol.! Features of the model simulations include the following:

o The study looked at two scenarios; 1} air impact that would accrue if 28 of the projecis
were built and energized by 2004 and 2) air impacts that would occur if ali 45 projects
were built as planned and operated simultaneously.

' Available at http:/iwww.efibpa.govicgi-bin/PSANEPA/SUMMARIES/2ir2,




Oxides of nitrogen (NOx), particulate matter (PM10} and sulfur dioxide (802) emissions
from 45 proposed power projects with a combined capacity of more than 24,000 MW
were considered in the analysis. The analysis agsumed all plants, including the peaking
plants, were operating at peak ioad with their primary fuel for the entire simulation
period. Emissions from fuel oi! firing were not modeled except for the Fredonia
{Washington} facility, which is solely fired by o0il. Peak load operating assumptions are
likely to over-estimate impacts, while omission of fue! oil firing likely under-estimates
impacts.:

Building downwash effects were not considered in the analysis and emissions were
characterized using a single stack for each facility. Note the simulations only inclnde
emissions from the turbines or heat recovery steam generators, not from ancillary sources
{such as auxiliary botlers, gas heaters, and standby penerators) associated with each
project.

The CALPUFF (Version 5.4 Level (00602_6) dispersion medel was applied in the
simulations. CALPUFF is the EPA’s preferred model for long-range transport
assessments. CALPUFF ireats plumes as a series of puffs that move and disperse
according to local conditions that vary in time and space. CALPUFF incorporates
algorithms for wet and dry deposition processes, aerosol chemistry, and is accompanied
by post-processers designed to assess regional haze.

Winds were based on the University of Washington’s simulations of Pacific Northwest
Weather with the MMS model from April 1, 1998, to March 15, 199, The MMS3 data set
used in the simulations has & horizontal mesk size of 12 kilometers km) and over

30 vertical levels. Only one year of MM3-quality regional meteorological data is
currently available, Phase I results are based on weather conditions during this year.
Actual impacts may vary from year to year ay weather patterns shift.

The 696-km by 672-km study area includes all of Washington and portions of Oregon,
Idaho, and British Columbia, Meteorclogical, terrain, and land use data were provided to
the model nsing a torizontal grid of 12 kilometers (km). The terrain data are based on an
ayerage for each grid cell, so the simulations do not resolve potential local impacts in
complex terrain. Maximum congentrations may be under-estimated because the 12-km
grid cannot accommodate plume collision with local terrain. (Note: In each facility’s air
discharge permit, localized effects are evaluated individually, but not cumulatively.)

A 6-km sampling grid was nsed, with one receptor in each grid. A 12-km grid was used
for terrain: and metecrological data,

The study evaluated impacts to 16 Class I/Scenic/Wildemness Areas (3 National Parks, the
Spokane Indian Reservation, and 12 Wilderness Areas), the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area (CRGNSA), and the Mt. Baker Wildemess.




+ The aerosol concentrations used to characterize background extingtion coefficients in the
study represent excellent visual conditions. Backgronnd visibility parameters are
presented in Table 4 of the Protocol. These parameters represent visibility on the best 3%
of the days in the Class [/'Scenic/Wilderness Areas and the best 20% of days in the
CRGNS A and the Spokane Indian Reservation. Background ozone and ammonia
concentrations, nitrogen deposition, and sulfur deposition data were alzo based on
generally conservative assumptions and ate presented in the profocol,

* Background concentrations of PMI10, $02, and NOx were not included in Phase [
modeling, The Protocol stated that MFG (the company conducting the study} would
“...add the modeled predictions to the existing concentrations and cotmpare the results
against NAAQS and Class I significance criteria....” MFG did not include background in
Phase I hecause preliminary resuits indicated that power plant emissions contributed only
minimally to ambient concentrations,

s PMI0 concentrations include both primary and secondary aerosols and the nitrogen
deposition estimates include the smmonium ion.

Phase ] Results, Model results for pollutant concentrations, total nitrogen deposition, total
sulfur deposition, and changes to background extinction are summarized in the attached rables
for each Class I/8cenic/Wildemess Areas, CRGNSA, and the Mt Baker Wilderness. Contour
plots are also attached displaying model predictions over the entire study domain. The summary
tables and plots are provided for two source gronps: all projects and projects with an
energization date before January 2004. Key results of Phase I include the following: .

+ Arcas showing greatest impact. The contour plots suggest that if all the proposed
plants are built, the greatest air quality impacts will occnr in the Puget Sound Lowlands
from Centralia to Bellingham, in the Hermistor area, and in the eastern portions of the
Lower Columbia River Bazin.

+ Class II Sigpificant JImpact Levels not exceeded (two excepiions). With the exception
of 2 receptors, predicted concentrations from the proposed power plants are less than the
Significant Impact Levels (SILs)* for all poliutants and averaging periods, The peak
PM10 concentration oceurred near the Wallula Gap. The predicted PMID concentration
at this location was 4.54 micrograms per cobic meter (ug/m3), due to the oparation of all
of the plants scheduled to be energized prior to 2004. The peak PM10 conceniration of
all the proposed plants at this location was 12.4 ug/m3 {the 24 honur PM10 SIL i3 5
ug/m3). The SiLs were also exceaded in one other location; the 24 hour PM10 SIL was
exceaded at a receptor located near the Tacoma tide flats, where the model predicts a 24

? It has been EPA's longstanding policy under the New Seurce Review and BSD programs to allow the use of
Significant lenpact Levels (S!Ls) to aseess whether a proposed new or modified stationary source causes or
contributes to a vielation of the NAAQS or PSD Class Il increments {40 CFR 51,165 (b){2)). Sources with pollutant
concentrations under the S1Ls are cons{dered insignificant, whether or not background or other incrernent
consuming sources affect the applicable pollutant concentration and averaging period of concern. Note that the use
of the term "significant” impact level in the PSD program does not imply a “significant adverse impact™ in a SEPA
or MEPA, sense, nor does it imply exceedances of ambient standards.




hour PM10 concentration of 6.2 ug/m3. The SILs are thresholds used in the evaluation of
individual, not multiple facility impacts to the NAAQS, If the combined impacts are
below the individnal plant thresholds (the SILs), their collective impact to NAAQS
should be considered minimal and an in-depth analysis of these plants’ impacts to
NAAQS unnecessary. However the fact that SILs are excesded does not necessarily
mean that significant adverse impacts wiil result,

s National Ambient Air Quality Standards not exceeded. This study has not examined
local impacts from the power projects®, but model results suggest that even if all the
proposed power plants were energized, they are unlikely to exceed the National Ambient
Adr Quality Standards (NAAQS). The peak ambient concentration occurred at a recepior
near the Wallula gap (which is a non-attainment area for particulate matter). Predicted
ambient concentrations at this location were only 8% of the NAAQS (PM10 24 hour
NAAQS is 150 ug/m3}. According to Washington State Department of Ecology
estimates, proposed power plant emissions are small compared to emissions from existing
sources. For example, NOxX emissions from all of the proposed power plants comprise
only 3.3% of Washington’s total NOx emjssions and only 11% of Washington's
particnlate emissions,

s Proposed Class I 81Ls ¢xceeded at several locations. If all the plants scheduled to be
energized before 2004 are built, their emissions are predicted to exeeed the proposed
24 hour PM10 Class 1 SIL (0.3 ug/m3) in the CRGNSA and in the Spokane Indian
Reservation. When all proposed sources were included in the model, the proposed
24 hour PM10 Class [ SIL was.exceeded in 11 out of 18 Class I'Scenic/Wildemess Arcas.
These exceedances suggest that if all the proposed plants were built, EPA might need to
evaluate the effect of these plants on Class IScenic/Wilderness Aress in combination
with existing sources, to evaluate increment consumption. However, BPA anticipates
only a small portion of these plants will likely be built’, (Note: exceeding a SIL
indicates that further evaluation is necessary, but it does not necessarily indicate that
sigiificant impacts have ocourred.)

« Relatively litfle Increment consumed. Predicted concentrations of PM 10, NOx, and
SO2 from the proposed power projects are smali fractions of the applicable Class I
increments. For example, the peak PM10 concentration was only 1.54 ug/m3 in the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area {not a Class I/Scenic/Wilderness Area)
which is well below the 24 hour PM10 Class I increment of 8 ug/m3. Based on EPA’s
Prevention of Significant Deterioration criteria, this implies that the power plantz alone
do not cause a significant deterioration of air quality as characterized by PMI10, NOx, and
802 concentrations.

* Because there js no other available benchmark for evaluating impacts to NAAQS, this study conservatively
compares mltiple plant fmpacts 1 individual plant S g,

* The 12km grid used in this study is too large to capture plumo impaction with local terrain. Localized plant effects
are captured in sach Facility’s air permit.

% Power Planning Council estimates that the region will need approximately 6,000 MW by 2010 to meet load growth
and reliability standards, The proposed profects total over 24,000 MW in capacity.




* Nitrogen and Sulfur deposition below levels of concern, Anmual nitfrogen and salfur
deposition predicted for the Class I/Scenic/Wilderness Arcas, the CRGNSA, and the Mt.
Baker Wildemess are less than one percent of the background depesition rates provided
by the Federal Land Managers for these arcas.

s  Visibility impacted. The study results suggest the proposed power prajects could have
the potential to degrade visibility in the Class I areas, as characterized by guidance
criteria established by the Federal Land Managers®. The mode! predictions indicate
emissions from the plants scheduled to be energized prior to 2004 would degrade
visibility on very clear days by more than 5% at 14 out of 18 Class I'Scenic/Wildemness
Areas and by more than 10% at 8 areas. If all the proposed plants are built, visibility on
very clear days has the potential to be frequently degraded by more than 10% at 12 out of
18 Class IScenic/Wilderness Areas and in the surrounding Class IT areas. The sensitive
areas most affected by the first group of plants (energized before 2004) are Mt. Rainier,
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and the Mt Baker Wilderness Area. The inclusion of all
proposed plants (pre- and post-Jannary 2004) results in more than 10% change in
visibility in 12 out of 18 of the northwest's Class [/Scenic/Wilderness Areas, The modsl]
shows the Mt, Baker Wildemess Area, Alping Lakes Wilderness Area, CRGNSA, Mt.
Rainier National Park, and the Olympic Naticnal Park would be most affected.

Phase J1. Phase 1l will be implemented, as necessary, for power plaats being considered for
integration by BPA and evaluated through the NEPA process. Phase II will consist of a separate
evaluation of each power plant’s contribution to visibility impacts, This information will
become part of the record and will be provided to the BPA decision-maker for nse in making a
decision on integration.

® "Pederal Land Managers Air Quality Related Values Workeroup, Phase ! Report, December, 2000™,




Peak Emissions with Primary Fuel

Sources with Energlzation Dates Before January 2004

‘: Peak Emissions (Ibihr
Num |Project Mame Owmner (MW)! Data | 8502 | NOx | PM1Q
TransAlta Centralia Generation LLC Big
1| Hanaford Project Transalta 248 Jun-iH 88 211} 162
‘; 2|Fredonia Facility PSE T Ju-01f 102.4 46.4 24.3
3|Rathdrum Power, LLC Cogentrix 270) Aug-01 2.7] 2¢8| 214
4iVencouver a (Alcoa) LCalpine 100] Nowv-01 0.7 8.0 8.0
5|Columbia Paaking Generatfon Project Avlgta 200 Dec0i 28 138] 112
6|Mcnary B Calpina 200 Dec-01 1.3 320 10.0]
7|3umas Energy 2 NESCO 660 Jan-02{ 158| 330 a:“
8{Goldendale (The Ciliffs) Summit 225| Feb-02 1.0 35.3 16.0
5| Crlumbla River Project AES Columbia 220] May-02 7.3 25.3 17.2
!F'm Fredickson Calpine 350] Way-02] _ 1.5] 171 ,
11]{Frederickson Power Weat Const 249 May-02] 102] 197
12|Coycte Springs 2 Avista 280 Jun-02 t1] 300
Poit of Tacoma Generation Project
13|Phase | Peaking Project SW Fower 175| Jun-02 26| &1.0
14| Goldendale Eneigy Projact {Zalpine 248]  Jul-d2 1.0/ 14.8
15| Hermitston Power Project Calpina 546| Sep-02 28 M7
16{Everett Deita t FPL 248| Sen-02 11.0 25.0
17|Everett Delta 1l FFL 248] Sep-02] 110 280
18] Pierce County Project Duke 3200 Jan-03] 44.0{ 148.0
15|Satsop CT Project - Phase | Duke 650] Jan-03] 27| 435
- 20|Mint Farm Generation Project | Avista 248 Jul-03 2.7] 250
|k21 Umatilla Tribal Generation Froject Confed. Tribes 1000]  Jul-d3 56| 1224
22|Longview Energy Enron 280} Juk03 1.4  25.0
23|Coburg Power Frontlat 6000 Aug-03 18] 547
24| Starbuck NW Power Ent. 1200 Oct-03( 17.7] 1064
25| Umatilla Generating Project PGSE G20] MNov-03 8.8 40.4
28] SummitiMestward (Clatskanie) Surmmit 520| Nov-03 8.0] 540
27|Chehalls Generating Facifity Traclgbe! 2] MNow-03] 208 4048
Ezs Port Westward FGE 650] Dec03] 127] A43.8

—




{Lnf) 21BUTIDNT) [BLACLLOD LSQUIET 1S9/ 158D

[1,547] 8 Qast Lo 001 06EL o4 oSzl LA 5Ll L
1 ] ] ] ] — —1 1

2 D
Lrr W/

L1

£

i
e,

| I I < |

F0/1 210Jog Neq] VOFATIATY LM SI2AN0S 10J SUOPIOT 2IN0S

Looz-

.-

SIBUIPICAT JBULOIIOD HAGWET LHNCS-UUON



e
Paak Emissions with Primary Fuel
Sources with Energization Dates After December 2003

FPaak Emissions (Ibfhr)

‘Eum Project Name Owner {MW) | Date 502 NOx | PM10
1|Chetry Point BF 750| Jan-04 30 451 35.7

2|Fredericikson Power Il Wast Coast 249 Jan-04 10.2 13.6 18.
3|Monary A Calpine 800¢  Jun-04 3.0 34.2 36.0
4| 3alem (Bethal PGE) Calpine G001  Jun-Q4 3.0 34.2 8.0
5|FPort of Tacoma Phase |l {5 units) SWW Power 825] Jun-04 130 1015 80.0

B|Grizzly Power Cagentrix 880 Jul-04] 528| 1144 105

Hewport

IL 7| Waliula Power Projact Generation 1300 Ju-04l 95 1082] 728
8|Marcar Ranch Generafion Project Cogentrix 200l  Oct-0d 427 8324 85,9
I S|Satsop CT Project - Phase || Duke 650 QOct-04 27| 435 50.6
10|Satsop CT Project - Phase (1) Duke 6850  Oct-04 2.7 43.5 50.6
l; 11| Notthern ldahg Power Cogantrix 210| Dec{4 34.8 83.5 70.5
12 |Morrow Genersting Project PG&E 820) Jan-0& 98] 404 480
13|Fermdslz Lalpine 600 Jun-05 3.0 34.2 36.0
14|Maount Vernoh Calpine 600|  Jun-05 3.0 342 380
15| Vancouver b (Alcoa) Calpine 600 "Jun-05 30] sa2]  38.0]

18 | Mattawa (Grant Co) Grant Co, LLC 1300)  JunD& 8.5] 108.2 V2.

Kootenai

17]Kootenai Powar (Rathdrum) Generation 1300]  Jun-08 iaﬂ az.gJ 84 4
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Maximum Concentration Pradictions {ug/m3)
Includas Sources with Energlzation Dates Before Jan 2004

Annual Avarage 24-hour 3-hour
| Area NOx PM10 802 PM10 S02 502

Diamond Peak Wildemess 0. 001 £.005 0.000 .07 .01 0.0

| Three Sigters Wildemess 0.004 0010 Q.61 011 001 0.0
Mi. Jefferson Wildnamess {.003 0.013 0.001 015 0.01 Q.03
Strawberny Min. Wildemess 0.001 0.008 0.001 0.14 .01 0.02

Mt Hood Wilderness 0.009 0.027 0,003 0.28 0.02 .0
CRONSA 0.032 0.055 0.007 0.62 0.0s 0.16
_Eagle Cap Wildemess 0.004 0.014 0.001 .12 0.0 0.03
Hells Ganyan Wilderness 0.004 0.012 0.001 0.40 0.01 .02
Mt. Adams Wildemess 0.007 0.020 0.00a Q.18 .03 Q.05
Goat Rocks Wilderness 0,008 0.020 .003 0.13 0.03 0.08
Mt. Rainier National Park 0.7 0.032 .008 0.28 0.05 .20

Ciympic National Park 0,009 0,017 0,003 .20 0.10 0.2
Alpine Lakes Wildemass 0.028 .045 0013 0.29 0.10 .28
Glacier Peak Wildemess 0.014 0.026 .011 0.7 0.13 .61
Merth Cascades National Park 0.013 0.024 0.015 017 0.18 .81
Pasayterr Wilderneszs {1.Q06 0,011 0.005 0.96 0.05 0.21
Mt Baker Wilderness 0.025 0,042 0,026 0.25 0.26 1.41
_Spokane Indian Res. 0.010 0.025 0.003 {1.46 0.04 0.1
EPA Proposed Class | SIL 0.100 0.200 0.100] 0.30 0.20 1,00

Maote: PM10 inclades sulfates and nitrates.




=
( Maximum Cancentration Prodictions (ug/m3)

Includes All Sourcas
Annual Avera 24-hour 3-hour
Araa NOX PM10 s502 PM10 502 502
| _Digmond Peak Wilderness £0.003 0.014 6.002 0.15)- 0.02 0.08
Threa Sisters Witderness D.087 0.025 0.004 0.31 0.08 0.21
tit. Jefferson Wildnemess 0.007 0031 0.004 0.37 0.08 0.25
Strawberry Min. Wildemess .003 0.018 0.002 0.18 02 0.4

Mt Hood Wildermeass 0.014 0.051 0.005 g.71 0.0v 312
CRGMNSA 0047 0.094 0.010 i.54 0.18 0.33
Eagle Cap Wildemass 0.007 0.028 0.003 0.24 0.42 0.08
Hells Canyon Widerness 0.006 0.022 0.002 0.8 .01 0.04
Mt Adams Wildemess 0.010 D.038 0.004 0,41 0.03 0.17
Goat Rocks Wilderness 0.0 0.034 0.004 0.24 0.03 8.1
Mt. Rainier Mational Pari 0.022 0.055 0.013 052 {.08 0.35
Dlympic National Park 0.01% 0.035 0.003 0.43 10 0.23
Alpine Lakes Wildemeass 0).040 0.077 0.016 0.49 0.11 0.31
{3lacler Peak Wildérness 0.020 0.047 0.012 0.28 0.14 0.63
North Cascadas National Park 0.022 Q 043 0.018 0.32 019 .83
Pasayten Wildemass 0.00% 0.020 0.005 Q.11 0.08 0.22
Mt. Baker Wildemess 0.041 0.075 0.031 .38 0.27 142
_Spokane Indlan Res, 0.021 0.055 0.008 (.86 .07 0.32
EFA Proposed Class | SIL Q.10 0.200 0.109 .30 0.20 1.00

MNaote: PM10 includes sulfates and nitrates.




L]
1

am_m b

{unf} ajeulpICo?) [BULICILOY JBqUEeT JSBp-ISeT

L1141 [t 8 1048 Qsel QoeEL L1174 £l FA S
f 1 — ] I I

A5LL
A

GOLL &0L Q0oL
— | |

S

|

o

¥

00w

S1BUIPIC0D JEULOIOD HBGUIET LINOS-YUON

. A—a

—

1 1 | I
ASO10L0AIA] 6661 ST MBI

- R661 42

wasoq

F/1 210524 e BOYRZTIFVH YIm s32dheg {(gm/En) ION [enuay



{uni} S1EUIPICOT [BULIOJUOT HaGIET 1S3p-16ES

el agyt G54r MiGL 0SWL OOFL OS2l ODEL OSTLE 0O ofil 1 i 1518 0oL
I — — | 1 i 1 ] ! | ! I ! |

[ | | | | ] ]
ABOI0I0ITY 6661 ‘SL TMER ~ 8661 JIqWIIAE
$300M0% NV {(CW/Sn) XQN eRuTY

SIBUIPIOOS) [BULKIUCT HSQWET LNOS-LHON



(uni} gpeuspicos) [RUNLUDS WBGueT 1Sopn-Ise]

LT o9l 1. ) 005 aEil NTFL sEL O0EL LA DOz L o=l 0L os0E 200
] —_ | | | i L ] L]

| I T 1 | | | | I | | [ i
SNRNUN PUE SIRJINS SIpAU] “AB0JCIONIN 661 ‘ST YHEN - §66T INmMIdagg
PO/T 2103 NB( UOHENTAIUT Y)ia 533 mog (Cw/Sn} T XE I0-$Z

SIBUIPIGAT [BUULOUITY HaquieT Wteg-LUHoN



(unl) SjeulpIco?) [BULRUOY HRGiLeT Sapn-ises

0sal ca__m_. Qm_m_. _un.__m__. ﬂm_w_, var “_u_m_m—. n_n__m_. cm_ﬂ__. n_n_Nv am__._, j—_. _”_m."u___ nﬂ_nF

1 | ' 1 | | | 3 [ [ |
SABAIN PLB SHNEJNG SIPRPL] ‘ABO[0IONI 6661 “ST TMEN - B66T JHWIIN]
saadneg [y {(Cusin) 1AL XeIN 1Y-pT

BIEUPICOD [BLLIGIIOD LEGUIET LINOS-YHON



_um_..wr

_co_@_.

{Luy} BUIPICOS [BLLLICJUOY LIQWET JSapt-ises
0SSl ODSL  OS¥L @0Vl OSEL  O0EL  DSZL Q02E  OSLL oOLL oSOl odol
[ ! I | ] ] I | — [

—

< /

% Foor

| | | | | I | | 1 | [
SHOIN PUE SHEJMS SSPNING “ASO[0I0NII 6661 ‘ST UIEIN - 8661 1201
P/ 1 210J9g NE(Q WOLEASINGY P S0an0g {(w/En) g [enouy

SEUIPIO0D (BULIJUOD HBqUIET YIROS-UHON



{uny) SyewpIce?) JEULIOJUGD LAGIET ISR ISET

050 ool (1T (.Y L7y 3 Ly 8 v 8 ooEL 1174 § 1A S LT ML QE0L 1] 8
! — ] | | l ' [} 1 — 1

L

00

001~

— | 1 1 1 T 1 i T T -
SIIRANIN PUE SIEJNG SPPRIAT] “ABOI0I03TY 6661 ‘ST YMEW - 66T 12Guradaq]
£30am0g IV ‘(€My3n) g Feausy

312UIPIOn?) [BLLIORKOY USGWET YINOS-UHON



() 9jeuipIeos) EULDUO BRGWET (SapA-IsET

U 0651 i 1.5 il D5EL L1 3 05z} QgL oSkl kL =13 oeL
[ 1 —1 | — ] ]

o0
1 | |

1

i

[

5 Joos

| | ! | |
ABOPL0AIN 6661 ‘ST YOIEI] - §661 459 WI(]
/1 20050y (] BOUEANBISUY YA $33IN05 ($W/IN) 7OS XL A

I I |

001-

FEUIRIOOD) [BULIOJUCT HBGWET LINGS-YHON



3-hr Max SO2 (ag/m3), All Sources
December 1998 - March 15, 1999 Meteorol
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Number of Days with Greatar than 5% Change to Background Extinction
inciudes Sources with Energization Dates Befors Jan 2004
Arga Spring | Fall | Summer | Winter Total

Diamond Peak Wilderness 0 0 1] [¥] 3]
Three Sisters Wildemess 1 1 ] 0 2
Mt. Jefferson Wildnerness i] 0 ] 1 1
Strawberry Min. Wilderitass 0 0 0 0 v}
Mt. Hoogd Wildemess 2 2 0 § g
CRENSA 3 g a a3 26
Eagle Cap Wildemess ] 1 0 0 1
Hells Canyon Wildemess 0 [¥] ¥ 0 i)
Mi. Adams Wilderness 1 0 1] 2 3
Goat Rocks Wikderness 0 1 1] [ 1
M. Rafnier Mations! Park 13 4 4 1 22
Qlympic National Park 1 r ¢ B 16
Alpina Lakes Wiidemess 18 5 5 10 40
Glacier Peak Wildemess g 5] ] 5] 24
Mearth Cascades National Park 3 3 2 5 13
Pasayten Wilderness Q 0 s 0 )
Mt. Baker Wilderness 12 8 11 1 43
Spokane indian Res, o 2 4] 5 7
Background extingtion based on aeresol congentrations on days with the best vislbility. For

based on the average of the top & percent.

he CRGMEA and Spokane (ndian Reservation based on tap 20 percent, for all other areas

|
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Numbar of Days with Greater than 5% Changs fo Background ExtincHon
Includes All Sources

Area Spring Fali | Summer | Winter | Total
Dismand P=ak Wilderness i} i [1] a [}
Threa Sisters Wildernass 5 ! 5 2 22
Mt Jefferson Wildnerness 2 5 0 3 10
Strawheny Min, Wilderness 1] 1] 1] 2 2
M. Hood Wildemess 8 17 3 5] 31
CRGNSA 10 19 17 11 57
Eagle Cap Wiltemess 1 2 i 3 3]
Helis Canyon YWilderness 4] 0 4 i] [i]
Mt Adams Wldemess 1 [ 0 7 18
Goat Rocks Wildermess 2 g [i] 2 10
Mt, Rainier Mationa! Park 18 11 [ 8 46
Clympic Matlonal Park 8 14 1 16 39
Alpine Lakes Widemess 28 19 16 22 g5
(Glacier Paak Wildemess 12 12 12 1% 4%
North Cascades Mational Park 5] i] 5 7 25
Pasayten Wilderness 1 2 0 4 7
Mt. Baker Wildemess 18 20 18 17 73
Spokane [ndian Res, 0 9 2 13 24

Background extingtion based on gerosal concentrations on days with the hest vislbility. For
& CRGNSA and Spokanea Indian Reservation baged on top 20 percent, for all other areas
tased oh the average of the top 5 percent,

—— ————— ———————




Number of Days with Graater than 10% Change o Bagkground Extinction
Includes Sources with Ensergization Dates Befora Jan 2004

Area

Spring

Fall

Summer

Wintar

g

Diamond Peak Wilderness

Threa Sisters Wilderness

Mt. Jefferson Wildnemess

Strawbarry Mitn. Wildemess

Mt Hood Wildemess

CRGNSA

Edgle Cap Wilderness

Hells Canyan Wdarmess

Mt Adams Wildermeass

Zoat Raocks Witderness

Mi. Ralnier National Park

Clympic National Park

Alpine Lakes Wildemess

Glagier Peak Wildemess

Horth Castades National Park

Pasayten Wilderness

Mt. Baker Wildemess

Spokane Indign Res.
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el Bt = Bl Bt | LS NV f e e ] [ ] P ] B B e B} o ] Ponc]

Background extinctlon based on asrosol soncentrations on days with the best visibility. For
the CRGNSA and Spokane Indian Reservation based on top 20 percent, for ali other areas

based on the average of the top 5 percent,
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Number of Days with Greater than 10% Changs to Background Extinction
N Includes All Sources
Araa Spiin Fall Summer | Winter Tatal
Diamond Peak Wilderness i 0 [ [ 0 |
Three Sigters Wildermess 0 2 [ 1 3
Mt Jeffarson Wildnermess . 1] ] 1] 2 2
Strawbery Min. Widerness ] Y 0 Y] 0
Mt. Hood Wildemass 0 2 [ 5 7
CRGNSA a ] i & 16
Eagle Cap Wildernass 4] i) {) 1] 0
Hells Canvon Wilderness ] 0 1] ¥ O
Mt. Adams Wilderress [1] 1 0 2 3
Goat Rocks Wildemess 0 i] 0 [¥] 0
Mt Rainier Natiohal Park ) 2 1 0 12
Oiympic Natlonal Park 0 5 0 ] 11
Alpine Lakes Wiklerness 12 2 4] 4 15
Glacler Peak Wildemess 1 1 1 1 4
MNorth Cascades National Park 0 1 [ 1 2
Pasaytan Wildemess 4] 0 [H 0 ]
Mt. Baker Wildemess 5 ] ) § 20
Spokane Indlan Res. o L) 0 2 g
Background extinction based on aerasol concenirations on days with the best vigibility. For
he CRGNSA and Spokane Indian Reservetion based on top 20 percent, for all other areas
based on the avarage of the top § percent,
— ——————— = ————————
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June - Augnst 1998 Meteoralogy

"24-hr Max Bext (1/Mm), Sources with Energization Date Before 1/04
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Raglonal Alr Quality Impacts Study
Carbon Dicxide Emissions from Proposed Power Plants

. {D8/01/2001)
Met Output coz
Ener, {MW) Anncal
Source Name State Date  Ann Avg (tons)

AES GOLUMBIA
Columbia River Project WA May-02 220 1,201,718
AVISTA
Coyote Springs 2 OR Jun-02 280 920,939
Mint Farm Generation Project ! WA Jui-03 248 1,001,835
Columbia Peaking Generation Project WA Dec-D} 192 775,614
BR
Cherry Point WA  Jan-04 750 3,020,744
CALPINE '
Ferndalg WA Jun-08 800 2423795
Fredrickson WA Mey-02 380 1,413,881
Hermiston OR  Sep-D2 548 2,205,654
Harmiston 1| OR  Jun-04 600 2,423,795
Hermiston Peaker OR Dec-01 200 BO7.932
Mount Vernon WA  Jun-05 600 2,423,795
Salem (Bethel PGE) OR  Jun-04 800 2,423,795
Yancouver a (Alcoa) WA Nov-01 10D 403,666
Vancouver b {Alcoa) WA Jun085 600 2,423,795
Goldendale Energy Project Wa  Jul-02 248 1,001,835
COGENTRIX ;
Rathdrum Power, LLC ID  Aug-01 270 1,090,708
Mercer Ranch Generation Project WA Oct-04 800 321,727
Grizzly Power OR  Jul-04 874 3,530,662
Northemn Idaho Powsr ID Dac04 810 3272124
CONFEDERATED TRIBES
Umatilla Tribal Ganaration Project OR  Jul-03 1,000 4.814,671
DUKE
Plerce County Project WA  Jan-03 84 §0,084
Satsop CT Project - Phase | WA Jan-03 562 2,042,963
Satsop CT Project - Phase || WA  Oct04 633 2,382,847
Satscp CT Project - Phase | WA  Oct-04 838 2,392,847
ENRON
Longview Energy WA Jul-03 230 1,126,587

C02 from burning #2 fuel oil WA  Ju-03 . 265,898
FPL/INORTHWEST POWER
Everett Delta | WA Sep-02 248 973,674
Everett Delta |l WA Sep-02 248 973,674
FRONTIER ENERGY
Coburg Power OR  Aug-03 570 1,943,368

CO2 from burning #2 fuel oil OR  Aug-03 cee-n 1,488,686
GRANT County LLLC
Mattawa {Grant Co) Wa Jun-05 1,200 5,251 556

Bonnavitla Power Administration SUMMARY Paga 1of2




Regional Alr Quality Impacts Study

Carbon Dloxide Emissions from Proposed Power Plants

{0B{01/2001)
Net Output co2
Ener. (MW) Annual
Source Name State Date Ann Avg {tons}
Kootenai Genseration
Kootenai Power {Rathdrum) ID Jun-05 1240 5,008,177
NESCO
Sumas Energy 2 WA  Jan-02 660  2417,744
NEWPORT GENERATION
Wallula Power Project WA Jul-04 1,300 5,251,556
NORTHWEST POWER ENT. o
Starbuck WA  Oet-03 1,180 3,760,997
PG&E -
Umatllla Generating Praject OR  Nov-03 580 2,077,749
Morrow Genérating :F’r{:-jact OR  Jand5 880 2,077,749
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC .
Cayote Springs | only OR  Ondine 250 1,000,783
CO2 from bumning #2 fuel oll CR  On-line rmammnm 82,520
Port Westward 1 OR  Dec-03 850 2,480,718
PUGETY SOUND ENERGY
Fredonia Facility WA Jul-01 Mo Data
SOUTHWESTERN POWER GROUP
Part of Tacoma Ganearation Project Phase | Paaking Project WA Jun-02 170 158,625
Port of Tasema Phase Il {5 units) WA Jun-04  No Data 793,125
SUMMIT
Goldendale (The Cliffs} WA Fab-(2 225 a¥v?.550
SummitWestward {Clatskanig) OR  Nov-03 520 1,857 120
" TRACTABEL
Chehalls Ganerating Facility WA Nov-03 520 1,725,240
C0O2 from burning #2 fuel ol WA  Nov-03 208,050
TRANSALTA .
TransAlta Cenfralia Generation LLC Big Hanaford Project WA Jun-)1 174 702,801
WESTCOAST ,
Frederickson Power WA May-02 249 1,006,875
Fraderickson Power WA Jan04 249 17,610
Total 82,248,239
Bonmevlile Power Adminlstration SUMMARY Page 2 of 2
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Preliminary Technical Support Document November 17, 2004
Wanapa Enerpy Center

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

Units of Meagure
Yo: percent

53 less than or equal to

2: greater than or equal to

°F: degrees Fahrenheit

gal: gallon

be: hour

Ib: pound

i mingte

MMBtwhr: Million British thermal wnits per hour
MW: megawatt

prmdvy: parts per million on a dry volumetric basis
ppmw: parts per million by weight

tpy: ton per year

Compounds

CH,; methane

CO: carbon monoxide

H,S0,: suifuric acid mist

NH,: ammonia

NQ.,: nitrogen dioxide (subset of NO,)

NO,; nitrogen oxides

O,: oxygen

0,: ozone

PM,,: particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers
PM,,: particulate matter with an acrodynamic diameter less than 10 micrometers
50, sulfur dioxide

VOC: volatile organic mmpound

Acronyms

Act: Clean Air Act

AQRV: Air quality related valucs

BA: biological assessment

BACT; best available control technology

BIA: Bureau of Indian Affairs

CAMD: Clean Air Mariets Division

CEMS: continucus emissions monitoring system
CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CT: combustion turbine

Pape 2 of 68




Preliminary Technical Support Document
Wanapa Enecgy Center

November 17, 2004

CTUIR: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
DB: duct burner

DEIS: draft environmental impact statement

Diamond: Diamond Wanapa L, L.P.

EAB; Environmental Appeals Board

EFH: essential fish habitat

EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

¥ESA: Endangered Species Act

GTN; Gas Transmission Northwest Corporation

LHY: lower heating value

HAP: hazardous air pollutant

HIIV: higher heating value

HRSG: heat recovery steam generator

NAAQS: National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NESHAP: National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NSPS: New Source Performance Standards

NSR: new source review

PPS: Preliminary Performance Specification

PS: Performange Specification

PSD: Prevention of Significant Deterioration

QA Quality Assurance

RBLC: RACT/BACT/LAER. Clearinghouse of pollution contro! technology
3CR: selective catalytic reduction

SER. gignificant emission rate

ST; steam turbine

TDS: total dissolved solids

USFWS: 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service

WEC: Wanapa Energy Center

Page 3 of 68
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 The PSD Process

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) rule is documented in Title 40, Code of the
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 52 [40 CFR 52.21] and 40 CFR 124. The PSD rule requires
review of all new or modified air pollution sources that meet certam criteria. The objective of
the PSD program is to prevent significant adverse environmental impact from emissions into the
atmosphere by a proposed new or modified source. The PSD rule limits degradation of air
quality to that which is not considered "significant." In addition, the PSD rule inciudes a
requirement for evaluating the effect that the proposed emissions might have on air quality
related values such as visibility, soile, and vegetation. The PSD rule also requires the utilizaton
of. the best available control technology (air pollution control equipment and procedures), afier
considering energy, environmental and economic impacis

1.2 Project Description

Diamond Wanapa I, LLP (Diamond), a Diamond Generating Corporation, proposes to construct
and operate an elecirical generating facility iocated on land held in trust by the United States
Govemnment for the benefit of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
(CTUIR) near Hermiston, Oregon. Diamond and CTUIR, in conjunction with the City of
Hermisten, the City of Engene acting through the Eugene Water & Electric Board and the Port of
Umatilla entered into an agreement to develop and construct a greenfield combined cycle
gas/steam turbine electric generating facility. The proposed combined cycle facility is to be
known as the Wanapa Energy Center {WEC). The proposed location of the WEC, as presentad
in Figure 1,1-1 of the October 2003 WEC Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEISY, is
approximately three miles east of Umatilla, Oregon and five miles notth of Hemmiston, Oregon.
Figure 1.1-1 of the October 2003 WEC DEIS has been reproduced in Attachment 1 to this
document.

Diamond proposes to install F-technology combustion turbines {CTs) at the WEC, Each CT will
be able to operate inder normal conditions at loads of 30% or greater and will exhaust through 2
heat recovery steam generator {HRS(G) that can be fired by suxiliary duct burners (DBs). Steam
generated in the HRSGs will be used on-site in condensing steam furbines. The CTs and DBs
will emaploy low-NQ, combustors and post-combustion controls including selective catalytic
reduction {(SCR) and oxidation catalysts to minimize emissions of air pollutants,

'DOE-EIS-0342,
hetpefwww.efw. bpa.gov/cei-binPSANEPA/SUMMARIES WanapaEnergy

Page 5 of 68
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The WEC design will incorporate two power blocks with each block having a nominal capacity
of 600 megawatts {MW). Each block will consist of two CTs, two HRSGs with DBs and one
steam tubine {a 2 by 1 configuration) plus associated plant equipment, Based upon a natural gas
higher heating value (HHV) of 23,085 Btu/lb, the maximum heat input of each CT is
approximately 1,778.5 million Btwhr af 52.2°F and will generate approximately 172.3 MW of
electricity. Each DB has a maximum heat input of approximately 605.6 million Bnvhr (HHV),
Each steam turbine will power an electrical generator with 2 maximum capacity of
approximately 326.5 MW. Natural gas will be used as the sole fuel for the CTs and DBs.
Electrical energy from the WEC will be provided to the Bonneville Power Administration grid
systeim.

2 AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
2,1  Proposed Emission Units

As proposed by Diamond, the WEC will have seven emission units as shown in Table 2-1. In
addition, the facility will include a number of {nsignificant emission units which may emit air
pollutants in trivial amounts. The insignificant emission units include equipment such as: air
compressors, blowdown tanks, lubrication oil storage tanks, tanks, mixers and feed purnps for
chemicals used for boller facdwater treatment, and miscellaneous maintenance activities such as
welding, solvent degreasing, parts washing and janitorial services. According to the PSD permit
application, all of the insignificant emission units will emit less than one ton per year of any air
polhytait.

_Table 2-1 Emission Unit

HRSG #1 (CT1 & DB1) 1
i HRSG #2 (CT2 & DB2) 2
3
4

HRSG #3 (CT3 & DB3)
HRSG #4 (CT4 & DB4)
B Cooling Tower (North) SA-N
“_ Cooling Tower {South) 64 -N

Backup Diesel Engine for Emergency Fire Pump -

Page 6 of 68
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22  HRSG Short-term Potential Emissions Under Normal and Startup Conditions

Table 2-2 presents HRSG short-term emission rates for nitrogen dioxide (NG}, carbon
monoxide (CO}, sulfur dioxide (30,), volatile organic compounds (VOC), particuiate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 micrometers {PM,,), and snifuric acid mist
{H,50,). Emissions are presented in units of pounds per hour {lb/hr} for each HRSG (CT &
DB).

Emissions are characterized for two distinetly different operating conditions; (1) normal
maximum operation at 100% CT & DB load @ 52.5 degrees Fahrenheit {°F) and air-inlet
evaparative coolers functioning, and (23 CT startup. Note that DBs do not operate during
startyp. The projections for nommal maximum emisgion considered the effectiveness of low-NO,
combustors and post-combustion ¢ontrols, while the projections for CT startup assumed only
that the CT would be operated consistent with manunfacturer’s specifications to minimize NO,
and CO emissions,

A 50 percent (%) conversion rate of SO, to H, 50, across the post-combustion control equipment
{oxidation and SCR catalyst) was assumed prior to stack exit to estimate H,80, emissions duting
normal operation. Further coriversion to sulfate particulate was assumed to estimata FM,,
emissions, again only during normal operation. Post-combustion control equipment is assumed
to have no effectiveness during startup, and is agsumed 1o have no effect upon VOO emissions
under all load conditions.

Table 2-2 Maximum Short-Term Emission Rates for the HRSG (Ib/hr

CT- Maxinmum Load
DB - Maximum Load

CT- Maximum Load
DB - No Load

CT - Cold Startup
DB - No Load

" Emissions of 80, and PM, are estimated assuming emisstons are proportional to the quantity of fuel bumed and
are not affected by the mode of operation. Emissions from these two pollutants are lower during startup given that

the DB is not heing fired,

17.17

12.60 517 238 5.44 20.5 20.5 1.83

12846 | 32759 | 23¥% 25.0 B 20.5 1808 {

.

As seen in Tablo 2-2, the emission rates for NO, and CO are considerably higher during startup
while VOC emissions are marginally higher. Because of this fact, EPA considers minimizing
startup emissions to be an important component of the overall PSD review for WEC.

Pape T of 68
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Calenlations for maximum hourly emissions of VOC from each HRSG are presented here given
that EPA’'s projections differ from those provided by Diamond in Table 2-3A of the August 8,
2003 PSD permit application,

VOC Calculations - Nommal {Maximum) Operation
For the purpose of determining PSD applicability, EPA requires that emissions be calenlated as
the total mass of VOCs. See December 21, 2000 EPA letter to ODEQ (Attachment 2},

|i

CT VOC Emissions: 5.44 Ibvhr

Diamond estimates that 2.9 Ib VOC / hr (as methane (CH,)) are emitted from each CT. Seel’
page 10 of Appendix B of the PSD permit application. EPA estimates that all the VOC is
formaldehyde (CH,0) based upon information provided in an EPA database of emissions
factors entitled, Speciate 3.2 (Attachment 3).

VOC (CT) = (2.9 Ib CH/hn(30.0 Ib CH0) / 16.0 b CH,
= 5,44 Ib/hr

— e ———————ve|

|
1

DB VOC Emissions: 14.3 Ib/hr

Diameond estimates that 14.53 Ib VOUC (as CH,) are emitied from each DB. See page 11 of
Appendix B of the PSD permit application. EPA estimates that the VOC is comprised of the
following compounds: benzene (9%%), n-butane {20%), cyclohexane (2%), formaldehyde
{19%}), isomers of hexane (2%), n-pentane (14%), isomers of pentane {20%), propane {9%),
and toluene (5%) based upon information provided in Speciate 3.2 {Attachment 3).

S — .

Carbon (DB) = {14.53 Ib CH¥12.0 1b C/16.0 b CH,)
=10.9 [b C/hr

Utilizing this information and given the molecular weight and carbon content of these
individual-compounds, EPA is able to solve multiple equations with nultiple unknowns to
determine that the VOC emission rate is approximately 14.3 Ib/hr. See Attachment 3 for the

detailed analysis.
The resultagt HRSG (CT + DR) VOC emission rate is 18,7 Ib/hr.

Page § of 68
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YO O ulations -

CT VOO Emissions: 29.0 Ibvhr

DW estimates that 15.44 1b VOC / tr (as CH,) are emitted from each CT during startup, See
Table 2-4 of the PSD permit application, EPA estimates that all the VOC is CH,O based upon
mformation provided in Specigte 3.2 (Attachment 3).

VOC (CT) = {15.44 Ib CH,/hr)(30.0 Ib CH,0} / 16.0 b CH,
=290 Ib/r

DB emnssions are O bh/hr during startup.

The tant CT+D OC emmission rate 15 29,0 1b'hr.
2.3  Anuoual Potential Emission Under Normal Operations

The annual potential emissions are shown int Table 2-3 in units of tens per year {tpy). The
annual petential emissions were estimated by Diamond based on normal operation {not including
startup or shutdown) considering the effectiveness of emission contro! systems and the
corabustion of natural gas from snpplied by Gas Transmission Northwest Corporation ((GTN).
Each CT was assumed to operate at maximurm capacity for 8,760 hours per year. The DBs,
combinegd, were assnmed to operate only 6,800 hours per year based upon a request from
Diamond for operational restrictions to maintain VOC emissions below 100 tpyv, The HRSG (CT
& DB) emissions are estimated based on a controlled emission concentration of 2.0 parts per
miilion dry, by velume (ppmdy) at 15 % oxygen {0,) for both NO_ and CO.

Table 2-3_Annual Potential Emissions under Normal Operation Scenario (

HRSG#1 | 59.07 | 27,18 | 111§ 35.94 100.84 | 98.75 8.58
HRSG#2 | 59.07 | 27.18 | 1L16 3504 100.84 | 98.75 8.58
HRSG#3 | 59.07 | 2718 | 1116 35.94 100.84 | 9875 8.58
HRSG#4 | 53007 | 27.18 | 1116 3594 100.84 | 9875 8.58

T
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Cooling
Tower

(North) !

6A -N | Cooling - - - - 8.89 8.89 --
Tower
(South) *

-- Digsel 0.20 0.06 (.02 0.02 0.02 (.02 -
Engine
Total 237 | 10% 45 144 422 | 413 a5 j_,U

¥ 50, emissicns are caleclated hased on a natural gas total sullur content of §.5gr/100 sof to conservatively reflect
maximym emissions based upon actual measured data from the GTN pipeline.

b ViOC emissions are calculated as actual VOCSs, not aa CH,,

¢ H,80, crmissions are caleulated assuming 5084 (by weight) oxidation of 30, to S0, and 100% {by weight)
conversion of 30, to H,50,,

4 Cooling tower emissions are calenlated based on a drift rate of 0.0005%, a2 total dissolved solids content {TDSY in
the cooling water of 3,532 parts per million, by weight {ppmw), and maximum cooling water circiilation rate of
459,360 gal'min for the facility.

Calculations for annual potential emissions of VOC from each HRUSG are presented here given
that EPA’s projections differ from those provided by Diamond in Table 2-3B8 of the August 8,
20403 PSD permit application. Annval potentia! PM emission calenlations are also provided here
given that Diamond calculated only PM,, emissions, not PM emissions. Cooling tower PM and
PM,, emission caleulations are presented here given that the calenlations were not provided by
Diamond.

PM Calenlations - Per HRSG .

With only the CT operating at maximum capacity, the PM emission rate is 20.5 ib/hr, If both the
CT and DB are operating, PM emissions are 33,5 Ib/hr. Both PM emissfon values consider the
effects of flue gas oxidation (sulfate particulate formation) across the CO catalyst and SCR. The
hourly PM emission rates were extracted from page 13 of Appendix B to the PSD permit
application.

VOO Caleulations - Per HRSG

Assurne each DB is Jimited firing only 1700 hours per vear. (6800 + 4 = 170()
VOC (HRSG) = CT + DB '
= [(8760 hr/yr){5.44 Ib/hr) + (1700 hr/yr){14.3 Ib/hr)} / 2000 ib/ton
~35.94 tpy
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Based upon EPA’s VOU calculations, limiting facility-wide DB-firing to 6,800 houes per year
will result in maximum VOC emissions of nearly 144 tpy {36 x 4). The proposed operating
restriction will not limit facility potential emissions to less than 100 tpy as Diamond intended.
Diamond calculated VOUC emissicns as CH,, whereas EPA requires that emissions be calculated
as the total mass of VOCs.

PM,, Calculations - Per Copling Towst

Assumptions: {1) maximum cooling water circulation rate = 229,680 gal/min, (2) maximum
cooling tower drift loss = 0.0005% of circuiation rate, {3} maximum TDS concentration = 3,532
ppmw, (4] all solids from evaporation of drift losses result in PM,, emissions, (5) full-time
operation, and {6) assume all PM is also PM,,.

circulation)(3,532 Ib TDS/1,000,000 Ik water)(60 min/hr)

PM,, =(229,680 gal/min)(8.343 ib water/gal}(0.000005 Ib water loss/lb water
= 2.031 ib/hr or 8.9 tpy

—

3 DETERMINING P5SD APPLICABILITY

WEC will be a fossil fuel-fired steam electric plant of more than 230 miilion Btu per hour heat
input. EPA identified this type of source as one of 28 source categories at 40 CFR

52. 21X 1 )iii} with a PSD applicability threshold of 100 tpy for any regulated pollutant, As
seen in Table 2-3, the estimated potential emissions for five pollutants #re greater than 100 tpy.
Once the 1060 tpy PSD threshold is triggered for any single pollutant, ail pollutants are compared
to the PSD significant emission rate (SER) for that pollutant to determine which pollutants are
subject to review under the PSD rule. As seen in Table 3-1, WEC’s potential to emit NO,, CO,
80, VOC, PM,,, and H,80, is greater than the respective SER. Therefore, a PSD review is
required for each of these pollutants.

Table 3-1 Pollutants Undetgoing

NO, {as NO,) v
CO 169 100 v
50, 45 40 v
VOoC {0,)* 99° 40 v
PM*® 422 25 v
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PM,,

H,80,° 35 7

YOO contributes 1o ground-level O, formation, and a NAAQS exists for ground-Tevel O,
® WEC has requested that the PSD permit limit VOU ernissions to dess thar 100 tpy to aveid conducting an anibient
impact anajysis.

* Regulated pollutant for which no NAAQS exists.

Consistent with existing EPA policy’, PSD review of PM,, emissions will serve as a surrogate
for review of PM, . emissions wiile EPA continues to work through the significant technical
difficulties associated with integrating the new PM, ,; standard info the PSD program. Diamond
estimated emissions for other regulated pollutants including lead, asbestos, beryllivm, mercury,
vinyl chioride, fluorides, hydrogen sulfide and total reduced sulfur compounds and found that
they will not be emitted in quantities greater than the respective PSD SER and a PSD review is
not required. See Appendix B of Diamond’s PSD permit application.

4 DETERMINATION OF BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
4.1  Definition of Best Available Control Technology

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is defined as an emissions limitation based on the
maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act
{Act) which would be emitted from any proposed major stationary source or major medification
which the Administrator, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, suvironmental, and
economic impacts and other costs, determines is achievable for such source or modification
through application of production processes or available methods, systems, and techniques
including fzel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion technigues for control of such
pollutant (40 CFR 52.21{b}{12)]. In addition, a BACT emission limitation must be at least as
stringent as any applicable standard of performance under 40 CFR Part 60, 61, and 63.

BACT may also be a design, equipment, work practice, operational standard, or combination
thereof in the event EPA determings that emission measurement limitations for a particular
emissions unit would make the imposition of an ermission standard infeasible,

EPA guidance requires that BACT be determined using the top-down method (Reference 1, page

1997 EPA memorandum from Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.
http:/fwww gpa.gov/Repgion?/programsfartdfairmst/nsnnemos/pm2 3. pdt
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B.2). The top down BACT process requires that the available control technologies be ranked in
descending order of control effectiveness. The applicant first examines the most effective
cottirol technology alternative (the most stringent emission limitation). That alternative is
established as BACT vunless the applicant demonstrates, and the permitting authority agrees, that
technical considerations, or energy, environmental or economic impacts justify a conclusion that
the most stringent technology is not achievable in this particular case. If the most siringent
technology is eliminated through the analysis described above, then the next most stringent
glternative is considered, and so on until a BACT determination is reached.

4.2 Mew Source Perfortiance Standacds

As discussed in the BACT definition section, the BACT emission imifation must be at least as
stringent as any applicable performance standard under 40 CFR. Part 60, commonly called new
source performance standards (NSPS). One of the applicable NSPS is Subpart GG - Standards
of Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines which has emission standards for NO, and 50,, The
NO, standard is expressed as a formula which when applied to the proposed Diamond turbines
yields a value of 110 at 15% O, [40 CFR 60.332(a){1}]. Therefore, the BACT emission limit for
NO, must be =110 ppmdv at 15% O,. As presented in Section 4.4.1 below, the BACT emission
limit for NO, iz 2,0 ppmdv at 15% O, which is very much lower than the NSPS,

EPA’s caloulation of the 110 ppmdy NSPS Subpart GG NO, emission limit for each CT differs
from the “203 ppmndv” value presented by Diamond on page 3-3 of the PSD permit application.
EPA’s caleulation is presented here: NO, {Yovd @ 15%0Q,) = [{0.0075){14.4 / 9.82)] + 0, where
9.82 kjfw-hr {9310 Btwkw-hr) reflects the heat rate (LHV)} for the CT operating at 1009 load
with an ambient temperature of 52,.5°F. See page 8 of Appendix B of PSD permit application.

The NSPS for SO, includes two requirements: (,015 % by volume on a dry basis at 15% O, (150
ppmdy at 15% O,) and a fuel sulfur content of 0.8% or less by weight, Diamond proposes to
bum natural gas which may have a sulfur content up to 0.5 gr/100 scf as reflected by GTIN
aperating data (Attachment 4), Buming natural gas with this sulfur content will result in an SO,
exhaust gas conceatration of (.27 ppmdv at 15% O, (Reference 2, Appendix B, Page 9),
Combusting GTN natural gas results in 30, emissions very much lower than the NSPS emission
limitation, The sulfur content of natura? gas is also very much lower than the NSPS requirement
of 0.8% by weight. This part of the NSPS emission requirement for SO, was specifically
intended for gas turbines fired with liquid fuels which typically have much higher suifur content
than natural gas.

Another applicable NSPS is Subpart Da - Standards of Performance for Electric Utility Steam
Generating Units for Which Construction is Commenced After September 18, 1978, Subpart Da
applies to steamn generating units with a heat input greater than 250 million Btw/hr. In the case of
a HREG with duct burners, the emission limits apply o the emissions resulting from combustion
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of the fuel in the HRSG only (and not the emissions from the CT}, Since the heat input in each
of the proposed HRSGs is 605.6 million Btwhr, they are subject to the NSPS Subpart Da
emission limits. The NSPS Subpart Da emission limits are: 0.03 Ib/million Bt for PM; 0.20
Ib/million Btu for SO,; 0.20 Ib/million Btu for NO, and 20% opacity (6-minute average). Using
GTN natural gas and the control technelogy proposed by Diamond, the estimated emission rates
are 0.020 th/million Boi for PM, 0.0014 Ib/million Biu for 50O, and 0.08¢ Ib/miltion Btu for NQ,

At the maximum firing rate of the duct burners {605.6 miltion Btu/kr), the mass emission rate
allowed by the NSPFS Subpart Da would be 18,17 Ibthr for PM and 121,12 [b/hr for each of NO,
and $O,. Using GTN natural gas fuel and the control technology proposed by Diamond, the
emission tates for each pollutant at maximum firing rate would be 12.11 1bfw for PM, 0.825
1b/he for SO, and 48,45 Ib/hr for NO,. The proposed emissions satisfy the requirement to be at
least as stringent as the applicable NSPS.

4.3 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Stationary Combustion
Twrbines

On March 5, 2004, EPA’s National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAT)
for Stationary Combustion Turbines - Subpart YYYY became effective, NESHAP Subpart
YYYY is focused on regnlating organic hazardous air pollutants such as formaldehyde from
combustion turbines. The final emission limit for formaldehyde requires an exhanst gas
concentration less than 91 parts per billion dry, by volume (ppbvd) at 13% O,. Based on the

- preamble to the proposed NESHAP Subpart YYYY, a CO oxidation catalyst system witha CO
removal efficiency of about 90% would have been required to comply with a formaldehyde
emission limit of 91 ppbvd at 15% O,. Since the final NESHAP YYYY does not explicitly
require a specific CO removal efficiency, the NESHAP YYYY does not directly ¢ffect the
BACT decision process for CO. However, since the NESHAP YYYY is a separate applicable
requirement, Diamond will have to deternune whether achieving compliance with the NESHAP
YYYY will require a catalytic oxidation system that is more efficient than one which satisfies
the PSD CO BACT requirement.

EPA has temporarily stayed the effectiveness of NESHAP Subpart YY Y'Y, apart from the initial
notification requirement, for new lean pre-mix natural gas-fired combustion turbings like those
proposed at WEC, The temporary stay was promulgated in light of an EPA proposal to delist
new lean pre-mix natural gas-fired combustion turbines from regulation nnder Section 112 of the
Act. Depending upon EPA’s final delisting decision, each CT may not ultimately be subject to
NESHAP Subpart YYYY.
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4.4  BACT for the Combustion Turbines and Duct Bumers - Normal Operation
4.4.1 BACT for ND,

Following the top down BACT process, Diamond presented and discussed five aliematives for
NO, control. The two most effective alternatives are SCONOX and selective catalytic reduction
{8CR) in conjunction with low-NQ, burners intrinsic to the proposed gas turbines. In the
original permit application dated January 2003 (Reference 2), Diamond argued that SCONOx
was technically infeasible because it had not been applied to or permitied for large scale
operations on 4 turbine of similar size to what Diamond proposed. Notwithstanding the
technical infeasibility argument, Diamond conducted and presented a cost effectiveness analysis
for SCONOx as well as for SCR. The emission limit representative of BACT using SCONOx or
SCR presented in the original Diamond permit application was 2.5 ppradv at 15% O, with 3-hour
averaging {rolling average). Since the cost for the SCONOX alternative was significantly higher
than for SCR at the same level of emission performance ($15,850 per ton of NGO, removed for
SCONOx compared to $1909 per ton of NO, removed for SCR), Diamond proposed that the
emission limit representative of BACT was 2.5 ppmudy at 15% O, with 3-hour averaging {rolling
average) based on the use of SCR.

As a result of discussions between Diamond, their environmental congultant, and EPA, Diamond
submitted a revised PSD permit application by letter dated August 8, 2003 {Reference 3), One
of the revisions Diamond made was to propose that the emission limit representative of BACT
is 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O, with 3-hour averaging (rolling average}. After considerable review as
summarized below, EPA agrees that the emission limit representative of BACT is 2,0 ppmdv at
15% O, with 3-hour averaging (rolling average).

EmeraChem is now the vendor for SCONOx which was developed by Goeal Line Environmental
Technologies. EmeraChem markets this technology under the name “EMx”", the next
generation of SCONOx,” and describes this technology as a multi-pollutant technology for NO,
OO, VOC and PM,, reduction for gas fired turbines. Since the term SCONOx is more widely
know, that is the term used to describe this technology in this document. SCONOx is 2 catalytic
technology that simuMancously oxidizes CO to CO,, VOCs to CO, and water, NO to NO,, and
then absorbs the NO, onto the surface of a catalyst coated with potassium carbonate. The overall
chemical reaction between NO, and the potassium carbonate catalyst is shown in the following
equation. :

INO, + K,C0, ~ CO, + KNO, + KNG,

The optimum temperature range for operation of the SCONOx system is from 300 to 700°F. The
catalyst has a finite capacity to react with NO,. In order to maintain 2 high level or NO,
removal, the catalyst must be regenerated periodically. Regeneration is accomplished by passing
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a reducing gas containing a dilute concentration of hydrogen across the surface of the catalyst in
the absence of oxygen. Hydrogen in the regeneration gas reacts with the nitrites and nitrates to
form water and molecular nittogen. Carbon dioxide in the regeneration gas reacts with the
potassivm nitrite and nitrates to form potassivm carbonate, which is the original chemical in the
catalyst coating. The overall chemical reaction during regeneration is shown in the following
equation.

The regeneration gas is produced in gas generator using a two-stage process to produce
hydrogen and carbon dioxide. In the first stage, natural gas and air are reacted across a partial
oxidation catalyst to form carbon monoxide and hydrogen. Steam is added to the mixture and
then passed across a low temperature shift catalyst, forming carbon dioxide and more hydrogen.
The regeneration gas mixture s diluted to wnder 4% hydrogen using steam. In order to
accomplish the periodic regeneration, the SCONOX system is constructed in 13 - 15 modules in
parallel so that one module can be closed off from the exhayust stream using inlet and ouilst
dampers and regenerated while the remaining modules are open for treatment of the exhaust gas
sirean.

One unique feature of the SCONOx system is that it does not use ammonia (NH,) to accomplish
the NO, reduction. Therefore, there are no NH, emissions to the atmosphere {known as NH,
slip). This topic is discussed further in the sections related to SCR and the NH, emission limit.

According to EmeraChem literature, performance guarantees for NO, emissions are available to
<2.0 ppmdy at 15% O,. SCONOx systems have been installed and operated snccessfully on
smaller turbines in Califomia and Massachusetts, but have not yet been'installed and operated on
the large Frame 7 turbines proposed for the Diamond project. However, since 1999 ABB
Alstom Power (ABB) has offered commercial availability of the SCONOx system for large gas
turbines (Reference 4). ABB conducted testing on the mechanical damper systems for the
modules on a scale needed for larper turbines and is confident that the SCONOx system can be
scaled np to the size needed to treat the gas stream from the Frame 7 turbines.

As leng ago as 1998, EPA reviewed operating data for SCONOx performance for a California
installation, and detenmined that SCONOx technology was “available” and could achieve a NO,
emiggion limit of 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O,. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
{(3CAQMD) subsequently determined BACT as 2.5 ppmdy at i 5% O, with 1-hour averaging. In
correspondence dated June 10, 1998, EPA (Region 9) stated that 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O, with 3-
honr averaging was essentially equivalent to 2.5 ppmdv at 15% O, with 1-hour averaging as
levels that would represent BACT for NO, from gas turbines (Reference 5).

After review of the available information, EPA determines that SCONOX is an available control
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technology that ¢att achieve a NO, emission limit of 2,0 ppmdv at 15% Q, with 3-hour averaging
(olling average).

The other NO, control technology that can achieve a NO, emission limit of 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O,
with 3-hour averaging (rolling average) is SCR. SCR. is a control technology that has been
widely used for over ten years in a large number gas turbine combined cycle power plant such as
the one proposed by Diamond, Over the years the NO, emission limits based on SCR have
decreased due in part to advances in the technology, competition from other technologies such as
SOONOx and more stringent BACT and LAER decisions by permitting anthorities. SCR is a
catalysi based system which uses NH, as a reactant to reduce NO and NQO, to elemental nitrogesn.
A number of catalysts are available from different vendors. One typical catalysi uses vanadiuvm
ane titanium as the active ingredients in the catalyst. Most SCR systems have an operating
temperature range of 600 - 800°F althongh the temperature window can be from 475 - 1100°F
depending on the particular catalyst used. The fixed catalyst bed is located in the HRSG ata
point where the gas temperature is within the 600 - 800°F range, typically downstream of the
superheater.

NH, (usually an agueous solution of <20% NH,) is vaporized extemal to the HRSG and
introduced in front of the catalyst bed through an injection grid designed to evenly distribute the
ammaoniz throughout the cross section of the gas stream. The amount of amumonia injected iy
¢ontrolled by a signal from the NO, continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) located in
the stack. The objective is to inject enough ammonia to react with the NO, emissions so that the
NQO, emission lirit is achieved with a minimum of excess arnonia (ammonia slip) going out
the stack. Ower the years the design of the SCR systems have been improved so that the NO,
emission rate can be finely controlled near the emission limit with very low ammonia slip.

While it is common to associate one emission limit with SCR technology, a SCR systen: can be
designed to achieve any specified NO_ emission limit down to =2.0 ppmdy at 15% O, with 3-
hour averaging (rolling average). The performance of a SCR system can be improved by
changing one or more of the design variables such as the type of catalyst, the ammonia injection
grid and the residence time within the catalyst bed {increasing the gas path through the catalyst
bed). As expected, the capital and operating costs increase with improved performance since
more catalyst is needed and the corresponding pressure drop is increased,

EPA reviewed a nurnber of references to determine what NO, emission lirnit is representative of
BACT based on vse of a 3CR ¢ontrol system. Typically the EPA RBC database is searched.
However, because of the large mimber of gas turbine power plants permitted across the couniry
in the past few years, EPA has developed a database specifically for gas turbine projects. This
database is accessible over the internat at:  htipy//www.epa. gov/regiond/air/ permityfindex. him,
As of Tuly 16, 2003, the most recent update of the database prior to the writing of this report, the
EPA gas turbine database included 15 entries where the NO, permit limit was 2.0 ppoudy at 15%
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0, or less in states outside of Region 10 (CT - 4, MA - 5, NY -2, PA - 2, CA - 2). In Region 10
three recent gas nutbine power projects have a NO, permit limit was 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O,. SCR
has been the control technology on which most of these permit limits were based (only two cited
SCONOx and cne of those included a contingent requirement for SCR if SCONOx was not
aciually installed).

The California Air Resources Board document “Guidance for Power Plant Siting and Best
Available Control Technology” (Reference 5) includes correspondence from four SCR. vendors
describing the guarantees that they were willing to make &s far back as 1998. Each of the four
vendors was willing to guarantee SCR system performance of 2.0 ppmdy at 15% O, with 3-hour
averaging, These quotes were based on an inlet WO, concentration of 25 ppmw which is more
than twice as high as from the gas turbines proposed by Diamond (9 ppmw).

The EPA Clean Air Markets Division {CAMD) database for power plants subject to the Acid
Rain program was reviewed for power plants similar to Diamond. Howrly continucus emissions
monitoring data is reported quarterly to the CAMD database. The CAMD makes these data
available at the following website: hitp.//www/epa.gov/airmarkets/monitoring/mde/index.hitml.
Data from the CAMD database indicate that a nnmber of units similar to the proposed Diamond
project are achieving NO, emissions of less than 2.0 ppmdv through the nse of SCR control
systems, '

Since there is evidence of a mimber of precedents for a NO, permit limit of 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O,
and Diamond proposed to meet this ernission limit, EPA determines that the NO, emission limit
representative of BACT is 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O, with 3-hour averaging (rolling average). At the
maximum operating rate the NO, mass emission rate is 17.17 pounds per hout (Ib/hr) per turbine,
EPA believes that these emission limits can be achieved by using either SCR or SCONOx. The
primary NO, control difference between the two technologies is that SCR requites ammonia
which results in some amount of ammonia slip whareas SCONOx has no ammonia emissicns
associated with it. Therefore, EPA has determined that the use of SCR must be accompanied
with an associated emission fimit or ammonia slip to insure that the SCR system is designed and
cperated in & manner consistent with good air pollution centrol practice for minimizing
emissions (both NO_and NH, emissions), This issue is discussed further in Section 4.4.6 below,

442 BACT for CO

Diamond evaluated two control alternatives for CO beyond the base case of good combustion
design and operation. The first was thermai oxidation which is not a feasible alternative for both
technical and economic reasons and has never been permitted for gas rbines, Cataiytic
oxidation is the control technology most often used with gas turbines and consists of a catalyst
bed located in the HRSG downstream: of the duct bumer where the temperature is in the range of
700 - 1100°F. The oxidation catalyst causes a small pressure drop (approximately 1.5 inches of
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water) which causes a slight loss in power output from the turbine, No additional reactants are
required since there is sufficient oxygen in the gas stream for the oxidation reactions to proceed
int the presence of the catalyst. The catalyst is subjsct to loss of activity over time due to
physical deterforation or chemical deactivation. Oxidation catalyst vendors typically guarantce
catalyst life for three vears, but ¢xperience with these systems in Region 10 indicates that the
expected lifetime of an oxidation catalyst system with natural gas as the fuel should be at least
twice the guaranteed thres year life.

In the original PSD permit application, Diamond proposed an emission limitation representative
of BACT based on the use of an oxidation catalyst system was 3.0 ppmdv at 15% 0, Asaresult
of discussions between Diamond, their environmental consuliant, and EFA, Diamond submitted
a revised PSD permit application by letter dated August 8, 2003, One of the revisicns Diamend
made was to propose that the CO emission limit representative of BACT is 2.0 ppmdy at 15%
0, with 3-hour averaging (rolling average). Diamond estimated that the annualized control cost
for the CO oxidation catalyst system is $1161 per ton of CO removed, and stated that this is
economically feasible for the proposed gas turbines. After considerable review as summarized
below, EPA agrees that the CO emission limit representative of BACT is 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O,
with 3-honr averaging {rolling average}.

Although Diamond did not evaluate SCONOX as a control alternative for CO, SCONOx docs
reduce CO in addition to NO, . SCONOx can achieve a control level equivalent to an oxidation
catalyst system since SCONOx incorporates an oxidation cataiyst in combination with the NO
oxidation catalyst and potassium carbonate coating. As discussed in Section 4.4,1, SCONOx is a
more costly contrel alternative. In fact, according to the costs presented in the Diamond permit
application, SCONOx is more costly than the sum of SCR for NO, control and oxidation catalyst
for CO control. Since the emission control levels using SCONOX or an CO oxidation catalyst
are essentizlly the same, the choice of technology to meet the CO'emission limitation
representative of BACT is up to the appiicant.

As with any catalyst control system, the performance of the oxidation catalyst system for CO can
be designed for progressively lower outlet emissions by varying the design parameters such as
catalyst fype, residence time of the catalyst (catalyst volume) and the gas temperature. There is
not much that can be done to vary temperature since the CO catalyst system is already proposed
to be located in the gas stream where the temperature is greatest. More exotic catalyst and larger
catalyst volume {(longer residence time) can result in lower emissions at the expense of greater
capital and operating costs.

Review of the national gas turbine database cited in Section 4.4.1 above, found seven entries
where the permitted CO emission limitation was 2,0 ppradv at 15% O, (CT - |, MA - 3, NJ - 2
and CA - 1). In Region 10 four recent gas twrbine power projects have a CO permit limit of 2.0
ppmdy at 15% O,. In two cases the averaging period was | hour, Although it is expected that

—
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the CO emission concentration will not be as variable as for NO, emissions, EPA has decided to
use 3-hour averaging for C'O which is consistent with the NO, emission limitation,

Actal emissions data for gas turbines in Region 10 of similar size to the ones proposed by
Diamond indicate that the CO ermissions are consistently lower than 2.0 ppmdy at 15% 0,. Tor
example, data from the performance test at the Chehaiis Power plant show that the CO emissions
were less than 0.5 ppmdv at 15% O,

As mentioned in the discussion of the NESHAP Subpart YY'YY for gas turbines (Section 4.33,
Diamond will be required to meet a formaldehyde concentration emission limit of 91 ppbvd at
15% ©,. Diamond may choose to install a more efficient CO oxidation catalyst system to ensure
compliance with the NESHAP. If so, EPA expects the CO emission concentration to be even
lower than 2.0 ppmdyv at 15% O,.

Since there is evidence of a number of precedents for a CO permit limit of 2,0 ppmdy at 15% O,
and Diamond proposed to meet this emission limit, EPA determines that the CO emission Limit
representative of BACT is 2.0 ppmdv at 15% O, with 3-howr averaging {rolling average). At the
maximum operating rate the CO mass emission rate is 10.5¢ [b/hr per CT/HRSG-DB.

44,3 BACT for VOC

In the pemnit application Diamond evaluated thermal oxidation and catalytic oxidation as control
alternatives for VOC enussions. As discussed in Section 4.4 2, thermal oxidation was not
considered technically or economically feasible; & conclusion with which EPA agrees. Diamond
argued that catalytic oxidation was not economically feasible if done only for VOC emission
control due primarily to the smal! number of tons of VOU that could potentially be reduced.

However, catalytic oxidation technology has already been proposed for CO control and will
achieve some reduction of VOC emizsions. During development of the NESHAP Subpart
YYYY, EPA found that oxidation catalyst systems also reduce HAP emissions such as
formaidehyde, acetaldehyde, and benzene (Reference 6). In particular formaldehyde emissions
which make up & large fraction of the total VOC emissions from turbines firing natural gas, are
reduced at about the same percentage a3 CO. The NESHAP Subpart YYYY uses CO reduction
across the catalytic oxidation system 4s a surrogate for HAP monitering. Since formaldehyde
and the other organic HAF emissions are a subset of YVOUC emissions, VOO emissions shonld
similarfy be reduced by the use of oxidation catalyst systems.

If the catalytic oxidation syster was designed specifically for VOC reduction, some of the
design parameters may differ from a catalytic oxidation system designed for CO reduction. For
exampie, the active materials in the catalyst may be changed, the temperature range wonld
probably be raised and the amount of catalyst used wmay be increased (Reference 7). The cost to
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install a separate or additional oxidation catalyst system specifically designed for VOC removal
is considercd to be excessive, However, the same oxidation catalyst system used for CO control
will be somewhat effective in reducing VOC emissions especially the HAP emissions of most
conicern such as formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and benzene,

The actual emission level that can be expected by the use of the CO oxidation catalyst system is
not well documented, Qualitatively, it is clear that using pipeline quality natural gas as the
exclusive fuel and having a CO oxidation catalyst system will minimize VO emissions.
Therefore, EPA has determined in this case that BACT is the nse of these two practices:
exchisive use of natural gas and the CO oxidation catalyst control system. WEC calculates that
the resultant VOC emission rate at foll load will be 0.008] Ib/MMB.

4.44 BACT for PM/PM,,

In the permit application Diamond evaluated a number of particulate control technologies
including a baghouse, dry ESP, wet BESP and venturi scrubber. The calculated cost effectiveness
for all these devices was high (38,427 - 34,733 per ton PM,, removed). In actual practice no
control devices have been installed on gas turbines for PM,; control primarily for two reagons:
{1) the volumetric flow rate of the exhaust gas is very large (>1 miliion achial cubic feet per
minute per turbine) which translates into very large capital and operating costs; and (2) the PM,,
conceniration in the exhaust gas is very low (<0.005 gr/dscf). This concentration of PM,, {n the
exhaust gas (which would be the inlet to any PM,, control device) is lower than the exit PM
concentration for many other types of sources.

Using exclusively namral gas will result in much lower PM, emissions than any other fuel {oil
or jet fuel for example), The presence of both oxidation and SCR catalyst may create some
additional PM,, due to oxidation of some S0, to 30, and H,80, and subsequent reaction with
NH, to produce ammonium sulfite or sulfate, However, these emissions are included in the
concentration value discnased above which is very low compared to most other stationary
sources, In order to minimize the formation of PM,, emissions {both in the stack and downwind
of the source} dne to reaction with NH,, the ammonia slip must be kept to a minimum while still
meeting the NO, emission limitation. EPA proposes to accomplish this by imposing an emission
limitation for ammonia slip {Section 4.4.6).

Diamond projected that PM,, emissions in terms of pounds per million Btu (Ib/million Bw)
would be 0.0145 lb/million Bt. Recall that the NSPS Subpart Da emission limit for gaseous
fuels is 0.03 Ib/million By, Therefore, the PM,; emissions from the gas turbines are projected to
be less than half the NSPS Subpart Da standard.

Based on the factors discussed above, EPA has determined that in this case BACT for PM,, is
the exclusive use of natural gas, proper design and operation of the gas turbines and minimizing
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the ammonia slip. WEC caleulates that the resultant PM,, emission rate at fll load will be
0.015 Ib/MMBt,

445 BACT for 30, and H,80,

The S0, and H,80, emissions originate from oxidation of sulfur in the fuel. Diamond evaluated
control alternatives for removing sulfur from the fuel prior to combustion and from the exhanst
gas from the turbine. Because of the very low concentration of sulfur in the fuel and 80, in the
exhaust gas, the control technoiogies are not feasible for technical and economic reasons. Low
sulfur fuel substitution is a control alternative considered in many BACT ansalyses for
combustion sources with pipeling natural gas considered the lowest sulfur fuel gvaiiable. In this
case natural gas was proposed as the only fuel. Pipeline natural gas has the lowest suifur content
of any fue! that could be used in a gas turbine.

In a letter to Hermiston Power Project dated April 10, 2002, GTN (Attachment 4), one of the two
pipelines that could supply natursl gas to the Diamond project, indicated that the maximum
sulfur content of the natural gas must be less than 0,25 graing of hydrogen suifide per 100 scf and
less than 1 gr/100 scf of total sulfur, These are requirements of GTIN's tariff and the California
Public Utilifies Commission. Hermiston Power Project Acid Rain Program monitoring pian date
indicates that the sulfiw content in the GTN natural gas pipeline is consistently less than 0.4

gt/ 100 scf on an hourly basis. Farther data provided direcily by GTN for the Stanfield
Compressor Station (Attachment 5) further supports the low sulfur concentration in the pipeline
nafural gas.

Faor the most part, an annual average tofal sulfir value of 0.5 pr/1060 sef natural gas was used
within the PSD permit application for estimating emissions of 30,. If all the sulfur is oxidized
and emitted as S0, the 8O, concentration ix the exheust gas would be approximately 0.27
ppindvy at 15% oxygen, The mass emission rate of SO, assuming no subsequent oxidation wounld
be approximately 3.25 1b/hr per emission unit. In terms of Ib/million Btu, the 30, emission rate
would be approximately €.0014 ib/million Btu, Recall that the NSPS Subpart Da $O, emission
limit for gaseous fuels is 0.2 [b/million B, Therefore, the SO, emissions from the gas turbines
are projected to be over two ordets of magnitude lower than the NSPS Subpart Da standard,

H,80, emissions are created by oxidation of some of the SO, to 50, and subsequent reaction of
the 80, with water vapor to form H,50,. This reaction process is a conseguence of using SCR
and oxidation catalyst to reduce NO, and CO, the primary pollutants of concern from gas
tarbines. There are no technically or economically feasible control alternatives for H,SO, other
than to use fhel with the lowest available sulfur content.

Based on the factors discussed above, EPA has determined that in this case BACT for 8O, and
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H,S80, is the exclusive use of pipeline natural gas®.
4.46 Minimizing Collateral Impact frony Ammonia Emissions

Ammonia is not a pollutant normally regulated under the PSD regulations. However, in the case
of gas turbines with SCR control techinology, ammonia has collateral impacts on PM,, and NO,
emissions, Therefore, EPA believes it is necessary and appropriate to establish an emission
limitation for ammonia in order to minimize PM,, and NO, emissions®, In the permit
application, Diamond proposed that ammonia slip would be less than 10 ppmdy at 15% O,.

Ag discussed in Section 4.4. 1, ammonia is a reactant in the SCR system. There is no incentive
on the part of the operator to nse more smmonia that necessary to achieve the NO, emission
limitation {since ammonia slip constitites 5 loss of reactant which must be purchased). As the
SCR system ages, there may be 3 need to increase the ammonia injection rate to achieve the
same level of NO, emission reduction. However, based on SCR vendor information and
ammonia values measured at other gas turbings with SCR, anumonis slip can be kept to a few
ppmdy at 13% Q,.

The four SCR vendors cited in The CAR document “Guidance for Power Plant Siting and Best
Available Control Technology™ {Reference 5) stated that ammonia slip would be <5 ppmdv at
15% O,. In aletier to EPA dated September 12, 2000 (Reference 8), the Institute of Clean Ajr
Companies, In¢, (ICAC) provided data from its member companies which provide SCR control
gystems for NQ, emissions. ICAC stated that “SCR and other technologies are currently
achieving NO, emisgion rates ¢f 2 ppmw....” Regarding ammeonia slip from SCR systems, ICAC
stated that “Vendors are guaranieeing armmonia slip from SCR equipped gas turbines at less than
2 ppmw, Since the apunonia slip increases as a catalyst ages, this means that over a gignificant
part of the catalyst life (cnrrently about 8 - 10 years for gas twrbines), ammonia emissions are far
less than 2 ppmw.” ICAC goes on to state that “advanced SCR systems are under developiment
that show promise in redicing ammonia slip to undetectable levels throughout the life of the
systera,”

Ammonia slip has been addressed in the recent PSD permits in Region 10, In most cases the
ammonia emission limit in these permits has been set at 5 ppmdv at 15% O, (Waliula
Generation, LLC; Plymouth Energy, LLC; Goldendale Energy Facility, LLC and COB Energy

*Pipeline natural gas means natural gas provided by a supplier through a pipeline,
Pipeline natural gas, for purposes of this PSD permit, does not mean pipeline natural gas as
defined by EPA at 40 CFR 72.2.

The authority to address collateral impacts is the subject of a June 3, 1986 EPA Remand

Order for North County Resource Recovery Associates, PSD Appeal No, 85-2.
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Facility, LLC), The Goldendale Energy Facility, LLC permit also requires that the ammonia
emission iimit be decreased to 3 ppmdv at 15% O, after 12 months of operation.

Based on the factors discussed above, EPA has determined that the ammeonia emission limit
representative of presently available technology is 5 ppmdy at 15% O,. At the maximum
operating rate the ammonia mass emission rate is 15,90 Ib/hr. The ammonia emission limits are
necessary to ensure proper operation of the SCR system for NO, emission control and to
minimize direct ammonia emissions and the PM; emissions that ocour as a result of reaction of
sulfur compounds with ammonia in the stack or in the plume from the gas turbines.

447 BACT for the Combustion Turhines and Duct Burnters - Startup

Because of the expected mode of operation is in response to electrical demand, Diamond
estimates that there may be up to 250 startups per gas twbine each year. Since startup emissions
from the gas turbines ate much higher in both concentration (ppind+v) and mass rates (b)), it is
important to guantify and minimize emissions during startup periods. In the PSD permit
application, Diamond described three types of startups based primarily on how long the gas
mrbines had been shutdown prior to the startup: cold stariup; warm startap; and hot startup,
Cold startup oceurs when the unit has been shutdown long enough for the temperature of the
steam drum in the HRSG to fall below 200°F. A cold starfup takes about 3.5 hours. If the
HRSBG steam drwm temperature is above 200°F prior to startup, the startup is referred toas a
warm or hot start depending on how long the unit had been shutdown. According to the
information provided in the parmit application which was based on the gas turbine vendor data, a
warm startup takes approximately 2.735 hours and a hot startup approximately 2.0 hours,

Diamond provided estimates of the emissions during each startop mode (Table 2-7 and Appendix
C of the August 8, 2003 revised permit application), The average hourly emissions during each
mode of startup is shown in Table 4-1 below compared with the howly emissions during normal
operation,

Tabie 4-1 Startup Emissions {per CT

Cold Starup 3.5 103.2 3276 15.6
Warm Starfup 2.75 102.8 320.9 15.5
Hot Startup 2.0 102.2 309.1 15.6
Nomal | - | 172 105 | 17.4

From Table 4-1 one can see that the emissions of NO, and CO are mwch larger during startup
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than during normal operation. This is due to higher emissions generated in the gas turbines
during startup and the fact that the control systems (catalytic oxidation and SCR) are not at
normal operating conditions during startup. According to the annual emission calculations
presented in Appendix C of the Angust 8, 2003, revised permit application, the anmal emissions
of NO, for two startup scenarios are approximately 48 - 89% of the annual emissions during
normal operation. Similarly, for the CO the annual startup emissions are 243 - 464% of the
annual emissions during normal operation even though the number of startup hours represent
between 7 - 10% of the howurs of normal operation.

From these emission comparisons, it is ¢lear that emissions during startup are gignificant when
compared to emissions during normal operation. Therefore, in order to minimize startup
emissions, the number and dugation of startups must be minimized to the maximum practical
cxtent. EPA has determined that the number of startups will not be limited because this isa
function of the electrical market demand that Diamond does not have direct control over. EPA
has determined that the duration of startup car: be limited 23 an operational work practice under
BACT.

The PSD permit will require Diamond to develop a Startup, Shutdown and Malfimction
Procedures Manual based on the equipment manufacturers recommended procedures and
Diamond’s operationa] experience. The startup period will commence when fuel is first fired in
the gas wrbine and end when the first of two events occurs; 1. when the turbine is operating
above 50% load and normal operating temperatures are reached in the catalytic oxidation and
SCR systems; or 2. two hours, 2,75 hours or 3.5 hours have elapsed since firel was first
introduced to the turbine on 2 hot, warm or cold startup respectively. Normal operating emission
limits for NO, and CO are relieved during startup mode; however, all emissions must be
measured and counted toward the applicable emissions limitations esteblished to protect ambient
air quality standards or established to avoid an otherwise applicable requirement,

Diamond stated in the permit application that a planned shutdown is expected to take place over
a period of about 10 minutes during which time the firing rate will be gradually reduced. Since
the conirol systems will still be operational during shutdown and the emission limits are
averaged over 3 hours, EPA has determined that no exemption from the emission limits needs fo
be provided for shutdown, If a turbine is shutdown due to a unit “trip” or other malfunction, the
emission limits are relieved. The burden of demonstrating that 2 malfunction has occurred rests
with Diamond. -
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448 BACT for the Cooling Towers

As seen in Table 2-3, PM,, is the only pollutant emitted from the cooling tower. The PM,,
emissions originate from small droplets of cooling water carried out of the cooling tower (called
drift) by the air moving countercurrent to the water. When the water droyplets evaporate, the
dissolved solids in the water droplet remain suspended in the air as PM ;. In the permit
application, Diamond states that none of the usual add-on particulate control technologies are
technically or economically feasible to control PM , emissions from the cooling towers, In
addition, EPA found no instances where exhaust stack add-on controls have been used in actual
practice,

Cooling towers typically are equipped with static devices czlled drift eliminators which are
installed at the top of the cooling tower above the level where water is introduced and just ahead
of the propeller fans used to induce air flow through the cooling tower. The drift eliminators are
designed to remove water droplets from the air stream leaving the cooling tower, Several types
of drift eliminators are available with correspondingly different removal efficiencies. Diamond
proposes to install high efficiency drift eliminators designed to attain a drift loss equal to or less
than 0.0005% of the cooling tower ciroulating flow rate. This is the lowest drift loss that cooling
tower manufactares will guarantee,

The drift 1oss rating of the drift eliminators is the primary variable in determining the magnitude
of PM,, emissions from a cooling tower. The second important variable is the total dissolved
solids {TD3) content in the cooling water. The TDS content is a function of the quality of the
make-up water supply and the number of times the water is cycled through the cooling tower
before blowdown. Blowdown is the ferm given to water discharged from the cooling tower
system to control the buildup of TDS, such as salts or other impurities that occur in water as well
as suspended solids that are washed cut of entering the air. For more information regarding
cooling towers and drift, you may consult varions resources on the internet, including
w.epa.gov/itn/chieffap42/ch13/final/c13s504. WWW.D

online.com/services/driftbackground shtml, and www.thecoolingtowercompany.com/fags.htm].

Freatment for TDS reduction for the size of facility anticipated at WEC is generally expensive,
Most physical-chemical methods concentrate the TDS and then require disposal of a
concenirated side stream of 10 t¢ 30 percent flow. Partial treatment of the flow for TDS
rexiuction would be the less costly than treating the entire flow siream, The cost of partial
treatment, however, would stil cost more than $1 MM/year as shown in Table 4-2, The
expected maximum amount of PM-10 produced yearly is about 18 tons assuming 12 cycles of
concentration and a maximum coacentration of 3,532 ppmw. An acceptable BACT cost is
$10,000/ton of pollutant removed, which would be $180,00(/year for the WEC assuming TDS
treatinent technologies are 99% efficient, As can be seen in Table 4-2, the least expensive
method to treat for TDS would involve operating costs alone of more than $1 million/year.
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Dissolved solids cannot be removed by standard filtration; they are material deposited as scale
after water has been evaporated. For this reason, methods other than filtration are necessary to
remove or reduce TDS, Treatment of TDS involves removal of tonic forms using limited and
sophisticated technologies. Usnally these technologies are employed for small amounts of water
where ultra-clean water is needed in boiler systems, for electronics manufacturing, and
pharmaceutical manufacturing. As a result, the technologies are costly, highly specialized, and
produce side streams of concentrated wastes that need to be disposed of or treated a5 well. The
costs and information discussed here are based on a study conducted for a lead-zinc mine in
northern Alaska, The main treatment options applicable i the WEC would be reverse osmosis
and ion exchange.

Reverse osmosis is a process that strains fonic species from water. In the process, pressurized
water is passed over a semi-permeable membrane which allows passage of water but restricts the
passage of ions. The size of the membranes are selected based on the desired quality of the
water. Depending upon the type of membrane chosen, reductions of TDS to 20 mg/l could be
achieved, One of the disadvantages of these systems, besides the high cost, is that the
membranes can be easily fonled and thus require frequent cleaning. As a result, pre-softening of
the feed water would be necessary. Another by-product of this process is concentrated brines
that would need to be disposed of or ireated. Evaporation is typically a method to address the
brine issue. Evaporation requires electrical power and fuel; for a system in the range of 1-4 mad
{700 - 3000 gpm), approximately 15 MW would be needed to evaporate the brine.

Ton exchange is a process in which ions are adsorbed from solution onto an active resin solid.
Concurrent with the adsorption, a counter jo is released into solation, thereby replacing the
adserbed ion. The choice of resin is based on the desired water quality. As the resin becomes
saturzted with the adsorbed ions, it would need to be regenerated before continued use.
Regeneration is accomplished through elution with an acid, such as hydrochloric acid.
Regeneration and disposal of the regenerant solutions involves potential enivironmental imnpacts
with added costs for treatment and disposal, fon exchange units are fypically used in relatively
small volume applications such as water softening or when very high quality water is needed.

The following table’ summarizes estimated construction and operating costs for the different
options. Because the values were originally developed for the mine in Alaska, they have been
reduced by a factor of 2.5 to reflect a base costs in the Pacific Norfhwest (bolded values),

*Based on information from 1999 Update, “Efftuent Treatment and Water Management
for TDS Control, Red Dog Mine,” for Cominco Alaska, Inc., March 1999 edited by Gene
Andrews, Environmental Associate, HCR 85 Box 336, Bonners Ferry, ID 83805,
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Table 4.2 Bstimated Constryetion and Oporating Coats - 1D Mana

Ton exchange $60,000,000 $3,50 $8,100,000

0,000
$24,000,000 $1,400,000 $3,240,000
Reverse osmosis £355,000,00¢ $3,000,000 £7.,400,000
522,600,007 $1,200,000 $2,960,000
NOTES:
1 Operating cost includes power, chemicals, personnel, maintenance, materials and equipment for
niaintenance, contingency, and appurtenant lssues mitigation
2 Constiction cost amortized over 15 years
3 Values in bold have scale factor of 2,5 removed to constnyction costs develeped relative to Pacifis
Northwest

A review of EPA’s RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) reveals that a PSD permit hag
been issned by the ITowa Department of Natural Resources prescribing a cocling water TD3S
operating limit (1,050 ppirw), a drift loss design efficiency standard {0.0005%), and an opacity
standard (0%). The PM,, BACT requirements were prescribed for & cooling tower at
MidAmerican Energy Company’s proposed power generation facility in Couneil Bluffs, Towa.
For more information, consult EPA’s RBLC, Entry IA-0067, at www.epa.gov/cate/rble.

One other alternative that could be considered is the use of a dry cooling system (rather than a
water cooling system) using air-cooled condensers given that the Diamond facility intends to
extract, on average, approximately 11 million gallons of water per day (17 cubic fect per
second) from the Colurabia River. Cooling towers are not needed to support a dry cooling
system. This dry cooling system approach is being used at the Chehalis Power Plant (Chehalis
Power) in Chehalis, Washington. A dry cocling system is being used at Chehalis Power in
response to the concerit over the use of surface water and the use of reclaimed water that would
otherwise be discharged into the Chehalis River. According to Chehalis Power, choosing air
cooling rather than water cooling provides significant benefits to protection of water resources
because it provides for 2 massive reduction in water use from 3,000,000 gallons per day to an
average of 192,000 gallons per day. For more information, consult the State of Washington
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) website at
www.efsec.wa.gov/FILES/orders/order733 pdf. A similar dry cooling system is being
prescribed for the proposed COB Energy facility in Klamath County, Oregon. For more
information, consult the State of Oregon Department of Energy website at

www.energy.state. or us/siting/document/COBAPO. pdf.

Diry cooling, however, results in a slightly lower efficiency in the steam turbine generating
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system. In order to do a proper comparison {on the basis of equal electrical power production), a
system using dry cooling would have to be slightly larger, burning more natural gas, and thereby
generating more combustion PM,, emissions. Although a coruplete analysis was not done for the
Diamond application, 4n analysis was done for the Wallula Power Project, In the Fact Sheet for
the Wallula Power PSD permit (Reference 9), Washingion EFSEC concluded that the PM
emissions would be slightiy highier for a power plant using dry cooling compared to one using a
cooling tower based on sizing each power plant to produce the same net electrical output. In
addition, the Wallula Power Project Fact Sheet pointed ont that the ¢ost of the dry cooling
system was substantially more than the cost of a water cooling system. The relative cost of a dry
cooling system to control PM,; emissions is greater than $500,000 per ton of M, emissions
removed.

Given that the selection of a dry cooling system to reduce PM,, emissions resuls in a relatively
poor cost effectiveness, EFA concludes that a dry cooling system is not BACT for the Diamond
project. EPA has determined that the combination of using high efficiency drift eliminators
designed for a drift Joss <0,0005% and maintaining a cooling water TDS content £3,532 ppmw
represents BACT for the cooling towers.

449 BACT for the Diesel Engine Driven Emergency Fire Pump

The Diamond project will include a diesel engine driven emergency fire pump which Diamond
proposes to use only in the case of a fire when the electric fire pump is unavailable. The only
other time the diesel engine driven emergency fire pump will operate is for short periodic test
periods totaling <352 hours per year. The diesel engine driven emergency fire pump is sized at
350 horsepower (261 kW) in order to meet the National Fire Protection Association standards for
the largest potential fire at the facilicy (in this case the cooling tower structures).

Becanse the diesel engine driven emergency fire pump will be operated infrequently and
intermittently, EPA does not thunk it is reasonable to require any post combustion controls as
part of the BACT process. However, it is reasonable to take two actions which can minimize
emissions with minimal cost to Diamond. One action is to purchase a new diesel engine that
meets the EPA 2004 highway heavy-duty diesel-cycle engine standards or the standards
appiicable at time of purchase, whichever is later. These on-road engine specifications for
emissions of PM, NO,, and VOC are more siringent than the specifications for nonroad engines,
except for CO. For more information on regulations applicable to onroad diesel engines, please
EPA’s website at  hitp:/'www .epagov fdiesel htmdrers, For more information on
regulations applicable to nonroad engines, please see EPA’s website at

http:/fwww .epa. goviolag/eguip-hd.btm. Table 4-3 presents a comparison of the onroad and

nonroad diesel engine standards.
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Onroad 40 CFR 86.004-11 2.4 155 0.10
Nonroad 40 CFR 89.112 4.8 2.6 0.15 |

The other action is to use on-road specification diesel fue!, as specified in 40 CFR 80.520{a)(1).
The sulfor content of on-road specification diesel fuel is cwrently <0.05%. In mid 2006 the
sulfur content limit for on-road specification diess! fuel is scheduled to be reduced to <13 ppmw
{0.0015%).

EPA has determined that the combination of purchasing a new diesel engine that meets the EPA
on-road engine specification for the year of purchase and using on-road specification dissel fuel
represents BACT for the diesel engine driven emergency fire pump,

4.4.10¢ Summary of BACT Emission Limitations and Work Practice Standards

Tables 4-4 through 4-6 swnmarize the emission limits and work practice standards resulting
from the BACT determinations discussed above.

Tuble 4.4 BACT for CT &

NO, at 15% 0, | 2.0 ppmdv" 3-hour

COat15% O, 2.0 ppmdv * 3-hour
80, /H,80, Exclusive use of pipeline natural gas N/A
PM,, a) Exclusive use of pipeline natural gas,
b} proper design and operation of equipment, and N/A
¢} minintize amimonia shp
VO£ a) Exclusive use of pipeling natural gas and N/A
b) CO oxidation catalyst
NH, at 15% O, | 5.0 ppmdy * 3-hour
Opacity 5% * N/A
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* Emission limit only applics during normal operation, excluding siartup and shukdown,

able 4- BCT for Co

a) Drift eliminator efficiency
of 0.000:3% and
b) TDS 53,332 ppmw

a) N/A. Initial inspection.
b} Performance Test: Seven-
day average.

Monitoring: One-day
average.

_ Tale 4-6 CT for Diesel En ' ne Emergenc Fire Pum;

Cperating hours 52 hr/yr 12-month rolling average
NO,, CO, VOC, PM/PM,, | Engine shal) satisty the EPA N/A
2004 highway heavy-duty

diesel-cycle enging standards
of 40) CFR 86.004-11 or the
EPA highway heavy-duty
diesel-cycle engine standards
applicable at time of
purchase, whichever is later.

50,

Engine shall combust only
highway diesel fuel as
specified by EPA in 40 CFR
80.520(a)}1) at time of
purchase.

Fuel supplier certification
with each purchase.
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5 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

The proposed Wanapa power plant is a PSD listed stationary scurce with maximum operation
emissions calculated to exceed the major stationary source theeshold of 100 tons per year for
NO,, CO and PM,,. In addition, the calculated emissions of six criteria or regulated air
pollutants will exceed their significant emission rate thresholds. The six air pollutant are SO,
NO,, CO, PM,,, VOC and H;S0,. Of the six, NAAQS have been promulgated for five, SO,
NQ,, CO, PM,,,, and O,. These five air pollutants are either attaining or attainment cannot be
determined for the NAAQS in the area,

Federal guidance has been developed to implement the ambient air quality impact analysis
{(AQIA) portion of the PSD regulations. The guidance allows new major stationary sources that
emit criteria air pollutants in significant amounts to conduct a two part AQIA. The first part
consist of a comparison of the air pollutant highest predicted concentration with its significant
impact level (SIL). If the concentration docs not exceed the SIL, further air quality analysis for
compliance with NAAQS and air quality increments is not necessary. However, if the
concentration exceeds its STL, a second part AQIA is required for that air pollutant. Essentially,
the second part AQIA should contain (1) a demonstration of compliance with NAAQS and Class
II air quality increments, (2) a demonstration of compliance with Class I area air quality
increments for all air pollutants, (3) an evaluation of project impacts on soils, vegetation, and
Class II area visibility, (4) an analysis associated with growth, and (5) a Class [ area analysis
{i.e., acid deposition and visibility) that includes consultation with the applicable Federal Land
Manager (FLM) which in this case, is the U.S. Forest Service. Preconstruction air quality .
monitoring may be needed unless the existing air quality level or the predicted concentration for
the air pollutant is less than its significant monitoring threshold.

This AQIA summarizes a technical review of the Wanapa power plant ambient air impact
analyscs contained in the January, 2003 PSD application and subsequent revisions per comments
by Region 10. The report focuses on Wanapa’'s adherence to federal PSD regnlations and
guidelines, the assumptions and data uzed in the analyses, and whether the demonstrations and
results are adequately supported in the application and revisions. References used by Region 10
in the review include:

40 CFR Part 50 - Nationzal Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards
40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W - Guideline on Air Quality Models
40 CFR Part 52.21 - Prevention of Significant Beterioration of Air Quality
Draft New Source Review Workshop Manual - Prevention of Significant
Deterioration and Nonattainment Area Permitting, October 1990

- Meteorological Monitoring Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications, EPA-
454/R-99-005
Ambient Monitoring Guidelings for Prevention of Significant Deterioration, EPA-

* ¥ R EKXX
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450/4-87-007
¥  Federal Land Mangers’ Air Quality Related Values Workgroup (FLAG) Phase I
Report, December 2000

51  Significant Emission Threshelds and Baseline Dates

5.1.1 Emission Rates

Pollutant specific significant emission rates have been codified into the CFR. to exempt proposed
major stationary sources and major modifications to stationary sources from PSD review. For
criteria air pollutants, significant emission rates have been established for 80,, NO_, CO, PM,,
O, based on VOC, and lead (PB). Emission rates also have been established for sight non-
criteria air pollutants incinding H,50,.

Calculated air pollutant emission rates from combustion and non-combustion units at the power
plant exceed significant emission rate thresholds for SO,, NOy, CO, PM,,, and H,80, a3
provided by DW and shown in the below Table 5-1. Consequently, an AQIA was performed and
is discussed in the following sections. Although the VOC emission rate is greater than 40 tons
per year, the regulation exempts a project from performing an AQIA and conducting pre-
construction monitoring for O, if the proposed annual YOC emission rate is less than 100 tons

PEr ¥ear.

Table 5-1 Significant Emission Rates

SQ, 56 40
NO, 588 40
cO 108 100
PM, 566 15
VOC 99 40
H,50, 4 7
: Ermission rates are based on four combustion turbines and keat recovery steam generators

with duct burners, two cooling towers, the application of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT), 100 percent load at 52.2 degrees Fahrenheit, and duct burner firing,
" Sulfur dioxide emission rate is based on a natural gas sulfor content of 0.5 gr/100scf.
¢ Annual particulate emissions include four HRSGs and two cooling tower blocks.
4 Diamond Wanapa has accepted a VOC permit Limit of 99 tons per year to avoid an O,
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ambient air quality analysis which would include preconstruction monitoring.
5.1.2 Minor Source Baseline Dates

A minor source baseline date is the date of the first complete PS> application submitted to an air
permit agency after a trigger date in an area attaining {or cannot be determined if attaining} the
NAAQS. Trigger dates for the area have been set for SO, NO, and PM,, with minor source
baseline dates established as listed in Table 5-2, Two areas are listed because the power plant is
gxpected to have significant concentrations within the states of Oregon and Washington

Table 5-Z Baseline Dates

50, January 1, 1978 December 14, 1977
M, January 1, 1578 December 14, 1977
NG, February 8, 1988 February 11, 1992

52  Modeling Methodology
An emissions irnpact of the power plant on ambient air was conducted in five discrete steps.

#  During the first step, representative meteorological data were obtained. Programs
within the AERMOD Modeling System and the CALPUFF Modeling System
processed the data and generated input files for the dispersion programs.

¥ The ISC-PRIME Mode! with screening meteorology was emploved in the second
step to 1dentify the operating load and ambient femperature that would result in the
greatest concentration for those air pollutants with short term NAAQS (e.g., 50,
CO and PM,).

¥ Inthe third step, the dispersion program withjn the AERMOD Modeling System,
with meteorological data files from the first step and operating oad information
from the second step, was utilized to determine which air pollutant would have a
predicted concentration above its SIL. If the predicted concentration was above its
SIL, the maximuwmn radial distance from the power plant in which there was a
significant concentration, or the significant impact area (SIA), was aiso computed,
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¥ Neatby stationary soutce emission inventories were obtained in this fourth step and
applied to only those stationary sources emitting air pollutants predicted to have a
significant concentration in the SIA. Evaluations of the emission inventories were
performed to determine which stationary sources must be included and which
stationary sources can be excluded from the compliance determination modeling,

% Inihe fifth step, the dispersion program within the AERMOD Medeling System
was used to predict ambient concentrations in Class II areas while the CALPUFF
Modeting System was utilized io assess impacts to air quality related values
{AQVR) as well as caleulate ambient concentrations in Class I areas. The third and
fourth steps do not apply to the CATLPUFF Modeling System,

The ISC-PRIME Model was used in the second step with screening meteorclogy from the
SCREEN3 Model and building infermation generated from the Building Profile Input Program-
PRIME (BPIP-PRIME), to calculate concentrations. The fifty-four (54) hours of meteorology
from SCREEN3 were incremented every ten degrees of wind direction with a net result of 1944
hours of metecrology. BPIP-PRIME was executed with four heat recovery steam generator
(HRSG) stacks, two fourteen cell cooling towers and all nearby buildings and structures to assess
the effects of building wake induced downwash.

The three programs within the AERMOD Modeling System wers applied to determine
significant concentrations, and compliance with NAAQS and Class II air guality increments,
AERMAP was used to extract terrain elevations from 118, Geological Survey 7.5 minute Digital
Elevation Made! (DEM) files and calculate height scales, both based on the provided location
cooirdinates (i.e., Universal Trangverse Mercator [UTM], NAD27). AERMET was used to
process hourly surface and upper air data and generafe two ontput files - a surface file and a
profile file. Using the files generated from AERMAP and AERMET, source informatinn, and
specific medel run options within the AERMOD Bispersion Program, air pollutant
concentrations were predicted at designated locations and averaging periods.

The CALPUFF Modeling System contains three primary programs - CALMET, CALPUFF and
CALPOST. CALMET was nsed to develop howly metecrological variables on a thres-
dimensional gridded modeling domain. With the output from CALMET, source information,
and specific model mn options, CALPUFF was used to generate hourly concentration and/or
deposition flux files. CALPOST was employed to process the CALPUFF output files to
determine compliance with Class I area air quality increments and impacts to AQRVs.
POSTUTIL was used to read CALPUFF generated wet and dry deposition flux files and output
another file which was used as an input file for CALPOST.
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Although the ISC-PRIME Model and the AERMOD Modeling System are currently non-
guideline techniques, Region 10 is approving the use of these two models for the AQEA. The
CALPUFF Modeling System is an approved USEPA model and is recommended for long range
transport and complex wind cases,

The following subsections provide more details related to the modeling data and assumptions
nsed in the ABRMOD Modeling System and CALPUFF Meodeling System.

5.2.1 Urban/Rural Area Determination

Land use within a 3-kilometer radius of the power plant is either grassland or water. Based on
this information, the area is considersd rural for dispersion purposes.

5.2.2  Ambiemt Air Definition

A physical barrier surrounding the power plant will be constructed to prevent public access. As
a result, the definition of ambient air for predicting air pollutant concenteations begins at, and
extends outward from the physical bamier or fence line.

5.2.3 Good Engineering Practice (GEP) Stack Height

The BPiP-PRIME Program was used to determine if an exhaust plume from an emission unit
would be affected by a nearbyy structurg or building, Parameters from four exhaust stacks and
twenty-gight {28) cooling fower cells, and dimensions from twenty-three {23) connected and
unconnected buildings were input into BFIP-PRIME to make this determination. The outpuat
from the program identified all thirty-two (32) emission units were of insufficient height and if
constructed, may be affected by a wake generated from a nearby stmcture or building.

524 DMeteorology
5.2.4.1 AERMOD Modeling System

Surface and upper air meteorological data are needed by the AERMOD Dispersion Program to
characterize transport and dispersion of air pollutants contained in an exhaust plume. Hourly
surface obzervations measured at the Umatilla Amay Depot (UAD) and the National Weather
Service (NWS) Walla Walla, WA station, and npper air data collected at Spokane, WA were
obtained and used in the AERMOD Modeling System for this purpose. The meteorological data
collected at these three locations are considersd adequately representative of the project location
for the purpose of this AQIA.,
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Hourly surface meteorological data collected at another location should have similar land vses as
the site in which it is to be used. In addition, the predominant winds should blow over same land
uses. Using a three kilometer radius area centered at the UAD and the project location, it was
determined that the two areas have similar land uses and the predominant wind direction blows
over the same land uses. As a result, the UAD measured wind directions, wind speeds and
temperatures for the period 1995 to 1999 were judged to be adequately representative of the
project location and appropriate for use with the AERMOD Modeling System. The UAD is
located about eight kilometers sonthwest of the power plant. In addition, the UAD data were
found to meet the PSD monitoring requirements for air quality modeling,

To complete the surface data set, cloud cover and ceiling height measured at the Walla Walla,
WA NWS station from 1995 to 1999 were merged with the UAD wind and temperature data.
The Walla Walla station is located roughly eighty-five (83) kilometsrs northeast of the power
plant.

Spokane, WA is the nearest NWS station with upper air measuremenis for the period 1995 to
1999, The upper air measurements include atmospheric pressure, temperaturs, wind dirgction
and wind speed, and height above ground level,

The AERMET Program read the five individual years of surface and upper air metecrology and
generated five pairs of surface and profile files. For caleulating boundary laver parameters, the
power plant location was divided into three land use areas with surface characteristics varying
seasonally.

5.2.4.2 CALPUFF Modeling System

Like the AERMOD Modeling System, the CALPUFF Modeling System also requires surface
and upper air meteorological variables to simulate transport and dispersion of plume materials.

A March 19, 1998 to March 16, 1999, 12-kilometer grid Mesoscale Model 5 {MM35) data set was
selected for the initial wind fields. In addition, measurements from twenty-thres {23) surface,
twenty-two (22} precipitation and three upper air stations were added to complete the data set.
The MMS5 data and the surface, precipitation and upper air station data were judged to be
adequately representative for long range transport modeling using the CATPUFF Modeling
System,

Supplementing the measurements were 1294 pseudo precipitation stations and 66 psendo relative
humidity stations created from the MMS data set. A pseudo precipitation station was located at
every grid point. Pseudo relative humidity stations were located at Class I areas with the
maximum relative humidity set at 93 percent per FLM gnidance,

Taking all the meteorological data as well as the geophysical data, CALMET generated hourly
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gridded data for input into the CALPUFF Program.
5.2.5. Receptors and Terrain Elevations
5.2.5.1 AERMOD Modeling System

Air pollutant concentrations were calenlated at receptor points using a Cartesian coordinate
system and discrete receptors.

¥ Discrete receptors were spaced 30 meters aparnt long the physical barrier or fence
line surrounding the power plant.

¥  Extending from the fence ling to 2000 meters from the center of the power plant,
receptors wers incremented every 50 meters.

#  From 2000 meters to 5000 meters, receptors were spaced at 100 meter intervals,
¥  From 5000 meters to 10000 meters, receptors were incremented every 500 meters.

To determine the extent of the SIA, additional receptors were placed out past 17000 meters from
the power plant for 24-hour average PM10.

Using AERMAP and nine DEM files, a terrain elevation was extracted and a height scale was
calculated at each receptor point and written to an ontput file.

5.2.5.2 CALPUFF Modeling System

The CALPUFF modeling domain consisted of a grid with 4-kilometer spacing. The 4-kilometer
grid used 132 cells by 97 cellz and included parts of castern Washington, Eastern Oregon, and
Western [daho, Within this grid is the power plant and five Class I wilderness areas - Eagle Cap,
Goat Rocks, Mount Adams, Strawberry Mountain and Mount Hood. In addition, the gridg
includes the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a Class I ares where visibility is
important.

Discrete receptor Jocations at each of the five Class ] wildemess areas were downloaded from
the National Park Service web site. For the Columbia Biver Gorge National Scenic Area,
receptor pointa were spaced at three kilometer intervals along the boundary and at one kilemeter
increments inside the area. Terrain elevation at each receptor point was interpolated from DEM
files.

5.2.6 Nearby Stationary Source Emission Inventories for NAAQS and Class IT Area [ncrement
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Analyses
5.2.6.1 Point Sources

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and the Washington Department of Ecology
provided emission invenicries of the nearby stationary sources, Region 10 reviewed the
emission inventories and determined that they were not adequate or complete. Missing
stationary sources were added to the inventories, Default stack parameters by source type were
developed and used to fill in the gaps including height, temperature, velocity and diameter, Ifan
etnission rate was missing, techmicai judgement was used to derive the allowable emission rate
for the emission unit. Depending on the emission unit, the missing short term emission rate was
based on an assumed operating rate of either 2080 or 8760 hours per year.

After the revisions to the emission inventories, each individual stationary source was examined
to determine if it could be removed from the modeling, This was accomplished by technical
Judgement or by the use of the SCREEN) Model. All stationary sources inside the SIA found
during the third step were incladed in the modeling. A stationary source located between the
SIA and fifty kilometers beyond the SIA was removed if the air pollytant predicted concentration
inside the SIA was less than its SIL.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration regulations and/or guidelines state that actual emission
increases and decreases should be used in the PSD increment consumption analysis and
allowable emissions should be used in the NAAQS compliance analysis, In this AQIA,
allowable emissions were used sach analysis. By using allowable emissions, the amount of
increment consumed would be considered conservative. That is, the predicted concentrations
would bias towards overestimation, Tt shonld be noted that increment expansion femission
decreases) were not inchided in the analysis.

5.2.6.2 Mobile Sources

Vehicular traffic has increased over the years, however, the emissions per vehicle mile traveled
have decreazed. The decrease can be aftributed to improved technology with fleet turnover and
cleaner fuels. Hence, vehicular source emissions are expected to have an insignificant affect on
air gquality increments and were not considered in the increment analysis. Similarly, waterbome
traffic has also increased but with the burning of lower sulfur content fuels, the emissions impact
from these sources shonld not be significant.

5.2.7 Project Emission Rates and Stack Parameters

The four power plant combustion turbines will operate between 50 percent and 100 percent load
with or without duct burner firing in the HRSG. TFo determine the short term worst-case
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operating load, a screening analysis was conducted at four operating loads. The operating loads
included 100 percent, 83 percent, 70 percent and 50 percent loads with and without duct bumer
firing. Ambient temperatures for the operating loads were 100, 52.2 and -20 degrees Fahrenheit.
The stack paramefers used alse reflect the operating loads,

Implementing the ISC-PRIME modei per the second step, the short-term worst-case operating
load was found to be 100 percent load with duet burner firing at an ambient temperature of 52.2
degrees Fahrenheit, The stack parameters and emission rates associated with this operating ioad
were subsequently used in determining significant concentrations and significant impact areas,
and in the full AQIA,

Tables 5-3 to 5-5 show the potential emission rates, location coordinates and stack parameters of
the four HRSG stacks, the dominant power plant mass emission units, used in the Class I and
Class 1 area modeling analyses. For the Class I area AQRY, it has been assumed that the in-
stack sulfur oxides is composed of 50 percent SO, and 50 percent ammonium sulfate
{{NH,},50,). Simiiarly, the total particulate matter has been split into elemental carbon (EC)
(23.1 percent), organic carbon (OC or secondary organic aerosols [SOA)) (25.4 percent), and
total fine particulate matter ($1.3 percent). The total fine particulate matter is further divided
into particulate matter fine (PMF) and (NH,),50, (i.e., PMF = total PMF - (NH,),80,). For the
Class I area increment analysis, all the in-stack sulfur oxide emissions is SO, (or 0.41 g/sec) like
the Class [T area increment analysis.

For the Class II area emissions, the NO, emission rate is based on a worst case day in which
there is a 3.5 hour cold start period foliowed by 20.5 hours of combustion turbine firing and duet
burner firing in the HRSG. No downtime is considered before the cold start. The total PM,,
emission rate incindes {NH,),S0,.

Secondary emissions should be minimal, The source of the emissions would be primarily from
craployee vehicles.
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Table 5 CI A deled Emission Rates

1 | HRSG #1 (CTI&DB1) | 0205 | 0.422 | 4230 | 0903 | 0993 | 1.500
2 | HRSG#2(CT2&DB2) | 0205 | 0422 | 4230 | 0903 | 0993 | 1.59
1 | HRsG#3 (cT3&DBY) | 0205 | 0422 | 4230 | 0903 | 0993 | 1.580
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4 HESG #4{CT4&DB4) 0.2035 0422 | 4230 | 0503 0.993 1.560)

hle 5-4 Class II Area Modeled Emission Rates

1 HRSG #1 (CT1&DBL) 0.41 423 1.98 3.91

2 HRSG #2 (CT2&DB2) 0.41 4.23 1.98 391
3 HRSG #3 (CT3&DB3) 0.41 4.23 1.98 3.21
4 HRSG #4(CT4&DB4) 0.41 423 198 3.51

Table 5-5 Stack Parameters

1 326957 | S0B7886 156.7 65.0 346.5 18.0 5.8

2 326957 | 3087843 156.7 65.0 346.5 18.0 5.3
3 326957 | 5087703 156.7 63.0 346.5 18.0 38
4 326957 | 5087660 156.7 63.0 346.5 i8.0 5.8

Datom of UTM coordinates is NAD27

For chemical transformation in CALPUFF, a background ammaonia concentration of 17 ppb was
used while hourly O, measurements were obtained from representative Oregon and Washington
monitoring stations.

3.3 Significance, Monitoring, Air Standards and Class 1T Area Increment Modeting Results
The following subsections summarize the modeling results. Region 10 conducted its own
meteorciogical data processing and modeling analysis to confirm the 24-hour PM,, predicted

concentrations and the results were similar.,

3.3.1 Significant Concentration Results
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Using the AERMOD Modeling System and five years of meteorology, the emissions from the
four HRSG stacks and cooling towers {PM,; only} were modeled to determine which air
pollutant would canse a significant impact on the ambient air quality. The predictions shown in
Table 5-6 indicate that only the impacts of NO, and PM,, were greater than its SIL and would
require a second part AQIA.

Table 3-6 Significant Impact Levels

S0, 3-Hour 8.20 25
24-Hour 2.02 5
Annual 0.25 1
N0, Animal 2.57 1
CO 1-Hour 24.55 2000
8-Hour 17.86 500
PM,, 24-Hour 19.23 5
Annual 4.14 1

For all predicted air pollutant concentrations above the SIL, a SIA or radial distance from the
power plant in which there is a significant concentration needs to be determined for the purpose
of defining the nearby source emission inventoriss as discussed in Section 5.2, The radius of the
S1A for NO, and PM,, is shown in Table 5-7.

Table 5-7 Radius of Significant Impact Area

NO, Annual 1 1500
PM,, 24-Hour 5 17000
Annual 1 1600

5.3.2 Preconstruction Air Quality Monitoring and Background Air Quality

Page 43 of 68



Preliminary Technical Support Document November 17, 2004
Wanapa Energy Center

The same concentrations used in the SIL determination were also compared to the significant
monitoring conceniration levels to determine if preconstruction air quality modeling would be
necessary. Only PM,, was predicted to exceed its monitoring level as shown in Table 5-8.

Table 5.8 Preconstruction Monitoring Level

N, Annual 2.6 14

Preconstruction monitering data is needed to establish the existing air pollutant concentrations in
the area of the proposed project. USEPA has the diseretion to nse existing representative air
quality measurements in lieu of preconstruction monitoring data even though the predicted
concentration is above its SIL. In this case, Region 10 has determined that the existing NO, and
PM,, measuremments at Coyote Springs are adequate to represent existing air quality levels or
background, in the project area (see Table 5-9).

Coyote Springs is located about twenty-four {24} kilometers west of the power plant. The period
of record of the data is 1994 to 1995, Although the dats are ten years old, the modeling included
all recently permitted and operating NO, and PM,; point sources i the area and PM,, fugitives
sources inside the SIA to determine compliance with NAAQS. The monitoring data meets the
USEPA quality assurance requirements.

Table 5-9 Background Concentrations

N, Annual 13
PM,; 24-Hour 135
Annual 20

533 National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Compliance with NAAQS for NO, and PM,,, are based on the sum of the predicted concentration
and the existing air auality for the same averaging period. The emissions impact of the Wanapa
power plant and other nearby sources make up the predicted concentration. For the annual
average, the bighest concentration of the five vears was used to determine compiiance.

However, the highest, second-highest predicted concentration for 24-hour average PM,, was
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used to determine compliance because five years of meteorology way used to quantify the period
concentration.

The predicted total concentrations are expectad to be less than the NAAQS as shown in Table 5-
10, Although Wanapa's contribution at the peint of maximum impact for the 24-hour average
P, is zero, the highest predicted concentration is 19.23 ug/m’ anywhere inside the SIA (see
Table 5-6). At the point of Wanapa’s maximum impact, the predicted total 24-hour PM,,
concentration is expected to be less than 125 pg/m’,

Table 5-10 Comparison with NAAQS

NO, Anmal | 23 22 13.0 17.5 100 18
PM,, 24-Hour | 00 2.6 105.0 134.6 150 90
Anmual | 2.8 07 | 200 23.6 50 47

—

334 Class II Area Air Quality Increments

The predicted highest annual average concentration and the highest, second-highest 24-hour
average concentration were used to determine the amount of degradation or increment consumed
in the area. The total increment consumed is the sum of the Wanapa power plant concentration
and other nearby source concentration as shown in Table 5.11. Predicted annwal and 24-hour
concentrations were calculated to be less than the air quality increments, Like the NAAQS
resuits, Wanapa’s contribution at the point of maximum impact for the 24-hour average PM,, is
zero, but the highest predicted concentration is 19.23 pg/m’ anywhere inside the SIA (sec Table
5-6). At the point of Wanapa’s maximum itnpact, the predicted total 24-hour PM, increment
consumption is expected to be less than 20 pg/m’.

direk

Table 3-11 Comparison with Class Il Area Increments

NO, Annual 2.3 22 45 25 18

PM,, 24-Hour 0.0 9.6 2.6 30 99
Annual 2.8 0.7 3.6 17 21
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5.3.5 Stan-up Analysis

A, cold start modeling analysis was performed for CO, The short-term concentrations were
predicted to be less than the NAAQS.

54  Impacts of Growth, Soils, Vegetation and Visihility

The power plant is expected to require twenty-five (25) new full-time ¢mployees. This increase
in the work force should have a modest affect on local traffic, secondary emissions and air
quality,

The 2001 area surveys did not list any sensitive vegetation or soils within the SLA of the project.
Hence, the emissions from the power plant should not have an adverse impact on vegetation and
soils.

A Class II area vigibility analysis was performed for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenig
Area. The predicted change in extinction (Ab,,) of 3.43 percent is less than the five percent
significance threshold and therefore, is considered insignificant.

Steam plumes from the cooling towers will be visible during the operation of the power plant.
5.5  Class I Area Modeling Resnlts

Using the CALPUFF Modeling System, emission impacts from the power plant were predicted
at five Federal Class I wilderness areas. The wilderness areas are Eagle Cap, Strawberry
Mountain, Mount Adams, Mount Hood and Goats Rock and are located approximately 133
kilometers, 165 kilometers,] 81 kilometers, 181 kilometers and 195 kilometers from the power
plant, respectively. Air quality impacts and impacts on AQRV's were considered in consultation
with the U8, Forest Service. Emissions from other sources were not considered in this Clags [
area analysis.

5.5.1 Air Quality Increments

Based on the power piant emissions, predicted concentrations at each of the five wildemess areas
were found to be less than the USEPA draft Class I area significance levels and less than the
Class [ area increments for $0O,, NO, and PM,,. Table 5-12 to 5-16 provides a comparison of the
highest predicted concentrations at each of the wildemess areas with Class [ area air quality
incremments and significance levels.
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Table 512

le

idemas Area

Table 5-1 Strawhe

S0, 3-Hour 1.32x10% 1.0
24-Hour 1.8110° 0.2 5
Annual 7.75x10° 0.1 2
NO, Annmal 2. 77104 0.1 2.5
PM,, 24-Hour 2.71x10° 0.3 8
Annual 1.53x1¢0° 0.2 4
untain Wilderness Area

80, 3-Hour 3.51x10” 10 25
24-Hour 1.35x10° 0.2 5
Annual 3.07x10°% 0.1 2

NO, Annual 7.95x10° 0.1 2.5

PM,, 24-Hour 2.81x10° 0.3 8
Anrual 6.43x10* 0.2 4

S0, 3-Hour 5.99x10° 1.0 25
24-Hour 1.27x10% 0.2 3
Anmal 3.81x10 0.1 2

Table 3-14 Mount Adams Wildernes
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NO, Annual 0.1 2.5
PM,, 24-Hour 2.14x107 03 8
Armnual 7.63x10% 0.2 4

30, 3-Hour 1.62x10° 1.0 25
24-Hour 3.64x10° 0.2 5
Annual g.80x10° 0.1 2

N0, Annual 3.99x10* .1 2.5

PM,, 24-Hour 7.12x102 0.3 8
Annual 1.76x107 0.2 4

7.04x1¢

__ 5-16 Gioat ks ildernesa Area

S0,
24-Hour 1.67x10°? 0.2 5
Annual 2.85x10° 0.1 2

NO, Anmal 1.46x10* &1 2.5

PM,, 24-Hour 2.44x10° 0.3 g
Annual | 5.37x107 0.2 4

552 Visibility
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The emissions from the power plant and its change in extinction (Ab,,,) was predicted to be less
than five percent at all five Class I wilderness areas and is therefore considered insignificant.
Ses Table 5-17.

Jablo 517 Visibiliy liopacts

Eagle Cap | 1.36
Strawberry Mountain 1.07
mvount Adams 1.13
Mount Hood 2.94
Goats Rock 1,29

5.5.3 Deposition

Based on the power plant emissions, the predicted sulfur and nitrogen deposition impacts were
less than the Deposition Analysis Thresheld of 5 gmvhadyr at all five Class I wilderness areas and
therefore, should not be significant. Deposition flux results are present in Table 5-18.

Tabie 5-18 Depositicn

Eagle Cap 1.22x101 4.78x10"
Strawberry Mountain 5.30x10* 1.88x 10"
Mount Adarus 3.90x103 4.78x10"
Mount Hood 3.90x10* 3.90x10"
Goats Rock 3.10x19? 1.38x10"

5.6 Conclusions

The air quality impact analyses contain accepted assumptions, data, and procedures used in the
application of the ISC-PRIME Model, the AERMOD Modeling System and the CALPUFF
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Modeling System. The results predicted by the Iatter two modeling systems support the
conclusion that the Wanapa power plant iz not expected to cause or contribute to & vielation of
the applicable NO, and PM,, NAAQS or PSD Class [ and Class II area air quality increments, or
cause significant impacts to the AQRVs of the five Class I wilderness areas and one naticnal
scenic arca. In addition, the modeling supports the conclusion that a full AQIA is not necessary
for 80, and CO, while the VOC emissions are less than the threshold requiring an O, AQIA.

6 PROPOSED EMISSION LIMITS & WORK PRACTICE STANDARDS FOR
PERMIT

a.1 CT/HESG-DB

For each CT/HRSG-DB, emisgion limits and work practice standards are presented in Table 6-1.
Emission limits cant be based upon the results of a BACT analysis or an ambient impact
demonstration. In the event the emission limit is based upon an ambient impact analysis, the
emission limits reflect emission rates employed in either the NAAQS, Class II increment, Class |
imcrement, or AQRV demonstration. Each pollutant emizsion rate is assigned an averaging
period to coincide with the averaging time of the poliutant’s ambient standard or AQRYV.

In the event multiple emission limits are generated for a common averaging period, only the
most siringent limit will be carried over into the permit. Also, if a limit for one averaging period
is effectively more stringent than that of a different averaging period, then again, the most
stringent limit will be used.
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6.1.1 NO,
In the Class II analysis, the antual NO, emission rate utilized by Diamond was calcuiated
assuming 365 cold starts per year and continuous maximum operation at all other times.
Diamond calculated annual emissions as follows:

NO, = STARTUP + CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= [(365 start/vear)(3.5 he/start)(128.6 Ib/he)] + [(365 day/y)(20.5 hr/day)(17.17 Ib/hr)] /
2,000 Ib/ton
= 146.4 ton/yr

Utilizing an annual NQ, emission rate of 146.4 tpy is an unrealistic modeling analysis given that
each cold start must be proceaded by 8 hours of down time. The annuat emission limit
calculation, assuming 8 hours of downtime between cold starts, is as follows:

NO, = DOWNTIME + STARTUP + CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= [365 days/year}i[(8 he'day)(0 Ib/hr)+(3.5he/starf)( 128.61bAr)+(12. She/day)(17.17 Ib/hr)]
{2,000 Ib/ton
= 121.3 tonfyr

In the Class [ analysis, the 24-hr NO, emissions were calculated assuming one cold start per day.

N, = STARTUP + CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= [{3.5 hr/start){ 128.6 Ib/hr)+(20.5 hr/day)(17.17 tb/hr}] / 2,000 Ibfton
= 802 Ib/day

6.12 NH,

No applicable ambient air quality standards exist for NAAQS, Class [ increment, Class IT
increment, or AQRYV. The short-term flue gas concentration emission limit is the result of EPA’s
consideration of collateral impacts in the BACT analysis.

6.1.3 CO
The maximum ong-hour emission rate of 328 lb/hr represents maximum CO emissions during
startup as estimated by the CT vendor.

Over an eight-hour period, the maximum emissions are calenlated as follows:

CO= STARTUP +CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= (3.5 hr/start)(327.59 b/hr)-+(4.5 hriday)(10.5 [b/hr)
= 1,194 Ib / 8-hr period
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6.14 PM,,
For the ambient impact analysis, Diamond utilized the PM,; emission rate provided by the CT

vendor to caleutate maximum 24-howr and aniual emissions as follows:

PM,, = CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= (31.04 Ib/hr}(24hr/day)
= 745 lb/day

PM,, = CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= {(31.04 Ib/hr}(24 hr/day)(365 day/yr}] / 2000 1b/ton
136 tonfyear '

PM,, emission factors were provided by Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ}
for similar F-technology CTs permitted in Oregon. The data is presented here in Table 6-2:

Table §-2 PM Emissiﬂa from Ciher Sources

Westward Energy Siemens V84,342 0.013 No
Port Westward GE 7FB or SW 5015 0.0055 No
Klamath Cogeneration SW S01F 0.0038 Yes
Klamath Generation GE 7FB or SW 5018 0,0042 No
COB GE 7FA 0.0042 No
Hermiston Generating GE 7FA 0.0043 Yes
Umatilla Generating GE 7FB 0.0099 No
Hermiston Power Parmers | SW WFAQ1FD2 0.00925 Yes
Coyote Springs GE 7FA 0.004 Yes
| EPA AP-42 Various 0.0066 N

MNote that the PM,, ennissions value of 0.0038 1b/MMBtu for Klamath Cogeneration’s Siemens-
Westinghouse 501F CT is based upon September 2002 performancs testing conducted with DB
firing (Attachment 6). This corresponds to & emission rate of 6.8 Ib/hr given the CT operating
conditions duning the test.

August 2003 performance test data from Chehalis Power in Chehalis, Washington reveals PM,;
emissions value of 11.44 ib/hr and 10.60 Ib/hr {Attachment 7). Assuming a heat input of
approximately 1,600 MMBtwhr at Chehalis Power during performance testing, the hourly PM,;
emission rates translate to approximately 0.007 [b/MMB.
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Emissions data for New Jersey provided by Corio and Sherwell (Reference 10) also suggests that
PM , emissions from natural gas fired combustion turbines may be in the 1/1,000th th/MMBi
order of magnitude.

EPA is aware of emissions data that suggests that Diamond’s PM,, emissions estimates {0.0138
Ib/MMBta and 31.04 1b/hr) are conservatively high, Comrespondingly, it appears that WEC's
PM,; impact upon the airshed may be overstated. In order fo allow future industrial growth
while still protecting the NAAQS and increment, it is important to know each source’s potential
to emit. Overstating one source’s emissions may prohibit another source from foture activity if
resultant predicted ambient concentrations approach the NAAQS or increment.

In an effort to more accnrately know WEC's PM,, emissions and to better manage the airshed,
EPA is propoging that WEC's allowable PM,, emissions be revised in the PSD permit based
upon perfonmance testing, If performance test results indicate that WEC's PM,, emissions are
significantly less than Diamond had projected in the PSD permit application, ther EPA may
ravise the PS0} permii.

6.1.5 SO,

For the ambignt impact analysis, Diamond utilized the 30, emission rate provided by the CT
vendor fo calculate maximum 3-hour, 24-hour, and annual emissions assuming a 0.5 g/100 scf
sulfur loading as follows:

SO, = CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
= {3.25 Ib/hr)(3hr)
= 9,75 Ib/3-hr

80, = CT & DB COMEBINED FIRING
= (3.25 lbo/hr)(24hr/day)
= 78 Ib/day

CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
F(31.04 Ib/hr} (24hr/day){365day/yr)] / 200 Ib/ton
14.2 tonsyear

30,

8.2  Cooling Tower

For each of the two identical cooling towers emission lmits and work practice standards are
presented in Table 6-3. Emission limits can be based upon the resuits of a BACT analysis or au
ambient impact demonstration, In the event the emission limit is based upon an ambient irapact
analysis, the emission iimits reflect emission rates employed in either the NAAQS, increment, or
AQRYV demonstration. Each pollutant emission rate is assigned an averaging period to ecincide
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with the averaging time of the pollutant’s ambient standard or AQRYV. In the event multipie
emission limits are generated for 2 common averaging period, only the most stringent Jimit will
be carried over into the permit.

Tab

PM,, « Install a high-efficiency | +48.81bPM,; /24- |+6291b
drift eliminator with a hour period. PM,, / 24-
guaranteed efficiency of hour period.
0.0005%, * 8.8 tons PM,, / 12- |« 11.5 tons )
« The TDS content within | month pericd. PM,,/12-
the cooling water shall month
remain less than 3,532 peried.
ppmw.

6.3  Backup Diesel Engine Driven Emergency Fire Pump

_ TabIBacku Dieiinﬂ Drien E H I _-

A new engine that satisfies the EPA on-road
compression-ignition engine siandards
applicabie at time of purchase. Exclusive use of - - -
EPA on-road specification diesel as designated
at timg of purchase.
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7 COMPLIANCE TESTING AND CONTINUOUS EMISSIONS MONITORING
FOR PERMIT

71  CI/HRSG-DB

7.1.1 CEMS for NOQ,, CO, and NH;

Emission limits established for the purpose of requiring BACT, protecting ambient air quality
standards, or creating limits to avoid otherwise applicable requirements must be associated with
a specific ernission test method for determining compliance with the emission limit, Most
emission test methods are short term tests with the results indicative of the emissions for the time
period that the test was performed. [f technically and economically possible, it is desirable to
also have CEMS to ensure continuous compliance.

For the WEC, the pollutants of most concern {and for which control devices will be installed} are
NGO, CO, and NH,. CEMS are available for NQ,, CO, and NH, and have occasionally been
required for combustion turbines permits in recent years. In addifion, the WEC will be subject to
the Acid Rain regulations which require CEMS for NO,. Therefore, the PSD permit will
reference the Part 75 Acid Rain CEMS requirements for NO, and diluent {CO, or O,) CEMS.
The NH, CEMS shall meet the requirements of EPA Prelimninery Performance Specification for
NH, CEMS (PP5 001) angd Appendix F to 40 CFR Part 6 (Appendix F} for quality assurance
{QA) procedures, The CO CEMS shali meet the requirements of 40 CFR 60 Appendix B, PS 4A
and Appendix F for QA procedures.

7.1.2  Caleculating 5O, Emissions based Upon Annnal Sampling

Monitoring data from the GTN system indicates that the' maxinmum daily average tofal sulfur
concentration was has consistently been comfortably less than 0.5 gr/100 scf. The 3-hour 50,
emission limit {s based upon a 0.5 gr/100sef sulfiwr content. Thus, Diamond’s ability to
consistently comply with the 3-hr SO, emission limit is in litile doubt, Given this certainty, EPA
proposes to require infrequent sampling and fiuel metering to caleulate SO, emissions,

7.0.3 Summary

The specific emission test methods, CEMS requirements and the required testing frequency are
detailed in Table 7-1. Diamond may request alternative testing methods or testing frequencies,
EPA mwust approve any aliernative testing request in writing prior to use. Until EPA provides
such written approval, Diamond is obligated to follow the testing requirements in the permit.
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7.2 Cooling Tower
BPA is not aware any testing methods proven to accurately measure PM,, emissions exiting a
cooling tower.

TDS in | 7-dey test. Standard Initial Same as test
cooling | Methods, 18th Ed., method, except
tower | Method 2540 C or EPA sample once per -
{(PM,;) | Method 160.1, at 40 CFR § week.
136.3.

7.3 Backup Diesel Engine Driven Emergency Fire Pump
No performance testing or emissions monitoring is tequited.

8 RESULTANT ANNUAL EMISSIONS

8.1  WEC is required to (a) install BACT to minimize significant emissions of regulated NSR
pollutants, (b) demonstrate that its emissions will not cause or contribute to a NAAQS or
increment violation, and (¢} demonstrate that its emissions will not have an adverse impact upon
Class I air quality related values. Table 8-1 reflects WEC’s annual emissions, including startup
emissions, after undergoing EPA review.
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g OTHER LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
g1 Environimental Justice

Pursuant to Exceutive Order 128987 issued on February 11, 1994 and entitled, “Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” EPA i3
required to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of regulatory programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and
low-imcome populations,

According to a December 1, 2000 EPA memorandum® entitled, “EPA Statutory and Regulatory
Authorities Under Which Environmental Justice [ssues May Be Addressed in Permitting,” EPA
may consider environmental justice {ssues in the context of PSD permitiing decisions on a case-
by-case basis, without waiting to issus a generally applicable rule or guidance document. See
EPA Environmenta} Appeals Board (EAB) decisions for Ecoeléetrica, 7 E.AD. 36, 1997 WL
160751 {1997)° and Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority, 6 E.A.D. 253, 1995 WL 794466
{1995, In these two decision, the EAB stated that notwithstanding the lack of formal rules or
guidance on environmental justice, EPA could address environmental justice issnes, EPA
considers environmental justice issues on a case-by-case basis in issuing P8I permits consistent
with its legal authority,

The WEC iz being constructed near high minority and Iow-income populations. See map
generated by EPA based upon 2000 census tract data (Attachment 7), See also Section 3.9 of the
Cctober 2003 WEC DEIS. The ambient air in the area is satisfying all NAAQS, and it is
anticipated that the area will be classified attainment for the new ozone and PM, ; standards.,

The cumulative aic quality modeiing results demonstrate that under no conditions will the
resultant ambient pollutant concentrations exceed the NAAQS.

EPA conducted a series of meetings on Febrvary 5 to educate the public with respect to WEC and
EPA’s review of the air quality impacts, No environmental justice fssues were raised by the
pubiic, EPA seeks further input to determine if WEC will have a disproportionately high or

120 10¢.pdf
*http:/www.epa.govieab/diskl 1/ecoelect pdf
“hiipy/fwww.epa.govieab/diskiprepa.pdf
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adverse human health or environmental impact on minority or low-income populations in the area
surrounding the facility,

9.2  Endangersd Species Act

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires that federal agencies insure that any action
suthorized, funded, or carried out by such agencies are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existenice of any endangered or threatened species or result in the destmuction or adverse
madification of ¢ritical habitat. Regulations promulgated by NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) require that a federa! agency consult with the Services if the
agency’s action “may affect” any listed species or critical hebitat. In a letter dated March 19,
2004, the Bureau of Indian Affairs {(BIA) designated Diamond 45 the BIA’s non-Federal
representative for purposes of requesting species lists, conducting informal consultation and
preparing g biolegical assessment {BA) under Section 7 of the ESA, in accordance with

50 C.F.R. § 402.08. Diamond and its consultants will prepare documents constituting the
biological assessment regarding the effects of the WEC on listed species and critical habitat. EPA
will work with BI1A, Diamond, its consuitants, and the Services, to facilitate the consultation
process as expeditiously as possible.

On October 20, 2004, the BIA submitted a BA of impacts from the WEC on the threatened
species bald eagles and bull trout. Bull trout occar in the Columbia River drainage.

The Columbia River near the McNary Dam is located within the Columbia River Distinct
Populations Segment (DPS) for bull trout. The section of the Columbia River above and below
the McNary Dam is part of the {Umatilla-Walla Walla Recovery Unit, which is one of the 22 units
designated for bull trout in the Columbia River Bagin. Within the Umatilla-Walta Walla Unit,
critical habitat has been designated for the Umatilla and Walla Walla River basins, The BA
concludes that construction of the WEC is not likely to adversely affect bull trout.

The bald eagle is a federally threatened species. The BA concludes that this project would have
no effect on the bald eagle.

On November 8, 2004, a BA to consider potenttal impacts to salmon was submitted to NOAA
Fisheries. The BA concludes that withdrawal of 11 - 13 million gallons per day of Columbia
River water would have no effect on critical habitat for Snake River fall-ron chinook, Snake River
spring/summer-run chinook, and Snake River sockeye. In addition, the BA concludes that there
would be no effect on listed salmonid species in the Columbia River.

9.3  Essential Fish Habitat of Magnuson-Stevens Act

Essential fish habitat (EFH) is the waters and substrate (sediments, ete.) necessary for fish to
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spawn, hreed, feed, or grow fo maturity. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
dManagement Act (January 21, 1999) requires EPA to consult with NOAA Fisheries when a
proposed action “may adversely affect” (reduce quality and/or quantity of) EFH. In a letter dated
March 19, 2004, BIA designated Diamond as BIA’s non-Federzl representative for purposes of
requesting species lists, conducting informal consultation and preparing an asseasment of EFH
under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. NOAA Fisheries has developed guidance and recommended
procedures for integrating EFH consultations with ESA Section 7 consultations where
appropriate. The BA submitted on November 8, 2004 also concludes that the action may result in
short-term adverse effects on habitat features involving water quality due to construction
activities. These effects would be minimized by implementing erosion control, stormwater runoff
control, and spill control and containment measures.

10 LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

1. Figure 1.1-1 of the October 2003 WEC DEIS,

2. December 21, 2000 EPA letter to Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,

3 MNatural gas fired combustion turbine and external combustion boiler emission factors as
presented by EPA Speciate 3.2 Emission Factor Database,

4, PG&E National Energy Group letter to Mr. Tomas Price, Plant Engineer, Hermiston
Power Project dated April 10, 2002. Submitted to EPA as part of 40 CFR Part 75
Monitoring Plan.

3. (3TN Stanfield Compressor Station Monitoring Data - Sulfur Content in the Pipeline
Natural Gas,

8. Klamath Cogeneration September 2002 PM, Performance Test Report for Siemens-

Westinghouse 501F CT.

Chehalis Power August 2003 PM , Performance Test Report for GE Frame 7FA CTs.

Environmental justice map.

po

11 REFERENCES

EPA cited a number of specific references in the text of this Technical Support Document
{references I - 10 in the list below). In addition, EPA reviewed other references as part of the
background research for preparation of this Technical Support Bocument, The specifically cited
references and most of the general references are listed below.

1. New Source Review Workshop Manual, EPA, GAQPS, October 1990,

hitpe/fwww . epa. gov/Region ?/programs/antd/airmsr/nsrmemos/1 990wman, pdf
2. Wanapa Enetgy Center, LP, FSD Pemmit Application, January 2003.
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3. Wanapa Energy Center, LP, Revised PSD Permit Application, August 8, 2003,

4. Goal Line Environmental Technolegies, L1.C, June 2000 Newslefter, Vol.2, Issue 2,

5 Guidance for Power Plant Siting and Best Available Conirol Technology, Califoria Air

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

Rosources Board, Stationary Source Division, September 1999,

hitp:/Awww.arb.ca.govienergy/powerpl/enidocti.pdf
http:/fwww.arb.ca. gov/energy/powerpliappefin pdf

hitpriwww.arb.ca govienergy/powerpliappdtin pdf
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP) Emission Control Technology for New Stationary

Combustion Turbines, memo from Sims Roy, EPA, OAQPS to Docket A-95-51, dated
April 3, 2002 SIww IOV feom rhin hg pdf }.
Stationary Combustion Turbines Centrol Options Cost Information summary, meme from
Keri Leach, Alpha-Gamima Technologies, Inc. to Sims Roy, EPA, OAQPS, dated May 14,
1599, EPA Docket DAR 2002-0060-0026, A-95-51, H-B-14.

; ade,

collection&cid=0
Letter from Jeffery C. Smith, nstitute of Clean Air Companies, Ing. to EPA, OAQPS
dated September 12, 2000, Re: Draft Guidance on BACT for NO, Control at Combined
Cycle Turbines (http//www.ena gov/ttmstd 1 /gen/turbeom pdf Document 7),
PSD No. EFSEC/2001-03 & Notice of Construction No. EFSEC/2001-03 Wallula
Generation, LLC, Wallula Power Project, Walla Walla County, Washington, January 23,
2003 and November 138, 2002, respectively, hitpu/www.efzec.wa.gov/wallula himl
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‘o Wanapa Enargy Center
R10PSD-CR-05-01

Comment 1 ' Received

Ken Thompson 7({ DEC 17 2004
81157 Mc¢Rae Road Offi f
Helix, Oregon 97835 fop | 0 _i?g; lcvgaste
January 18, 2004

Mr. Dan Meyer
EPA Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Subj: Opposition to the EPA’s Wanapa Energy Center Permit

Introduction

My observation is that few if any of America’s elected nor appointed agency officials any longer
adhere to or even actively support the statements in the documents wpon which our Country was
conceived and founded. It appears that Benjamin Franklin was accurate when he speculated
during his firal speech at the Constitutional Convention that; “there is no Form of Government
but what may be a Blessing to the People if well administered; and I believe farther that this is
likely to be well administered for a Course of Years, and can only end in Despotism as other
Forms have done before it, when the People shall become so corrupted as to need Despotic
Government, being incapable of any other.” 1 discovered numerous examples of what Benjamin
Franklin so thonghtfully predicted as governmental corruption and/or discriminatory process
application in the siting procedure for the Wanapa Energy Center,

In my following oppositional testimony, [ will illustrate how our once great nation no longer
treats every citizen equally, and in the case of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) every
industry. Such exclusion vice inclusion process violates both in principle and practice The
Declaration of Independence’s statement of “We hold these triths to seif-evident, that all men
are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, thar
among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness."”

My family and I are downwind of the proposed Wanapa Energy Center. Qur crops and our
personal health have no protection from the air pollution poisons that shall be emitied from the
project because neither Umatilla County nor the State of Oregon will be at the siting table to
proiect our health or the welfare for our crops by local or state statutes, rules or ordinances. Qur
individual rights to Life, Liberty and pursuit of Happiness have been obfuscated without due
regard for those individual rights by any State or local governmental body, Official statements
that this project is for the good of the whole citizenship while at the same time there will be
forfeiture of a few citizens' individual rights, which are of no significant consequence, just does
not hold any merit with me. However, I appear to be alone in an expectation of faithfulness to
our God given rights and the principles of our founding documents by elected and appoint
agency officials, Ibelieve C.5. Lewis says it best: “Of all tyrannies, a tyranny exercised for the
good of its victims may be the most oppressive. It may be better to live under robber barons than
under omnipotent moral busybodies. The robber baron’s cruelty may sometimes sleep, his
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cupidity may ai some point be satiated; but those who torment us for our own good will torment
wuy without end, for they do so with the approval aof their own conscience.”

I have spent the past three years striving towards the development of an effective sirategy to
counter the Wanapa Energy Center's EPA atr quality permit application. I knew that combating
against the yearly use of 5.4 billion galions' of the Port of Umatilla’s water, the discharging of
the deadly waste water into the Cold Sprmgs Reservoir, the negative community impact that wil]
never be presented in any socioeconomic impact statement, the lack of adherence to local,
county, and State regulations, the complete ignoring of the property’s deed covenants, the sound
premise that power should be producai near the consumers of the power, or the nonpayment of
what the EPA called a landmark law?, Oregon’s COZ2 tax, would be fruitless. Thanks to my
incredible discovery of w Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ)
and EPA data and regulations, ] have been able to formulated, via modeling (which I am sure
will be rejected by both elected and agency officials as not germane or statistically valid), a
strategically sound defense of my position that the Wanapa Energy Center's air pollution shall do
quantifiable harm to my family and my health as- well as harm to the welfare of cur crops. T
cannot stress enough that the data used to defend my testimony is EPA and ODEQ) data and
processes, there is no information nsed that is or was not validated by these two agencies. In
addition, the siting process of the Wanapa Energy Center is not equivalent to those regulations
and procedures that the EPA applies to other mdustn&s that pollute the Umatilla Cauuty airshed.
As the EPA implements restrictive new Regional Haze® and non-road diesel regulations®, 17,000
industrial plants have been guaranteed exemptions from having to install clean air controls when
they update equipment to improve plant efficiency’, resulting in millions of tons of additional air
pollution. What is good for the goose is not good for the gander when being dealt with by EPA
regulators and regulations. Such governmental regulatory inconsistencies in processes and
regulations demonstrate that particular industries and individuals are granted privileges not
shared with ordinary citizens or those industries viewed unfavorably, i.e. agriculture, by the
elected and appointed agency officials,

Noted Application Discrepancies

Upon reviewing the Diamond Wanapa Revised PSD Permit Application dated June 12, 2003 and
the Addendum to the August 2003 Revised PSD Permit Application for the propased Wanapa
Energy Center, Umatilla Tribal Trust Lands, Oregon, 1 was first dubjous that a plant that has
been publicly hyped as a Facility that would only operate on an “'as neceded” basis has all the air
quality data computed upon 8,760 hrs/yr (24hrs for 365 days) in the applicant’s EPA application,
All the EPA's permit material has 4 duct burners (DB) annual potential emissions that are based
upon 6,800 hours of operation per year (that is 24 hours/day for 283 days or 77.6% of the year).
Interesting that the 6,800 hour limit is discussed the EPA’s Technical Support Document, bot
NEVER appears anywhere in the actual EPA permit. Isn't it interesting that something as
critical of total operation usage is conveniently left out of the actual permit?

! Williams Research, Decemnber 29, 2003, Wanapa Encrgy Center DEIS public comments
2 EPA—ES&F—BSFI}IB September 1998, Climate Change Solutions, Oregon Switches 1o Cleaner Power
¥ BPA's Regional Haze Rule (40 CFR Part 51}
* EPA420-R-03-008, Aptil 2003, Draft Regulatory Impact Analysis: Control of Emissions from Non-road Diesel
Engines
* Fox News, 8/27/2003, New Rule Encourages Plant Modemiization
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In addition, I discovered that the meteorological data for ceiling height and cloud cover “are
taken from a nearby National Weather Service (NWS) station, the Walla Walla, WA Regional
Airport (ALW).%” Even further to my surprise the EPA’s own Technical Support Document
states, “Surface and upper air meteorological data are needed by the AERMOD Dispersion
Program to characterize transport and dispersion of afr pollutanis contained in an exhast
plume. Hourly surface observations measured at the Umatilia Army Depot (UAD) and the
National Weather Service (NWS) Walla Walla, WA station, and wpper air data collected at
Spokane, WA were obtained and used in the AERMOD Modeling System for this purpose. The
meteorological data collected at these three locations are considered adequately representative
of the project location for the purpose of this AQIA.”” Any local citizen knows that Walla Walla
and Spokane are first, not neathy McNary and second, bave statistically significant different
weather patterns for both ceiling height, clond cover and upper air patterns than a bluff sitting
upon the flat mesa of the Columbian River. In the Appendix, Thave included the various
historical meteorological data from surrounding area towns, Umatilla, Oregon is the closest
major town to the proposed Wanapa Energy Center site with historical meteorological data, All
critical meteorological data for air pollutant emission modeling, if it is expecied to be considered
statistically valid, should be drawn from a similar site not from ones with significantly different
weather patterns as well as being appreciably removed by distance. The proposed site has an
elevation between 450 to 500 feet while Walla Walla’s weather station is at 1205 feet and
Spokane is at 2356 feet. I do acknowledge that there is not any ceiling height or cloud cover
listed in Umatilla's historical data, but within Eastern Oregon a significant data comparison that
does indicate cloud cover is the amnount of annual rainfall. Umatilla, Cregon has a 45-year
average rainfall of 7.9 inches while Walla Walla, Washington has a 12-year average rainfall of
18.6 inches and Spokane, Washington has a 48-year average rainfall of 16,9 inches,, I am sure
that 10.7 and 9 inches of inoisture per year aré statistically significant and supports my
contention that there are significantly different meteorological patterns between the Wanapa
Energy Center’s proposed site and both Walla Walla and Spokane, Washington, " It is difficult to
comprehend that not all the meteorological data was available from the Depot's ODEQ
application and subsequent air quality permit. At the Hermiston County Commissioners’
February 5™, 2004 meeting with the BPA and ODEQ officials, Mr. Herman Wong, EPA Air
Modeler, stressed that all the pollutant emission modeling was based upon the Umatilta Army
Depot’s weather data. However, that is not the case when I read the applicant’s application
materials and/or the EPA’s Technical Support Document. If any of the meteorological data is
not statistically significant then how can the subsequent modeling ever be considered statistically
significant? To me, the underclass citizen, such invalid modeling only substantiates the
requirement for site specific air emission monitering to validate the modeling claims vice
inaccurate assurnptions based upon data not legitimate for the specific site, i.e., meteorological
data for ceiling height, cloud cover, and upper air pattems “are taken from a nearby National
Weather Service (NWS) station, the Walla Walla, WA Regional Airport (ALW).** and “upper
air data collected at Spokane, WA™™ :

© Revised PSD Permit Application, Diamond Wanapa I, LP - Proposed Wanapa Evergy Center, pg 5-6

" BPA Region 10's Preliminary Technical Suppott Document for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), No.
PSD 2005-01, November 17, 2004, page 36.

¥ Revised PSD Permit Application, Diamond Wanapa ¥, L — Proposed Wanepa Energy Center, pg 5-6

* BPA Region 10's Preliminary Technical Support Document for Prevention of Significant Deteriotation (PSD), No.
PSD 2005-01, November 17, 2004, page 36,
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Opposition Strategy

To illustrate my opposition to the EPA’s Wanapa Enerpy Center's siting process I going to
compare the Wanapa Energy Center PSD permit application to the recently proposed EPA
process and regulations to control of the emissions from non-foad diesel engines. There are four
momentous differences between the EPA regulatory processes applied to the two polluting
entities: (1) comulative effects, {2) Best Available Control Technology (BACT), (3) quantitative
impacts, and {4} National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) minimums for emitted
pollutants, All the data for this presentation was obtained from the ODEQ and EPA.
Some of the EPA data is modeled or extrapolated to demonstrate the significant differences
between the processes and/or regulations-applied to the two polluting entities. If modeling is
acceptable by the EPA in the Wanapa applicant’s air quality application it should also be so with
the evidence I present in opposition to the EPA air quality permit for the Wanapa Energy Center.
However, I am a realist and know that as an underclass citizen with nonperson status the
modeling I will perform will be rejected out of hand by both elected and appointed agency
officials as frivolous, irrelevant, and not statistical significant. Can the applicant and air quality
agency prove that the air quality modeling that they all performed for this application is
statistically significant? I content that the applicants and agency’s modeling is no more and
maybe even less statistically significant than the modeling I performed.

I was informed at the Umatilla County Coramissioners® February 5™, 2004 meeting at
Hermiston, Oregon with the EPA and ODEQ officials by Mr. Dan Opalski, Oregon EPA
Management Lead, that any discussion related to the non-road diesel regulations is not
appropriate ard will not be considered in public oppositional comments. of the Wanapa Energy
Center permit application. Irespectfully disagree with Mr. Opalski, becanse it is a unique
opportunity for an underclass citizen with nonperson status to illuminate the EPA’s
discriminatory practices by its own policies, regulations, and siting administrative rles between
two air polluting entities, non-road diesel engines and carbon based thermo power plants. 1
strongly believe that the comparison is critical and supportive of my testimony because of the
EPA’s regulatory expectations and impact of one industry versus another. Particularly when
non-road diesel engines individually and cumulatively NEVER exceed the same Title V NAAQS
locally or statewide, whereas the air pollution emissions from the non-road diesel engines have
EPA documented quantifiable impacts that justify the dramatic EPA non-road regolations while
there exist no similar EPA or consultant’s quantifiable impact documentation about the carbon
based thermo power plants individually or cumulatively. T also was not aware that any agencies
had the right to limit citizens’ testimony confent or data. Such statements by agency officials
support why I am labeled an underclass citizen with aonperson status.

The Wanapa Energy Center's EPA air quality permii is not the only carbon based thermo power
plant permit I have or will protest against. In April I wrote public testimony protesting the
renewal of the Hermiston Power Project’s ODEQ air quality penmit and the Umatilla Generating
Company’s ODE() air quality permit extension for construction. The modeling of ODEQ and
EPA data in support of my position was summarily dismissed as inappropriate, frivolous,
without merit, and cutside the ODEQ’s authority. Just another nuisance underclass citizen with
nonperson status dismissed via regulatory technigues and process as I anticipate that this
testimony will be by EPA officials.
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Cumuiative Impacts

The EPA permit agrees with the applicant that the comnlative impact of the emitted air pollutants
will have “no impact” upon the local airshed because none of the EPA’s minimum emission
NAAQS is ever exceeded. For any layperson reading this testimony you need to be aware when,
one exatnines the NAAQS tables that the columa labeled Standard Value is a measurement
related to public health and the column labeled Standard Type for public welfare, Public welfare
is the production of erops and animals for food consumption.

Not one elected or appointed public official appears willing to acknowledge that there is one
sector of the region"s economy that is and has experienced a spectacular increase of the
pollutants emitted into the airshed, the region’s carbon based thermo power plants. Table 1 is the
1996 Qregon Statewide Estimated Annual Emissions (able' for Umatilla County point source
pollutants, which obviocusly doesn’t include any of the presently operating, sited, or proposed
carbon based thermo power plants in Umatilia County.

Table 1. Umatilla County Point Source Pollution

PM | NOx | VOC | CO | SOx

" Tons pst Year
1996 174 181 215 130 10

These 1996 point source emissions came mostly from facilities associated with the natural
resource industries of the region. The facilities were adding value to the natural resource
products prior to their export from the region.. Table 2 includes the public information available
from the permitted air pollutant emissions of the Hermiston Power Partnership (HPP)
{operational 1997), Hermiston Generating Project (HGP) (operational 2003), Umatilla
Generating Project (UGP) (on the shelf with an ODE(Q extension), and Wanapa Energy Center
(applying for permits}. The Umatilla/Morrow Counties Depot Facility (UMCDF) permitied
emissions are incluoded because the facility will be a major polluting entity within the region.
However, Table 2 doesn’t include any of the other 4 near-by operating or permitted carbon based
thermo power plants in Morrow, Benton, and Walla Walla Counties {Coyote Springs 1 & 2
(540MV), PGE coal fire (550MV), Plymouth Generating (306MV), and Wallula (1,350MV)).

Table 2. Umatilla County Point Source Poliution with
Carbon Based Thermo Power Plants

PM | NOx | VOC | CO | SOx
) Tons per Year
1996 174 181, 215 130 10
HGP 64 272 34 447 11
HPP 120 35 50 755 39
UGP 198 167 72 39 86
UMCDF 20 129 4,8 55 22
586 588 89 105 56
Total 1142 1852 474.8 1539 224
Increase| 656,3% | 812.7% | 120.8% | 1083.8% [ 2140.0%

19 2001 Oregon Air Quality Data Sutmaries, Appendix L
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If the local elected or appointed public officials saw such a remarkable increase in emissions of
pollutants from any of the other region’s industries or even motor vehicles they would be
demanding that the ODEQ and EPA implement suppressive regulations to limit the damage to
the airshed immediately. Don't hold your breath, althorgh you should, such action will not
occur anytime soon to limit the carbon based thermo power plant emissions. Only when the
airshed reaches a non-attainment status will any action ever be taken and I would guarantee that
the carbon based thermo power plants wilt not suffer any consequences from the non-attainment
regulation implementation, Those non-attainment regulations will be levied upon those
industries that lack the political clout to protect themselves, the natural resonrce industries.

One of the caichy buzz phrases of air quality folks is “emission offsets”. The Wanapa Energy
Center and EPA don’t ever mention this phrase in any of their materials related to the Wanapa
project. Ibecame very suspicious of why there was no mention of such a procedure, but could
not determine why until Mr. Peter Brewer shared with those present at the Hermiston County -

- Commissioners’ February 5, 2004 meeting with the EPA and ODEQ officials the latest ODEQ
Emission Inventory for Umatﬂla County.

Table 3. 1999 Emission Inventory - Umatilla County.

PM10 [ NOx | VOC | CO [ SOx
Tons por Year
Industrial Point Sources 436 824 537 2073 258
Wood Stoves 1338 143 3102 9864 19
Open Buming 547 171 127 2468 29
Forest - Ax & Wildfire J60 82 221 3350 36
Aglcultural Burning 475 189 543 0.1 64
Other Arsa Sources 42 182 2500 9860 34|
On Road 91| 3653 3024| 31576.7 105
Non-Road 312| 5407 1158| ' 5B47.7 625

The emission offset, althovgh never meationed, will come from the new EPA Non-road diesel
emissions regulations. The resulting non-road emissions’ decreases for the three regulated
pollutants; NOx, PM10, and SOx, appear in Table 4 with the projected increases in Industriat
Point Sources from all the new Umatilla County power plants coming online.

Table 4. Projected Emission Inventory for Point Source and
Nonroad - Umatllla County

PM10 | NOx | VO | CO | 'SOx
Tons per Year
Indusiriai Point Sources 1142 1652| 474.8 1539 224
Non-Road 31.16| 270.36 1168| 5847.7 8.25

‘The EPA new non-road diesel regulations require a 90% reduction in PM10 emissions, a 95%
reduction in NOx emissions, and & 99% reduction in SOx emissions, Comparing present non-
road emissions in Table 3 with projected non-road emissions in Table 4 it clearly indicates that
the emission offsets not spoken of by the Wanapa Energy Center applicants nor EPA. will come
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from an unsubsidized reduction by the industries that utilize non-road diesel vehicles, i.e. the
natural resource indusiries that were once the economic base industries of Umatilla County. This
unsuspecting regulation is another of those wonderful Federal Governrent unfunded mandates
with & twist. The twist this time is the non-road diese! dependeant industries will not only
subsidize the “emission offsets™, but also subsidize directly the exported electrical power for
Western Oregonians” economic and quality of life enhancements, The natural resource
industries will also be directly impacted by the human health and welfare of the emission
NAAQS never guantified in the Wanapa or any other carbon based thermo power plant air
quality permit application.

The following discussion is supplementary information about an industry under assault for its
pollutant emissions as well as further validation of the inegualities of the EPA emission
regulations related to air pollutants and their subsequent cemulative effects,

Each non-road diesel fapm vehicle was not given the opportunity o be evaluated on its’ own
merit as an air polluter or to determine if the vehicle met similar carbon based thermo power
minimom NAAQS on an individual basis, Instead, each state’s non-road diese] polluter was
collecied into a state inventory list for an aggregate emissions evaluation impact upon the air
quality. Even when aggregated the non-road diesel engines did not exceed the carbon based
thermo power plant minimum NAAQS., However, this aggregation inventory gave cumulative
and creditable air pollution data according to the EPA. The data was then used to validate the
EPA’s claim that there needs to be draconian non-road diesel regulations to protect the health
and welfare of the American public. How can our two farm tractors and one combine, which are
never operated at the same time and never 7/24 for 365 days in a stationary location, be more
deadly than one stationary carbon based thermo power plant let alone seven other power plant
polluters within 50 miles of our home runaning at 95 to 979 capacity? This is an excellent
example of governmental corniption of tarpeting one industry and its associated individuals
while turning a blind eye to the favored industry by applying a more sympathetic set of
standards. My observation is that neither local, state, nor federal public officials want to know
what the air quality comulative impacts without modeling are upon the Morrow and Umatilla
County airshed, except for that from the non-road diesef pollutants and agricultural field burning
while always excluding carbon based thermo power plants. Maybe those same officials are
fearful of what they might discover if they had to consider the cumulative impact without
modeling of the carbon based thermo power plants here in “power alley”.

It appears from the previous tables that the carbon based thermo power plants came to the region
for a number of economic reasons. One of those is the size and once cleantiness of the airshed.
Second, the “emission offsets” being accomplished by the EPA regulating other air poiluting
industries, thus creating a cleaner airshed to dump power plant air pollution without any fear of
penalties, “emissions offsets™ costs, or regulatory repercussions.. Third, none of these facilities
could ever pass the local or EPA permit process if they were located adjacent the population base
where the power is required. Fourth, the rural sections of Oregon lack a population base with
any sigaificance in quantity or quality. Fifth, not only dees Eastern Oregon take Western
Oregon’s irash and prisoners, but also we must now be the efectrical power sump pump and
airshed trash can for those “other” significant Cregonians,

Supporting my opinion that Umatilla and Momow Counties’ aished is a dumping atmosphere for
Western Oregon’s economic growth is the Oregonian’s February 15, 2004 article, Pollution rule
revision kicks up dust. The article documents Jackson County’s experience with an EPA non-
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attainment status for PM10 and subsequent upcoming release from non-attainment status. In
1985, Medford and White City’s air exceeded the EPA’s PM10 NAAQS for 29 days. The EPA
and ODEQ targeted wood stoves as the culprit during the non-attainment process. However,
Doctor Robert Palzer, a retired chemistry professor, challenged the EPA and ODEQ’s findings
after his analysis identified the emissions from timber mills and smoke fiom burning stash on
nearby forestland as significant sources of PM1Q) year-around. Thanks to Doctor, Palzer and
community participation Jackson County implemented the toughest PM10 emissions regulations
in Oregon and the United States. Now that Jackson County has met the federal deadline for

PM 10 standards, the ODEQ and Southern Oregon Regional Economic Development (SORED)
organization want to relax the Jackson County PM10 standards so new industrial development
can be permitted to create new jobs, Doesn’t the call for economic growth have a similar ring to
what local power plant development projecis and their supporters tout here in Umatilla County?
The present Jackson County PM 10 emission standard is a limit of five tons per vear with the
use of state-of-the-art pollution controls, no matter how expensive. The ODE(Q} and SORED are
supporting a 15 tons per year limnit with the use of the BACT process (which has an economic
loophole). 5 or 15 tons of PM10 limit for each project! Please examine Table 2. Is there any of
the sited or proposed carbon based thermo facilities for Umatilla County that come anywhere
neat either of these two figures, 5 or 15 tons, for PM107 Could any of these sited or proposed
facilities be sited and/or built in Fackson County? What is in Morrow and Umatilla Counties’
airshed that makes it s0 available for the dumping of pollutants into our atmosphere and not a
Western Oregon County? In addition, I want you to compare Table 2's total PM10 figure with
that of Table 3's woodstoves. Which table entry has the higher figure as well as is a year round
pollutant vice a seasonal pollutant? There is also the comparison of Table 2°s total PM10 with
Table 4’s project non-road diesel PM10 in the out years. One industry is being regulated for air
emissions’ reductions while another quickly fills that regulated reduction with its own air
pollution emissions. The Oregonian article and the figures within this testimony’s tables don’t
lie and clearly support the opinion that Morrow and Umatilla Counties® airshed is a dumping
atmosphere for emission pollutants to support Western Oregon’s economic growth and
subsequent higher quality-of-life enhancements,

When the EPA’s draft non-road diesel regulations were annovnced, I became very interested in
the data that was used to predict the dire impact upon the American population by those dreaded
and ynregulated non-road diesel engines. The EPA’s consultant “estimated 8,522 premature
deaths per year could be avoided ... at an estimated monetary benefit of over $67 billion™"* by
implementing the proposed regulations. On May 10, 2004 the EPA implemented the new clean
air non-road diesel rule which among other things will now prevent “12,000 premature deaths
every year"™, My search led me to the EPA’s consultants and the document they produced for
the EPA. The docwnent is The Dangers of the Dirtiest Diesels: The Health and Welfare Impacts
of Non-road Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines and Fuels by the State and Territorial Ajr Pollution
Program Administrators (STAPPA) and the Association of Local Air Pollution Control Officials
{ALAPCO) in June 2002. [contacted the organization’s Deputy Director, Nancy Kruger, who
most generously shared with me a copy of the document as well as told me to contact the state
DEQ for the non-road inventory numbers I was attempting to locate and that were emnployed as
the basis for her organizations’ computations. It is amazing how difficult it is to find state and

" The Dangers of the Dirtiest Diesels: The Health and Welfare Impacts of Nor-road Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines
and Fuels, STAPPA/ALAPCO, June 2002, pg 5
12 RP A420-F-04-029, May 2004 press release.

Page 8




county non-road diesel inventory numbers, especially compared to the case of gathering the
pumber of carbon based theimo power plants or even motor vehicles. Thanks to Mr. Pete
Brewer, Director of the Eastern Oregon DEQ, [ was placed in contact with Mr. Steven Aalbers,
Oregon DEQ/AIr Quality/Technical Services. Mr. Aalbers kindly shared with me Oregon’s
MODEILED statewide equipment inventory data used in the Draft 2002 NON-ROAD Model for
the EPA, draft non-road diesel regnlations. The following table is the MODELED cumulative
non-road diesel data for Oregon as well a5 the EXTRAPOLATED numbers for Moirow and
Umatilla Counties.

Oregon 2002 Nonroad Inventory by ODEQ

Nonroad EEL DSL Mobils | OSL ls A
Oregon ,694,060.0 | 68,662.0 | 54,682.0 17,283.0
Morrow County (7.8%) 132,137.4 5,433.6 4,258, 3481
Umatilla County {13.5%) 22B,895.3 5,404.4 7,368.9 2,§33.2
Table 5. The data source is ODEQ Air Quality Technical
Services. '

Table 5 contains the critical MODELED non-road diegel mobile agricultural data for my
comparison of the EPA’s treatment of the two indusiries, production agriculture and carbon
based thermo power plants, within Morrow and Umatilla Counties. I cannot thank the ODEQ
and Mr. Steven Aalbers enough for their exceptional assistance in my frustrating search for
creditable and acceptable raw air quality data.

After reading the BEPA’s draft non-road diesel regulations and the STAPPA/ATAPCO docurent
it is extremely difficult to comprehend why no similar detailed EPA documentation exists to
quantify the air quality impact of carhon based thermo power plants upon human health and
welfare, particularly after considering the extraordinary increase in the number of facilities being
sited in our region, Of course using my introduction thearem that special groups and individuals
have special rights and privileges that are not afforded the average American citizen it all makes
sense, even though consciously and legally it is appallingly immoral.

Best Available Control Technuipgy (BACT)

BACT is a sweet regulatory escape device for the carbon based thermo power plant industry -
versus air emissions’ controls regardless the expense! 'With the employment of BACT if the air
pollution control process proves too costly because it is “not economically feasible” then “let’s
not™ use it,. Why cannot agriculture have the opportunity to employ the same regulatory process
with non-road diesel and field buming? There was no discussion of such a process when the
EPA proposed the new non-road diese! regulations. Instead it was clearly doctmented that
diesel engines kill people and must be regulated without “economical feasibility” considered as a
part of the regulatory process. The result is non-road regulations of air polintant emissions
regardiess the expense to the industries and individuals who employ the diesel units.

Three of the five pellutants that are regulated by the EPA for both carbon based thermo power
plants and non-road diesel engines are; (1) Sulfur, (2) Particulate Matter (PM), and (3) Nitrogen
Oxides (NOx).
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Table 6. Remaining Control Technologies Ranked by Effectiveneas

Pollutant Control Technology Control Efficlency
Seiective Catalytic Reduction {SCR) 8¢ - 90%
Non-Ammonia Selective Catalylic Reduction 80 - 90%
NOx {SCONOx)

Belectiva Non-Catalytic Reduction {SNCR} 80%

Good Design/Operation of Low NOx Bumers Baga Case
Baghousa 9%

Dry ESP 95 - 99%

PM1] Weat ESP a5 - 95%
' Ventur Scrubbear BoSG,

Good Design/Operation Base Case

502 Low-suliur Najural Gas Basa Case

Table 6% clearly documents the opportunity that the carbon based thermo power plant industry
has to select, based ppon economics, which control technology to employ in the control of air
pollutants, Notice that the “Base Case” control efficiency has no percentage figures included.

There is no similar table for nozi-road diesel engines. However, Table 7 illustrates the recently
proposed non-road diesel engine regulations’ timetable with the EPA’s stipulated control
efficiency for the non-road diesel engines.

Table 7. Nonroad Diese! Regulated Poliutant Control Efficiencies

Pollutant ]|  Year ontrol Efficien
NOx 2010 85+%
PM10 2007 80%
S0x 2006 99%

As Table 7' and its source document details, there was no opportunity for any BACT process
provided to any of the industries that utilize non-road diesel engines. By denying the affected
industries the opportenity to employ a BACT process the EPA failed to evaluate other
alternatives to reach their specified air quality goals. In the case of agriculture, there was no
evaluation done on alternative fuels, i.e. bio-diesel, and their ability to drasticaily reduce air
pollutants further than the required Control Efficiencies listed in Table 7. In addition, the new
EFPA regulations never have any mention of bio-lubes and the air guality advantages such
products produce.

The Wanapa Energy Center has selected, based uypon economic feasibility, the Selective
Catalytic Reduction (SCR) control technology to control the NOx pollutants™®, The cost is
projected to $1,909 per Ton of NOx removed. The chosen practices equates to 80-90% control

Y Addendum 1o the August 2003 Revised PSD Permit Application for the proposed Wanapa Energy Center,
Umatitla Tribal Trust Lands, Oregon, page 4-12

1 EPA420-F-03-008, April 2003, Summary of EPA’s Proposed Program for Low Entission Non-road Digsel
Engines and Fuel

1% Addendum to the August 2003 Revised PSD Permit Application for the proposed Wanapa Energy Center,
Umarifia Tribal Trust Lands, Oregon, page 4-15
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efficiency of NOx. At the same time non-road diesel engines are required to meet a 95+%
control efficiency for NOx pollutants with the cost of the gain bore totally by the owner of the
diesel engine at a minimum of an additional $2,600 for a 175-horsepower engine. This
estimated increase cost is EPA’s figure. No economical feasibility is ever considered nor the
affect of the resulting increased costs upon the target industries.

The Wanapa Energy Center has selected, based upon economic feasibility, the Gmd
Design/Operation control technology to control the PM pollutants.® I could not locate any
information as to the control efficiency of this contro! technology. It is a shame, becanse T am
sure that such data would be valuable in the comparison with non-road diesel engines. At the
same time non-road diesel engines are required to meet a 90% control efficiency for PM
pollutants with the cost of the gain bore totally by the owner of the diesel engine at a miniyium
of an additional $2,600 for a 175-horsepower engine. No economical feastbility is ever
considered nor the affect of the resulting increased costs upon the target industries.

The Wanapa Encrgy Center has selected, based upon economic feasibility, the low-sulfur natural
gas control technology to control SOx pollutants I could not locate any information as to the
control efficiency of this control technology. It is a shame, because I am sure that such data
would be valuable in comparison with non-road diesel engines. At the same time non-road
diesel engines are required to meet a 99% control efficiency for SOx pollutants with the cost of
the gain bore totally by the owner of the diesel engine at a minimmm of an additionat cost of 4.8
cents per galton of diesel, This estimated increase cost ts EPA’s figure. No economical
feasibility is ever considered nor the affect of the resulting increased costs upon the target
industries,

All the BACT data is similar for the regions’ other carbon based thermo power plants. When
cornparing the EPA’s non-road diesel engine regulations with the carbon based thermo power
plants” BACT pmcess for pollutant controls, [ have concluded that the EPA is attempting to
maintain the regions” EPA non-attainment air quality status as well as create a cost free
“emission offset” for the power plants by severely regulating non-road diesel engine pollutants,
The resulting air quality impact is that the non-road diesel engines’ air pollutant reductions are
replaced by an even higher pollution level with carbon based thermo power plants’ air pnllutants.
The inequity involving the treatment and regulations between the two polluting entities is
unfathomable as well as unconscionsable, However, such inequity is to be expected based upon
my theorem that equal treatment of individuals and industries will not happen in the new
America with the selacuve management of individuals and groups by elected and appoint public
officials,

Quantitative Impacts

Let me clearly state this issue is what I find most insulting about the siting of the proliferation of
carbon based thermo power plants in Umatilla-Momow County’s airshed. The Wanapa Energy
Center EPA air quality application is no different from any of the other Title V carbon based
thermo power plant permits when addressing the quantitative impact of the facilities air
poltutants. The only quantitative impact statement is “the air pollutants can have adverse offects

¥ Addendum to the August 2003 Revised PSD Permis Application for the proposed Wanapa Energy Center,
Umaniia Tribal Trust Lands, (Oregon, page 4-19 .

17 Addendum to the August 2003 Revised PSD Permit Application for the propesed Wanapa Energy Center,
Umatitla Tribal Trust Lands, Oregon, page 4-20
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on humans, plants, and animals.” As long as the facility is in an BPA air quality attainment area
and the individuval facility does not exceed any of EPA’s minimum pollutant NAAQS's, then the
EPA and applicants conclude that there are no significant human, ¢rop, or animal impacts. Here
are the minimum annual NAAQS mquiremeuts to ever have any quantitative impacts upon
human health and welfare for the air pollutants from a carbon based thermo power plant; NOx
100 ugfm S0x 80 ugfm and PM;g 50 ugr‘m In contrast to Wanapa and the carbon based
thermo power plants* nunquanuﬁable nngact. Table 8 is the EPA’s quantitative impact
determination of non-road diesel engines'® occurs when the engines exceed the NAAQS
individually and collectively because there is no minimmm NAAQS applied to any nonroad
diesel engines, STAPPA/ALAPCOQ researchers concluded “it is nor appropriate to adopt a
threshold for use in either the primary analysis or any a!:enmﬂve m!cuf:mom, because no
adequate scwm;ﬁc evidence exists to support such a calculation,””” In other words the first
molecule of air pollution from a nonread diesel engine has quantitative impact vpon human
premature deaths and health. Where as, a carbon based thermo power plant can pump Tons of
air poliution into an airshed without ever having any quantitative impact upon human premature
deaths and health as long as the facility individnally never exceeds the any of the pollutants’
NAAQS. In contrast to the ZERO minimum NAAQS for all nonroad diesel engines® air
pollutants such standards are just an other of my discoveries how the elected and appointed
agency officials use discriminating process and regulations in support of favorable polluting
entities and industries.

'® The Dangers of the Dirtiest Diesels: The Health and Welfare Impacts of Non-road Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines
and Fuels, STAPPAJALAPCO, Fane 2002, Table BS-2

' The Dangers of the Dirtlest Diesels: The Health and Welfure Impacts of Non-road Heavy-Duly Diesel Engines
and Fuels, STAPPAJALAPCO, June 2002, pg 19
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As | have continue my air quality research I did vncovered an extremely interesting EPA web

document htip:/fwww.epa gov/air/clearskies/03technical package sectionb.pdf. The
mformation I keyed in on is:

"By 2020, the benefits of reductions in fine particles and ozone are estimated to be $113 bilfion
annnally (1999%), including;

= $110 billion in annual human heaith benefits. This is a result of anpually avoiding;

« 14,100 premature deaths;

» 8,800 new cases of chronic bronchitis;

» 23,000 non-fatal heart attacks;

= 30,000 total hospitalizations and emergency room visits for cardiovascular and
IespiratoTy canses;
— Included in this total are 15,000 fewer hospital and emergency room visits for
asthma attacks,

+ 12.5 million days with respiratory-related symptoms, including lost work days,
restricted activity days, and school absences.
= Included in this total are approximately 180,000 fewer asthma attacks

» An alternative estimate projects over 8,400 premature deaths prevented and $21 billion
in health benefits annually by 2020,

+ $3 billion in annual visibility benefits from improving visibility at select National Parks
and Wilderess Areas.”

Amazing that the nonroad HDD engines account for 12,000 of the estimated 14,100 Yives saved
in the information presented above! Does anyone truly believe that nonroad HDD engines
account for 85.1% of all the premature deaths as the result of their air pollution while catbon
based thermo power plants account for ZERQ? It appears what is really taking place is as Steven
. Milloy of JunkScience.com and an adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute states; “Researchers are
trying fo scare the public with statistical malpractice.” The latest Journal of American Medical
Association November 17, 2004 issue has an article titled “Short-Term Qzone Pollution Raises
Mortality Risk™. The document states: “Increases in air pollution caused by cars, power plants
and industry can be direcily linked to higher death rates in U.S. cites.” The researchers’
compared the non-injury-related death rates with the smog measurements for 95 urban areas for
the period 1987-2000. They reported a one-half percent {0.5%) increase in premature death
{mortality) per 10-part per billion increase in ground-level ozone (smog) in the urban areas.

They claim that reducing smog levels by 35% could save about 4,000 lives per year. This
document is important to my position because it lists power plants as a sovrce of premature
deaths which the EPA cannot or will not validate Iet alone document with any methodology.

The research never mentions nonroad HDD engines as a contributing polluter. In addition, the
document’s prematiere death rate, 4,000, plus the EPA’s premature nonroed HDD engines®
12,000 equals a total of 16,000 which far exceeds the EPA’s 14,100 touted on their above web
site document. It makes one really wonder which of the many premature death numbers are truly
accurate or is it all “ssatistical malpractice”,
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In the case of the Wanapa Energy Center, the only documented concern of the EPA is the impact
upon Class I and I wilderness and scenic area’s visibility, There is a dichotomy with visibility
concerns, Why isn’t Umatilla County’s local visibility of the same level of importance as Class [
and II wilderness and scenic areas? Don't those of us living in Umatilla County have the same
right to clear bright days with unlimited visibility? My conclusion from the applicant’s air
quality EPA permit application is Umatilla County citizens do not have that same right to those
same clear skies and unlimited visibility standards because Umatitla County is not within a
classified Class I and IT wilderness or scenic area. In essence, the EPA and ODE( are
permitting Umatilla County’s airshed as an air pollutant throwaway or pollutant dumping airshed
without the same rights to clear skies and unlimited visibility as humans within Class T and If
wilderness or scenic area. Once again, the issue of equal rights is tossed aside for special groups,
industries, and individuals. Amazingly, the EPA has quantified the human health and death
impacts of non-road diesel engines, while at the same time, there is a deathlike EPA silence
when asked for similar quantitative human impacts from carbon based thermo power plants.

Since I begin working on my draft oppositional testimony the EPA implemented the nonroad
HDD engine regulations and moved the premature death figures from 8,500 to 12,000 whichis a
dramatic 41.2% yearly increase, Ihave asked the EPA muliiple times to provide the docnments
and data that support the substantial increase over the draft regulation’s figures. I have had zero
luck in any request to obtain such information. So I have taken the new 12,000 figure and
extrapolated the increased into Table 9.
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I included in Table 8 and 9 the percentage of the Oregon agricnltural non-road mobile diesel
engines, 24.8%, quantified impact figures. In addition, I included the Morrow and Umatilla
agriculture non-road mobile diesel engines, 1.9% and 3.5% respectively, quantified impact
figures. The conclusion from Table 8 is that Momow County’s 1,348.1 agricultural non-road
mobile diesel engines at a minimunt cause 2.1 preinature human death per year as well as $16.7
million in monetary related annual health costs. Umatilla County’s 2,333.2 agricultural non-road
mobile diesel engines at a minimum cavse 3.9 premature human deaths per year as well as $30.8
million in monetary related annual heaith costs. These are staggering and damning figures in my
humble opinion. Is anyone, even agriculture concerned about these real lost lives and the
associated monetary health costs? Is any agricultural organization at all concemed that
agricylture hag been targeted for guantifiable air quality impacts while other just as gmlt}r
industries escape any such quanuﬁable impact scrutiny? The Wanapa Energy Center is just one
of the many power plants in the region that has avoided such scrutiny when it comes to
quantifiable human health and death impact evaluation. Such a practice makes it appear on first
flush that these Title V facilities’ air pollutants really do bave no impact upon humans, plants,
and antmals as the BPA and applicants clearly state. Dn elected and appointed officials really
believe that is probable?

Tharks to Mr. Steven Aalbers I am able to quantify the human bealth and death impacts within
Motrow and Umatilia Counties by a simple conversion peocess. Mr. Aalbers shared with me the
conversion formula to equate carbon based thermo power plants® air poltution to non-road
mobile diesel engines. At last, Thave a procedure to model quantifiable evidence of the impact
from the air pollutants produced by carbon based thermo power plants.

fTable 10. Automoblle Conversion | ~ [Table 11. Tractor Convarsion
Car . ) 1999 1 Off-road Ag Tractor
0.7 grams pollutants/mile avy/ear Lixs/day g/day
12,000 milesfyricar NOX 0.0 . 0.7
32 miles/day (574] 0.0 0.}
29.4 grams/day/car 502 0.4 48,3
VOC 7.0 - 3,175.1
PM10 0.0 0.1
Wanapa NG Energy Facility Sum 7.1 3,224.3
7.88 Tons per day
15720 lbs/day
7,136,880 gramsfday
resulis in
318,611 Wanapa car equivalents

To convert the Wanapa Energy Center pollutants I used the EPA Wanzpa’s annual allowable
emissions (including startup emissions) at 283 days or 6,800 hours of annual use.
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Table 12. Wanapa EPA's Emissions
Eliutant %nns per Year Tons per
NOx 486.00 172
CO 833.00 3.30
SO 57.00 0.20
VOC 89.00 $.35
PM1(} 552.00 1,684
H2802 88.00 0.31
Total 2,225.00 7.56

Using the information in Tables 10, 11, and 12, the conversion of Wanapa's emission to a non-
road mobile diesel engines equivalent is 2,213.4 diesel units. Using the information in Tables
10, 11, and 12 to calculate the equivalent non-road mobile diese] engines for the Wanapa Energy
Ceater I can now model the human health and death impact of the facility within Umatifla
County. Table 13 is the result of that modeting, Included in the location is the number of units
and what percentage of the state total each loeation equals. These same numbers are repeated in
Table 13a using the EPA’s 12,000 premature death rate.
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As one can observe the PGE Boardman coal fired plant is a very deadly facility here in Eastern
Oregon. Its quantifiable human costs are almost equal to ALL the Oregon agricultural non-road
mobile diesel engines. The EPA has the gall to target those deadly non-road mobile diesel
engines while doing nothing about the carbon based thermo power plants with their 48.9 human
deaths and approximately $387.3 million in health care costs just in Morrow and Uinatilla
Counties.

Table 15. ODEQ Point Source Emission Data

Facility & 1. NO. . 1 PWI0 J .8502 | .V
o WORAE - ot S T NN T XOBE o
| Omatiiia

County
1906 Ppint

Sourca |

County .
1696 Polnt
__Boijm b !I

1967 HGP
- DE@.”;
- PERMIT

2001HGP
DEQ mu

[ RGP 2001
_ Actual -
'_Em o :
UMCDE
- PERMIT

Table 15 is the data source for the computations vsed in Table 14 & 14a. The Umatilla County
point sonrce pollution was extremely low prior to the invasion of the carbon based thermo power
plants. Which industry does the EPA target for emission reductions within the region? It is not
these facilities, but agriculture. Table 15 includes Lane County's point source emissions’ data as
supporting evidence why Mr. Ken Beeson of Eugene Water & Electric Board (EWEB), a 15%
owner of the Wanapa Project, will never discuss the placement of carbon based therme power
plants nearer the source of electrical power use, Western Oregon.

After all the data collection and modeling completed sbove the EFA announced the new non-
road diesel regulations on May 10, 2004. The nule will prevent 12,000 premature deaths a year,
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nearly 9,000 hospitalizations and close to 1 million work days lost annually.?® The additional
3,500 premature deaths is a 41.18% increase from the draft rule 8,500 figure. Using the 41.18%
figure I have remodeled the Wanapa impact tables above, 1have attempted to contact both
STAPPA/ALAPCO and the EPA for further clarification about the increased premature death
rates without success. No organization would respond to my e-mail and snail mail requests so
once again I was stonewalled by organizations supposedly representing our citizenships' best
interest.

Because of the EPA’s long permitting delay has given me the opportunity to continue to research
carbon based thermo pawer plants’ air pollutant emissions quantitative impacts. In June 2004
the Clean Air Task Force released a report summarizing the Abt Associates report, “Power Plant
Emissions: Particulare Matter-Related Health Damages and the Benefits of Alternative Emission
Reduction Scenarios”. Clear the Air produced a summary document, “Dirty Air, Dirty Power”,
of the repout that validates my expressed concern about the guantitative impact of carbon based
thermo power plants' air pollutant emissions. - Just as a result of fine particle pollution from U.S,
power plants there are these quantitative human death and health impacts:

+ Anmual deaths 23,600

+ Annual Hospital Admizsions 21,850
+ 4 Annyal Emergency Room Vigits for Asthma 26,000

¢ Ammual Heart Attacks 38,200

+ Annual Chronic Bronchitis 16,200

¢+ Annual Asthma Attacks 554,000

+ Annual Lost Work Days 3,186,000%!

I don’t yet have the break ont per carbon based thermo power plant, but my search for how to
make those computations continues, However, these figures do substantially support my
modeling results. In addition, this new data makes it even more difficult for the applicant and
EPA to claim there will be no quantitative human death and health impact from the air pollutants
released by the Wanapa Energy Center,

I am not the only Oregonian who has solicited the ODEQ or EPA for quantitative health and
welfare data from the air pollutants emitted by human and industrial activities. All who have
asked have encountered a silent stonewall, Thanks to an Oregonian article, Poflution rule
revision kicks up dust, February 15, 2004, I discovered Doctor and Jackson County
Commissioner Dave Gilmour who has also been on a quest to locate quantitative health and
welfare data related to air pollutant emissions. Doctor Gilmour has shared with me his collection
of data after completing a MEDLINE search, which fooked for the health impacts of just
PM10’s. Of the 2500+ abstracts located, he was able to narrow the field to around 20. These 20
appeared to be the most relevant to the support of his contention that even below the minimum
federal NAAQS there is a quantifiable human health and welfare impact. He shared with me 7
of the most supportive abstracts:

+ Health Effects of Outdoor Air Poliution Committee of the Environmental and
Occupational Health, Assembly of the American Thoracic Society, Am J. Crit, Care
Med., Vol 153, No. 1, 01 1996, 3-50

# STAPPA/ALAPCO, State and Local Air Regulators Praise EPA for Cleaning Up ‘Nonroad® Diesel Engines, May
10, 2004.

* Abt Associates, Power Plant Emissions: Particulate Matter-Related Health Damages and the Benefits of
Alternative Emission Reduction Scenarios (Tune 2004). Availzbie online at: www.catf us/publications/index.php.

Page 24



+ Lung Function and Long Term Exposure to Air Pollutants in Switzerland Study on
Air'Pollution and Lung Diseases in Aduits (SAPALDIA) Team, Amer J Respir. Crit
Care Med 1997-1-1 155(1) 122-9
+ Respiratory Effects of Air Pollution in Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease; A
Three Month Prospective Stady, Thorax 1997 Dec; 52(12): 1040-4 Christchurch, NZ
study
+ Particulate Air Pollution and Hospital Admissions in Christchurch, New Zealand,
Aust NZ I Public Health 2002 Feb; 26 (I): 23-9
4 Clinically “Small” Effects of Air Pollution on FVC Have a Large Public Health
Impact, Eur Respir J 2000; 15: 131-136
¢ Ajr Pollution and Heaqlth in Urban Areas, Reviews on Environmental Health, vol 15,
No. 1-2, 2000
4 Respiratory Effects of Air Pollution in Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease; A
Three Month Prospective Study, Thorax 1997; 52:1041-1044
From his professional and detailed research, Doctor Gilmour estimated “that the air pollution
alfowed by the EPA would lead to 56 additional admissions to local hospltals for cardiovascular
disease, two additional deaths from cardiovascular disease and five additional deaths from lung
disease in Jackson County.” The EPA and ODEQ is proposing rules to let the Jackson County
NAAQS for PM10 rige to the minimum of 50 micrograms per cubic meter vice the cuirent levels
(1997-2002) of 29 micrograms per cubic meter, It was very refreshing to realize that other
everyday Oreponians have a deep concern for airshed health and the resulting buman health and
welfare impacts, Thanks to Doctor Gilmour, I have located two creditable sources, the EPA non-
road study and Doctor Gilmour’s research, that validate there is quantifiable human health and
welfare impacts in an airshed that has air pollutant NAAQS below the minimum EPA’s NAAQS.

After modeling the human death and health costs of the Wanapa Energy Center, the recently
released Abt Associates’ repori, and the supportive documentation for Doctor Gilmour I have a
question for the partners of the Wanapa Energy Center, local supporters of the project, elected
and appointed officials at all levels of govemment. Will those Umatilla County citizens being
required to sacrifice their lives from the air poflution spewed forth from the project be treated as
weil as Private First Class Chance Phelps was after his death in fraq on Good Friday in 20047
Will cur Umatilia County citizens be treated to the same bonors as was give Private Phelps for
his sacrifice? 1have included in the appendix a first hand report of Private Phelps’ transfer from
Iraq to his families’ funeral in Dubots, Wyoming to emphasis that sacrifices for America by
Americans requires such recognition. However, no such recognition or acknowledgement of the
ultimate sacrifice, death, by our Umatilla County citizens from the Wanapa Energy Ceater air
pollution will ever occur except in this particular testimony! No project supporter, industry
represeatative, or elected or appointed agency official will admit to the tosses modeled in this
testimony, so the Umatilla County citizens will pay the cost without any reimbursement or even
any honors such as-those given Private Chance Phelps for their sacrifice. However, such
inequity is to be expected based upon my theorem that equal treatment of individuals and
industries will not happen in the new America with selective management of individuals and
groups by elected and appoint public officials.

Because of the constant local newspaper articles about the Umatilla/Morrow Counties’ Depot
Facility and its subsequent airshed impact, Table 16 is an airshed equivalent comparison with
non-road diesels. These human health costs were never considered dunng the permitting process
for the facility.
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In the spring of 2003 I wrote a documment as a College project for the Oregon Wheat Growers’
League. Idid so becanse of the constant assault upon the region’s wheat growers by the EPA in
a multitude of areas: non-road mobile diesel engines, haze, field burning, and pesticide usage. I
wrote the document in response to a barrage of newspaper articles and ODE( statemnenis
targeting agriculture for what many citizens have visuaily observed as the deteriorating regional
airshed quality, The paper is titled “Airshed, Is It Important to Umatilla County Agriculture?”
The conclusion of the research was there needs to a cumulative air quality impact study with air
quality monitoring of PM14, CO, NOx, 80x, and VOC, not modeling, to determine the overall
airshed health. I also discovered that there is proliferous research that has deterrined that the
quality of air is an extremely critical component for healthy crop production. I have included
this paper as an appendix because I fee] facilities like the Wanapa Energy Center appear to have
special siting privileges not share with the agricultural industry. Most importantly, the continved
siting of the carbon based thermo power plants, even though the EPA NAAQS are supposedly
not exceeded, is a serious compromise of human health and welfare.

One of the areas that I could not find local documentation is the quantifiable impacts by carbon
based thermo power plants’ air pollution's distress upon our local crop production. However,
statements such as this are prolific on the internet when searching for crop air quality impacts;
Ground-level ozone domages plant life and is responsible for 500 million dollars in reduced crop
production in the United States each year. It interferes with the ability of plants to produce and
store food, making them more susceptible to disease, insects, other poliutants, and harsh
weather.” Here is another about SOx; The information collated during the initial phase of this
project (Emberson et al. 2001; Emberson et al, in press) has clearly shown that in many
developing country regions, and particularly in parts of Asia, crep yields and forest productivity
are being severely affected by local ambient air pollutant concentrations.”® Such data advocates
that within the “Power Aliley” of Morrow and Umatilla County there needs to a cumulative air
quality impact study with air quality monitoring of PM10, CO, NOx, SOx, and VOC, not
modeling, to detenmine the overall airshed health. Until that is accomplished, the region’s
airshed is being nnduly stressed by the regionalization of Pacific Northwest carbon based thermo
power plants within the Morrow and Umatilla County’s airshed.

Natlonal Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) minimums
for emitted pollutants

Iincluded this section to hightight the dramatic difference the uses EPA to evaluate the air
pollutants impacts of two polluting entitics. From the EPA web site here is what the NAAQS
requirements are: http://epa.gov/air/criteria html

The Clean Air Act, which was last amended in 1990, requires EPA to set National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. The
Clean Air Act established two types of national air quality standards. Primary standards set
limits to protect public bealth, including the heatth of "sensitive” populations such as asthmatics,
children, and the cidesly. Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including
protection against decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

The EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (QAQPS) has set Nationsl Ambient Air
Quality Standards for six principal pollutants, which are called "criteria” pollutants, They are

Z hsp:iwww.montgomerycountymd. gov/me/servicesidep/AQlozone htofGround-Level %200zone
B hup-iiwww, york.ac.ukfinst'seifrapidc2fimpactscrops. html
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listed below. Units of measure for the standards are parts per miilion (ppm) by volume,
milligrams per cubic meter of air (mg/m?), and micrograms per cubic meter of air {(pug/m’),

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
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?To attain this standard, the expected annual arithmetic mean PM10 concentration at each
monitor within an area must aot exceed 50 ug/m’,
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? To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the annual arithmetic mean PM; s comcntrauons
from single or multiple community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 ug/m’.

4 To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-h0ur concentrations at
each population-oriented monitor within an area must not exceed 65 ug/m®.

3 To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the foyrth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average
ozone concentrations measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed
0.08 ppm.

S (a) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with
maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is <= 1, as determined by appendix H.
(b} The !-hour NAAQS will no longer apply to an area one year after the effective date of the
designation of that area for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS. The effective designation date for most
areas is June 15, 2004. (40 CFR 50.9; see Federal Register of Aprtl 30, 2004 (69 FR 23996).)

The above standards apply to the carbon based thermo power planis such as Wanapa Energy
Center. However, the same standards where not used to determine the nonroad diese! engines’
air pollution impact upon human health and welfare. STAPPAJALAPCO researchers conclnded
“it is not appropriate to adopt a threshold for use in either the primary analysis or any
alternative m!culanam, because no adequare scientific evidence exists to support such a
calculation™ Again, in other words the first molecule of air pollution from a nonroad diesel
engine has guantitative impact upon boman premature deaths and heatth, Where as, a carbon
based thermo power plant can pump Tons of air pollution into an airshed without ever having
any quantitative impact upon human premature deaths and heelth as long as the facility
individually never exceeds the any of the pollutanis’ minimum NAAQS. Fn contrast to the
ZERO minimum NAAQS for all nonroad diesel engines’ air pollutants such standards are just an
other of my discoveries how the elected and appointed agency officials use discriminating
process and regulations in support of favorable poiluting entities and industries.

‘Design

At the few public Wanapa meetings I have attended the supporters of the project have touted
how the Wanapa Energy Center is going 1o be the “best of the best” when compared with the
design of the other regional carbon based thermo power plants. Such bold statements always
appear very pretentious whea such facilities still cause excessive health costs and even deaths of
local citizens, In a search for a different perspective on design I discovered the architect Mr.
William McDonough whose statement, “Regulations are signals of design failure,” peaked my
interest. In his Centennial Sermon entitled “Design, Ecology, Ethics and the Making of Things”
at the Catherdral of 5t. John The Divine in New York City on Febmary 7, 1993 1 found a very
appropriate discussion that supporis the position of those opposed to the Wanapa Enerpy Center.
“We must face the fact that what we are seeing across the world today is a war, a war against
life itself. Our present systems of design have created a world that grows far beyond capacity of
the environment to sustain life into the future. The industrial idiom of design, failing to honor
the principles of nature, can only violate them, producing waste and harm, regardless of
purported intention. If we destroy more forests, burn more garbage, drift-net more fish, bum
more coal, bleach more paper, destroy more topsoll, poison more insects, build over more
habitats, dam more rivers, produce more toxic and radicactive waste, we are creating g vast

W The Dangers of the Dirtiest Diesels: The Health and Welfare Impacts of Non-road Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines
and Fuels, STAPPA/ALAPCO, Tune 2002, pg 19.
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industrial machine, not for living in, but for dying in. It is a war, to be sure, o war that only a
few more generations can surely survive.

When I was in Jordan, I worked for King Hussein on the master plan for the Jordan Valley. I
way walking through a village that had been flattened by tanks and I saw a skeleton squashed
into the adobe block and was horrified. My Arab host turned to me and, said, “Don’t you know
what war is?”" And I said, “I guess [ don’t,” And he said, “War is when they kill your
children.” So I believe we're at war. But we must stop. To do this, we have to stop designing
everyday things for killing, and we have to stop designing kiling machines.”™ The statoment by
the supporters of the Wanapa Energy Center’s “Best of the Best” comes no where near meeting
Mr, William McDonough’s criteria for a design that is not killing our children, The war
continues as this testimony”s modeling clearly details with the deaths of Umatilia Connty
citizens, of which some will be our children.

1 am not going to just guote bold provocative advocates like Mr. William McDonough. Such an
approach does not characterize ray opposition position wholly, However, I do want to return to
Mr, William McDonough’s writings, Ihave included in the Appendix his “Seven Steps te Doing
Good Business” that is the backbone of my proposal for the citizen friendly design of the
Wanapa Energy Center. Mr. William McDonough’s seven steps are:

Eliminate the concept of waste
Restore accountability

Make prices reflect costs

Promote diversity

Make conservation profitable

Insist on the accountability of nations
Restore the grardian

L B K L BE R B

With the new EPA non-road diesel engine regutations, the EPA has dictated that the engine
design must reduce the air pollution waste with & 90% reduction in PM10 emissions, a 95%
reduction in NOx emissions, and a 99% reduction in SOx emissions. Why not the same
requirements for the Wanapa Energy Center? Why not collect the Nitrogen and Sulfur which
can be reused as fertilizers in the local agricultural industry? Why not collect the CO2 and CO
and use the product as a compressed pas in other industrial uses? The same approach needs to be
taken with the waste steam and water as the first co-generation power plants in Umatifta County.
Only then will the design of Wanapa Energy Center truly be the “Best of the Best”.

Restitution not Mitigation

If the EPA chooses to grant Wanapa Enexgy Center an air goality permit without a design that
has no air pollution emission or to meet the same NOx (95%), SOx (99%), and PM (50%)
emission reductions as the newly implemented nonroad diesel regulations then there must be
restitution for the quantifiable impacts presented within this testimony and never discussed by
the applicant, CDBEQ, EPA, or Jocal officials. Hiding behind minimum NAAQS for one industry
and not the other is unconsciousable and immoral, as welt as illegal if society was to truly live by
the rule of Jaw. If there is no restitntion required then the EPA has further validated my theorem
that special groups and individuals have special rights and privileges that are not afforded the
average Umatilla County and American citizen. If this particular EPA permit is approved

B William McDonough, "Design, Ecology, Ethics and the Making of Things™, The Cathedral of 5t. John The Divine,
New Yok, New Yuork, February 7, 1993, page 8-9
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without restitution then the Umatilla County citizens are expected to make human sacrifices of
health ang life that the applicant, their partners, and the ultimate power users are not called upon
to make. Of course, that local human sacrifice is currently being paid as prﬁsented in Tables 14
and 142’3 quantifiable human health and death costs associated with the region’s presentty
existing EPA and ODEQ sited carbon based thermo power plants. Such a practice must cease if
there is to be any creditability to EPA and ODEQ’s equality of treatment arnongst industries, If
agriculture shall be required to clean up its air poliution contribution as well as the subsequent
guantifiable impacts then should not the other industry that is witnessing unprecedented growth
in airshed pollution emissions also do 307 The Umatifla County citizens should be justly
compensated with community restitution for those carbon based thermo power plant quantifiable
human and crop costs bore by the local citizenship.

The restitution costs should be constructed as follows:

+ At a minimum for health related damage an annual payrnent of $14 million divided
equally between Good Shepherd Hospital in Hermiston, Oregon and St. Anthony
Hospital in Pendleton, Oregon.

+ At a minimwn for death related losses an anoual payment of $2.5 million per death to
a countywide K-12 school fund administrated by the Umatilla County Commissioners
for K-12 scheol facility construction, Our young childrer have no choice where they
live, but by providing an exceptional K-12 educational experience they can escape as
voung adults the region's detrimental airshed.

¢ At a minimum, an annual payment of $3 millicn shared equally for the development
of an alternative dryland crop and airshed crop impact research programs at the

- Columbia Basin Research Center in Pendleton, Oregon.

+ Annual air pollutant emissions fees as per Table 17 placed in a separate fund for the
use by the Umatilla County Comunissioners, as they deem appropriate to enhance the
Umatilla County citizens' overall quality-of-life,

Table 17. Restitution Cost per Pollutant Emlitted

cO NOX 50X — PMI10 |
S/Ton $  100.00]5 1.658.00 |5 B8.407.00 | § 2 908.00

Wanapa TPY 053 286 57 562
—=F Total | $93,300.00 ,765.00] $194,199,00] %7,634,206.00)

It is amazing that nejther the State of Oregon or EPA are requiring that the Wanapa Energy
Center pay the Oregon CO2 tax that other facilities constructed since the law levying the tax was
implemented are required to pay. This is the same legislation that the EPA called a Iandmark
law?®, but only for a select few, it appears. It is incredible how many privileges are granted other
nations while slamming those selectively chosen “in the State” industries and individuals with
even more burdensome laws and regulations. ' More of that gnvernmental impartiality treatment
for all that is so fair!

EPA’'s Technical Support Document’s Mlsieadlng Statements

There are some significant misleading statements with the EPA’s Technical Support Document
that I believe shouid be clarified by both the applicant and agency.

% EPA-236-F-98-003, September 1998, Climate Change Solutions, Oregon Switches io Cleaner Power
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¢ On page 9 there is a discussion of the operational limit of 6,800 hours per year (283 .
days or 77.6% of the year). That operational limit is never delineated or documented
in the actual permit, Why not?

+ On page 11 points out that there is a significant difference in the maxivmu VOC
emissions between the applicant and EPA, 100 tpy versus 144 tpy. As if by mapic the
permit’s VOC emission fevel is 99 tpy so the applicant doesn’t have to complete an
Ozone ambient air impact analysis. How can this calcolation difference happen?

+ On page 36 the BPA states; “Land use within a 3-kilomerer radius of the power plant
is either grassland or water. Based on this information, the areq is considered rural
Jor dispersion purposes.” 1 guess the 1632 inmate plus 350 employees Two Rivers
Correctional Institution just west of the Wanapa Energy Center site doesn’t merit any
mention. This convenient deletion of 2 major Umatilla County concenirated
population facility supports my contention that neither the applicant nor EPA
considers our rural population of any significance in either quantity or quality.

+ On page 37 is the discussion why the Walla Walla and Spokane NWS stations data is
employed for modeling. As discussed much eardier in this testimony I contend that
neither would qualify as statistically similar to the Wanapa Energy Center expect for
government work.,

Isn't it interesting that only a 3-kilometer area is considered for the area classification for
dispersion purposes, but a 165 mile radius is totally acceptable for meteorological data collection
and analysis? These measurement practices are yet another example of that wonderful equality
that is so conveniently ignored.

Conclusion

At a Port of Umatilla sponsored “Wanapa Energy Center Project” symposium Mr. Roger
Hamilton, Advisor to former Governor Kitzhaber on Energy, asked Mr. Ken Beeson of Eugene
Water & Electric Board (EWEB), a 15% owner of the Wanapa Project, “"Why, if Eugene requires
the electrical power, is the facility not being buils in Lane County closer 1o the electrical power
consumer?” Mr. Beeson declined to answer the question Mr. Hamilton asked of him. However,
I cow kmow why Mr. Beeson would not answer the question. He knew what the deleterions
impact of such a large carbon based thermo power plant would have upon the citizens of Lane
County and how that impact wenld be unacceptable by those same citizens. He and his
organization are more than willing to transfer that venomous impact to the citizens of Umatilla
County to obtain the electrical power Lane County requires. It is a shame that only the
applicants and its associated customers would alone suffer Wanapa's quantifiable impacts, but
that will not be the case. Instead, Umatitla County families just like mine will be the recipients
of those quantifiable impacts without any restifation for our losses.

It is amazing to read the local paper, East Oregonian, about the documentation of the ODEQ's
concem and monitoring of the Ordinance Depot’s preparation to burn the nerve gas. Compare
the Depot’s projected human death rate with the deaths that have, are, and will oceur from the
carbon based thermo power plants that the ODEQ and EPA have sited. What an unbelievable
level of hypocrisy that the ODEQ and EPA display! I am not of the aristocratic or intelligent’sia
class that elected and appointed officials belong, so it does amaze me that an ordinary American
citizen can collect the EPA and ODEQ data then using similar agency modeling techniques
determine & human death and health care cost from the carbon based thermo power plant air
pollution. Whom is irying to deceive who and why?
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The killer event of today’s news is the discovery of ONE infected American mad cow with no
others found and not one subsequent American human infection or death recorded. There has
beent a call to “General Quarters” to bring to a balt the exportation of beef and even the
consumption within America that has been fomented by the press, rabid animal rights
organizations, and some governmental agency personal. However, dare ask about carbon based
thermo power plants’ human health and death impacts and there is nothing but a blank stare by
the press, elacted and appointed officials. Even at the UJmatilla County Commissioners’
February 5%, 2004 meeting with DDEQ and EPA there was not one mention of the quantifiable
impacts of thc air pollutant emissions from the Wanapa Energy Center. The ODEQ and EPA -
officials contend that with air quality modeling Wanapa exceeds the NAAQS so there is no
impact. However, agricultural diesel engines, with no minimum NAAQS, there is quantifiable
impacts as shown in Table 8. Uniformity of concern, is there none?

The Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club finds that the issuance of new site certificates for large
natural gas combustion turbine power plants in Oregon would resuit in unnecessary human
health impacts, environmental damage, excessive use of nonrenewable fuels, delays in
diversifying our energy supply and misallocation of capital, during a period of large power
surpluses and very limited availability of additional natural gas and lngh-voltage transmission,
Over-reliance on natural gas powered electricity raises the risk of price spikes, market breaks and
supply shortages.”

MTr. Pete West, Renewable Northwest Project, points out that the environmental impacts
associated with thermal power plants include emissions of SOx, NOx, CO, PM10, and VOC, as
well as toxic and heavy metals, which contribute to acid rain, ozone depletion, global warming,
and lung disease. Power lines, water use, thermal discharge, and land use are other impacts of
power plant development. Large gas-fired facilities involve payments of large sums of money to
out-of-state interests, including the gas suppliers and financial institutions whose concemn about
the local airshed is non-existent. The defense of the airshed is critical for those of us airshed
dependent for our livelihoods and health,

Tt is recognized that electrical utilities are the largest sources of pollution in the U.S. The
burning of fossil fzels is recognized as the leading cause of global warming, In essence, here in
Umatilla County the applicants, elected and appoint officials are indirectly proposing that hydro-
power shall be replaced by air pollution. The Umatilla County environmental airshed impacts
will worsen without an air quality cumulative effect analysis devoid of modeling. The continued
development of the natural gas power facilities in Umatilla County has the potential to cap
further economic development that might require the airshed for development and growth. If an
EPA air quality non-attainment condition was declared in Umatilla County, new economic
development would cease and present industries would be targeted for air pollutant emission
reductons. In California‘s non-attainment areas the industry targeted for restrictive air quality
regulations has been agriculture. I would wager Umatilla agrieulture would suffer the same
consequences under similar conditions.

Why aren’t the environmental organizations and protesters with their fervent interest to protect
airsheds questioning the Wanapa Energy Center's air quality permit request? Why are these
orgamzatinns selective about who they protest against? I guess rural Eastern Oregon’s airshed
quality is of little to no consequence, cut of sight out of mind. Why is the Hermiston
organization, GASP, which has so strongly opposed the Depot’s chemicat weapons’ incineration

7 3002 Oregon Chapter of Sierta Ciiub’s Policy Statement; “New Site Certificates for Large Combustion Turbme
Power Plants in Oregon”
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completely silent about the Wanapa Energy Center? Does the organization have any other
airshed interests outside the Depot?

The only acceptable EPA air quality permit for the Wanapa Energy Center is one with restitution
payments as cutlined in the previous section. If that is not to be the case then the EPA has onty
forther validated my theorem that special groups and individoals have special rights and
privileges that are not afforded the average Umatilla County and American citizen. If this
particular EPA permit is approved without restitution then the Umatilia County citizens are
expected to make further human sacrifices of health and life that the applicant, their partners, and
the ultimate power users are not called upon to make, Of course, that local human sacrifice has
already been expected and is being given by examining Table 14 & I4a’s quantifiable heman
health and death costs associated with the region’s presently sited carbon based thermo power
plants.

The time has past when Umatifla County can or maybe even will protect its critical airshed from
further degradation by the nnchecked industrial growth. If there is any doubt, examine Table 2
again, There is proliferons research that has determined that the quality of the air is a critical
component of heaithy humans and crop production. However, in Umatilla County there is no
quality or quantity data that clearly delineates the health of the County’s airshed for either crop
production or even citizens® well being. Not only does Umatilla County literally have air quality
threatening bombs residing at the Ordinance Depaot, but the County has a multitude of other air
quality time bombs completed and proposed for future development, carbot based thermo power
planis, Because these facilities' threaten the focal citizenships® health and welfare the EPA has
an gbiigation to make a concerted effort to protect the critical airshed component for Umatilla
County’s citizens’ health and crop production by demanding an air quality cumulative effect
analysis as well as air quality monitoring of PM10, CO, NOZx, SOz, and VOC, not modeling, to
deteimine the overall airshed health. The EPA needs to make a similar strong statement as the
Oregon Sierra Club and not bury its EPA head in the sand or when the EPA does come up for air
it will choke from the pollution as the Umatilla County’s dead citizens and agricnlture’s tost
productivity will already have, Do not approve the Wanapa Energy Center air quality permit,
and if for some unfathomable reason it is to be so, only with restitutions as proposed above to
compensate the citizens of Umatilla County for the costs that they alone must bear from the
siting of the facility.

Based npon my public testimony and ongoing participation in the Wanapa Energy Center siting
process I request contested party status and the privileges that go with that status, i.e. an appeal
based wpon the lack of documented quantifiable human heatth and welfare impacts as has been
completed for the BPA’s approved non-road diese! vehicle regulations.

Appendix

1. Historical Weather Data from Area Sites

2. Taking Chance

3. Seven Steps to Doing Good Business

4. Airshed, Is It Important to Umatilla Connty Agriculture?
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@ i UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REQION 10

1200 Siwth Avenus
Seattle, Washingian 58101

PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERJORATION
PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT

Pernit Number: RIGPSD-OR-05-01
Issuance Date: August 8, 2005
Effective Date; September 12, 2005

In accordance with the provisions of Part C to Title [ of the Clean Air Act and Code of Federal
Regulations Title 40, Section 52,21,

Diamend Wanapa I, L.P.
333 8, Grand Ave., Suite 1570
Los Angeles, California 90071

iz euthorized to construct and operate air emission units and to conduet other air poliutant
emitting activities in accordance with the permit conditions listed in this permit. This applicant
is authorized to construct and operate the Wanapa Energy Center on land held in trust by the
United States Government for the Confederated Tribes of the Umnatilla Indian Reservation at the

Tollowing location:

2{-acte parcel of land, zoned industrial, 3 miles east of Umatilla, Oregon,
south of the Columbia River and north of the Columbia River Highway
between Two Rivers Cotrectional Institution and Hat Rock State Park,
Latitude: 45°N 55'37" and Longitude: 119°W 14'02"

Terms not otherwise defined #n this permit have the meaning assigned to them in the referenced
regulations. All terms and conditions of the permit are enforceable by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency and citizens under the Clean Ajr Act.

This Prevention gf Significapt Deterioration permit has beeit approved by:

1 8/gloS
Richard AlbNght/ * D |
Diregtor

Office of Air, Waste and Toxics

1.5, Environmental Protection Agency, Region [0
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

AQRYV: Alr quality related values

BACT: best available control technology

CEMS: continnous enrissions monitoting system

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CQ: carbon monoxide

CT: combustion turbine

CTUIR: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
PB: duct butner

Diamond; Diamond Wanapa I, L.P.

EPA: United States BEovironmental Protection Agency

GTN: Gas Transmission Nosrthwest Corporation

HAP: hazardous air pollutant

HRSG: heat recovery steam generator

Ib: pound

MMBtuhr: Million British thermal units per howr

MW: megawatt

NAAQS; National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NESHAP: National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NH;: ammonia

NQOyx: nitrogen oxides

NOy: nitrogen dioxide

NSR: new source review

O oxygen

Oy ¢zone

PM; 5: particulate matter with an serodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers
PMq: particulate matter with an aerodynaric diameter less than 10 micrometoers
ppmdv: parts per million on a dry velumetric basis

ppmw; parts per million by weight

P5D: Prevention of Significant Deterioration

SCR; selective catalytic reduction

S0y sulfur dioxide

SSMP: startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan

ST steam turbine

TDS: total dissalved solids

tpy: (On per year

YOU: volatile organic compound

WEC: Wanapa Enccgy Cenler

S el i ol e e o N s
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Wanapa Energy Center

PSD Permit No, R10PSD-OR-05-01 Tribal Trust Land near Umatilla, Dregon

AUTHORITY

The United States Envirenmental Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing to issue this prevention
of significant deterioration (PSD) permit pursuant to the federal PSD air quality regniations,
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 40, Section 52.21. This proposed action is based upon
the application submitted by Diamond Wanapa [, L.P. {Diamond) en August 8, 2003, revised
dispersion modeling analysis report submitted September 28, 2004, additional dispersion
modeling information submitted October 28 and November 1, 2004, and the technical analysis
performed by EPA.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

1.

Diamond and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) entercd
into an agreement to develop and construct a greenfield combined cycle electric generating
facility. The agreerment was made in conjunction with the City of Hermiston, the City of
Eugene acting through the Bugene Water & Electric Board, and the Port of Umatiliz. The
proposed facility is to be known as the Wenapa Energy Center {WEC) and will be located at
latitude 45°N 55'37" and longitude 119°W 14'02" on land held in trust by the federal
government for the benefit of the CTUIR near Umatilla, Oregon.

The design of the WEC will incorporate two similar blocks (in a 2 by | configuration) of
combined cycle power generation, The nominal capacity of each block will be 600
megawatts (MW). Each block wili consist of two combustion turbines (CT), two heat
recovery steam generators (HRSG) each equipped with a duct bumer (DB), and one steam
turhine (ST). Exhaust gas from sach CT will be routed to a dedicated HRSG before
discharge to the atmosphere through a common stack. The HRSG will produce steam to be
utilized on-site by the ST. Steam exhausted by the ST iz recycled back to the HRSG via a
water-cooled condenser. The cooling water is supplied by the Columbia River and will
experience approximately six cyeles of regeneration through a cooling tower before discharge
to the Cold Springs Reservoir.

3. The WEC will consist of

3.1 Four F-technology CTs. The maximum heat input to each CT is approximately 1,778.5
nriliion British thermal units per hour (MMBiwhe),

3.2 Four CT electric generators. Each CT will supply mechanical power to a dedicated
electric generatoy, The maxirum electric generating capacity of each CT generator is
approximately 172.3 MW,

1.3 Four HR8Gs. Each HRSG is equipped with a DB. The maximum heat input to each DB
is approximately 605.6 MMBtw/hr.

3.4 Two 8Ts. Each ST will receive steam from two dedicated HRSGs.
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3.5 Two ST eleciric generators. Each ST will supply mechanical power to a dedicated electric
generator. The maximum electric generating capacity of each 5T generator is
approximately 326.5 MW.

3.6 Two mechanically induced draft evaporative cooling towers. Each tower will receive hot
water from the block’s steam cycle condenser.

3.7 One backup diesei engine emergency fire pump rated at approximately 350 horsepower.

4. Natural gas provided by Gas Transmission Nortiwest Corporation (GTN) will be the only
fuel combusted in each CT and DB. For the most part, nattal gas within the GTN pipeline
consistently achieves a sulfue content of less than 10 parts per million by weight {ppmw)
based upon monitoring data provided by GTN.

5. Motor vehicle diesel fuel will be the only fuel combusted in the backup diesel engine
emergency fire pump. The maximum concentration of sulfur in motor vehicle highway diesel
fuel available far purchase is currently S00 ppmw and will decrease to 15 ppmw by mid-

2006.

FACTS

1. WEC will be located in the vicinity of minority pepulations, and EPA is responsible for
addressing environmental justice within these communities pursuant to Executive Order
12898. EPA is required to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental affects, if any, on minority populations due tc this PSD permit
approval. In February 2004, EPA conducted a public meeting in Hermiston, Oregon to
educate the public about WEC and the PSD permit process o as to promote the meaningful

involvement of the community.

2. WEC is located in the northeast Oregon intrastate air quality control region, With the
exception of the nrban growth boundary area for LaGrande, the ambient air in this region is
either unclassifiable or attaining the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for
carbon monoxide (CO), lead, nitrogen dioxide (NOz), 1-hour (1-hr) and 8-hr ground-level
ozone (O4), particulate matter with an acrodynamic diameter tess than 10 micrometers
(PM ), particulate maiter with an aerodynamic diareter less than 2.5 micrometers (PMz 5),

and sulfur dioxide (SCy).

3. WEC is locared just agross the Columbia River from the south central Washington air quality
control region. With the exception of the lirited geographic areas within Yakima County
and Wallula, the ambient air in this region is either unclassifiable or attaining the NAAQS for
CO, lead, NO;, 1-hr and 8-hir ground-level O3, PM g, PMa2 s, and SO,

4. The approximate distance and direction from WEC to the ihree PMp nonattainment areas are
as follows: Wallula, Washington - 35 miles to the northeast, LaGrande, Oregon - 95 miles to
the southeast, and Yakima County, Washington - 100 niiles to the northwest,

e —————————
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3. The approximate distattce and direction from WEC o Class I United States Forest Service
wilderness areas are as follows: Bagle Cap - 83 miles to the southeast, Strawberry Mountain -
103 miles to the south, Mount Adams - 112 miles to the northwest, Mount Hood - 112 miles
to the west, and Goat Rocks - 121 miles to the northwest, The Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area is approximately 75 miles to the west,

FINDINGS

1. WEC is subject to the federal PSD permitting requirements of 40 CFR 52.21. WECisa
fossil fieel fired steam electric plant with heat input of more thatt 250 MMBtu/lr; one of the
28 listed source categories with a “major source™ threshold level of 100 tons per year {tpy). If
a source’s potential to emit any one regulated new source review (NSR) pollutant is at Teast
100 tpy, it is a “major source” subject to PSD review. As noted in Tabie I, WEC is a “major
source” as it will emit three regulated NSR pollutants above the 100 tpy threshold level.

2. WECL has the potential to emit significant quantities of CO, nitrogen oxides {NOx),
particulate matter (PM}, PM; 5, PMyo, SOy, sulfuric acid mist (H;504), and volatile organic
compounds (VOC). Each of these NSR regulated pollutants is undergoing PSD review given
that each is emitred at a rate greater than g pollutant-specific thresheld defined by EPA as
significant. Conasistent with EPA guidance, PM)p will serve as a surrogate for PM and PM 5.

3. Dimmnond has requested that EPA limit WEC’s annnal VOC emissions to less than 100 tpy,
thereby exempting WEC from the requirement to conduct ambient O monitoring. Without
the requested limit, WEC’s potential to emit VOC is 348 tpy assuming each CT and DB is
operated at its maximum firing rate for each hour of the year,

4, WEC is required to (a} install best achievable control technology (BACT) to minimize
emissions of regniated NSR pollutants, (b) detnonstrate that its allowable or pemmited
emissions will not cause or contribute to a NAAQS or increment violation, and (¢)
demonstrate that its allowable emissions will not have an adverse impact upon Class I air
quality related values {AQRYV), Table 1 summarizes WEC’s annual allowable emissions,
including startup emissions, under this proposed permit.

. — e ——
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_Tablel WEC Annua] Allawahle Ermssmns muludm startu e:mssmns

Wanapa Energy Center
Triba! Trust Land near Umatilla, Dmgon

CO

933

Four CT and HRSG: Exclusive use of p:pehne natural gas' and
oxidation catalyst,

One Backup Diesel Engine: A new engine that satisfies the
EPA 2004 highway heavy-duty diesel-cycie engine standards
or the standards applicable at time of purchase, whichever is
later.

PM)p

362

Four CT and HRSG: Exclusive use of pipeline natural gas,
proper design and ¢peration of equipment, minimize ammonia
{INH,) slip.

Two Cooling Towers: Install a hiph-efficiency drift eliminator
with a guaranteed efficiency of 0.0005%. The total dissolved
solids {TDS) content within the cooling water shall remain less
than 3,532 ppmw,

One Backup Diesel Engine: A new engine that satisfies the
EPA 2004 highway heavy-duty diesel-cycle engine standards
or the standards applicable at time of purchase, whichever is
later. Exclusive use of moter vehicle diesel fuel as specified
by EPA at time of purchase.

NOy as N,

486

Four CT and HRSG: Exclusive use of pipeline natural gas,
leat premix dey low-NOy CT combuster and dry low-NGy
DB, selective catalytic reduction {(SCR).

One Backup Diesel Engine: A new engine that satisfies the
EPA 2004 highway heavy-duty diesel-cycle engine standards
of the standards applicable at time of purchase, whichever is
later.

YOC

99

Four CT and HRSG: Exclusive use of pipeline naturat gas and
oxidation catalyst.

One Backup Diesel Engine: A new engine that satisfies the
EPA 2004 highway heavy-duty diesel-cycle engine standards
ot the standards applicable at time of purchase, whichever is
later.

! Pipeline natural gas means natural gas provided by a supplier through a pipeline. Pipeline
natural gas, for purposes of this PSD permit, does not mean pipeline natural gas as defined by

EPA at 40 CFR. 72.2.

P s P s
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Four CT and HRSG: Exclusive use of plpelme natura] gas,
Ha504 88 One Backup Diesel Engine: Exclusive use of maotor vehicle
diesel fuel as specified by EPA at time of purchase,

Four CT and HRSG: Exclusive use of pipeline natural gas.
Sy 57 One Baclkup Diesel Engine: Exclusive use of motor vehicle
diesel fue] as specified by EPA at time of purchase.

5. WEC has the potential to emit up 1o 279 tpy of ammonia (NHa) with the ntilization of
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) to satisfy BACT in controlling NOy emissions. Although
NH; is not a listed regulateqd NSR pollutant, EPA is requiring WEC te minimize the collateral
impac;g {NH: emissions} by ensuring proper and efficient operation of the SCR control
gystemy .

6. Diamond has submitted an analysis of the impact WEC emissions will have on ambient air
quality. The analysis predicts ambient air poilutant concentrations and AQRYV impacis
resulting from WEC and nearby source emissions by utilizing background air quality
measurements, meteorclogical data, and dispersion modeling techniques. EPA has reviewed
this analysis and finds that it conforms t¢ the rules and EPA modeling guidance.

7. NAAQS and Class I Increment Agnalysis. Allowable emission from WEC will not cause or
contribute to air pollution in viclation of the NAAGS or PSD Class Il increment. WEC
emissions will not result in a significant off-propesty impact for CO and 50.. WEC
emissions will result in a significant off-propetty impact for NO2, Os, and PM i, WEC wili
not have a significant impact in the EaGrande, Oregon, Wallula, Washington, or Yakima
County, Washington PMg nonattainment areas.

8. Class | increment Analysis. Allowable emissions from WEC will not cabse or contribute to
air pollution in violation of PSD Class Y increment for NO;, PMyg, or 8Q,. WEC emissions
will not result in a significant impact on Class F areas. Because WBC emissions will not
result in significant concentrations of NQ;, PM o, or 50, emissions from nearby sources
wete not considered and a cumulative impact analysis was nat required.

9. Class JTAQRV Analysis. Allowable emissions from WEC will not adversely impact AQR Vs,
in¢luding visibility and acid deposition. Because WEC emissions will not resuit in
significant nitrogen loading, sulfur loading, or visibility degradatmn & cumulative impact
analysis was not performed.

*The anthority to address collateral impacts is the subject of & June 3, 1986 EPA Remand Order

for North County Resource Recovery Assaciates, PSD Appeal No, 85-2,

—— S .
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10. Each CT is subject to emission limitation, monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting
requirements of 40 CTR Part 60, Subpant GG - Standards of Performance for Stationary Gas

Turbines.

11, Each HRSG is subject to emission limitation, monitoring, recordkecping and reporting
requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Da - Standards of Performance for Electric Utility
Steam Generating Units for Which Construction is Commenced After September 18, 1978,

12, Based upon estimates of hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions presented in the PSD
permit application, WEC will be a major source of HAP,

13. Each CT is subject to EPA’s National Emission Standards for Hazardows Air Polintants for
Stationary Combustion Turbines - NESHAP Subpart YYY'Y. EPA has temporarily stayed
the effectiveness of NESHAP Subpart YYY'Y, apart frorm the initial notification requirement,
for new lean pre-mix natoral gas-fired combustion turbines like those proposed at WEC. The
temporary stay was promulgated in light of an EPA proposal to delist new lean pre-mix
natural gas-fired combustion tarbines from regulation under Section 112 of the Clean Air
Act. Depending upon EPA’s final delisting decision, each CT may not ultimately be subject
to NESHAP Subpait YYYY.

14. EPA has determined that WEC will comply with NESHAP Subpart YYYY requirements that
remain effective. EPA has also determined that WEC is capable of complying with the
NESHAP Subpart YYYY requirements that are currently stayed. This permit serves as a
Section 1 12(i)(1) preconstruction approval pursuant to 40 CFR 63.5(e),

15, Each HRS(G i3 a natural gas-fired electric utility steam generating unit (EUSGU). EPA has
determined that regulation of HAP emissions from natural-gas fired BEUSGUs is not
appropriate or necessary. Thus, EPA has developed no NESHAP for the HRSGs,

16. Bach CT and HRSG is subject to EPA’s Acid Rain Program pursuant to 40 CFR Pat 72
through 78. .

17. WEC is subject to EPA’s operating permit program pursnant to 40 CFR Pact 71. WEC is
required to apply for an operating permit within 12 months of startup.

18. WEC has satisfied all requirements necessary for issnance of a PSD permit for the
construction and operation of the WEC.

[Space intentionally left blank.)

. e ——— .
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Page B of 18




Wanapa Energy Ceniter
PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-01 Tribal Trst Land near Umatiila, Dmgﬂ

APPROVAL CONDITIONS

1 Diamond is authorized to construct and operate WEC consistent with the representations in
the permit application and subject to the following conditions:

2 Backup Diesel Engine Briven Emergency Fire Pump

2.1 The backup diesel engine utilized to drive the emergency fire pump:

2.1.1 Shall not exceed 350 HP,

2.1.2 May operate up to 52 hours per year for purposes of maintenance and training,

2.1.3 Shail comply with the EPA 2004 highway heavy-duty diesel-cycle engine
standards of 40 CFR 86.004-11 or the EPA highway heavy-duty diesel-cycle
engiae standards applicable at time of purchase, whichever is later, and

2.1.4 Shali combust only motor vehicle diesel fuel 25 specified by EPA in 40 CFR
8G.520(a)(1). WEC is limited to purchasing motor vehicle diesel fue} with a
maximum snlfur content of 15 ppmw beginning July 15, 2006 if the shipment
originates from a terminal. If the shipment originates from a retail cutlet or a
wholesale purchaser-consumer facility, compliance is not required until
September 1, 2006.

2.2 Compliance with Condition 2.1.1 shall be demonstrated by engine purchase records.

2.3 Compliance with Condition 2.1.2 shall be demonstrated by maintaining a log of operating
hours and reasen for operation. Actual emergency ficefighting hours shall not be
considered for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the annual operating limit in
Condition 2.1.2,

2.4 Compliance with Condition 2,1.3 shall be demonstrated by certification of the engine
manufacturer.

2.5 Compliance with Condition 2.1.4 shall be demonstrated by fuel purchase records,

3 CTand HRSG-DB Fuel Supply
3.1 Bach CT and HRSG-DB shall combust only pipeline natural gas.
3.2 Compliance shall be demonstrated throngh documentation as provided in & pipeline
transportation contract.

4 Oxidation Caralyst Equipipent

4.1 Each CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall be equipped with a functioning oxidation
catalyst.

5.1 Commencing commeteial operation imeans to begin generating electricity for sale,
including the sale of test generation. This determination is made on an individual
CT/HRSG-DB basis.

5.2 The emissions limits and work practice standards established within permit Conditions 6,

7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 do not apply until after the affected emissions

unit conunences commetcial operation.

— —— . —
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6 CT Startup, Shutdown, and Normal Operating Conditions

6.1 CT normal load is defined as any operating period during which the heat input of the CT
is at least 50% of CT capacity. Heat input, for the purpose of this paragraph, is measured
in terms of MMBtu per hour,
6.2 CT startup is defined as any operating period during which the CT is ramping up from
less than normat load and ends when the eartier of the following events occurs:
6.2.1 CT normal load is achieved and normal eperating temperatures have been reached
in both the catalytic oxidation and SCR modvles as indicated by the
manufacturer’s operating manual.
6.2.2 One of the following ime limits have been reached, a5 applicable:
6.2,2.1 Three and one-half hours have ¢lapsed since fuel was first introdoeed to
the CT on a cold starmp. A cold startup is any starup occurting afier the
CT has been shut down for 8 hours or more.

6.2.2.2 Two and three-fourth hours elapsed since fuel was first introduced to the
CT on awarm startup. A watm starfup is any startup occurming after the
CT has been shut down for 4 hours or more but less than 8 hours.

£.2.2,3 Two hours have elapsed since fuel was first introduced to the CT on 2 hot
startup, A hot startup is any startup occurring after the CT has been shut
down for less than 4 hours,

6.2.3 CT shutdown is defined as any operating period during which the CT is ramping
dowt from normal load and ends when fuel is no longer being supplied to the CT.

6.2.4 WEC shall not operate the CT at less than normal load except during startup and
shutdown.

7 NOy Emissions Limits for each CT/HRSG-DB
7.1 NOx emissions from each CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall not exceed:

7.1.1 2.0 parts per miliion NOx on a dry volumetric basis (ppmdv), corrected to 15.0
percent (%) oxygen (Oq), averaged over any consecutive three hour period, except
during CT startup and shutdown,

7.1,2 802 pound (Ib) NOx {(as NOy) per calendar day, and

7.1.3 122 tons NOy (as NO3) per calendar year.

7.2 Iitial compliance with Condition 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 shall be demonstrated by measuring

NOx emissions in the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:

1.2.1 Conduct an EPA Reference Method 20 performance test in accordance with an
EPA-approved stack test protocel,

7.2.2 Conduct the performance test while both CT and DB are firing at the maxirmim
firing rate, and

7.2.3 Conduet the performance test within 60 days after both CT and DB have achieved
the maximun: firing rate but no later than 130 days after commencing commercial
operation.

7.3 Continuous compiiance with Conditions 7. 1.1, 7.1.2, and 7.1.3 shall be demoastrated by
measuring NOy emissions in the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:

7.3.1 Install and operate a continious emission monitoring system (CEMS) satisfying
the requirements of 40 CFR Part 75, and

111i P
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7.3.2 Certify the CEMS pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR. Pagt 75 0o later than
180 days after commencing commercial operation.

8 Daily NOy Emissions Cap for all CT/HRSG-DB
8.1 Inthe event four CT/HRSG-DB are construeted and operating on & given day, Diamond

may demonstrate compliance with Condition 7.1.2 by limiting combined NOy emissions
from the four CT/HRSG-DB to 3,208 Ib NOQy (as NOw) per calendar day.

8.2 Inthe event three CT/HRSG-DB are constructed and operating on a given day, Diamond
may demonstrate compliance with Condition 7.1.2 by limiting combined NOy emissions
from the three CT/HRSG-DRB to 2,406 Ib NOx (as NO:) per calendar day,

8.3 In the event two CT/HRSG-DB are constructed and aperating on a given day, Diamond
may demonstrate compliance with Condition 7.1.2 by limiting combined NOy, emissions
from the two CT/HRSG-DB to 1,604 th NOx (as NO3) per calendar day.

9 Annual NOy Emissions Ca all -DB

2.1 In the event four CT/HRSG-DB are constructed and operating during a given year,
Diamond may demonstrate compliance with Condition 7.1.3 by limiting combined NCx
emissions from the four CT/HRSG-DB to 486 tons NOx (as NOy) per calendar year.

2.2 Inthe event threg CT/HRSG-DB are constructed and operating during a given year,
Diamond may demotistrate compliance with Conditien 7.1.3 by limiting combined NOx
emissions from the three CT/HRSG-DB to 364 tons NOy (as NOg} per calendar year,

9.3 In the event two CT/HRSG-DB are conatructed and operating during a given year,
Diamond may demonstrate compliance with Condition 7.1.3 by limiting combined NOy
emissions from the twoe CT/HRSG-DB to 243 tons NOx (as NO,) per calendar year.

10 NH; Emisgions Limit for each CT/HRSG-DB
10,1 NH; emissions from each CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall not exceed 5.0 ppmdy,
corrected to 15.0 % O, averaged over any consecutive three hour period, except during
CT startup and shutdown.
10.2  Tnitial compliance with Conditicn 10,1 shall be demonstrated by measuring NH;
emissions in the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:
10.2.1 Conduct an EPA Conditional Test Method 27 performance test in accordance
with an EPA-approved stack test protocel,
10.2.2 Conduct the performance test while both CT and DB are firing at the
maximum firing rate, and
10.2.3 Conduct the performance test within 60 days after both CT and DB have
achieved the maximuom firing rate but no later than 180 days after
commencing conmmercial operation.
10.3 Continuous compliance with Condition 10,1 shall be demonstrated by measuring NH;
emissions in the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:
10.3.1 Install and operate a CEMS sarisfying the requirements of EPA Preliminary
Performance Specification for NH; CEMS (PPS 001) and Appendix F to 40
CER Part 60 {Appendix F), and
1032 Certify the CEMS pursuent to the requirements of PPS 001 and Appendix F no
later than 180 days after cormencing commercial operation.

. e ——————— e —
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11 €O Emissions Limits for each CT/HRSG-DR

131

11.2

113

CO emissions from eack CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall not exceed:

11.1.1 2.0 ppmdy, comrected to 15.0 % O, averaged over any consecutive three hour
petiod, except during CT startup and shutdown, and

11.1.2 328 Ib per hour. ,

Inittal compliance with Condition 11.1.1 and 11,1.2 shall be demonstrated by

measuring CO emissions in the exhaust stack purseant fo the following conditions:

112.1 Conduct an EPA Reference Method 10 performance test in accordance with an
EPA-approved stack test protocal,

11.2.2 Conduct the performance test while hoth CT and DB are firing at the
maximum firing rate, and

11.2.3 Conduct the performance test within 60 days after both CT and DB have
achieved the maximum firing rate but no later than 180 days after commencing
commercial operation.

Continuous compliance with Conditions 11.1,1 and 11.1.2 shall be demonstrated by

measuring CO emissions in the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:

11.3.1 Install and operate a CEMS satisfying the requirements of EPA Performance
Specification 4A (PS 4A) of Appendix B to 40 CFR Part 60 and Appendix F,
and :

11.3.2  Certify the CEMS pursnant to the requirements of PS 4A and Appendix F no
later than 180 days after commencing commercial operation.

12 PM;p Emjssjons Limits for each CT/HRSG-DB

12,1 PMigemissions from each CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall not exceed 745 Ib per

122

12.3

calendar day.

Initial compliance with Condition 12.1 shall be demonstrated by measuring PM,q

emyssions in the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:
12.2.1 Conduct a performance 1est in accordance with an EPA-approved stack test
protocol incorporating the following methods:
12.2.1.1  EPA Refeience Method 5 or 51 to capture filterable PM,, and EPA
Reference Method 202 to capture condensible PM, g, or EPA
Conditional Test Method 39.

122.1.2  Conduct the performance test while both CT and DB ate firing at
the maxitnum firing rate, and

12213 Conduct the performance test within 60 days after both CT and DB
have achieved the maximum firing rate but no later than 180 days
affer commencing commercial operation.

Continuous compliance with Condition 12.1 shail be demonstrated by calculating PM;p

emissions pursvarnt to the following conditions:

12.3.1 Install and operate a fuel flow metering system satisfying the requirements of
40 CFR Part 75 to measure the amount of fuel being combusting in each CT
and DB,

123.2 Calculate PM,; emissions based upon the measured fus! flow rate and EPA-
approved PMyg emission factors developed pursuant to Condition 12.3.3 and
12.3.4,

e S .
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12.3.3 No later than 180 days after commencing commercial operation:
12.33.1  Develop PMyy emission factors for EPA approval based upon stack
test chservations for each CT and DB, and
12332  Cenify the fuel flow metering system pursuant to the requitements
of 40 CFR Part 73,

12.3.4 No later than five years after receiving EPA approval of PM o emission
factors, develop new PMy, emission factors for EPA approval based upon
stack test observations for each CT and DRB.

124 EPA will revise Condition 12.1 to lowet the daily PM, emission lirnit if performance
test results indicate lower than expected PM;p emissions. The resultant emission limit
shall reflect ach CT/HRSG-DB’s potential to emit while allowing for reasonable
operational variability over the life of the CT/HRSG-DB. In no event shail the revised
emission limit be less than the CT/HRSG-DB’s potential to emit.

13 PM;p Emissions Cap for all CT/HRSG-DB

13.1 In the event four CT/HRSG-DB are constructed, Diamond may demonstrate
compliance with Condition 12.1 by limiting combined PM g emissions from the four
CT/HRSG-DB to 2,980 1b PM per calendar day.

13.2 Inthe event three CT/HRSG-DB are constructed, Diamond may demonstrate
compliance with Condition 12.1 by limiting combined PM o emissions from the three
CT/HRSG-DB to 2,235 b PMg per calendar day.

13.3 In the event two CT/HRSG-DB are constructed, Diamond may demonstrate
compliance with Condition 12,1 by limiting combined PM;o emissions from the two
CT/HRSG-DB to 1,490 Ib PM; per calendar day.

13.4 The PM)q emissions caps in Conditions 13,1, 13.2, and 12.3 shal} be revised downward
consistent with the methodology outlined in Condition 12.4.

14 8§ tnissions Lipit for eac RSG-D
14.1 8Oy emissions from each CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall not exceed 78 1b 8O- per
calendar day.

14.2 Initial compliance with Condition 14.1 shali be demonsirated by measuring SO,
emissions in the exhaust stack puesvant to the following conditions:
14.2.1 Conduct an EPA Reference Method 6C performance test in accordance with
an EPA-approved stack test protocel,
14.2.2  Conduct the performance test while both CT and DB are firing at the
maximum fiting rate, and
14.2,3  Couduct the performance test within 60 days after both CT and DB have
achieved the maximum firing rate but no later than 180 days after commencing
commer¢ial operation,
14.3  Contitruous compliance with Conditicn 14.1 shall be demenstrated by calculating SO,
ernissions pursuant to the following conditions:
14.3,]  Install and operate a foel flow metering system satisfying the requirements of
40 CFR Part 75 to measure the amount of fuel being combusting in each CT
and DB, .

— S s i — P s S s
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14.3.2 Calculate 50, emissions based vpon the measured fuel flow rate and a
representative fuel sulfur content value provided by tie natural gas provider,
14.3.3 No later than 180 days after commencing cotmmercial operation:
14,3.3.1 Obtain from the natural gas provider a representative value for the
sulfur content of the fuel being provided to WEC, and
14332  Certify the fuel flow metering sysiem porsuant to the requiremnsnts
of 40 CFR Part 75 no later than 180 days after commencing
commercial operation,
14,3.4 Obtain representative fusl sulfur content values from the natural gas provider
at least annually.

15 ¥OC Emissions Cap for all CTIHRSG—QB
15,1 Combined VOC emissions from all CT/HRSG-DB shai! not exceed 99 tons per 2-
month period, caleulated as the total mass of VOC constituents.
15.2 Continuous compliance with Condition 13.] shall be demonstrated by catculating VOC
emissions porsuant to Condition 15.3 or 13.4.
15.3 Calewlate VOC emissions pursuant to the following conditions:
15,3.1 TInstall and operate a monitoring system to meter CT and BB hours of
operation no later than 180 days after commencing commercial operation, and
15.3.2 Calculate VOC emissions based upon the elapsed time and the following
emission factors:
15324  5.41bVCC/ hour from the CT, except during startap,
15322 290 b VOC / hour from the CT during startup, and
153.2.3  14.3 16 VOC / hour froto the DB.
15.4 Calculate VOC emissions pursuant to the following conditions:
15.4.1 Install and operate a fuel flow metering system satisfying the requirements of
40 CFR Part 75 to measure the amount of fuel being combusting in each CT
and DB,
15.4.2 Calculate VOC emissions based upon the measured fuel flow rate and EPA-
approved VOC emission factors developed pursuant to Condition (5.4.3 and
1544,
15.4.3 No later than 180 days after commencing commercial operation;
15.43.1 Develop YOC emisgion factors for EPA approval based upon stack
test observations for each CT and DB, and
1543.2  Certify the fuel flow metering system pursuant to the requirements
of 40 CFR Past 75.
154.4 No later than five years after receiving EPA approval of VOC emission
factors, develop new VOU emission factors for EPA approval basad upon
stack test observations for gach CT and DB.

|6 ¥isible Emiszions Limit fo SG-DB
16,1 Visible smoke emissions from each CT/HRSG-DB shall not exceed 5% opacity overa
six-minute average, except during startup and shutdown.
16.2 Initial complience witk Cendition 16.1 shall be demonstrated by visnally determining
the opacity of the exhaust stack pursuant to the following conditions:
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162.1 Conduct an EPA Reference Method 9 performance test over an eighteen-
minute period in accordance with an BPA-approved test protocol,
16,22 Conduct the performance test while both CT and DB are firing at the
: maximum firing rate, and
16.2.3 Conduct the performance test within 60 days after both CT and DB have
achieved the maximum firing rate but no later than 180 days after commencing
conunercial operation.
16.3 Continuous compliance with Condition 16.1 shall be demonstrated by visnally
determining exhaust stack smoke emissions pursuant to the following conditions:
16.3.1 Conduct visual observations of emissions pursuant to EPA Reference Method
22,

16.3.2 Conduct visnal observations once per calendar day while the CT is operating,

: and

16.3.3 1f smoke is observed while conducting visual observations, immediately
proceed to determine the opacity of the emissions over an eighteen-minute
pericd pursuant to EPA Reference Method 9,

17 1o Emissions Limit h Cooling Tower

17.1 PM;¢ emissions from each coeling tower shall not exceed 49 1b per calendar day. This
emission limit is achieved when the following two work practice standards are
accomplished:

17.1.1 The drift eliminators have been installed in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications to achieve a drift loss of 0.0005 percent of the recirculating
water flow rate.

17.1.2 The cooling water 7-day average TDS content is Jess than 3,532 ppmw,

17.2 Initial compliance with Condition 17.1.1 shall be demonsirated no later than 180 days
after the corresponding CT/HRSG-DB commences commercial operation pursuant te
the following conditions:

17.2,1  An expert in the field of cooling tower drift eliminators shall cenduct an
inspection of the assembled cooling tewer drift eliminators,

17.2.2  After conducting the inspection, the qualified expert shall author a report
documenting the inspection and certifying the findings.

17.3 Continnous compliance with Condition 17.1.1 shall be demoenstrated by maintaining
the assembled cooling towet drift eliminators consistent with manufacturer’s
recommendation as described in the operating manual for the cooling tower.

" Compliance shall be documented by maintaining a log of maintenance activity
perfonmed on the cooling tower drift eliminators.

17.4 Initial compliance with Condition 17.1.2 shall be demonstrated no later than 180 days
after the corresponding CT/HRSG-DB commences commercial operation pursuant to
the following conditions:

174.0 Measure the water’s TDS content in accordance with the following
procedures:
17.4.1,1 Collect a grab sample of the cooling water at least once per day for

seven consecutive operating days.
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17.4.1.2  Analyze each sample in accordance with Standard Methods, 18th
Ed., Method 2540 C or EPA Method 160.1, at 40 CFR §136.3.
174.1.3  Record the sampling results.

7.5 Continuous compliance with Condition 17.1.2 shall be demonstrated by maintaining a
cooling water TDS content of less than 3,532 ppmw pursuant to the following
conditions:

17.5.1 Collect a grab sample of the cocling water at least once per week.

17.5.2 Analyze each sample in accordance with Standard Methods, ¥8th Ed., Method
2540 C or EPA Method 160.1, at 40 CFR, §136.3.

17.5.3 Record the sampling results,

18 Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Procedure Manual

18.1 Within 90 days of commencing cotnmercial operation, WEC shall have prepared
startup, shutdown and malfunction plans {SSMP} for CTs, DBs, aad cooling towers.
Each SSMP shall be designed to assist WEC minimize alr poilutants emissions.

18.2 Each SSMP shall be reviewed annnally, and vpdated as needed. .

18.3 Coples of each SSMP shail be maintained on site and made available to EPA upon
request.

184 Emissions that result from 2 failore to follow the requirements of a SSMP may be
considered credible evidence that emissions violations have occurred.

19 Recordkeeping
WEC shall maintain all records genetated for the purpose of demonstrating compliance with
the requirements of this permit. Records shall be maintained on site for at least five years.

20 Reportingr .
20.1 Monitoring data shall be submitted quarterly within 30 days of the end of each calendar

quarter.

20.2 The format of the data shall be consistent with EPA’s Acid Rain program reparting
requirements. The Acid Rain progratn reporting format extends to ali monitoring data,
including data required by this permit but not EPA’s Acid Rajn Program.

20,3 For each accurrence of monitored or calculated emissions in excess of the permitted
limit, the quarterly emissions report shall include the following:

20.3.1 The time and duration of the occurrence,
203.2 The magnitude of the emission,

20.3,3 The probable canse, and

20.3.4 Comective sctions taken or planned,

204 WEC shall notify EPA in writing at least thirty days prior to;

20.4.1 Initial start-up of any permitted emissions unii for operational testing and
manufacturer’s certification purposes,

20.4.2 Commencing commercial operation,

20.4.3 The date any emission testing required by this permit will be performed, and

20.4.4 The date(s) CEMS performance testing will be performed.
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21 Termination

This approval shall become invalid if construction of WEC is not commenced within eighteen
{18) months after the effective date of this permit to construct, or if construction of the facility
is discontinued for a period of |8 months, unless EPA extends the 18 month petiod upon a
satisfactory showing that an extenston is justified, pursvant to 40 CFR 32.21(t}2).

22 Permit Revisjions
WEC may request that this permit be revised for good cause. The nature and extent of the

request will determine the process undet which the pérmit may be revised.

23 Post-Construction Ambient Monitoting

23.1 WEC shall install, operate, and maintain a continuous non-filter based ambient air
quality monitoring station for PMj s, in accordance with EPA, 1984a; Ambient
Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), EPA-450/4-
87-007, May 1987, U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park,
NC. The monitoring period shall commence within 90 days after the completion of
construction and start-up ot after cotnmercial operation, which ever is later, and shall
contitiue for & minimum of 1 year and a maximum of 2 years form the date first
readings are taken. The data recovery should be at least B0 percent of the data possible
for each air pollutant during each 1-year menitoring period. The monitoring station
shall continue 10 operate and record data fot a minitum of 1 year, at which time WEC
will notify EPA in writing of WEC's intent to terminate operation of the monitoring
station; however monitoring station operation will continue uptit such time that written
approval is obtained from EPA authorizing the termination of its operatton, such
authorization of termination of operation of the monitoring station will not be
unreasonably withheld and in any event the termination of operation of the monitotittg
station can occnr uanilaterally at WEC's discretion on or after 2 vears of operation.

23.2 WEC shall install, operate, and maintain & meteorological monitoring station to
meonitor and record data in accordance with EPA, 1987b: On-Site Meteorological
Program Guidance for Regilatory Modeling Application, EPA-450/4-87-013, June,
1987, U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle, N.C. Data shall
include horizontal wind speed and direction, temperature, solar radiation and delea-T.
Each quarter’s data recovery should be at least 9¢ percent of the data possible for each
variable measured during each 1-year monitoring period. The monitoring petiod shall
commence within 90 days after initial the completion of construction and start-up or
after cornmetcial operation, which ever is later, and shall continue for a minimum of
one (1) year and a maximum of 2 vears from the date first readings are taken. The
monitoring station shall continue to operate and record data for a minimum of 1 vear,
at which time WEC will notify EPA in writing of WEC"s intenl to terminate operation
of the monitoring station; however monitoring station operation will continue until
such time that written approval is obtained from the EPA authorizing the termination
of its operation, such anthorization of termination of operation of the monitoring
station will not be unreasonably withheid atd in any eveat the termination of operation
of the monitoring station can occur unilaterally ai WEC”s discretion on or after 2 years
of operation,
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23.3 At least 60 days prior to the scheduled completion of construction, WEC shall submit

234

235

23.6

237

to EPA for approval an ambient air quality and metecrological monitoring plan for the
post-construction monitoring requirements specified in Copditions 23.1 and 23.2 in
accordance with EPA, 1993b: Reguirements for Quality Assurance Project Plans for
Environmental Data Operations (QA/RSY huly, 1993, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Quality Assnrance and Management Staff, Washington, DC. The plan shall
include the proposed siting location(s). EPA shall provide WEC EPA’s approval of or
comuneqts to the ambient air quality and meteorological monitoring plan no later than
30 days prior to the scheduled campletion of construction.

WEC shall submit on a monthly basis, a printed or electronic summary of the ambient
air guality and meteorological monitoring data collected in each calendar month. The
sutnmary shall be submitted within 60 days after the end of each calendar month.
WEC shall submit audit reports within 60 days after the following events:

23.5.1 Completion of the post-instatlation equipment audit;

23.5.2 Completion of the independent performance and system audits;

23.5.3 Completion of the quarterly audits required for the ambient air quality data

collection system; and
23.5.4 Completion of the semi-annual audits required for the meteorological data
collection system,

Quarterly and semi-anmial audit periods shall be based on periods of three and six
calendar months commencing with the first complete calendar month of collected
data,
Within 90 days after the end of each year of collected data and following the
completion of the collection of menitoring data, WEC shal} subrnit {0 EPA annual/fingl
reports in text (i.e., summary), tabular, and graphic forms, including data in digitized
format. The digitized formn of the measured air quality and metecrological data shall
be in (1) EPA Aerometric Information and Retrieval Systers format and (2) ASCII
format accessible by an IBM compatible PC,
Within 20 days after completion of data collection, WEC shall also submit the final
veport for the system and performance audit required prior to monitoring termianation.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

{Compounds

CHgy: methane

COx: carbon monoxide

Ha804: sulfuric acid mist

NHi: ammotia

NQ;: nitrogen dioxide (subset of NOx)

NOy;: nitrogen oxides

Q4 oxygen

Jy: ozone

PMs s; paniiculate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers (subset
of PMig)

PM,q: particulate matter with an gerodynamic diameter lezs than 10 micrometers

S04 sulfur dioxide

VOUC: volatile organic compound

Agronvims

AAQIA: ambient air quality impact analysis

AQRV: air quality related values

BA: biological assessment

BACT: best available control technology

BIA: United States Departrnent of Intetior Burean of Indian Affairs
BOR: United States Deparfment of Interior Burcau of Reclamation
BPA; United States Departinent of Energy Bonnevilie Power Administration
CAA; Clean Air Act

CAMD: Clean Ajr Markets Division

CEMS: continuons emissions monitering system

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CT: combustion turbine

CTUIR: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
DB: duct bumer

DEIS: draft environmental impact statement

Digmond: Diamond Wanapa I, L.P.

EAB; Environmental Appeais Board

EFH; essentia! fish habitat

EIS: environmental impact statement

EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

ESA: Endangered Species Act )

ESECA: Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination Act
EUSGU: electric utility steam generating unit

FR: Federa! Register

FWS: United States Department of Interior’s Fish and Wildlife Service
GTN: Gas Transmission Northwesat Corporation

HAP: hazardous air pollutant

HHYV: higher heating value
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HRSG: heat recovery steam generator

LHV: lower heating value

MW: megawatt

MSA: Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

NAAQS: National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NEPA; National Environmental Policy Act

NESHAP: National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

NOAA Fisheries; National Marine Fisheries Service within the United States Department
of Commerce’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NPDES: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NSPS: New Source Performance Standards

NSR: New Source Review

NWS: National Weather Service

ODEQ: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

PPS: Preliminary Performance Specification

PS: Performance Specification

PSDY; Prevention of Significant Deterioration

ROD: Record of Decision

SCR: selective catalytic reduction

SER; significant emission rate

ST steam turbine

TDS: total dissolved solids

TPY: tons per year

TSI technical support document for PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-035-01

USFWS: United States Fish and Wildlife Service

WEC; Wanapa Energy Center
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1. BACKGROUND

On August 8, 2003, Diamond Wanapa [, L.P. (Diamond) submitted an application to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (EPA) for a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit to construct and operate the Wanapa Energy
Center (WEC), WEC is to be !ocated near Umatilla, Oregon on land held in tust by the
United States government for the benefit of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation (CTUIR). Diamond submitted a revised dispersion modeling analysis
on September 28, 2004. Additional dispersion modeling information was submitied
October 28, 2004 and November 1, 2004.

On November 23, 2004, EPA provided public notice of the preliminary approval of the
application for WEC, proposed PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-01 {Permit), and
preliminary technical support decnment (TSD). The public notice stated that the public
had the opportunity to comnent upon the Permit. The public notice was performed by
mailing it to a list of interested persons and by publication of a legal notice in the East
Oregonian (November 23, 2004) and Hermiston Herald (Movember 23, 2004),

Copies of the draft Permit and associated TSD were made available for public review in
the following public libraries and offices: Oregon Trail Public Library in Boardman,
Umnatifla Public Library, Mid-Columbia Library in Kennewick, Hermiston Pablic
Library, Echo Public Library, Pendleton Public Library, Stanficld Fublic Library, EPA
Region 10 Seattle Office, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) Eastern
Region Pendleton Office, CTUIR Tribal Administration Building, and on EPA’s web site
at hittp/fvosemite.epa.gov/R1/AIRPAGE. NSF/webpage WANAPA+Energy+Center,

A public hearing was held on January 5, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregon. The public
comment period was originally scheduled to close on January 5, 2605. On December 21,
2004, however, EPA announced its decision to extend the public comment period to
January 19, 2005, Public notice of the comment period extension was performed by
mailing it to a list of interested persons and by publication of 2 legal notice in the East
Oregonian (December 21, 2004) and Hermiston Herald (December 21, 2004), To be
considered, comments had to be postmarked, or sent by e-mail, to EPA no later than the
close of the public comment period, on Japuary 19, 2005.

EPA received fourteesn written comment letters, and six individuals commented at the
public hearing. EPA appreciates the valuable input provided by the community, The
nature and extent of the comments indicates that members of the community took the
time to learn about a wide rauge of complex issue¢s swrrounding WEC, EPA understands
that the community possesses a wide range of legitimate views, perceptions, and
concerns. Many of the issues are difficult to reselve in the context of an air construction
permit given EPA’s PSD) permitting regulations. Nonetheless, EPA has made a good-
faith effort to do its best to respond to the community. .
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Aungust §, 2005

The following pages summarize the comments that were received and indicate how the
concerns are addressed in the final Permit issned by EPA. Some of the comments have
been paraphrased or generalized to allow direct responses to the concerns.

Copies of this document and the final Permit are available over the Internet at
hitp:/Avosemite.epa.goviR 1 ATRPAGE NSF/webpape/ WANAPA+Energy+Center.

Copies are also available at the following locations:

Oregon Trail Public Library  Hermiston Public Library

200 5 Main
Boardmat, OR 97818
{5413 481-2665

Umaiilla Public Library
911 Seventh Street
Umatilla, OR 97632
{541) 922-5704

Mid-Columlbia Library
405 3 Dayton
Kennewick, WA 99335
{505) 783-7878

235 E Gladys Avenue
Hermiston, OR 97838-1827
(541} 567-2882

Echo Public Library
20 5 Bopnanza

Echa, OR 97§26-0009
(541) 378-3411

Cregon Department of
Eavironmental Quality
Eastern Region

700 5.E, Emigrant, Suite 33{
Pendleton, OR 97301

{541) 2764063

EPA Region 14

Attn: Dan Meyer (AWT-107}
1200 Sixth Aveane

Seattle, WA 98101

{206) 353-4150

Pendleton Public Library
502 5W Dorion

Pendieton, OR 97801-2035
{541 266-0380

Stanfield Public Library
180 W Coe Avenue
Stanficld, OF. 978750978
(5413 449-1254

Confederated Trikes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation

Tribal Administration Building
73230 Confederated Way
Pendleton, OR 97301

{541 276-3165
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2, GENERAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

General Comment 1: EPA should not issue the Permit becanse WEC is not in the
public interest. -

Response 1: EPA is the PSD permitting authority with the responsibility for either
granting or denying Diamond’s PSD permit application to ¢construct and opcrate WEC,

In determining whether to grant a PSD permit application, EPA mst follow the Clean
Air Act (CAA) and its implementing regulations. Additional requirements that EPA
must comply with are found in the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), These statutes were enacted
by the U.S. Congress to protect the public interest in the natral resources. By complying
with the reguirements of these statutes, EPA has fulfilled its statutory obligations, and
thus has protected the public interest in protecting the public interest as established by the
LS. Congress. Therefore, EPA is proceeding to issue the final Permit to Diamond to
construet WEC,

General Comment 2: WEC will not benefit the local community.

Comment 2.q: Diamond will not pay property taxes to support the local community
because WEC is located on tribal land.

Response 2.a: EPA appreciates this comment. In issning a PSD permit, such as this one,
however, EPA’s role is to determine if Diamond’s application meets federal laws and
regulations required to be met before issuing a PSD permit. Under the federal laws and
regulations, the payment of property taxes is not a factor that EPA can consider in
determining whether to issue 2 PSD permit. EPA has determined that Diamond’s
application satisfies all applicable federal laws and regulations. Therefore, EPA is
proceeding to issue the final Permit to Diamond to construct WEC.

It should be noted that WEC’s sociosconomic impacts, including the payment of
property taxes, were considered during the National Environmental Policy Act
(WEPA) process undertaken by the Burean of Indian Affairs (BIA) in determining
whether to grant the lease between the CTUIR and Diamond. Sece §3.10 of the
Fina] Environmental Impact Statement {Final EES} for a discussion of WEC's
socioeconomic impacts. In responding to public comments, B1A states, in part:

The preject would pay local property taxes, contribute directly to school
district, fire districts, county road maintenance and promote other
economic developraent in the region. [TThe ancillary pipeline and other
facilities within State jurisdiction would be subject to county property
taxes, The approximately. three years of construction would increase
County tax revenues due to personal property taxes on contractor
equipment, Inaddition, the hundreds of construction jobs along with
approximately 40 permanent jobs created .. would result in hundreds of
employees paying state income taxes. Because of the high wages

"
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involved, many of these employees are likely [to] become homeowners
and pay (county} property taxes as well. Most importantly, the project
wouid pay property taxes to the entity having jorisdiction... [CTUIR].
This tax is used to provide police, fire, and emergency response services
that widely benefit resident(s] of Umatilla County including the non-
Indian residents of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, These services are
provided tax-free to travelers on [-84, and the residents of the neighboring
towns who receive Tribal police, fire and emergency response assistance
through mutuai aide agreements.

See Final EIS at Appendix ¥, Response to Comment Letter & from the Umatilla County
Board of Commissioners.

Comment 2.b: WEC will degrade the overall quality of life in the community as it fails to
generate any local benefits.

Response 2.b: As stated in General Comument Response 2.a, above, EPA cannot consider
SOCI0EcONomic impacts in issuing & PSD permit. FPA has determined that Biamond’s
application satisfies all applicable federal laws and regulations. Therefore, EPA is
proceeding to izsue the final Permit to Diamond to construct WEC.

As discussed above, the Final EIS prepared and issued by BIA took into consideration
WEC"s sociceconomic impacts and found that WEC will benefit the local community.
See Final EIS at §3.10 and Appendix D.

Comment 2.c: WEC will consume local airshed capacity making it more difficult for
consiruction of hew emissions sources in the aveq that will be locgted off wribal land, and
thus will not benefit the local commumity.

Response 2.¢: As stated in Generzl Comment Responses 2.a and 2.b, above, EPA cannot
consider socioecoenomic impacts in issuing a PSD permit. EPA has determined that
Diamond’s application satisfies all applicable requirements. Therefore, EPA is
proceeding to issue the fing] Permit to Diamond to construct WEC,

Although EPA cannot consider sociceconomic impaets in issning a PSD permit, such as
this one, BIA did consider such impacts in the Final EIS. BIA found that WEC would
benefit the local copumunity. See Final EIS at §3,10 and Appendix D.

In addition, while WEC wiil emit air pollutants into the atmosphere, WEC's emissions
will not necessarily preclude the construction and operation of other poflutant emitting
sonrces in the local area. The determination of whether a stationary sonrce or a
modification to a stationary source ¢an be undertaken in an area that is meeting
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) is done on a case-
by-case basis. The determination is dependent on many factors including, but not limited
to, the proposed source’s location, émission rates, control equipment, model predicted
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concenirations, and representative background air quality levels. At this fime, one cannot
conclude that construetion of additional air emission sources will be prohibited.

General Comment 3: An analysis of existing ambient air quality in the area around
WEC has not been adequately conducted.

Comment 3.a: Fine particulate matter’ (PM; 5} monitoring data from Pendleton, Oregon
is not representative of existing ambient air gquality in the area to be impacted by WEC
emissions.

Response 3.a: EPA did not utilize PM: s monitoring data from Pendleton, Oregon.
Instead, EPA utilized PM o monitoring data from Boardman, Oregen and used this
monitoring data as a surrogafte for PM; s monitoring data in meeting the PSD
requirements. This approach is consistent with EPA’s policy concerning PM; s which is
set forth in a memorandum entitled, “Interim Implementation of NSR. Requirements for
PM, 5™ dated October 23, 1997 {(PM; 5 I'u.«lf:n:m:n],2 The PM: s Memo states that FM;, may
be used as a swrrogate for PMz s in meeting the NSR requirements inclnding PSD
requirements until proper tools, procedures, and models have been developed to review
PMa 5.

The PM; s monifor in Pendleton is part of a larger monitoring network enabling the States
to recommend air quality designations to EPA. On Janvary 26, 2004, the Governor of
Oregon recommended to EPA that all counties in Orggon be designated
attninment/unclassifiable. In accordance with this recommendation, EPA’s
gorresponding attainment/unclaszifiable designation became effective April 5, 2005. As
a result, EFA has modified the permit to reflect the PM; 5 designations. See Final Permit
Fagt 2} and 3.

Comment 3.b: Ozone (O) monitoring data from Klickitat County in Washingion is not
representative of existing ambient air guality.

Response 3.b; EPA did not utilize O monitoring data from Klickitat County,
Washington.

40 CFR § 52.21(1){5)(i} states that EPA may exempt a source from performing an Qs
ambient air quality analysis, including the gathering of ambient air quality data, if the net
amissions increase of volatile organic compounds is less than 100 TPY. As shown in the
TSD, the calonlated net emissions rate of VOC is 99 TPY. EPA has therefore exempted
Diamond from performing an O3 arnbient air quality analysis. See TSD at p. 33, Table

' The fine particulate fraction of PM,y {particulatc matter with an acradynamic diameter of less than 10
microns) is referred to as PM;.

? huip:/fwww.eba gov/Remon7programs/artdiainnsrnsmemos/um25 pdf, The guidanco was recently
affirmed by EPA on April 5, 2005, htip:/www cpa govinsridocuments/psrmemeo.pdf
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5-1. As such, EPA did not have to det¢rmine whether O monitoring data from Klickitat
County is representative of existing ambient air quality in the area to be impacted by
WEC emissions.

General Comment 4: The results of the ambient air quality quality impact analysis
(AAQIA) are invalid. EPA has failed to demoustrate that WEC alr pollutant
ermissions will not cause or contribute to a NAAQS violation.

Comment 4.a: The AAQIA utilized meteoroiogical data from Walla Walle, Spokane, and
the Umatilla Army Depot to predict air polhitant concentrations from WEC and nearby
emissions. This meteorological data is not representative of weather conditions in the
grea around WEC. Site-specific meteorological data should be collected and utilized o
conduct o new AAQIA.

Response 4.a: Meteorological data requirements for air quality modeling are detailed in
40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W.* Section 9.3 of Appendix W states that the msteorological
data selected for air quality modeling should be representative of the area in terms of
dispersion and trangport and climatic conditions. The following factors are considered in
determining whether meteorological data is representative of an area; (1) the nearness of
the meteorological data collection site and the stationary source, (2) the surrounding
terrain features, (3) the exposure of the meteorological collection site, and (4} the period
of record of the data. Moreover, the source of the meteorclogical data can be
representative National Weather Service (NWS) data, nearby data, or site-specific data.
Appendix W further states that representative NWS data is routinely used it dispersion
modeling due to its availability. See also NSR Workshop Manual at C.22,

Moreover, on January 23, 2003, EPA Region 10 provided additional guidance to its four
states for determining the representativeness of meteorological data when using the
AERMOD Modeling System.* According to this guidance document, representativeness
is largely contingent upon whether the meteorological data collection site and the source
location are equivalent or similar in land nses {or surface roughness lengths) given this
factor’s influence on wind speed.

As explained in the AERMOD guidance document, to make the equivalency
determination, two tests should be performed. The first test requires the identification of
the predominant land use by sector in a 3-kilometer {km) radius area centered at the
measurement location {Umatilla Army Depot) and at the source location (WEC). If there
are a similar number of sectors with the same 1and vses (or surface roughness lengths),
then the first test has been satisfiad.

¥ hitpedtwww. epa.goviseramGl /guidance/guide/appw_03.pdf

* AERMOD is 2 proposed guideline model that has been shown to significantly outperform an approved
general purpose guideline dispersion model. EPA most recently provided notice and public comunent in the
Fedecal Register on September §, 2003 regarding EPA’s intention to approve ARRMOD as a general
purpose guideline model.
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The second test requires a determingtion of whether the primary wind flow at both the
coliection site and sonrce location flows over the same land use. Technical judgment is
needed to determine the primary wind flow at the source location given that no
meteorological data has been collected at the source location. If the primary wind
direction flows over the same land use at both locations, then the second test has been
satisfied.

As set forth in the TSD on p, 37, EPA determined that “the two areas [Umatilia Army
Depot and WEC) have similar land uses and the predominant wind direction blows over
the same land uses.” Thus, wind speed, wind direction, and ambient temperature
observations from the Umatilla Army Depot were deemed to be representative of
conditions at WEC. i

In terms of transport and dispersion, wind direction, wind speed and surface roughness
length are the variables that have the greatest influence and most sensitivity on predicted
concentrations.” Hence, it was important to determine that these three meteorological
variables at the measurement site {Umatilla Army Depot) would be representative of the
source location (WEC), Although cloud cover {Walla Walla) and upper air data
{Spokane) are important, they are not as influential or sensitive as the above-stated
variables for predicting ambient air pollutant concentrations.

The affect of distance and 1ocal terrain features between the Umatilla Army Depot and
WEC were considerad indirectly. In addition, because five years of consecutive hourly
meteorological observation were modeled, EPA believes that the worstcase
metecrological conditions have been captured in the genetated data set even though cloud
cover from Walla Walla and upper data from Spokane were used. In the five-vear
meteorological database, 42,445 hours out of 43,824 hours were generated apd used in
the model to calculate concentrations. The balance of time (approximately 1,400 hours)
was not modeled due to either missing dats or indeterminate wind ditection observations.

It has been EPA’s policy to allow the use of upper air data collected at the nearest NWS
station. This is due largely fo the cost that would be ingurred to collect this data,

In sum, based on its technical expertise and best professional judgment, EPA has
determined that the meteorological data from the Umatilla Army Depot, Waila Walla,
and Spokane is adequately representative of the project location,

Comment 4.b: The AAQLA utilized ambient PMy s monitoring data from Pendieton,
Oregon to represent the background PMy s concentration in the area around WEC. This
data was uiltimately used to predict PM; 5 concentrations emitted from WEC and nearby
sowrces. This monitoring data is not representative of background concenirations in the
aren around WEC,

* Wind direction will determine the location of the predicted concentration. Wind speed will determine the
amount of dilution or dispersion of the plume that is transported downwind. Surface roughness length is
directly or indirectly used to determine the stability of the atruosphere and the mixing height.

-
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Respouse 4.b: EPA did not wtilize PM; 5 monitoring data from Pendleton, Oregon.
Therefore, EPA did not determine whether PM; s monitoring data from Pendleton is
representative of background concentrations in the area to be impacted by WEC
emissions. Instead, as discussed in General Comment Response 3.a., EPA used the PM;,
moenitoring data from Boardman, Oregon as a surrogate for PM; ¢ in accordance with the
PMz_j Memeo.

Comment 4.¢: The AAQI4 utifized ambient O3 monitoring data from Klickitat County,
Washington to represent the background O3 concentration in the avea around WEC. This
data was witimately used to predict O; concentrations resulting from WEC agnd nearby
sources. This monitoring data is not representative of background concentrations in the
aren around WEC,

Response 4.c: EPA did not utilize O3 monitoring data from Klickitat County,
Washington. Therefore, EPA did not determine whether O3 moniforing data from
Klickitat County is representative of background concentrations in the area to be
impacted by WEC emissions.

As discussed in General Comment Response 3.b, Diamond is exempt from performing an
AAQIA including pre-construction monitoring for O3 because the proposed permitted
VOC emission rate is less than 100 TFY.

Comment 4.d: The AAQIA should account for all saurces (stationary and mobile) that
contribute fo air pollution in the area around WEC. The AAQIA did not take into
account all sources, and thus failed to delfiver g cumulative impact analysis,

Response 4.d: 40 CFR § 52.21{m) states that an ambient air quality analysis is required
for each air pollutant emitted in excess of EPA’s significant emission rate thresholds as
delineated in 40 CFR. § 52.21(b){23). In this case, an AAQIA is required for carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NOs), O;, PMyg, and sulfor dioxide (Sﬂz].ﬁ See TSD
at p. 33, Ifit is determined that emissions from the new source will not have a significant
impact, no further analysis is required. See 40 CFR § 51.165{b)(2) for identification of
the significant impact levels; see also NSRE Workshop Manual at p. C.24 for further
explanaticn.

The AAQIA indicated that only NO» and PM;y exceeded their respective significant
impact levels. See TSD at p.43, Table 5-6. Therefore, a cumulative, or second part, full
AAQIA was performed for these two air pollutants 1o determine compliance with
NAAQS and Class II area air quality increments. Subsection 5.2.6 of the TSD provided a
description of the nearby point source emissions inventory development. Mobile source
emissions were determined to be insignificant and were assumed to be included in the
measured background concentrations as well fugitive dust emission and agricultural
activities, Moreover, in Comment Letter 5 - Response 7, EPA. explained that emission

% EPA has not yet established a significant emission rate threshold for PMg ;. Instead, EPA has issued the
PM; s Meme which explains how PM,y should be used as a surrogate in conducting the PM, ¢ analysis.
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impacts associated with agricultural activities, mobile sources and wind biown would be
captured by the representative monitoring station.

The results of these two analyses appear in Table 5-10 of §5.3.3 and Table 5-11 of
§5.3.4 of the preliminary TSD. The NAAQS include representative background
measurements. It should be pointed out that concentrations predicted for the air quality
increment analysis are conservative (bias towards over prediction) because allowable
emission rates were modeled and emission decreases or credits were not considered.

In ‘sum, EPA has adeguately accounted for all sources contributing o air pollution in the
AAQIA. Further, the AAQIA properly contained a cumulative impacts analysis as
required under the CAA and implementing regulations. Thus, EPA is proceeding to issue
the final Permit.

" General Comment 5: Post-construction ambient air guality moxitoring should be
established in the area around WEC to determine its effect upon local air quality,

Response 5: The CAA P8D regniations do not contain thresholds above or below which
post-construction air quality monitoring is required. Instead, 40 CER § 52.21(m)(2}
allows EPA discretion to require post-gonstruction air quality monitoting to determine
the “effect emissions frot the stationary source or modification may have, or are having
on air guality in any area.” 40 CFR § 52.21{m)}{(2}. For example, according to the
Ambient Monitoring Guidelines, EPA may require a permit condition for post-
construction air quality monitoring for an air pollutant to determine if a violation of the
NAAQS will occur,

The TSD indicates that the highest 24-hour PM concentration impact (considering
background, WEC, and nearby sources) within WEC's significant impact area (SIA) i
expectad o be less than 125 pg/m®. This resultant concentration represents almost 85%
of the 150 pg/m” NAAQS. For all other criteria pollutants, impacts within WEC’s
significant impact area {(SIA) are less than 50% of the NAAQS.

Based upon comments received from the public and Diamond’s willingness to conduct
post-construction to help address ambient air quality concemns expressed by the public,
EPA has determined that it is appropriate under the circumstances to reguire post-
construction P, and PMs s monitoring. EPA has modified the permit to reguire

Diamond to uct post-constniction P monitoring. See Final Permit at Approval

Condition 23,

General Comment 6: WEC will have an adverse impact upon the personal health of
Individuals in the area around WEC.

Response 6: Air pollutant emissions from WEC can be broken down into twe categories
for the purpose of disenssing potential health risks: eriteria pollutants and hazardous air

pollutants (HAPs).
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Criteria Pollutants

Criteria pollutants are those pollutants for which EPA has established NAAQS. Primary
NAAQS set limits to protect public health, including the health of "sensitive” populations
such as asthmaties, children, and the elderly.

Diamond has demonsirated to EPA’s satisfaction that WEC will not cause or contribute
to a Primary NAAQS violation. See Table 5-10 within §5.3.3 of the preliminary TSI
with respect to NO» and PM;p NAAQS comparisons. The following table illustrates that
WEC’s maximurm impact is relatively smali for ail ¢riteria pollutants in comparison to the
Primary NAAQS,

WEC’s"Irmpact_s v$ P’rlmarj.r NAAQS . .

CO .
84,55 1-hour
Lead [0.0 Quarterly Avetage
NOQ; [2.57 Annual (Arithmetic Mean) |
PMyy  [4.14 Annual {Arithmetic Mean)
19.23 150 12.82 24-hour T
PM2s”  [N/A 15.0 - Annual (Arithmetic Mean) |
{ N/ A &5 - 24-hour i
‘0, N/A 160 - 8-hour
N/A 240 - 1-hour
S0, 0.25 80 0.31 Annual (Arithmetic Mean)
2,02 365 (.55 : 24-hour .

Since WEC will not cause or contribute to a NAAQS violation and since NAAQS are
established to protect public health, WEC will not have an adverse impact upon public
health.

HADPs

HAPs, also known as toxice air pollutants or air foxics, are those pollutants that cause or
may cause cancer or other serious health effects, such as reproductive effects or birth
defects, or adverse environmental and ecological effects. Congress requires EPA to
control 188 HAP compounds. Examples of HAPs include benzene, which is found in
gasoline; perchlorethlyene, which is emitted from some dry cleaning facilities; and
methylene chloride, which is used as a solvent and paint stripper by a number of
industries,

Rewew of PM;y is being utilized as a syrrogate for review of PM; ».
¥ A review of WEC's O, Impact is ngt required given its lesa than significant VOC emissions.
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Instead of developing ambient air quality standards for HAPS, EPA has developed
emissions standards called maximum achievable control technology (MACT) emissions
standards that apply to all major sources® of air toxics (and some area sources that are of
particular concern). At WEC, three types of emission units will potentially be generating
HAP emissions: (1) CT, (2) DB/HRSG, and (3) cooling towers. As noted below, EPA
has determined that HAP emissions from these emission units do not pose a threat to
human health.

+ Combustion Turbines: EPA has developed a MACT siandard for CTs — 40 CFR Part 63
Subpart YYYY™, However, EPA has stayed the effectiveness of the MACT standard
while EPA attempts to delist CT’s from the list of sonrce categories regulated under §112
of the CAA'. Pursuant to CAA §112(c)(9), EPA may delist a source category from
MACT regulation if the following conditions are satisfied:

{13 ... no source... emits such HAP in quantities that may cause a lifetime risk of cancer
greater than 1 in o million.. .;

(2] ...a determination that emissions from no source... exceed a level which is adequate
to protect public health with an ample margin of safety; and

(3) ... a determination that ho adverss enviremmental effect will result from emissions
from any source in the catepory or subcategory,

EPA has made the preliminary determination that lean premix CT's firing only natural gas
{like the ones proposed by WEC) satisfy the criteria outlined above for delisting”. EPA
stated, “[pjrojected exposures are sufficiently low to provide reasonable assurance that
such adverse effects will not oceur..{tlhe levels which might cause adverse health or
environmental effects are sufficiently high to provide reasonable assurance that exposures
will not reach harmfinl levels.” See p. 18329 of April 7, 2004 Federal Register. Given
these preliminary findings and given that Diamond intends to combust only natural gas in
the lean premix CTs at WEC, EPA believes that WEC's DB/HESG HAP emissions will
not adversely impact the personal health of individuals in the area around WEC.,

» Electric Thility Steam (Generating Units (EUSGUs): Congress directed EPA to regulate
HAP emissions from EUSGUs only if EPA concluded that regulation was appropriate
and necessary pursnant to CAA §112(n){1). 12 Congress also directed EPA to conduct a
study upon which to make its determination. EPA submitted its study to Congress in
February 1998, EPA’s studg( was entitled, “Study of HAP Emisgions from EUSGU —
Final Report to Congress.”'

On December 20, 2000, EPA. announced that it had found that regulation of HAP
emissions from gas-fired EUSGITs was neither appropriate nor necessary given the

* 10 TPY of any one HAP or 25 TPY total HAP.

¥ hupediwww, epagovitn/atwityrbme/urbinepg. himl

T http:tAwwrw.epa.govittn/atwiturbine!frl Bau(d pdf

2 hitpriwwwd, Jaw comell.edufuscodehtmabiuscoded2use see 42 000074 12—--000-himl
7 ilox/ .

13 bty e, ] f
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“negligible” health impacts due to HAP emissions from gas-fired EUSGU. 4
Accordingly, WEC's DB/HRSG HAP emissions will not adversely impact the personal
health of individuals in the area around WEC.

e« Cooling Towers: The WEC cooling towers will not emit any HAP.

General Comment 7: WEC will have an adverse impact upon visual resources in the
ares around WEC,

Comment 7.a: WEC emissions will have an adverse impact upon focal visibility.

Response 7.a; 40 CFR § 52.21{c) requires an owner or operator of a new stationary
source or moedification ko a stationary source to “provide an analysis of the impairment to
visibility ... that would occur as a result of the source or modification ....” See also NSR
Workshop Manual at D.5. Diamond conducted such an analysis with its permit
application for WEC. See p. 5-65 of the August 2003 application anid §3 of the
Septernber 2004 revised application.

As explained in the TSD on p. 46, “A Class IF area visibility analysis was performed for
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area {CRGNSA). The predicted change [in
visibility from the CRGNBA] ... is considered insignificant,” EPA did, however,
acknowledge that “fs)team plumes from the cooling towers will be visible during the
operation of [WEC].™ TSD at p. 46. These steam plumes are the resuit of nermal
operating conditions and are indicative of cooling towers throughont the entire power
plant industry.

Each CT/DB-HRSG may emit smoke if not operated properly. In order to minimize
these visibility-obscuring emissions, EPA included Approvat Condition 16 in the draft
permit that states, *Visible smoke emissions from each CT/HRSG-DB shal! not exceed
5% opacity over & six-minute average, except during starfup and shutdown.” Note that
visible smoke emissions do not inclnde water vapor.

In sum, EPA has analyzed and addressed ﬁnpacts on visibility as requirsd under the CAA
and its implementing regulations.

Comment 7.b: WEC structures and steam plumes from WEC s cooling towers will
obscure people s view of the surrounding vistas.

Response 7.b: EPA acknowledges that WEC structures and steam phames fron: the
cooling tower will intermittently obscure people’s view of the surrounding vistas, In
determining whether to grant a PSD permit application, however, EPA’s 1ole is to
determine if Diamond’s application meets all federal laws and regulations before issning
the PSD) permit. Moreover, as explained sbove, EPA has attempted to address some of
the visibility issues through implementation of Approval Condition 16, It should also be

1% hitp Awww.epa sovitatwicombustu Ttoxhatil find.pdf
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noted that BIA’s Final EIS contains a discussion of WEC’s visual impacis. See Final EIS
at §3.7.2.

General Comment 8 WEC will have an adverse impact upon local agrienlture.

Comment 8.a: WEC s emissions will adversely affect crop production.

Response 8.a: EPA acknowledges that elevated levels of air pollutant emissions may
damage crops.

Criteria pollutants are those pollutants for which EPA has established NAAQS,
Secondary NAAGQS protect public welfare, including protection against decreased
vigibility, and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

Diamond’s application included an analysis showing that WEC will not canse or
confribute to a Secondary NAAQS violation. See page 2-36 of September 2004 revised
application with respect fo SO; and PMip. See also TSD at p. 45, Table 5-10 with respect
to PMio. The following table illustrates that WEC’s maxioum impact is relatively small
in comparison to the Secondary NAAQS.

WEC’s Impacts vs Secondary NﬂAQS

Polluarit] WEC'S Maximium] Secondary. | Pércentageof
DT 2 igln’) f L Ry L
CO 17.86 N!A
24,55 N/A, 1 -hour
Lead 0.0 1.5 0 Quarterly Average
NO3 2.57 100 2.57 Annnal {Arithmetic Mean)
PM; 414 50 8.28 Ammual {Arithmetic Mean)
i 19,23 150 12.82 24-hour
s [(N/A 150 Annuval (Arithmetic Mean)
N/A 65 24-hour
Oy N/ A 160 8-hour
N/A 240 1-hour
50, 0.25 INA Annual (Arithmetic Mean)
2.02 N/A | 24-hour
18.20 1300 0.63 3-hour

Since WEC’s maximum impact is below the Secondary NAAQS, EPA has determined
that WEC will not have an adverse impact upon ¢tops due to criteria poihaiant emissions.

Congress directs EPA to complete a review of the NAAQS every five vears, See CAA
§109(d)(1). If appropriate, such a review will result in a revision to existing air quality

Page 17 of 56




Wanaps Energy Center - Response to Comments Aungust 8, 2005
PSD Permit RIQPSD-OR-05-01

criteria and standards to reflect advances in scientific knowledge on the effects of the
pollution on public health and welfare.

Comment 8.b: WEC s impacts to the airshed may ultimately contribute to the arca failing
io attain the N4AQS. Traditional agricultural industry practices may be unfaivly
sacrificed in order for the area to once again achieve atiainment.

Response 8.h: For the reasons noted in response to General Comments 6 and 8.a, EPA
believes that Jocal air quality will not degrade to the point where the area fails to attain
the NAAQS. In iis application, Diamond demonstrated that the area will continue to
attain NAAQS and PSD incretent while in operation.

Moreover, ODEQ has regnlatory tools in place, snch as the NSE construction permit
program, fo prevent the area from falling into nonattainment, If the area fails to attain the
NAAQS in the future, ODEC) is required to submit a plan to EPA that demonstrates how
the area will achieve attainment. At this time, it is premature to speculate that the area
will fall into nonattainment. Purther, it is premature to conclude that, if the area falls into
nonattainment, ODEQ’s attainment plan will adversely impact the local agricaitural
inedustry,

Conment 8.2; WEC's wastewater discharge will adversely gffect soils and crops
receiving irvigation waler,

Response 8.¢; In issuing a PSD permit, EPA cannot take into consideration wastewater
discharges and/or water guality. It should be noted, however, that BIA®s Final EIS at
§3.3 discusses WEC's effect on surface water and groundwater quantity and quality, See
also the discussion under “Geology and Soils™ and “Water Resources™ in the February
205 BIA ROD,

General Comment 9: WEC will have an adverse impact upon water resources,
water guality, and the species that inhabit local water bodies.

Response 91 In issning a PSD permit, EPA cannot take into consideration effects on water
quality. As discussed above, BIA’s Final EIS addressed surfhce water and groundwater
quantity and quality, See Final EIS at § 3.3,

In addition, biological assessments {BA) were prepared to evaluate WEC’s potential
impacts on threatened and endangered species. The BA’s concluded that WEC may
affect, but iz not likely to adversely affect, bull trout, bald sagles, Snake River Fall-run
Chinook Salmon, Snake River Spring/Summer-run Chinook Salmon, Upper Columbia
River Spring-nin Chinock Salmon, Snake River Sockeye Salmon, Upper Columbia River
Steclhead and Snake River Basin Steeihead. In a letter dated November 18, 2004, the
.S, Fish and Wildlife Service {FWS) concurred with the conclusion that the proposed
action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect bull trout and bald eagles, Ina
letter dated December 2, 2004, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration —
Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries) concurred that the proposed activities are not likely to cause
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adverse effects on ESA~listed anadromous salmonids or designated critical habitat in the
action area. Thus, EPA has determined, and FWS and NOAA Fisheries has concutred,
that there will not be an adverse impact on atty threatened or endangersd species in the
project area,

General Comment 10: WEC air pollutant emissions will have an adverse impact
upon wildlife and vegetation.

Response 10: In issuing a PSD permit, EPA cannot take into consideration general effects
cn vegetation and wildlife cutside the context of the ESA. Moreover, the effects on
vegetation and wildlife were studied and discussed in BIA’s EIS. The ROD presented a
summary of mitigation measures that would be taken in order to lessen any effects upon
vegetation and wildlife. Please see Appendix 1, Table ES-1 of the BIA ROD for more
information.

See also Besponse to General Comment 9.

General Commtent 11; The Permit does not adequately require WEC to monitor its
air pollutant emissions at the point of discharge to the atmosphere,

Response 11: The Permit requires both stack testing and continuons emission monitoring
systems (CEMS) for ¢ertain specific air pellutants, CEMS are required for nitrogen oxides
(NOx), CO and ammonia (NHz), These are the pollutants of most concern from the WEC CTs
and DBs, and the pollutants for which emission control devices will be installed and operated.
CEMS provide continuous real-time data of the pollutant concentration in the stack for each of
the pollutants Jisted above. In addition, the mass emission rates for the pollutants can be
calenlated from the concentration data and other operating parameters. Therefore, WEC, EPA
and the public will have a rich source of emissions data available for these air pollutants. See
Approval Conditions 7.3, 10.3, and 11.3 for the requirements for Diamond to install and operate
WOy, WH:, and CO CEMS or cach CT/HRSG-DB stack.

An initial performance test (stack test) is also required for NGOy, CO, NHa, PMiq, and 8Os, and
EPA can require addifional stack testing if warranted. Estimates of 50» emissions will be
available based on the fuel monitoring requirements in the permit and annual representative pas
sulfur values obtained from the natural gas provider.

See also pages 57 through 60 of the TSI for a summary of emissions monitoring requirements,

General Comment 12: Compare WEC air pollutant emissiony to other electrie
generation facility’s emissions,

Response 12: Although this type of comparison is not required under the CAA in the
context of a PSD application review, EPA has nonetheless gathered emissions data in the
interest of educating the local community. The emissions data presented here covers
facilities in the Pacific Northwest (Idaho, Oregon and Washington) exclusively engaged
in the business of supplying electricity for sale,

N
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Mugch of the actual NOx and S0 emissions data was generated by CEMS and submitted
to EPA’s Clean Air Markets Division pursuant to requirements of the Acid Rain
Program. PMy; and NH; actual emissions data was calculated based upon stack test
results or emission factors. Emission estimates from newly permitted facilities are based
upon construction permit limits or estimates,

Additional emissions data for electricity generation facilities subject to EPA’s Acid Rain
Program can be reviewed over the Internet at
:/efpub.epa.govisdmiindex.cfimHuseaction=iss emissions,

[Space intentionally left blank.]
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General Comment 13: EPA is extending to Diamond preferential treatment that
other permit applicants in other industries do not enjoy.

Response 13: EPA has reviewed Diamond’s PSD permit application for WEC in
aecordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations, As such, EPA has not given
Diamond any preferential treatment during this permitting process,

[Space intentionally left blank.}
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3.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

Comment Letter 1: Ken Thompson

Comment I: Crops and personal heaith have no protection from the air pollution poisons
that shall be emitted from WEC because neither Umatilia County nor the State of Oregon
are engaged in the siting process to enforce local or state statutes, rules, or ovdinances,

Response 11 See responses to General Comment 6 and 8.2

EPA iz aware of no local or state statutes, rules, or ordinances that would further restrict
air pollution emissions {as defined by the CAA) from WEC. EPA’s implementation of
the CAA PSD requirements at 40 CFR 52,21 is essentially equivalent to ODEQ’s
implementation of its EPA-approved PSD program within Chapter 340 of the Oregon
Administrative Rules. '

EPA’s review of WEC’s carbon dioxide (CO:) emissions, however, will not bring about
the same environtental benefit as if the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council were to
be a decisionmaker in the siting process. EPA is not requiring WEC to reduce its CO»
emissions given its limited authority to do so under the CAA. The Oregon Energy
Facility Siting Council, however, has the ability nnder state statutes to require the
mitigation of CQ; emissions from new large power plants. Because WEC is to be
constructed on tribal trust land rather than state land, Qregon’s CO» emissions mitigation
requirements are not applicabie,

While CO; emissions may contribute to global climate change, CO; is neither a HAP nor
a criteria pollutant, While there may be consequences to the earth's enviromment due to
C0O, emissions from the combustion of fossil fuels, EPA is aware of no health risks
associated with breathing ambient air at CO; concentrations resulting from the operation
of WEC.

Comment 2: WEC will utilize 5.4 billion gallons of water per year from the Port of
Umnatilia. .

Response 21 In issuing a PSD permit, EPA is only guthorized to take into consideration
the CAA and its implementing regulations, EPA’s ESA and MSA obligations require
that WEC’s water nsage from the Columbia River be taken into consideration.” As noted
previously in response to General Comment 9, EPA has determined that there will not be
an adverse impact on any threatened or endangered species in the project area, EPA’s
determination factored in WEC?s water nsage from the Columbia River.

[t should be noted that BIA's Final EIS analyzed water utilization impacts beyond ESA
and MSA considerations. See Final EIS at §3.3

'fhtr.p:ﬁggggmﬂg@na.gﬂvﬁIWAIRPAQE‘E5Ff233d45bd5bhﬁ§ﬁﬁ 8256500 ededy | I0e ]l a3 1HI0DT1 58
825 RH0penDocumen
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Comment 3: WEC will discharge deadly wastewater into the Cold Springs Reservoir.

Response 3: Sea response to General Comument &.¢ and 9.
Comment 4: WEC will have a negative impact upon the community.
Response 4 See response to General Comment 2,

Comment 5: Property deed covenants apply to the land upon which WEC is to be
constructed. Those covenants gre being ignored.

Response 5: In issuing a PSD permit, EPA is required to evaluate Diamond’s permit
application for WEC in accordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations.
Consideration of property deed covenants is not a part of this review process.

Comment 8: Electricity should be generated where it is cansumed. WEC's electricity will
not be consumed locally, thus, WEC shovld not be constructed here.

Response 6: [n issuing PSD permits, EPA is required to evaluate Disamond’s permit
application for WEC in accordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations. The
ultimate destination of WEC’s electricity is not a factor that EPA can take into
consideration in 1ssuing PSD permits.

Comment 7: WEC will generate electricity for sale, and WEC will emit CQs. CO,
emissions in Oregon resulting from the generation and sale of electricity are taxed by the
State. Diamond does not intend to pay this COs tax to the State.

Response 7: [n issuing PSD permits, EPA is required to evaluate Diamond’s permit
application for WEC in accordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations. The
payment of the Oregon CO; tax is not a factor that EPA can take into consideration in

issuing PSD permits.

Camment 8: EPA should not employ the PSD permiiting process to evaluate WEC s
application for approval. Rather, EPA should employ technigques it wtilized to control
emissions from non-road diesel engines. These techniques ultimately resulted in the
promulgation of the non-road diesel engine and fuel regulation published in the Federal
Register on June 29, 2004, In the non-road diesel engrine and fuel regulation, EPA has
dictated that engine design must reduce the air poliution waste with g 90% reduction in
PM g emissions, ¢ 95% reduction in NOy emissions, and q 99% veduction in S0
ernissions.

Response 8: The CAA regulates stationary sources and micbile sonrces differently, and
EFPA is required to follow the PSD permitting process for this facility under the CAA.
EPA does not have the authority to ignore the PSDY permitiing process when issuing a
PSD permit, such as this one.
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Comment 9. [ have conducted modeling to determine WEC's downwind impacts, The
modeling results soundly demonsirate that aiy polfution resulting from WEC s air
pollutant emissions shell do quantifiable harm to my family, my health, and the welfare of
GHY CHODS.

Comment 9; EPA appreciates the effort made in attempting to model WEC’s emissions
50 as to determine downwingd impacts upon health snd welfare. The modeling that was
done by the commentor appears io predict WEC's heath impacts based upon information
generated by EPA in the context of estimating the health-related benefits of the non-road
diesel engine and fuel regulation. The modeling, however, was not conducted in
accordance with the air pollutant dispersion modeling approved by EPA nor was it
consistent with EPA’s Gudeline on Air Quality Models {40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W).

As explained in response to General Comment 6 and 8.a, WEC will not adversely affect
public health or the local agricultural activities,

Comment 10: Since EPA accepted the modeling submitted by Digmond to determine
WEC's air poflutant impacts, EPA showld also accep!t the modeling I have conducted to
determine WEC s air pollutant impacts.

Response 1¢: EPA appreciates the effort that was made in attempting to medel WEC's
emnissions $o as to determine downwind impacts ppon health and welfare. In order to
obtain a PSD permit for WEC, Diamond was required to submit the modeling pursuant to
40 CFR §52.21{k). Thus, EPA accepted the modeling as part of Diamond’s penmit
application,

See also Comment Letter 1, Response to Comment 9,

Comment 11: Can Diamond and EPA prove tha! its modeling is statistically significant?
f contend that the modeling EPA has utifized to support the draft permit is perhaps less
statistically significant than the modeling that I have performed.

Response 1 1; Diamond utilized the AERMOD modeling system to model the ambient air
quality and WEC’s projected effects on air quality in the area. The AERMOD modeling
system is a general purpose dispersion mode} that EPA is proposing to approve formally
innto 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W as a Guideline Air Quality Model. The modeling
systemn consisted of three components: {1} the dispersion program cailed AERMOD, (2}
the meteorological data preprocessor program called AERMET, and (3) the
terrain/recepter point preprocessor program called AERMAP. These three programs
have undergone numerous developmental and independent testing. The purpose of the
testing is to ensure that, under various conditions, the predicted concenirations will not
over or under predict concentrations of pollutants. Based on its technical expertise and
best professional judgment, EPA believes that the AERMOD modeling system will
provide the most accurate results. See also response to Geners! Comment 4.a.
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Comment 12; Meteorsiogical data from Walla Walla, Spokane, and the Umatifla Army
Depot was utilized to conduct the AAQIA for WEC. Meteorological data from these
locations is not representative of weather conditions around WEC, Therefore, the results
of the AAQIA are invalid.

Response 12: See response to General Comment 4.a.

Comment 13: Site-specific ambient air pollutant monitoring should be reguived to
validate the results of the A4QI4,

Response 13; See response to General Comment 5.

Comment 14: WEC dair emissions will result in quantifiable hniman heaith and welfare
impacts even if monitoring data suggests thot the area remains in compliance with the
NAAQS. Scientific stedies quantify human health and welfare impacts at concentrations
below the NAAQS.

Response 14: Ses response to General Comment 6.

Comment 15: If EPA chooses to grant WEC an air guality permit that fails to meet the
same emission reductions as the newly implemented non-road diesel engine and fuel
regulations, there must be restitution for the quantifiable health and welfare-related
impacts presented within my testimony. Moreover, these quantifiable impacts have never
been discussed by Digmand, ODEQ, EPA, or local officlals.

Response 135; The CAA does not provide EPA with the anthority to require Diamond to
pay restitution. See also response to General Comment 6.

Comment 10: WEC has enjoyed special siting privileges not extended to the agricultural
industry.

Response 16: See response to Gengral Comment 13,

Comment 17: WEC s Impact to the airshed may uitimately coniribute to the area fuiling
to attain the NAAQS. In such an event, stringent non-attainment aren regulations (such
ag emissions off-setting) will be levied upon indusiries that lack the political clout to
protect themselves, like the navural resotrces indusiry,

Response 17: See response t¢ General Comment 8.b.
Comment 18: EPA and ODEQ are permitting Umatifla County s airshed as an air
potlutant dumping airshed without the same rights io clear skies and unlimited visibility

as humans within Class I and IT wildeyness or scenic areas.

Response 18; The area around WEC, like most other areas within the United States, is
classified as a Class If area. EPA has reviewed WECs impacts upon the surrounding
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area consistent with PSD requirements for Class [ areas. See also response to General
Commment 2.c and 7,

Comment [9: Why not collect from WEC exhaust stacks the nitrogen and sulfir that can
be reused as fertilizers in the local agricultural industry? Why not collect the CO; and
CO and use the product as a compressed gas in other industrial uses? The same
upproach needs to be taken with the waste steam and water as the first co-generation
plants in Umatilla County. Only then will the design of WEC truly be the "Best of the
Best ™

Response 19: EPA iz not familiar with reeycling programs employed by the first co-
generation plants in Umatilla County, EPA has the regulatory authority to require the
source to install BACT and to reduce its emissions so that NAAQS and PSD increments
remain protected, EPA, however, does not posses the anthority to define the source or
regulate CO; emissions.

Comment 20: The proposed PSD permit fails to limit annua! plant-wide duct burner
operation to 6,800 howrs, Diamond’s gpplication was submitted to EPA with such a
constraint, EPA should make the operational constraint enforceable. Moreover, please
explain the development of a 99-ipy fucilitv-wide VOUC emission fimit,

Response 20: Diamond’s request to limit annual plant-wide DB operation to 6,800 hours
was submitted with the intent of establishing enforceable operating restrictions to limit
VOC emissions to less than 100 TPY. EPA’s emissions estimates, however, suggested
that WEC?’s VOC potential emissions would be around 144 TPY given full-time CT
operation and 6,200 hours of annual DB operation. See Table 2-3 from EPA's
preliminary TSD. EPA concluded that limiting annual DB operation to 6,300 hours was
not effective at limiting VOC emissions to less than 100 TPY.

EPA determined that an effective mechanism for achieving Diamond’s request was to
create a permit condition limiting VOUC emissions to less than 99 TPY., The proposcd
permit condition entitled, “VOC Emissions Cap for all CT/HRSG-DB" calls upon
Digmond to develop site-specific emission factors or to utilize EPA emissions factors to
calculate VOC emiszions. If EPA emissions factors are utilized, WEC must track hours
of operation for CT and DB. If site-specific emissions factors are developed, DB and CT
Tuel usage must be tracked.

Comment 21 Explain the “rural” classification of the area survounding WEC, Note the
existence of the Two Rivers Correctional Institute within three kilometers of WEC.

Responsze 22: If more than 50 percent of an areq (within a 3.0-km radins centered at the
proposed project location) containg land uses that are urban in nature then the area is
designated *“urban.” Otherwise, the “rural” designation is used. See 40 CFR Part 51,
Appendix Wat § 8.2.3,
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Subsection 5.2.1 of the TSD explains the basis for the rural designation of the WEC
project area. Because the area surronnding WEC contains predominantly rural land uses,
the area was designated “rural” for modeling purposes.

L e —

Comment Letter 2: Philip B. Hamm

Comment I; Typical EPA regulaiory guidelines should not be used to evalunte the WEC
PSD permit application, Because this facility will ultimately reduce industrial
development in the future, without providing significant public good, at a tremendous
loss to the taxpayers of the region, it should not be permitted.

Response 1: See response to General Comunent 1 and 2,

Comment 2: Digmond will have no tax Hability fo the pubfic taxing districts in the area
around WEC because the facility is to be constructed on an istand of land held by
CTUIR. A power generating plunt of this size and value would contribute at least 312
million annually to defray the costs of public education, law enforcement, maintaining
infrastructure, and local bond measures, ete.

Response 2; See response to Gengral Comment 2.a.

Comment 3: WEC will consume a portion of the oir shed, a limited resource, without
providing a benefit 1o the citizens of the region.

Response 3: See response 10 General Comment 2.b and 2.c,

Comment 4: WEC will ultimately prevent future industrial source growth In the area due
to its air pollutant contribution to the airshed.

Response 4 Sge response to General Comment 2.c.

Comment Letter 3; Jim Kanoff, Oregon Depariment of Human Services

e ——

Comment, The Oregon Department of Human Services recommends that EPA require the
cooling systent to use state of the art design, disinfection and maintenunce procedures so
as to prechide any potential for exposure to infectious agents via aerosols from the
coofing systems to on-site warkers and ihe survounding area.

Response: The CAA does not give EPA anthority to directly regulate infectious agents; however,
EPA expects that WEC will operate the cooling towers following good industry practice to
prevent microbial growth.

It should be noted that BIA’s Final EIS addresses this issue. See Final EIS at Appendix C, p. d
C.3. Specifically, the Final EIS states that “[v]ery small quantities of ong or more microbiocides
also will be added to prevent the growth of microbes in the system.,. Generally, chlorine, in the
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form of sodium hypochlorite {a low level chlorine compound), is used, and fed intermittently at
low levels,”

Comment Letter 4: Virginia Jones

Commment 1: Local property values will decline drastically and additional police will be
required as a result of WEC.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 2.b,

Comment 2: 4ir guality monitors should be instafled in Hermision or a nearby town,
Response 2: See response to General Comment 3 and 5.

Camment 3. Where will WEC obtain water to run the plamt? Where will WEC discharge
its wastewater? What will be the impacts to ground water (residential drinking water)
accessed by private wells?

Response 3: See response to General Comment §.

Comment 4: WEC should compensate the local governments finaricially io offset is
impacts. WEC should contribute financially to projects benefiting the community.

Response 4: The CAA does not provide EPA with the autherity to require Diamond to

provide financial contributions to the community. See also response to General
Comment 2.2 and 2.b.

Comment Letier 5: Peter Brewer, GDE()

Comment I: The PMo BACT emission limit of 0.015 tb/MMBtu in the proposed PSD
permit for each CT/HRSG-DEB does not represent BACT as evidenced by source test data
Jrom two similar focilities in Oregon: Klamath Cogen and Hermiston Power Parthership.
EPA should add a PM 1 BACT emission Uimit af 0.0042 Ib/MMBtu, 3-hr block average to
the permit for each CT/HRSG-DB. ODEQ prescribed such a PMw BACT emission Emit
to Umetifla Generating. If WEC demonstrates through seurce testing that it cannot
comply with the more stringent 0.0042 Ib/MMBtu PM 5 BACT emission limit, EPA could
later revise the permif 1o reflect an achievable PMp BACT emission limit.

Response 1: EPA may set a BACT limit that reflects the proper operation and
maintenance of the technology selected, and that BACT limit may provide the applicant
with a reasonable likelihood of consistently achieving compiiance with the emission
limit, Iu this case, Diamond has selected a GE Frame 7FA CT.

The proposed Permii does not contain a PM|y BACT emission limit of 0.015 {b/MMBtu.
This PM); value appears in the TSD and represents an emission factor supplied by
Diamond to reflect emissions during maximum CT and DB firing. See TSD &t p. 22 and
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35, EPA’s proposed PMyy BACT decision for each CT/HRSG-DB is set forth in
Preliminary Finding 4 of the proposed Permit. This finding specifies BACT as the
“lelxclusive use of pipeline natural gas, proper design and operation of equipment,
minimize ammonia (NHa) slip.” The following Approval Conditions memorialize this
BACT determination:

3.1  Each CT and HR5G-DB shall ¢ombust oniy pipeline natural gas.

10,1 NH; emissions from each CT/HRSG-DB exhaust stack shall not
exceed 5.0 ppmdv, corrected to 15.0 % O, averaged over any
consecutive three hour period, axcept during CT startup and
shutdown

WEC’s adherence to thess operating practices results in the lowest level of PMyg
emissions that can be achieved since there are no practical (economicaliy feasible} add-on
control devices available for P emissions from a gas-fired CT/HRSG-DB. Moreover,
WEC’s obligation to adhere to the approval conditions set forth above has heen
memorialized in the daily PMo entission limit of 745 Ib/day. See Permit at Approval
Condition 12,1, This daily mass emission limitation is based upon the 0.015 ib/MMBtu
emission factor as follows:

| 745 Ib/day = (24 hr/day)(0.0145 ib/MMBm)(1604.1 MMBtw/ht + 546.2 MMBtw/hr) |

where “1604.1 MMBt/le™ and ““546.2 MMBtw/'hr* values reflect the heat input for the
CT and DB, respectively, given a low heating value of 20,882 Bw/1b for natural gas.

In the event performance test resuits indicate lower than expected PM;g emissions, EPA
will revise the Permit limit to include a more stringent PM)p emission limit, See Permit
at Approval Condition 12.4.

In its comment letter, ODEQ encourages EPA {o require each CT/HRSG-DB to meet a
PM;0 BACT emission limit of 0,0042 Ib/MMBt, 3-hr block average. EPA believes that
it is not reasonable to require WEC to achieve such an emission limit because of the stack
test data from similar operating facilities in the Pacific Notthwest.

The table below provides PM;p emission test data for three similar GE Frame 7FA CTs
operating in Washington:

GE Frama ?FA PM;; Emissions Data

o i]{un_f_hw LRy o Run3.
??:lunit el i et o e 2T R MUY R 2“ I3 ) ?- Wt\ﬂ GMBN}
GEC Unit 17 323 Off 0.00504 n 00034 <(.00024
Chehalis Unit 177 [ N/A N/A 0.00821 0.00634 0.00634
I 7 August 2004 performance test,
I August 2003 performance test,
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This data suggests that two of the three emission units are currently failing to achieve a PM|;
emission rate of 4.0042 Ib/MMEt,

Chchalls a2 [ NA [N T nmsa?

ODEQ suggests that Xlamath Cogen and Hermiston Power Parinership are achieving a PMy,
emisgion rate of 0.0042 ib/MMBtw. However, neither Klamath Cogen nor Hermiston Power
Parmership operate 2 GE Frame 7FA CT. In addition, it is EPA’s understanding that ODEQ
has not required the Hermiston Power Partnership to conduct PM,) emissions testing.
Emissions test results for Klamath Cogen are presented below:

Slemans Wﬂstmghﬂuse Frame: SL'I] EmlSSIGnﬂ Data

Klamath Cngen 1"‘ ]
Klamath Cogen 2" | 191

0.0037 0.0036 | 0.0036

This data suggests that the two Klamath Cogen units are currently achieving a PM)p emission
rate of 0.0042 Ib/MMBtu with only a 7 percent compliance margin.

(iiven this actnal emission data, EPA does not believe it is reasonable to establish a BACT”
limit of 0.0042 b PM,o’MMBt. EPA further believes that Approval Condition 12.4 will
allow EPA to inchade 2 more stringent limit should performance test data indicate a more
stringent limit is required.

Comment 2: WEC is allowed up to five years to come up with a better estimate of their PMp
emissions. Assuming that construction of this fucility is delaved because af lack of demand for
electricity production this facility may not perform the vequired emissions test for years at
which point WEC would have anather five years lo propose a betier estimate of their PM g
emissions.

Response 2;: EPA does not believe that the propesed Permit allows WEC up to five years
to refine its PM}y emissions. Approval Condition 12,3.3.1 requires Diamond to develop
PM ¢ emission factors for EPA approval based upon stack test observations for each CT
and DB no later than 180 days after commencing commercial operation. Thereafier,
PM,; emissions factors shall be updated every five years, if warranted, based upon new
stack test results.

Comment 3: WEC will consume most of the PMy increment and possibly preclude new
sources from locoting in the areq.

Response 3: See response to General Comment 2.c.

¥ September 2002 performance test.
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Comment 4: The source test method (EPA Method 5 and 201} prescribed in the permit
that was used to determine PM g emissions from eqch CT/HRSG-DB is not apprapriate
Sfor the emission units being tested. The proper test method for emissions units
generating low particulate concenirations is EPA Method 31. ODEQ requests that EP4
revise the proposed PSD permit to prescribe EPA Method 51 as the PMp source test
method for eqch CT/HRSG-DB,

Response 4: In response to thig comment and for the reasons discussed below, EPA has

decided to modify the PM,, test method specifications in the permit to allow the use of

EPA Method 51 as an alternative to EPA Method 5. EPA is no longer making available
EPA Methods 201 and 201A. See Final Permit Condition 12.2.1.1.

QODEQ snggested that EPA Method 51 is a more appropriate PM;, test method for
emizsion units generating low particulate concentrations such as the CTs. EPA Method
51 is most effective for wial PM catches of 50 mg or less, and was initially developed for
performing correlation of manual PM measurements to PM CEMS. However, it is also
nseful for other low PM concentration applications,

EPA Region 10 has discussed various PM test methods with EPA’s Emissions Measurement
Center {EMC) in the Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) located in
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. The EMC is the most experienced organization
within EPA to develop and apply source test methods. The EMC contacts made several
observations that are relevant to the PMo testing sitiation for the WEC.,

First, since EPA has not devetoped a PM); emission standard for CTs under the NSPS or
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants {(NESHAP} programs, EPA has not
specified an official PM,; test methad for this source category. Second, EPA Method 5 can
achieve a minimum detection level similar to EPA Method 51 {about 5 mg} with an
experienced test team nsing good technique. Another method for low PM sonrces is a
continuous PM CEMS such as the Rupprecht & Patashnick Series 7000 Source Particulate
Monitor [an In-sit Tapered Element Oscillating Microbalance (TEOM)]. Third, both EPA
Method 5 and 51 and the TEOM only measure filterable PM (that is, PM that is a solid or an
aerosol at the filier or stack temperature). In order to measure cendensable PM in addition to
filterable PM, EPA Method 202 or another type of method which captures condensable PM
must also be used. One other method that captures both filterable and condensable PM is EPA
CTM-039 (a dilution method).

Although not explicit in the permit or the comment, EPA wishes to point out that EPA Method
5 or 51 does not include a device to limit the particle size collected on the filter to PM that is
PMjg or smaller. The proposed permit included EPA Method 201 and 201A as alternatives to
EPA Method 5 for PMyg. However, for CTs and DBs, all PM emissions will be less than 10
um in diameter and therefore Phjo. Since EPA Method 201 and 201 A use a cyclone on the
nazzle which goes into the stack, these methods will likely to be very diffienlt o vse in a large
diameter duct with high stack velocity.
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Since PM,q testing methodology may become more advanced during the period between
permit issuance and testing, EPA is requiring Diamond to submit a source test plan for
approval prior to amy PM testing so that the most appropriate PM test method available ai that
time will be employed. See Permit at Approval Condition 12.2.1.

Comment 5: WEC is a 1200 megawait (MW) profect. The facility is projected to emit 824
TPY of CO during startup and shutdown, A similar facility (i.e., the COB Energy
Facility), however, is permiited by ODEQ to emit 211 TPY of CO during stariup and
shutdown. This indicates that WEC could do much more to reduce CO emissions during
startup and shutdown,

Response 5: It is EPA’s understanding that CT/HRSG-DB CO emissions will be elevated only
during startup conditions. The oxidation catalyst is effective only after optimal flue gas
temperatures have been achieved in the HRSG. To address these periods of excess emissions,
EPA is requiring Diamond to develop and implement a stariup, shutdown and malfunction plan
as specified in Approval Condition 18 in order to minimize emissions outside of normal
operating conditions.

In addition, EPA included in the specific Permit requirements to himit the duration of each
startup depending on whether the starfup was from a cold, warm or hot CT condition as
specified in Approval Condition 6. Approval Condition 6.2.2 prescribes the titne limit for each
type of startup. EPA believes that directly limiting the duration of startup is an effective way
to minimize startup emissions.

EPA did not limit the number of gtartup events WEC may undertake over the course of time.
Althongh limiting the number of allowable startups during any specified time period would be
an alternative to capping CO emissions, EPA does not consider the approach to be either
appropriate or consistent with 40 CFR § 52.21 without a request from the applicant. The
ability to startup as necessary to satisfy market demand is an integral part of the operating
flexibility that Diamond is proposing for this project. Absent a request to restrict the number
of startups, EPA simply does not posses the authority to limit the mumber of startups.

Given a worst-case projected cold startup CO emission rate of 327,59 o/l and a worst-case
cold startup duration of 3.5 hours, WEC would emit 837 tpy CO during startup conditions in
the event the facility expericnced one cold start per day. Both the extent and duration of
startup emissions are limited in the WEC PSD permit through practically enforceable
conditions. See Finding 11.1.2 and 6.2.2.1,

[837 tpy = (4 CTs)(365 days/yr)(3.5 hriday)(327.59 Ib/he)(ten/2000 Ib) |

In comparison, ODEC indicates that the similarly sized COB Energy Facility (COB) would
only emit 211 tpy given 250 startups per year. ODEQ’s Review Report in support of its
December 30, 2003 PSP permit to COB reveals that a CO emission factor of 422.5 Ib/startup
or shutdown was utilized to calculate the 211-tpy estimate.

[211 tpy = (4 CTs)(250 starts/yr)(422.5 tb/start)(ton/2000 Ib) |
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WEC is not allowed to emit CO in excess of 328 {b/hr during startup or shutdown. At thig
emission rate, Diamond has demonstrated that it will not cause or contribute to a NAAQS
violation. In confrast, it does not appear that the COB permit contains practically enforceable
conditions limiting the duration or extent of startup emissions protective of the NAAQS.
Diamond demaonstrated that its worst-case CO emissions (328 1b/hr) will not have a significant
ambignt impact as illustrated in the following table:

THow T imss — T ao00 |~ 10500
8-iour 356,27 500 10,000

Comment 6, Explain how the 1.98 g/sec CO emission rate in Table 5-4 of EPA s
prefiminary TSD is caloufated and why this number was chosen to represent the worst-
case CO emissions from each CIYHRSG-DB. Reconcile this 1.98 glsec CO emission rate
with the facility's aflowable emissions of 933 TPY,

Response 6: Diamond originally submitted an application assuming a 3.0 ppmdv CO
BACT determination for normal operation (outside starfup, shutdown, or malfunction}.
This CO exhaust gas concentration correlates to a 15.75 1b/hr {1.98 g/sec) mass emission
rate assuming maximum operation of CT and HRSG-DB with an ambient temperature of
52.2°F. This scenario creates the worst-case CO impacts during normal operation.

[ 1.98 g/sec = {15.75 Ib/hr)ikg/2. 205 [b)(1000g kg)(hr/60 min)(min/60 sec) |

Although Diamond subsequently revised the BACT analysis to reflect a lower 2.0 ppmdv
CO BACT determination for each CT/HRSG-DB, Diamond did not revise the AAGIA.
The application continued to demonstrate that ambient air quality standards wonld be
protected under worst-case normal operating conditions characterized by a 1.98 gfsec
mass emission rate. The WEC, however, is not allowed 10 emit greater than 1.32 gfsec at
maxinmm operation and 52.2°F given a 2,0 ppmdy CO BACT limnit in Approval
Condition 11.1.1.

Under worst-case startup conditions, EPA is permitting a CO mass emission rate of 328
th/hr (41.28 g/sec) as explained above,

See page 62 in §8 of the preliminary TSD for the calculation supporting the “933 TPY™
CO emissions projection. This “933 TPY™ value is not & permit limit; it is a projection of
worst-case emissions considering one cold start per day, For purposes of this analysis, it
is assumed that a cold start is preceded by 8 hours of idle operation and proceeded by
12.5 hours of maximum CT/HRSG-DB firing with an outside temperature of 52,5°F.

| €O = SHUTDOWN + COLD START + CT & DB COMBINED FIRING
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= [365 day/yr}[(8 hr/day){0 lb/hr) + (3.5 hr/day)(327.59 Ib/hr) + (12.5 hriday)(10.5 th/hr)] / 2000 lb/ton
= 233.2 ionfyr x 4 CT/HRSG-DB
=933 ipy

Comment 7: EP4 incorrectly conchuded that ten-year old PMyy and NO3 monitoring data
[from Boardman, Oregon is representative of existing ambient gir quality in the areqa. As
such, af least one year of representative PMig and NOz monitoring data should be
colfected before construction of WEC is allowed to begin.

Response 7: PSD permit applications must contain an air quality analysis to demonstrate
that the proposed facility’s emissions will not cause or contribute to a viotation of a
NAAQS standard and/or any other maximum allowabie increase. Pursuant to 40 C.F R,
§ 52.21¢m)(1)(iii), this analysis is required to contain continuous air quality monitoring
data to assess existing air quality in the area to be impacted by the proposed facility. See
also CAA § 185{(eX2). Continuous air quality menitoring data, however, is not required
where the “new emissions proposed by the applicant would cause impacts less than the
significant monitoring concentrations ...." Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for
Prevention of Significant Deterioration at p. 5, dated May 1987 (*Ambient Monitoring
Guidelines™). Only WEC's PM;p impacts were predicted to exceed the significant
monitoring concentration; thus, only continuous monitoring data for PM;, is required
pursuant to 40 CF.R. § 52.21(m). See TSD at p. 44, Table 3-8,

In general, continnous air quatity monitoring data must be “gathered over a period of at
least one year and represent at least the year preceding receipt of the application ... 40
CFR § 52.21(m)(1)(iv). This requirement can be satisfied by either conducting
preconstruction ambient air monitoring or utilizing existing air quality data that is
representative of the proposed project area. See New Source Review Workshop Manual
at p. C.18-C.19, dated November 1990 (“NSR. Workshop Mannal”).

Here, the TSD conciuded that:

“[plreconstruction monitoring data is needed to ¢stablish the existing air
pollutant concentrations in the [proposed project] area. USEPA has the
discretion to use existing representative air guality measurements in lieu of
preconstruction monitoring data ... In this case, [EPA] has determined
that the existing NO» and PM, ¢ measurements at Coyote Springs [ie.,
Boardman, Oregon] are adequate to represent existing air quality levels or
background, in the project area ....”

TSP atp. 44.

In determining whether the existing data is representative of existing air quality, the
Ambient Monitering Guidelines suggest the use of three factors: monitoring location,
data quality, and vse of current data. See Ambient Monitoring Guidelines at p. 6; see
also NSR Workshop Manual at p. C.15.
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With regard to monitoring location, the existing data should be representative of three
types of areas; (1) the location(s) of maximum concentration increase from the proposed
source or modification; (2) the lacation{s) of the maximum, air pollutant concentrations
from existing sources; and {2) the location(z) of the maximum impact area. See Ambient
Monitoring Guidelines at p.6. EPA has determined that this factor is satisfied because
both areas are rursl, have similar topography, have similar land use and climate, and are
located in the same airshed.

The existing data meets the data quality requirements contained in 40 CFR Part 58,
Appendix B, and thus meets the factor relating to data qualiry..

With regard to curreniness of the data, “generally ... data must have been collected in the
3-year period preceding the permit application ....” Ambient Monitoring Guidelines at
p. 9. Although the data was not collected within the three years preceding Diamond’s
permit application, EPA believes that the existing data is nonetheless representative of
the WEC project area,

To further illustrate that the Coyote Springs ambient air quality data is representative,
EPA conducted a focused screening analysis in response to ODEQ’s comment to
determine the concentration increases in the WEC area, if any, resulting from indusirial
development since 1996, EPA accomplished this analysis using quantifiable emissions
from new sources that began operation {n the area from 1996 to 2001, The year 1996
represents the first full calendar year after the air quality measurements at Coyote Springs
while 2001 represents the first full calendar year prior to the final May 2002 modeling
protocal submitted to EPA."® The objective of the analysis was to defermine the PM;,
contributions from those new operating sources located within the WEC significant
impact area at a hypothetical monitoring station site and in ambient air. The hypothetical
monitoring station gite reprezents the approximate area of the maximum 24-hour and
annual average PM g concentration locations.

The emissions inventory for the modeling analysis consisted of three sources. During the
six year period, the only source inside the significant impact area that added actual
emisgions to the area was Hermiston Generating. Also inside the significant impact area
was Hermiston Power Partnership; but it started operations in 2002 and was not included
in the analysis. Although ontside of the significant impact area, both the Portland
General Electric (PGE) Boardman and Coyote Springs power plants were included in the
inventory. PGE Boardman was added because of its increase in actual emissions by
about a factor of three during the period. Emissions from the PGE Coyote Springs power
plant was added because it came on line in the mid to late 1990’3 and could have
potential downwind impact. The 2001 actual emissions for these three sources were
obtained from an in-house State of Oregon emissions inventory, a Boardman inspection
report, and from an EPA ACID Rain Program web site.

¥ Utilizing 2001 calendar-year emissions, rather than 2002, is conservative in that emissions from PGE
Boardman, PGE Coyote Springs, and Hermuston Generating were greater in 2001,
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The conservative SCREEN3 modeling resnlts demonstrated that the contributions of
PM), concentration increases from the three power plants are not significant at the
hypothetical monitoring station site. Specifically, the total increase in predicted
concentration are 1 ugfmJ for 24-hour PM,o and less than 0.5 pg/m’ for annual average
PMq. For the PGE Boardman power plant, EPA clected to model their 2001 total actuai
emissions rather than the emission increase (i.e., 2001 actual emissions minus 1995
acinal emissions) so that the predicted concentrations would be conservative. These
modeling results are consistent with judgments made about the representativeness of the
Coyote Springs data.

Population in Umatilla County has increased 19.1% between 1990 and 2000, See U8,
Census Bureau at http://quickfacts.census. gov/g fd/states/41000.htm!. Emissions

increases associated with increased populations may have occwrred. The impact of these
emissions, if any, at the hypothetical monitoring station site are expected to be negligible.

In EPA's technical judgment, the use of the 1994 to 1995 Coyote Springs measured data
meets the three representativeness standards.

Comment Letter 6; Suzanne L, & Robert T, Keys

Comment I; I am vpposed to WEC given that there is minimal local benefit compared to
the cost ta the community in terms of potential pollution, cfimate effects, and esthetics.

Response 1: Sce respense to General Conurent 2.

Comment 2! I am opposed to WEC given that adequate monitoring systems are tot in
place at the facility to effectively monitor the system.

Response 2: See response to General Comment 11.

Comment 3: [ am opposed to WEC given that equipment Installed at the facility will not
be disassembled and removed from the property after the facility shuts down.

Response 3: See response to General Comment 2.b.

Comment Letter 7: Terry Golter, DVM

Comment 1: WEC wilf decrease aivshed capacity available for future development.
Response 1: See response to General Comment 2.c.
Comment 2: WEC will limil water available for flture growth.

Response 2: See response to General Comment 9,
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Comment 3. How do WEC air pollutant emissions compare to @ modern coal-fired power
plant, McNary Dam, and wind generators?

Response 3: See response to General Comment 12. MeNary Dam and wind generators
generate no air pollutant emissions.

Comment 4: Adequate consideration has not been given to deleterious effects on
wetlands, nesting areas, and young waterfow! between Umatilla and Hat Rock State
Park.

Response 4: See response to Genersl Comment 10. Moreosver, it should be noted that
BILA’s Final EIS, as well as the BIA ROD, considered effects on wetlands, nesting areas
and young waterfow] between Umatilla and Hat Rock State Park. See Final EIS at § 3.4

Comment 5: Ambient ozone measurements in Klickitat County, Washington indicate high
concentrations approaching the NA40S. This infermation should not be relevant to
EPA s decisionmaking for the WEC application given the distance between Klickitot
County and the praject site. What is EPA’s position on this matter?

Response 5: See response to General Comment 3.b and 4.¢.

Comment 6: Ambient PM s measurements in Pendleton shouid not be relevant o EPA s
decisionmaking for the WEC application given the distance between Pendieton and the
profect site. What is the EPA s position on this matter?

Response 6: See response to General Comment 3.4 and 4.b.

Comment 7: Meteorological measurements from Spokane, Washington should not be
utilized within EPA s ambient impact analysis for this project given the distance between
Spokane und the project site. What is the EPA s position on this matter?

Response 7: See response to General Comment 4.a,

Comment 8! Visual impacis have not been adequately addressed. Residents of Satmon
Poim Lane and Hat Rock can certainly ussure EPA that the WEC siryctures and
emissions will have a much larger effeci than 5% on the prisiine guality of the view of the
Columbia River and gorge between Hut Rock and WEC. What is the EPA s position on
this matter?

Response 8: See response to General Comment 7.
Comment §: Has any consideration been given to the effect on river tours, Lfewis & Clark
Traif, and the general industrial impact this profect will have on recreation, tourism and

the aesthetics of the area?

Response 9: See response to General Comment 2.
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Comment 10; Where is the public good of this profect? WEC, being built on sovereign
ground, will result in no public beneflt, and witl prt a demand on focal infrastructure.

Response 10: See response to General Comment 1 and 2.

Comment Letter 8: Marry Lynn Golter

Comment [: Ambient O monitoring should be conducted near the profect site before
approval is granted. The closest Oy monitoring in Klickitat County, Washingian
indicated ambient concentrations approaching the NAAQS, Klickitaf County is ¢
considerable distance from the project site. Considering that emissions from power
plants in the local area will contribute further to O formation, it is appropriate to
condict ambient Oy monitoring near the project site,

Response 1: See response to General Comment 3.b and 4.¢,

Comment 2: Our weather in this area i3 a concern to me. It is my wnderstanding that
these plants can produce changes in our habitat, With three planis in the aren, my
concern is our ability to develop agriculture and continue the crops we have. Hermiston
depends on agriculture for ity economy.

Response 2; See response to General Comment 8.2,

Comment 3: Meteorological measuremenis from Spokane, Washington should not be
utilized within EPA's ambient impact analysis for this project given that Hermiston
experiences different weather than Spokane.

Response 3: See response to General Comment 4.a.

Comment 4: The PM; 5 monitor in Pendleton is all right, but [ question whether this is
alsa teo far away to give an accurate reading jor the Hermiston areq. If this proposal is
1o be granted, I think more monitoring in the Hermiston area should be addressed first.

Response 4: See response to General Comment 3.a, 4.b, and 5.

Comment Letter 9: Tammy L, Dennee, Oregon Wheat Growers League

Comment 1: On December 2, 2004, NOAA Fisheries determined that WEC would pose
1o harm to anadromous salmonids or designated critical habitat. On Novembear 185,
2004, FWS determined that WEC would pose no harm to trout and bald eagles. These
decisions by NOAA Fisheries and FWS circumvent currvent reguiations and vestrictions
protecting endangered species and habitat,

e ————— N e s ¢
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Response 1: The determinations made by FWS and NOAA Fisheries (the Services) were
based on information provided in the BA’s based on the requirements of the ESA, These
agencies are ultimately responsible for their own decisionmaking.

See also response to General Comment %,

Comment 2: It is unconscionable that where matters of endongered species are at play. o
double standard would emerge which farmers or other developers would never enfoy.

Response 2: See response to General Comment 13,

Comment 3: A special “hold harmiess provision™ should be crafted for producers in this
region affording them the right to continte theiv curven! farming practices, without EPA
or ODEQ interference, should this airshed faii to attain the NAAQS. Suckh « provision
would provide certainty to progucers that theiv livelihoods will not be harmed by EP4's
approvel of WEC. EPA should not approve WEC and its impact upon the aivshed if the
elimination of local farmers is ultimately a likely consequence,

Response 3: Under the CAA and its implementing regnlations, EFA does not have the
authority to include a special “holid harmiess provision” in a PSD permit. See response to
General Comment 8.b.

Comment 4: EPA decisionmaking should adequately weigh both the cumulotive effects of
thiy power generating facility to the airshed, os well 63 the potential impacts to the health
of the citizens who currently coll this region home.

Response 4: See response to General Comunent 4.4, 6, and 8.b.

Comment Letter 10: Floyd Tueabull

Comment I: The local community suffers from adverse weather conditions. For example,
inversions periodicatly stretch from Boardman to the east side of Hermiston during
winfer. WEC and ity massive steam plumes will do nothing to improve these types of
adverse weather conditions.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 7.

Comment 2: WEC would sit directly adjacent io the Wanaket Wildlife Management dreg
and within the bounds of a major migratory pathway. WEC's air pollutant emissions and
associated goid rain formation will have an effect on the Columbia River, salmon
habitats, and Bald Eagles around Hat Rock State Park. The extent of WEC's effect is
uninown.

Response 2: See response to General Comment 9 and 10,

A ey ——
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Comment 3: EPA s proposed permitting decision is being supported, in part, by PM: s
and Oy ambient monitoring data gathered from distant locations. The PM, s data is
provided by o monitor in Pendleton, and the O3 data is provided by a monitor in Klickitat
County, Washington. Each of these monitoring stations is reporting much cleaner air
than the local area is actually experiencing, Currenf and persistent weather putterns
observed in the local area sugeest that the use of this distant ambient data invalidates
EPA’s ambient air quality analysis.

Response 3: See response to General Comment 3.a, 3.b, 4.b, and 4.c.

Comment Letfer 11: Rick Latham

Comment 1: What are the health impacts on Umatitla County residents resulting from
WEC qir poltutant emissions? What is going te happen to our girshed?

Response 1: See response to General Comment 6 and 8.b.

Comment 2: Will WEC be paying faxes on this profect? Who is paying the taxes for this
project? .

Response 2: See response to General Comment 2.a.
Comment 3: Where is the pipeline for this project going to be located?

Response 3: BIA’s Final EIS discusses the location of the natural gas pipeline for WEC,
According to the Final EIS, the pipeline will nun from WEC to the Stanfield Compressor
Station.

Comment 4: Will there be any effects on jarm ground resulting from the drainage pattern
established for WEC? If so, what do you think the effect will be to my farm?

Response 4: [n issuing PSD permits, EPA is required to evaluate Diamond’s permit
application for WEC in accordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations, An
analysis of the drainage patterns is not a factor that EPA can consider in conducting this
evaluation. However, BIA's Final EIS does contain a discussion of storm water
management practices that Diamond wil! implement at WEC, See Final EIS at § 3.3

Comment 5: Will crops from local farmers be affected or harmed in any way from the
pollutants emitted by WEC such as, NOy, CO, §0y, PMy, VOC, or acid rain? What
damage will the emissions do to my crops? Will the land ever be a preat sonrce of soil
again?

Response 5: See response to General Comment 8.a.

Comment 6: How can PGE’s Boardmean coul-fired power plant not cause any premature
deaths or other related damage to the Morrow and Umatilla County airshed, yet a John
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Deere tractor s air pollutant emissions threaten so many lives? Is WEC less harmfidd
than a single John Deere tractor?

Response 6: Emissions from PGE’s Boardman facility are presented in response to
General Comment 12. EPA regulates coal-fired power plants differently from non-road
diesel engines as directed by Congress. See Comment Letter 1, Respense to Comment 8,

Comment 7: The applicant will be utilizing public roads 1o build WEC. Who will be
paying the taxes on the voads?

Response 7: See response to General Comiment 2.4,

Comment 8: Is this really the best place for WEC? Where is the majority of the power
going?

Response 8: See response to Comment Letter 1, Response to Comment 6.
Comment Letter 12: Kyla Latham

Camment 1: I am concerned about the impact WEC will herve upon the local aivshed,
What effect will WEC have upon our visibility?

Response 1: See response to General Comment 7.
Comment 20 Will WEC gir pollutant emissions harm land, crops, people, and animals?
Response 2: See response to General Comment 6, 8.a and 10,

Comment 3; Power plants have been linked divectly to higher death rates in U.5. cities,
In addition, EPA has Fisted power plants as a source of premature deaths. EPA,
however, has failed to validate or document its methodology to support such claims.

Response 3: In issuing PSD permits, EPA is required to evaluate Diamond’s permit
application for WEC in accordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations. An
analysis concerning the link between high death rates and power plants is beyond the type
of evaluation that EPA can ¢onduct at this time.

Comment 4: Can the EPA assure Umatilla County residenis that the water WEC expects
to discharge back into the Columbia River will not harm the salmon ar any other part of
the river?

Response 4: See response to General Comment 9 and 10.
Comment 5: Eight fossil fuel-fired power plants and thousands of nenroad heavy duty

diesel engines wifl be operating in Umatilla and Morvow County, Why has there not
been a cumulative air quality impact study performed without modeling?
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Response 3: See response to General Comment 4.d.

Comment 6: Wil the Highway 730 desert arca, north and south of the highway in
Umatilla County, turn into a marshy wetland ruining the Wanaket Wildlife Management
Area? Can EPA assure that the lond and animals swrrounding WEC (including the
animals in the Wanaket Wildlife Management Areq) will not be harmed by the discharge
of air poilutants and aeid rain from WEC?

Response 6: See response to General Comment 9 and 10,

Corument 7: Will the environment and the people of Umatitla County be safe from the
discharge of air pollutants from the main siacks of the combustion turbines and duct

Jfiring units?
Response 7: See response to General Comment 6 and 10,

Comment 8: Will the residences and buildings in close proximity to WEC be exposed to
an increase in electric and magnetic fields? If so, can EPA assure their safety?

Response 8: In issuing a PSD permit, EPA is required to evaluate Diamond’s permit
application for WEC in accordance with the CAA and its implementing regulations.
Consideration of electric and magnetic fields is not part of this review process.

However, BIA’s Final EIS contains 4 discussion of the impacts of electric and magnetic
fields that will result from the generation and trangmission of electricity from WEC. See
Final EIS at § 3.11.2.3.

Comment 9: Will local farmers be able to continie agricultural field burning if WEC is
constructed and operating? If not, what suggestions can EPA offer as alternatives to
JSield burning?

Response 9 See response to General Comment 8.b.

Comment 10): Local farmers are defending their practices under detailed examination.
Why are fossil fuel-fired power plants not under such scrutiny?

Response 1{: See response Comment Letter 1, Response to Comment 8.

Comment 11: Why wasn't there any industry representation at the air quality meetings
held in Umatilla County? Questions presented to EPA of the meetings were not
answered. EP4 is not prepared to proceed in the permitiing of WEC.

Response 11: EPA conducted a public hearing on January 5, 2005 in Hermiston to
receive the community’s input on EPA’s November 23, 2004 preliminary decision and
proposed PSD permit for WEC. Prior to the start of the public hearing, FPA provided a
presentation describing EPA s preliminary decision and proposed PSD permit. EPA

Page 45 0f 56




Wanapa Energy Center - Response to Comments Angust 8, 2005
PSD Permit R10PSD-OR-05-01

responded to all questions from the community throughout the presentation. To allow the
public additional time to conument on the proposed Permit, the public comment period
was extended to January 1%, 2005.

Diamond and its agents attended the public hearing, and provided some input during the
discnssion period, Diamond is not legally required to participate in the public hearing.

After reviewing the public’s comments to the proposed Permit, EPA is now prepared to
respond to the comments and finalize the Permit.

Comment 12: EPA has not appreciated WEC s impact upon the local community. Given
WEC s permanent impact upon noise, tax base, visible effects, road usage, water foss,
and air pollution, it is surprising that EPA has not movre thoughifully considering local
input so that the project might overall benefit the people of Umatilia County,

Response 12: See response to General Comment 2, 6, 7, 9, and 10.

Comment 13; BACT is based upon a facility 's reasonable economic cost for control
technology. Does EPA know what conirel efficiencies these technologies have actuaily
achieved? BACT is not ¢ good souree of information.

Response 13: EPA has provided a detailed BACT analysis for WEC in the TSD, The BACT
analysis is required by the CAA and the PSD regulations.

Comment 14: Who s actually bengfiting from WEC? The project is not in the overall
public interest. Perhaps there is a better time and place for WEC.

Response 14: See response to Geperal Comment 1 and 2.

Comment Letter 13; Emille M. Holmeman & Dennis D, Doherty, Umatilla County
Board of Commissioners

Comment I: WEC has the potential to preclude future private development based on the
power plant's impact on the regional aivshed. WEC will place a private-secior company
at a compelitive disadvantage for complying with future federal air standards.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 2.¢,

Comment 2: WEC will have a potential negative human health impact given the plant’s
impeact upon the aivshed,

Response 2; See response to General Comment 6.
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Comment Letter 14: Joyce Langley

Comment I: EPA is unable to estimate the human heolth impact of local power plant
emissions.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 6.

Comment 2 Will there be an increase in emission from WEC similar to the increase
experienced. af the Boardman coal-fired power plani?

Response 2; As illustrated in the chart below, the airshed will not experience an increase
in emissions similar to that of the Boardman coal-fired power plant. -

Portland General Electric Boardman Actual Emisgions; 1995 — 2004
Vi '
Wanapa Energy Center Worst-Case Emigsions

W S02 (tpy)
W NOX (tpy)

1945 1987 1958 2001 2003 WEC

PGE Boardman produces approximately 585 MW of electricity from the combustion of
cozl while WEC may produce up to 1,200 MW of electricity from the combustion of
natural gas, Yet, as the above graph indicates, the PGE Boardman facility has produced
emisgions since 19935 ranging from 5,000 to 18,000 TPY SO and 3,000 to 10,000 TPY
NOy. Meanwhile, WEC is being permitted for maximum potential worst-case emissions
of 57 TPY S0, and 486 TFY NOy.

Conmment 3: On a typical calm and warim day, how high and wide will the phume of air
pollutant emissions travel?

Response 3: For a typical calm and warm day, the meteorological conditions would be
very light winds and strong to moderate incoming solar radiation. Specifically, the
atmosphers would be classified as A stability with 2 wind speed of 1.0 meters per second.
Using this set of conditions and WEC stack parameters identified on Table 5-5 in §5.2,7

* PGE Boardman emissions data provided by EPA’s Clean Air Market Division.
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of the preliminary TSD, the calculated lateral and vertical extent of the plume are shown

below at specific downwind distances from WEC,

Fmy L

, 29.05

60 0951.2 41.24 38.58

Q0 051.2 55.01 50.88

B 120 9512 67.56 62.05
150 951.2 79.32 72.51

180 951.2 90.49 §2.48

210 951.2 101.20 92,06

240) 951.2 111,54 101.38

270 651.1 121.56 110.61

300 851,21 131,32 11e77

803 (0.5 miles) 951.2 273.50 356.83
1609 { 1.0 miles) 951.2 406.59 1267.45
3218 (2.0 miles) 951.2 £33.41 S000.04

The AERMOD Modeling System is limited to 3¢ krn. For long-range transport, the
CALPUFF Modeling System can be used to quantify concentrations (and visibility
irnpacts) out to several hundred km, Subszection 5.5 of the preliminary TSD discussed
Class I area air quality increments quantified at downwind distances of 133 to 195 km

from WEC using the CALPUFF Modeling System.

Cormmment 4: While ambient air pollutant monitoring equipment is employed in Pendicton
and the Tri-Cities, no such equipment Is employed in either Umatilia or Hermiston. Data
Jrom Pendleton and the Tri-Cities is not representative of air guality in gither Umatiila or
Hermiston, and therefore should not be considered in EPA s decisionmaking for WEC.

Response 4: See response to General Comment 3.4, 4.b, and 5.

Comment 5: WEC s proposed alr pollutant emissions are greater than any of the existing
Jour fossil fuel-fired power plants in Umatilla County. In consideration of their health,
ihe residents of Umatilla County do not want to breathe air poliutant emissions from

FEC.

Response 5; See response to General Comment 6 and 12.

Comment 6; Umatitla County residenis are being asked to endure health-related impacis
resulting from WEC's emissions. These emissions contribute to downwind formation of

ozone, smog, and acid rain,

Response 6; See response to General Comment 6.
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Comment 7: WEC will genevate no tax dollars to Umatilla County; to the Education
Diserict; ihe Fire District; and to the State of Oregon.

Response 7: See response to General Comment 2.a.

Comment 8: Characterize the water quality of the plont’s efffuent as it is discharged to
either the Columbia River or the Cold Springs Reservoir.

Response 8: Ses response to General Comment 9 and 10,

Comment 9: Explain WEC's impucts upon the fish and other wildlife that depend upon
the Coid Springs Reservoir in the event WEC's effluent Is discharged fo this weler body.

Response 9: See response to General Conunent 9 and 10.

Conunent 10: Explain WEC s impacis upon irvigation water and soil in the eventt WEC's
effluent is discharged to the Cold Springs Reservair,

Response 1{: See response to General Comnent 8.¢, 9, and 10.
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4. RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS - JANUARY 3, 2005 PUBLIC
HEARING

Commentor 1: Philip B, Hamm

Comment 1 It mokes little sense o utilize O; monftoring data from Klickitat County,
Washington and PM; s monitoring daia from Pendleton o determine the resultant
ambient poliutant concentrations in the area survounding WEC. Prior to approving this

project, additional monitoring should be conducted in the immediate area surrounding
WEC to determine background polfutant concentrations. Given that background O
concentrations may alveady be approaching the NAAQS and given the permanence of
WEC once constructed, this is a very important issue to resolve prior to approval.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 3.a, 3.b, 4.b, 4.¢, and 5.

Comment 2: Has EPA permitted any ather facilities on sovereign ground within the
Pacific Northwest? If so, has EPA applied additional rules during the permitting
process? If WEC is unigue in this respect, then why not consider issues related to its
location on sovereign ground and the overall public good in determining whether or not
io gran! approval for WEC?

Response 2: EPA has not previously issued a PSD permit to a facility on sovereign
ground in the Pacific Northwest, See also response to General Comment 1,

Camment 3: It makes Litle sense 1o utilize metegralogical data from far away in
predicting WEC s air poliutant impacts in the local areq. This data should be measured
and collected in the Ipcal areq and subsequently wtilized to predict WEC s impacts.
Given the permanence of WEC once constructed, this is a very important issue to vesolve
prior to approval.

Response 3: See response to General Comment 4.4,

Comment 4: EPA should consider the overall public good when determining whether or
not to grant approved for WEC given its location on sovereign ground. Electricity
production should not be considered in this decisionmaking given that the local aren has
access to plenty of local electricity production aiready. Employment should not be
considered in this decisionmaking either given the relatively small number of employees
WEC intends to hire,

Response 4: See response to General Comment 1.

Commentor 27 Kent Madison

Comment {: It makes little sense to utilize ozone monitoring data from Klickitat County,
Washington and PM; s monitoring data from Pendicton to determine the resultant
ambient pollutant concentrations in the area swrounding WEC. Prior to approving this
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project, additional monitoring should be conducted in the immediate areq surrounding
WEC to determine background pollutant concentrations. Given that background ozone
concentrations may already be approaching the NAAQS and given the permanence of
WEC once constructed, this is a very important issue to resalve prior to approval.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 3.4, 3.b, 4.b, 4.¢, and 5.

Comment 2: EPA should not grant approvel of WEC given that the project will not pay
county taxes, The local community is providing a portion of its airshed capacity, natural
gas capacity, BPA transmission capacity, and visibility esthetics value. The local
community is getting nothing in return,

Besponse 20 See response to General Cotnment 1, 2, and 6,

Comment 3: EPA should not grant approval of WEC. WEC's consumption of airshed
capacity will limit the local community 's ability (o atirget potential tax-payving businesses
o the area,

Response 3:; See response to General Comment 2.¢.

Commentor 3: Dennis Tillot

Comment. I support the profect. The EPA has developed an adequate record to support
its proposed decision to grant approval for WEC.

Response: No response necessary.

Commentor 4: Lloyd Piercy

Comment 1: WEC does not serve the public good, WEC will use roads and services
Sinded by local taxpayers, and WEC will not itself pay local taxes. WEC will use the
local airshed without providing a benefit. Overall, the negative aspecis of the project
outweigh the positives.

Response 1: See response to General Comment 2.

Comment 2: Puiting warm or hot water back into the Columbia River is probably not
wise. '

Response 2: See response to General Comment 9.

Comment 3: WEC s HaS0, and NOx emissions will have an adverse affect upon wetlands
and step desert habitat surrounding the plani,

Response 3: See response to General Comment 10.
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Commentor 5: Patricia Maier

Comiment. EP4 should provide additional information with respect to the ambient air
poitutant monitoring that has already been performed. In order to get a better
understanding aof locad air quality, a monitor should be moved to Hermiston and operated
while the local pawer plants are running. Monitoring air guality around Heymiston will
provide the community with information to determine whether or not we are befng
profected.

Response: See response to General Comment 3.a, 3.b, and 5.

Commentor 6: Jason S, Torres

Comment 1; EPA does not infend lo require WEC fo continuously monitor PM
emissions exiting the CI/HRSG stacks. This is bad scientific policy. Consider the
ammonium nitrate that combines with 50 to form acid rain. Collecting PM g emissions
date continuously is good for future study purposes.

Response 1: No continnous monitoring is proposed for PM;;, for several reasons. The primary
reasons are that the PMig emission concentrations from the CTs and DBs are very low compared
to other combustion sources, and there is no add-on control technology for PM that must be
continuously monitored to insure adequate performance. CEMS technology for PMi, does exist
that counld be required. PM CEMS have the capability of measuring down to the level expected
in the exhaust stack from a gas-fired CT, However, the cost of PM CEMS is quite high; on the
order of $75,000 to $100,000 for initial capital cost and $30,000 to $40,000 per year for
operating and maintenance cost for each unit. EPA does not think it is necessary or cost
effective to require PM CEMS for the CTs at WEC.,

One other PM;y monitoring technology that conld be used is 2 type of triboelectre
detector typically used as a bag leak detector on baghouse cotttrol devices. Triboeleciric
detectors give a relative indication of PMi, concentration. Therefore, this type of CEMS
is useful for detecting changes such as an upward trend of the baseline PM,; emissions or
a spike in emissions due 1o a malfunetion (for example, an oil seal Jeak into the
combustion gas stream). One vendor provides a system using a wire rope assembly that
extends across the stack. The triboelectric CEMS are less expensive than other PM
CEMS, on the order of $5,000 to $20,000 for the equipment plus instaliation cost.
Triboelectric CEMS are primarily used downsteam of an air pollution control device in
order to detect deterioration in the control efficiency or a larger failure of the control
device that would result in a significant increase in emissions. In the case of CTs and
DBs, EPA does not think that there iz sufficient likelihood of an increase of PMig
emissions over time to warrant requiring installation of a triboelectric CEMS.

Comment 2: The utilization of meteorological dota from Spokane, Washington in
conducting the ambient air guality analysis for WEC is Inappropriate. Data gothered
Jrom Spokane is not representative of local weather conditions. Temperatures can vary
between Hermision and Pendieton. Amospheric conditions can vary wildly just between
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Hermiston, Tri-Cities, and Pendleton. EPA Is fiailing to take into congsideration the effect
dust storms will have upan WEC s downwind impact,

Response 2: See response to General Comment 4.4,

Comment 3: EPA has not fully considered the cumulative effect of all permitted power
plants in the areq with respect to air guality. EPA has also not considered in its ambient
air quality analysis the emissions resulting from aill the heavy agricultural activities,
including diesel engines, tractors, and trucks that don 't meet certain air pollution
standards that would normaily be required in large metropolitan areas.

Response 3; See response to General Comment 4.d.

Camment 4: EPA has not fully considered the cumulative effect of all permitted power
plants in the area with respect to water.

Responge 4: See response to General Comment 9.

Conunent 5: EPA has not taken into account the health effects that my family will be
experiencing. My fomily is located divectly downwind of WEC thiviv-six percent of the
time. My family will be breathing WEC emissions for votughly a thivd of the vear. EPA
has also not taken into account the exposure of the peaple at Hat Rock.

Response 5: See response to General Comment 6.

Comment 6: EPA has not taken into account WEC s visual impact,

Response 6: See response to General Comment 7.
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5. CHANGES TO THE FINAL PERMIT APPROVAL

A. Inresponse to Comment Letter 5, Comment 4, the following change is being made to
the proposed permit with respect to the presctibed PMyy Stack Test Method:

APPROVAL CONDITIONS
12.2.1 Conduct g performance test in accordance with an EPA-approved stack
test protocol incorporating the following methods.
12.2.1.1 EPA Reference Method 5 or 3 Method 20-er2044 to capture
Filterable PMp, and EPA Reference Method 202 to capture
condensible PMyq, or EPA Conditional Test Method 39.

B. In response to General Comment 5, the following conditions are being added to the
proposed permit with respect to post-construction monitoring:

APPROVAL CONDITIONS
23 Post-Construction Ambient Monitoring

23.1 WEC shall install, operate, and maintain g continuous non-filter based ambient
aiv qality monitoring station for PM3 5, in accordance with EPA_ 1984a:
Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD), EPA-450/4-87-007, May 1987, {15, Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, NC. The monitoring period shall commence within 90
days after the completion of construction and start-up or after commercial
operation, which ever is later, and shall continue for a minimum of 1 year and «
maximum of 2 years form the daie first readings are taken, The data recovery
should be aof least 80 percent of the data possible for each air pollutant during
eqch I-year monitoring period. The monitoring stotion shall continue fo
operate and record date for a minimum of I vear, at which time WEC wilf notify
EPA in writing of WEC s infent to terminale operation of the monitoring
statlon; hewever monitoring station operation will continue until such tme that
written approval is obtained from EPA authorizing the termination of its
operation, such authorization of termination of operation of the monitoring
station will not be unreasonably withheld and in any event the termination of
operation of the monitoring station can occiir unilaterally at WEC s discretion
on or gffer 2 years of operation,

23.2 WEC shall insiall, operate, and mainiain @ meteorological monitoring station lo
monitor and record data in accordance with EPA, [987h: On-Site
Meteorological Program Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Application, EPA-
450/4-87-013, June, 1987, U5, Environmental Protection Agency, Research
Triangle, N.C. Data shall include horizontal wind speed and divection,
temperatire, solar radiation and delta-T. Each quarter’s data recovery should
be ot least 90 percent of the data possible for each variable measured during
each I-year monitoring period. The monitoring period shall commence within
90 days after initial the complation of construction and stari-up or afier
commercial operation, which ever is later, and shall continue for a minimum of
one (1) year and a maximum of 2 years from the date first readings are raken,
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233

23.4

23.5

23.6

23.7

The monitoring station shall continue to operate and record data for g minimum
of 1 yegr, at which time WEC will notify EPA in writing of WEC's intent to
terminate operation of the monjtoring station; however moniloring station
operation will continue until such time that written approval is obtained from
the EPA authorizing the termination of its operation, such authorization of
termination of operation of the monitoring station will not be unreasonably
withheld and in any event the termination of eperation.of the monitoring station
can occur unilateratly at WEC s discretion an or after 2 years of gperation.
At Jeast 60 days prior to the scheduled completion of construction, WEC shall
submit to EPA for approval an ambient air quality and meteorological
monitoring plan for the post-construction monitoring requirements specified in
Conditions 23.1 and 23.2 in accardance with EPA, 1993b: Requirements for
Quality Assurance Project Plans for Environmental Data Operations (QA/RS}
July, 1993, U 8. Environmenital Protection Agency, Quality Assurance and
Management Staff, Washington, DC. The plan shall inclide the proposed siting
locationfs). EP4 shall provide WEC EPA's approval of or comments to the
ambient air quality and meteorological monitoring plan no later than 30 days
prior to the scheduled completion of construction,

WEC shall submit on a monthly basis, a printed or electronic summary of the
ambient air quality and meteorological monitoring data collected in each
ealendar month. The summary shall be submitted within 60 days after the end
of each calendar manth.
WEC shall submit audit reporis within 60 days after the following events:
23.5.1 Completion of the post-installation equipment audit;

23.5.2 Completion of the independent performance and system audits;

23.5.3 Completion of the quarterly audits required for the ambient air quality
data colfection system, and )

23.5.4 Completion of the semi-annual qudits requirved for the meteorological
data collection system.

Cuarterly and semi-annual audit periods shall be based on periods of three and
six calendar months commencing with the first complete calendar month of
collected data.

Within 90 days after the end of each year of collected daty and following the
completion of the collection of monitoring data, WEC shall submit to EPA
annual/final reports in text {i.e., summary)}, tabular, and graphic forms,
including data in dipitized format. The digitized form of the measured aiy
guaiity and meteorological data shall be in (1) EPA Aevometric Information
and Retrieval System format and (2) ASCH format accessible by an IBM
compatible PC.

Hithin 90 days after completion of duata coflection, WEC shall also submit the
[final report for the system and performance audit requirved prior to monitoring
termination.

C. The following change is Eeing magde to the proposed permit to address a typographical
error regarding a reference to the procedures to aceurately measure the fiel flow rate and
PM o emission factors:
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APPROVAL CONDITIONS
12.3 Continuous compliance with Condition 12.1 shall be demonstrated by
caleulating PM g emissions pursuant to the following conditions:

12.3.1 lstall and operate a fuel flow metering system satisfying the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 73 to measure the amount c}f fuel being
combusting in each CT and DB,

12.3.2 Calculote PM;p emissions based upon the measwred fuel flow rate and
EPA-approved PMy emission factors developed pursuant to Condition

12,33 and 123 4 343 3 andi-3-4

D, The following ¢hange is being made to the proposed permit to veflect EPA’s PM; s air
quality designations for northeast Oregon and south central Washington air qualify
control regions effective April 3, 2005:

FACTS
2. ..the ambient aiy in this region is elther unclassifiable or attaining the national

ambient aly quality standards (NAAQS) for ... particulate matter with an
gerodyniamic diemeter Iess than 2.5 micrometers (PM 5).. Waith-respectto-the
aprf it ek o alan A fiu s F e ATA A0 Lo pogatioaelinio st o waiihe o

3 .the amb:ent air in this reg:on is e:ﬁier uncims:ﬁabt’e or a.rmmmg rhe NM Q.S’ for

E. The following change is being made to the propased permit to more accurately
describe the WEC”s steam cycle and water-cooled condensing system.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

2. The design of the WEC... Steam exhousted by the ST is recyeled back to the HRSG vin
a weter-cooled condenser. The cooling waoter is supplied by the Colfumbia River and

will experience approximately six cveles of regeneration through a coolfing tawer
before dischagree 1o the Cold Springs Reservoir. Stecm-exhausted-by-the-ST flowsto-»
spaiiE—forer - condonsed—amdretnrnedto- theiitr—Caalinp Lowerwatorwili-be
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35 Alr Resources

The proposed power plant would be a major source of air emissions and require a.construction
permit under the federaliy mandated PSD regulations. Since the source would be located on land
governed by the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the PSD permit must be
submitted to and approved by the regicnal office of the USEPA (Region X} in Seattle, Washington.

The PSD application requires analysis of best available control technologies (BACT) and an
assessment of impacts of the plant’s maximum emissions on the federal ambient air quality
standards (Title 40 of the CFR, paragraph 52.21 [40 CFR 52.21]). That application has been
submitted to Region X of the USEPA, and it demonstrates that the proposed facility weuld employ
the BACT for all air pollutants and werld not cause or contribute to any excesdences of all
applicable ambient air quality standards. The facility also worid be required to install monitoring
equipment and maintain operations to ensure that it wesdd comply with emission limits established
in the PSD permit.

The preposed power plant site is located in an area that is currently designated as “attainment” for
all state and national ambient air quality standards. Meeting these standards indicates that the air
quality of the area with the proposed Wanapa Energy Center would meet or exceed all ambient air
quality standards set to protect human health, plant and vegetation health, and wenld allow for
futnre growth of farming and industrial activities in the area. The air quality analysis included
within the completed PSD application demonstrates that:

» The proposed facility wonld not significantly deteriorate the quality of the air snrrounding the
proposed site; '

» The emissions from the proposed operation (when added to the natural background levels of
pollutants, existing farming and industrial activities, existing mobile sources of emissions, and
recently permitted industrial sources) would not cavse or contribute to ambient pollution levels
that exceed the ambient air quality standards;

e The facility would employ BACT that meets or exceeds all recently permitted sources of
electrical power in the northwest; and
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s The facility wesuld not lead to deterioration of air quality in nearby pristine areas, such as the
Columbia River Gorge, Mount Hood, Mount Adams, Bagle Cap, Goat Rocks, and the
Strawberry Mountains.

Under the federal repulations these demonstrations are required for all pollutants for which the
source is major. The PSD permit application first identifies the major emissions, the emission
units, the control technologies, the emission rates (hoth short-term and annual average emissions),
and a dispersion modeling analysis that compares facility impacts to the applicable standards, After
the application has been reviewed and public comments allowed and incorporated, the Region X
office would issue a PSD permit to construct the facility in accord with the accepted application,
Any changes to the facility design or operation that affect emissions or impacts would need to be
addressed in a revision or update fo the PSD permil, depending on the expected change in
emissions or impacts. The permitting process itself is designed fo ensure that the air quality
impacts from this project are acceptable and arc minimized to the extent that is reasonably
possible.

It shouid again be noted that the construction and operation of the Wanapa Energy Center wenld
not fmpact existing industrial or fiuming activities and wesdd, in fact, allow room for future growth
and development of fammning and industiial activities near the proposed site. Moreover, the
proposed Wanapa Energy Center is a dramatic improvement over existing methods of electric
generation, such as the nearby Boardman Coal Electric Generation Facility as seen below in
Table 3.5-1.

Table 3.5-1
Comparison of Annnal Emisslons per Megawatt (MW) of Electriclty Produced

Wanapa Energy Boardman Coal |
Center Facility
Emissions Emissions
Pollutant (tons/MWY' {tons/ AW Improvement
Suifur Oxides &0.1 1G1,50.0 99.9%
Nitrpgen Dhioxide 318.2 42,290.0 90.2%
FParticulate Matier 3428 3.520.0 90.3%
Carbon Monoxide 145.4 2.556.7 O 3%
Volatile Organuc Compounds 133.5 306.7 56.5%

“Pransd on z phant-whie slectric penerathon capaciy of [A485 MW,
“Based on & plond-wade ehectric peswTation cepacity of S0 MW,
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3.5.1 Affected Environment

Northeastern Oregon has a dry continental climate, typical of locations in the intermountain
western 1.5, The location has generally low relative humidity, but has distinct seasonal changes in
meteorological conditions.

35.1.1 Climate

Daily temperatures in Janvary average slightly above freezing, with a wide daily range of
temperatures. Temperatures are seldom below 0°F. July temperatures average around 74°F, and a
typical summer bas only a few days with temperatures above 100°F. The area is very dry with
anmnal average precipitation of slightly more than 23 centimeters (9 inches). Conditions are
generally dry in the sumimer, and most of the precipitation occwrs during the winter months
(November, December, January, and February). Summertime thunderstorms ean occasionally
produce intense, short-period rainfall that lead to localized flash flooding on rare occasions, On an
annual average a total of 7.8 inches of snowfall oceurs in the area, largely during the winter
months. Qccasionally, (5 years out of a 20-year record) the arez will have no snowifall during an
entire winter season; however, the arsa has seen rare heavy snowfall, up to about 25 inches in
1 month (Janeary 1950).

Table 3.5-2 provides a listing of monthly mean and maximum temperatures as well as average
precipitation for the Umatilla site.

Wind patterns are most important for assessing impacts of emissions. The region near the
Columbia River shows a bimodal distribution of wind direction, with winds “channgled” roughly
parallel to the east-west direction of the Columbia River Valley itself. With the prevailing direction
of an eastward movement of storms in the avea, there is a clear west-southwesterly wind
component, end the easterly winds are driven larpely by the colder air flow down the river valiey at
night. Qccasional strong storms in the area show a preference for the strongest winds from the
weat, with the passage of low pressure systems and assoviated cold fronts, but strong winds can
ocenr from any direction, particularly those related to summertime showers and thunderstorms,
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Table 3.5-2
Temperature and Precipitation Data for Umatilta, Oregon’

Mean Precipitation
Temperature (°F) (i)

Month | Avg. Max. | Daily Avg. | Avg Min, Highest Lowest Totat | Smowifall
Jan 39.2 314 21.6 65 -22 L.20 4.7
Feb 48.1 38.5 28.% o8 =33 0.5 1.4
Mar 56.4 4.2 32.t 80 10 0.52 0.1
Apt 67.0 53.2 39.4 88 32 0.54 0.0
May 4.8 60.8 47.6 o8 26 0.79 0.0
Tun 82.1 67.7 534 108 38 .77 0.0
Tul 90.3 74.3 583 1i0 36 026 0.0
Aug 35.0 723 57.0 114 2 0.27 ¢.0.
Sep 80.6 64.5 48.2 11 M 0.35 0.0
Cct 66.2 524 300 87 19 0.82 0.0
Nov 50.7 41.3 3.7 77 -G 1.3 0.2
Dec 427 35.7 28.6 67 -7 1.40 1.3
Anuual 63.5 330 40.6 114 -23 9.15 7.8

"Souree: Geoeral Climats Sarmmary, Umalilly, Chegon §343- 1965 {wrarw, g ednt

3512  Air Quality

Loeal Alr Quality

The air quality in the area is determined by ambient ground-level concentrations of specific
pollutants, The air quality regulatory program in the U.5. (as well az within individual states and
air pollntion control regions) has defined acceptable standards for ambient air quality. These
standards protect human health and the health of plants and vegetation. Air quality conditions are
determined either through direct measurements with approved instamentation or by indirectly
modeling air quality impacts from the major sources or source groups in an area,

Monitoring data are available for a site approximately 12 miles west of the proposed plant location,
and were collected by Portland General Electric at the Coyote Sprinps Plant near Boardman,
Oregon. Table 3.5-3 lists the air quality conditions at that location for nitrogen dioxide (NO3),
504, and PMp. Impacts of CO emissions are not considered significant {from this propozed
source) and therefore ambient CO data are not presented. These data were collected in 1994-1995
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and are considered representative of background ambient air quality conditions that include natural
background concentrations of these pollutants and alse includes area mobile traffic and farming
activities. The table demonstrates that the existing background ambient air quality conditions are
well below the applicable ambient air quality standards,

Table 3.5-3
Coyote Springs Plant On-site Air Quality Diata and Ambient Air Quality Standards

Highest Second-
Maximum High Ambient
Averaging Concentration | Concentration® Standards
FPollutant Period {p.g.l'm}} {ug.l’ma} (painr’)

NOz_ Annual 13 - 100
SO Arnnual 3 - 30
24-hour 26 26 365
3-hour 55 52 1,300
PMi Annual 20 - 50
24-hour 105 81 150'

"Hipheat Seeond-High Comcenbmbipn, which applies io 3-hoar and 24-bour amandards,

The Clean Air Act of 1970 mandated that the USEPA establish ambient ceilings for certain
pollutamts based on the effects of those pollutant levels on public health and welfare. USEPA
promulgated standards for 802, NO;, CO, particulate matter {which was originally based on total
suspended particulate matter, but has been replaced by PM)p), ozone (O3), and lead (Pb).

Attainment Status

Section 107 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 199 (CAA) requires USEPA and affected
regulatory agencies to evaluate attainment of the national ambient air quality standards, Areas may
be designated as non-attainment, as unclassified {for areas with insufficient data, but likely
attainment), and as attainment for each specific criteria pollutant (NG;, 8Os, PMyp, CO, (33, and
Ph). The unclassified areas are treated as attainment areas.
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The proposed power plant is located in Umatilla County, which is currently designated and treated
ag an area that is in attainment for all criteria air pollutants, The nearest non-attainment areas to the
plant include:

» The Wallula, Washington area, for Piq;
¢ The LaGrande, Cregon area for PMyp; and
» The Spokane, Washington area for CO.

Hazardous Air Pollutants

The CAA, Title I, require the evaluation of a selected list of major sources and their emissions of
a specific list of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). If a proposed facility will emit more than |
10 tons/year of any one of the listed HAPs or more than 25 tons/year of the totz] HAP emissions,
then it may be required to comply with emission limits established under the implementing
reguiations (40 CFR Part 63) or under the case-by-case permit review (CAA Section 112(g)).
Emissions data show that the facility is & major source of HAPs, and it is expected that it would ‘
need to comply with the standards for combustion turbines (40 CFR 63 Subpart YYYY) when

promulgated.

Site Configuration and Surrounding Terrain

The layout of the propesed facility and its relation to nearby terrain features can have an important
impact on calculated gronnd-level cancentrations. The terrain immediately around the plant site is
fairly flat, with a steep drop in elevation from the edge of the facility to the McNary Dam
Reservoir along the Columbia River. Higher temain is seen along the northem edge of the
Reservoir, approximately 8 lalometers (km) north and northeast of the proposed facility. The
dispersion modeling analysis incorporates the terrain features, specifically the elevation of each
identifted receptor grid point, infe the model. Since the prevailing winds are generally toward the
east-northeast, and there is littie increase in elevation in that direction, the topographic features are
generally conducive to adequate dispersion of pollutant emissions from this souree,

Buildings on the site can create wake effects, especially in streng winds, leading to iucreased
gronnd-level concentrations near the plant site. If the power plant plumes are trapped inte the
building wakes, the result can lead to high concentrations near the fence line. The facility may
employ Good Engineering Practice stack heights to minimize or eliminate the effects of building
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wake effects. These building effects on dispersion are incorporated into the dispersion modeling
analysis. '

Land Use

The nature of land use and surface characteristics have an effect on micrometeorological dispersion
characteristics near the site. These characteristics are incorporated into dispersion models to better
estimate the dispersion nature of the atmosphere around the site. The sectors around the proposed
Wanapa Energy Center have been characterized as water or grassland; and those parameters have
been incinded in the dispersion model to provide an accurate depiction of impacts.

352 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation
The construction and operation of the proposed facility would lead to emission of air contaminants
and potential impacts on ambient air quality near the plant site and in the region. These matters are
addressed in the air permit application (Trinity 2003}, and the results of those analyses are
summarized in this section. Other sources of data are cited where appropriate, The major emissions
from the facility include:

» Emissions from the combustion of natural gas in the turbines and i the duct bumers;

» Emissions of particulate emissions resulting from “drift” droplets in the water vapor plume of
the coaling tower;

+ Production of a visible plume from the cocling tower;
s Generation of lecalized fog near the plant site;

¢ Contribution to the world-wide production of atmospheric gases that way enhance global
warming; and

»  Generation of emissions related to construction, including the combustion of fuet from heavy
equipment and the generation of fugitive dust from soil handing and exposed areas.
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352.1  Emissions and Compliance with Regulatory Standards

Emissions from the Combustion Turbines and Doet Barners

The combustion of natural gas in the turbines generates a very hot exhanst phame, which, in turn, is
used to generate steam for operating a steam turbine that is tied to a generator to produce
eleciricity. The performance of the steam turbine can be enhanced by further heating the exhanst
plume with a duct burner. The steam turbine generates power from heat that would normally be
lost from the turbine exhavst, This method of electric generation produces as much electricity as
possible with the same amount of fuel buened since the facility wonld take advantage of the hot
exhavst pases to produce additional ensrgy in the steam: turbines. This additional electricity
produced in the steam turbines does not create any additional emissions to the atmosphere. The
combined exhaust from the turbine and its associated duct burmer are routed to a single stack.
Under netmal maximum load operations the exhavst plume is about 164°F (346°K} as it exits the
stack. The ambient conditions (temperamre especially) affect the combmustion conditions in the
turbine and thereby affect the constituents of the exhaust plume, The emission rates also vary with
the “load” on the turbine and the use of the duct burner.

The emissions and impacts of turbine/duct burner operation are the major air quality jzsve related
to obtaining a permit for the facility, The maximumn emission rates for each of the criterfa
pollutants are summarized in Table 3.5-4. The emission rates have been demonstrated to comply
with BACT reguirements, other emission hmits, and meet all applicable ambient standards as
discussed in the following sections. The permit application included an analysis of emission rates
and impacts for each of three ambient temperatures {mexirum 109°F, average 52.2°F, and
minimum —20°F), at loads ranging from 100 percent to 50 percent of the turbine rating, and both
with and without supplemental duct firing at 100 percent load. The maximum short-term impacts
were determined to ocour at normal temperatures under full load with duct firing, Annual
maximum emizsions include all four units, at full capacity on the turbines, with duct firing for a
combined leve] of 6,808 hours per year facility-wide. These emission rates were used in modeling
the impacts from the proposed facility, because they showed the highest impact.
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Table 3.5~
Summary of Emission Rates of Criteria Air Pollutants
from Combustion Turbine/Duct Burner Sources

[ Emission Rate Emission rate per Combined Units
Pollutant {ppmvd @ 15% O3) CTG (Ib/hour) {ton/year)
N, 2.0 33.42 388.08
850, 0.5 gr/100 standard 325 56,90
cubic feet (sof} in gas

PMo Not established 31.04 548.00 |
Co 2.0 10.5 108.7) ]
Hz504 Mist Not established 2.49 43.60 ]
VOO Not established 17.41 99.1%

Emissions of NO, and CO are mitigated for the combustion turbine/duct burner sources, in
response to the requirements of the BACT analysis. Project design includes instaliation of a SCR
system for NO, emissions. SCR. includes: 1) ammonia injection into the exhavst gases prior to
emission to the atmosphere and 2) a specially designed catalyst bed in the exhanst sheam that
promeotes the formation of gaseous molecular nitrogen and water vapor fiom the ammonia and NO,
mixture. The proposed project alse includes installation of a catalyst for control of carbon
monoxide emissions. The air permitting process provides a thoromgh technical review of the
emizsion rates and costs for installing these controis. These controls reduce emissions to levels that
are as low or lower than controls that are currently applied to new identical sources across the U.S.
NWo other cost effective control technologias would achieve similar or lower emissions.

Table 3,5-5 provides a comparison of contro} technologies utilized in recently permitted facilities
in both Oregon and Washington. This table again demonstrates that the proposed Wanapa Energy
Center would be controlled by control technologies that are equal to, or better than, similar, newly
permitied power plants,

The proposed power plant air permit application demonstrates compliance with the full range of
applicable requirements, with the proposed emission tates, as discussed below.
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Table 3.5-5
Comparison of Emissions Controls of Recently Built and Proposed Power Plants
[ Nitrogen Oxides Carbon Monoxide
Facility Emissions and Controls | Emissions and Controls
Wanapa Energy Center 2.0 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm - Oxidation
Catalvtic Reduction Catalyst System
Wallula Power Plant 2.5 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduetion Catalyst System __j
Port Westward, PGE 2.5 ppm — Selective 4.9 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Umatilla Generating 2.5 ppm - Selective 6.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System,
Surnmit Westward, Westward Energy 2.5 ppin — Selective 4.0 ppm — Oxidation
Cataivtic Reduction Cataiyst System
Plymouth Generating 2,0 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Fredrickson Power 3.0 ppm — Selective 7.0 ppm - Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalvst System
Satsop Power 2.5 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm —~ Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System |
Sumas Energy 2 2.0 ppm — Selective 2.0 pprmt — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System

New Source Performance Standards

The USEPA has promulgated a set of national emission standards for a selected list of major
sources, under Title 40 of the CFR, Paxt 60 (40 CFR 60). Various subparts of that rule apply to the

propaszed project.

* Subpart Da {(Standards of Performance for Electric Utility Steam Generating Uniis)

This subpart lists emission standards for particulate matter, NO; and 80, along with
monitoring reguirements, testing, reporting, and recordikeeping requirements. The standards
apply to units with a heat input capacity greater than 250 Million British Thermal Units
(MMB) per hour. The heat recovery steam generating units, including the duct burners, have
a heat input capacity of 546.2 MMBiwhour at the highest operating scenario. The emisgion
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standards for Particulate Matter do not apply to gas-fired boilers. The emission standards for
50, are met by firing natural gas that has a maximum sulfur content of 0.5 grain per 100 dry
standard cubic feet. The NO. emission standards are 0.2 IbMMBm on a rolling 30-day
average, Each unit at the proposed facility duct firing wowld meet this limit at about ]
0.064 IhyMMBtu.

The New Source Performance Standards also require monitoring for NO,, and the facility is
proposing to install a continuons emissions monitor for NG, emissions (along with oxygen and
C(:) in accord with the regulation. Compliance testing wondd be required for NOQ, and
particulaie matter along with opacity, Records of emissions data wen/d be maintained on site
for 2 vears. Reports wosld include quarterly reports of excess emtissions (if they occur).

+ Subpart GG (Standards-of Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines)

This subpart lists emission limits for SO; and N, for combustion turbines, The NO; standard
is based on a formulation in the rule, providing an emissicn rate based on the size of the trbine
and on fuel-bound nitrogen. The calculated limit is 203 parts per million by volume, dry
{(ppmavd) at 15 percent oxygen, while the proposed limit is 2.0 ppmvd at 15 percent oxygen,
well within the requirement. The SO; limit is based on a fuel sulfur conteut (0.8 percent by
weight), and the natural gas suifur content is about 0.003 percent sulfur by weight, based on
1 grain per 100 sef of natural gas. Agam, the sulfir compliance is well within the required
limits.

The facility wenld propose and plan to institute a custom fuel monitoring program, as allowed
under the regulation. Fuel sulfur content data wonld be reported to USEPA Region X in accord
with an accepted schedule, The continuous emission monitor for nitrogen oxides wonld meet
any monitoring requirements for NO, emissions for this source. An initial compliance test
weunid be conducted as required by the regulation.

Permitting Under the PSD Program

The PSD program, as promulgated under 40 CFR 52 (paragraph 52.21) applies to the proposed
project. A PSD application has been submitted in accord with those requirements. PSD teview is
triggered initially for the source and subsequently by pollutant, for those pollutants that are emitted
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above a specified significant emission rate. The PSD process is conducted in the foilowing
sequence:

Is the proposed facility a major source?

A new source 15 major if it has the potential to emit any of the regulated pollutants above the
established major source threshold. The thresheld is 100 tonsfyear for a list of source categories
and 230 tonsfyear if the source is not listed. Since the facility includes a steam eleciric
generation unit, which is a listed source category, the major source threshold is 100 tons/year
of any {at least one) criteria pollutant. The proposed plant wonld exceed the major source
threshold for NO,, PMyp, and CO, Therefore the construction of the faeility requires the
issuance of a PSD permit from the relevant regulatory agency (USEPA, Region X),

Is the facility in an attainment/unclassified area?

For z source that is proposing to be located in an area that is classified as attainment, or as
unclassified, the PSD tegulations apply. If the source were locating in an area that is non-
attainment for one or more pollutants, the New Source Review requirements for non-
attainment areas would apply. The proposed area is attainment or unclassified for all eritedia
pollutants, and therefore the PSD regulations would apply.

What poliutants are emitted above the significant emission rate?

Significant etnission miss are established for each of the criteria air pollutants, as well as for
addittonal regulated pollutants. The significant emission rate for NQ,, SOq, and VOCs is
40 tons/year; for CO it is 100 tons/year; for PM)p it is 15 tonsfvear, for lead it is 0.6 ton/year.
The significant emission rates are established for sulforic acid wmist, hydrogen sulfide, total
reduced sulfur compournds, and others. The proposad facility wonld exceed the significant
emission rate for NOy, 802, CO, PMy, VOCs, and sulfuric acid mist.

PSD regulations require several analyses that must be completed for the poliutants emitted above
the significant emission rate. Those analyses include an air quality impact analysis, a BACT
analysis, a review of background concentrations, and a summary of regulatory requiretnents.
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Table 3.5-6

Other Federal Applicable Requirements for Air Quality

Federal Program | Applicability

Acid Rain Program

40 CFR Parts T2 and 75 - The facility wowdd be subject and wowld need to obtain an acid rain
permit. The facility must obtain allowances for SO; emissions and must
conduct monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping for 30 and NO, a2
required by the regulations.

Title ¥V Opemating Permiit

40 CFR Part 71 The facility emits over 100 fonsfyear of any criteriz air pollutant, and

wonld be required to obtain 2 Federal Operating Permit under 40 CFR 71,
A complete and timely spplication must be subwmitted to USEPA Region
X within 12 months of the start of aperation.

Compliance Assurange Monitoring

40 CFR Part 04

The facility would need to deveiop a corpliance assurance monitoring
{CAM} plan for each pollutant that: 1) has a federally enforceable limit,
Zyuses a control device to achieve that limit, and 3) has a3 pre-control
potential to emit more than the major source threshold for that permit, The
facility would not need a CAM plan for NO, emissionz hecause the
monitoring is required by the acid rain program, but it would need a CAM
plan to monitor its CO emissions.

Risk Management Program

40 CFR Part 68

The program requires a risk management plan for sources that store or
maintain on site a quantity of a listed substance that is above the stated
threshold. The only concern is the ammonia storage for the opertion of
the SCR. Since the facility is planning to use agueons ammonia, with s
concentration less than 19 percent by weight, this program wewld not

apply.

MNational Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

40 CFR Part 63

A federal standard for Maximum Achievable Control Technology
IMACT) was prommlgated on March 4, 2004, for combustion wrbines
{(Subpart YYYY). fn parallel with the rule promulgarion, USEP4
proposed delisting of gas-fired turbines from the rale, The Wanapa
Energy Center would comply with the applicable requirements, if any, of
this rule when it begins operation.

CaA Section 112(g)

This case-by-case MACT standard applies to major sources of HAPs for
which oo applicable standard has been promwlgaied. A final MACT
standard has been issued for combustion turbines (Subpart YYYY);
CAA Section 112(g) does not appiy.

Creone Depleting Compounds

44 CFR Part 32

The facility world need to comply with requirements for handling,
storing, and dispesing of a regulated list of ozone-depleting compoungds,
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Emisgions from Other Sources

Besides the emissions from the Combustion Turbine and Duct Bumer sources, the application
imcleded modeling of emissions from support units at the site. Chief among those sources are the
individual cooling tower cells that are ingtalled in one cooling tower to the southeast of the main
combugtion sources. Cooling towers dissipate heat from the heat recovery steam generating system
by evaporation of cocling water into the atmosphere, This evaporation coois the coaling water
droplets in the cooling tower. As the cooling tower operates it generates a small amount of “drift,”
in the form of small droplets that are entrained into a plume of water vapor from each cooling
tower cell. The drift is minimized by installing very efficient cooling tower drift eliminators, which
for this project have a drift rate of 0.0005 percent of the total circulating cooling water.

The water vapor is ot a regulated emission; however, the drift droplets would contain a small
amount of suspended and dissolved solids (usually inert salts) that lead to the formation of
particulate matter (PM;o} afer the drift droplet is evaporated. The cooling tower drift weudd,
therefore, be a source of PM;y emissions that are regulated by the zir permit. Each cell woudd
represent a source of PMyp emissions (no other pollutant emissions) that were included in the
model. The total cocling tower emission rate would be 2.03 poundshour of PM, or 8 tons/year of
PM,g. Those emissions as well as the cooling tower “stack” parameters were included in the
madeling analysis.

The application also addressed emissions of “refrigeration modules” that were attached to ench
unit, However, those units wewdd not be installed. The modeling resuits included those impacts,
which would generally be very small in comparison to the turbine/duct bumer emissions, and
would be limited to periods when the associated inlet chilling operations were being used.
Modeling results have not been modified to account for this reduction in emissions, largely
because the expected changes from removing those sources would be very small and would reduce
ambignt impacts.

Other Federal Permitting Requirements

The proposed facility would be reviewed for applicability under several additiona) federal
programs. These are Hsted in Table 3.5-6, along with expected applicability of each standard or
program. In some cases the standards are not finalized, or the final design or emission rates may
lead to a different interpretation. The PSD permit application has identified these requirements and
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included commitments to meet the applicable requirements as the project is installed and beging
operation,

3522 Project Air Quality Effects

Construction

During construction the activities would include distrebance of the land surfaces and storage of
materials and soil piles on site, as well as from operation of heavy diesel fired equipment, These
short-term emissions are exempt from penmitting requirsments on the site.

Construction emissions include exhaust from diesel engines. The total emissions from this
equipment is expected to be very small in comparisen to the total vehicular traffic in the region. To
reduce combustion emissions, idling of constrmction equipment would be minimized {shut off
when not operating} and engine tone-ups weould be required for any equipment that is maintained
on site for more than 60 days. )

Fugitive dust would be generated by grading, excavation, and soil handling, including storage
piles. Some of the dust particles would be carried off the plant site during windy and dry
conditions. Since these emissions occur at ground level, and involve particles that are relatively

latge, the impact of these emissions weouwld be felt very near the plant site. Impacts would rapidly J

decrense with distance from the site.

The following measures wonid be employed to mitigate fugitive emissions: r

+ During construction in dry weather, and during windy periods when site generated dust plumes
are observed off site, the facility would water the disturbed constmiction areas twice daily, Haul
roads that carry active fraffic wewuld be watered twice daily.

» Stored soil piles wondd be stabilized with water to create a crust layer that impeded emissions I
of fugitive dust.

+ Vehicle speeds on viipaved project areas would be himited to 20 miles per hour (30 kmvhour).
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Plant Operations

Because the PSD review triggers this analysis, a formal seties of modeling efforts were performed
and included in the PSD application. Three separtate impact, or modeling, analyses may be
required, including:

A “significance analysis” that evaluates only the emissions from the proposed project, and is
vsed to determine whether the project’s impacts are “significant.” The source parameters are
nsed, along with characterizations of building downwash, stack data, established receptors at
the fenceline and around the site, and meteorolegica! data to determing the maximum impact
for each triggered pollutant. Impacts that are above the monitoring significance threshold also
require collection of ambient air quality data that is representative of site conditions at the time
of the permit application. A significant impact area is determined in this analysis as well, based
on the maximom distance to the significant impact level (at the established receptors) plus
50 km.

An analysis of compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). For those
impacts above the significant impact threshold, perform an analysis of impacts on NAAQS is
requirgd, Thig impact analysis is & cumulative dispersion modeling anaiysis, which includes:
1) emissions from the proposed source; 2) emissions from existing sources (including existing
farming, natvral, mobile, and industrial emissions); and 3) emissions from recently permitted
industrial sources. The impacts are analyzed using the dispersion modeling data for comparison
to ambient standards for all poltutants that have impacts above the significant impact threshold,

An analysis of consumption of PSD increments, For those pollitants with impacts above the
significant impact level, a baseline area and baseline date are determined, All major and minor
sources within the significant impact area, that received permits to increase emissions since the
baseline date, are included in analysis of PSD) increment constmption. PSD increments exist
for NOw, 804, and P, Other pollutants are not regulated by PSD increments. The modeled
impacts from these sources, including the reduction in emissions from any enforceable changes
to emissions since the baseline date, are then compared to the established PSD increments for
both the Class IT areas and Class I {pristine arcas such as National Parks) areas.

An analysis of air quality related values at Class I areas, For the nearby Class I areas, the
modeling effort should address specific values such as impacts on visibility and on acid
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deposition. This analysis applies to Class | areas, and is not resiricted by ambient air quality
itpacts.

Ambient air quality impacts were analyzed for the range of applicable requirements. For the
turbine and duct burner sources, the analysis selected the individual cases in which the impacts
were greatest. (Occasionally, the impacts are greafest when the source iz not at full eperation,
because the plume rise-is lessened, even though the emissions also are reduced.} The regulatory
guideline model, ISCST3 PRIME, was used to provide this screening analysis, and select those
cases for which the maximum impacts were determined.

The full impact analyses wete conducted with the regulatory guideline AERMOD-PRIME mods],
becanse model development data show that this model is superior to ISCST3 in its assessment of
winds around terrain features. Five vears of meteorological data (wind speed, wind direction,
temperature) that were collected at the Umatilla Ammy Depot (1995-1999} were used in
conjunction with upper alr data, from the Hanford Nuclear site and from Spokane Washington, to
model these impacts. The Umatilla site is less than 5 miles (8 km) from the proposed plant site, and
with no intervening topography, would provide representative meteorclogical wind data for
modeling purposes. Atmospheric stability catsgory data wete not available from the Umatilla site,
and were developed from the nearby National Weather Service Station at Walla Walla,
‘Washingto.

Specific sources were modeled as separate point sources, including each of the four turbine/duct
firing stacks, and each of the cooling tower cells.

Table 3.5-7 provides the results of the significant impact analysis, which would address the
emissions from only the proposed plant. This table shows the maximum modeled impact, along
with the significant jmpact threshold, and the monitoring impact threshold. The results show that
the proposed facility has an insignificant impact for SOy and CO emissions but subsequent
analyses must be conducted for NOz and PMyp. The table also shows that the impact for PMg
emigsions is above the monitoring impact threshold, normally requiring a monitoring program for
FMyp. However, thers are sufficient PM;; ambient datz in the region to provide a representative
background concentration of PM, tevels.

Based on these results, the impacts were analyzed for comparison to the NAAQS and PSD
tncrements for NOy and for PMyg.
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Table 3.5-7

Significant Impact Analysis
Maximam Significant | Sigmificant | Monitoring
Modeled Impact Impact for Impact
Averaging | Concentration | Threshold this Tirreshold
Pollutant Period (ng/m’) (ngm’) Pollutant? (ng/m’)
NO, Annual 2.25 1 XYes 14
SO Annual (.21 1 No None
SO, 24-hour 1.72 5 No 13
S04 3-hour 6.82 25 No Nona
PM 1 Annual 4,14 1 Yes Nene
PMio 24-hour 19.23 5 Yes 10
CO 8-hour 17.86 500 No 373
CO 1-hour B4.55 2004 No None

The analysis for compliance with the NAAQS was conducted using the same meteorological data
set and receptor grid that were established for the significant impact analysis. The madel included
emissions from existing and recently proposed nearby industrial sources, along with accspted
gstimates of background concentrations, which includes natural background pollutant
concentrations, existing fanming operations, and existing mobile sources of emissions. All known
sources were incleded in this analysis.

The analysis for compliance with PSD increment consumption identified those sources that
consume PSD increment also were conducted. The AERMOD model was used to assess impacts in
the nearby Class IE areas, and a separate modeling effort, using the guideline model CALPUFF,
with its associated pre- and post-processing algorithms, was used to assess impacts at the specific
Class I areas. Those areas are:

s Eaple Cap Wildemess Area (WA)
s Goat Rocks WA

s« Mount Adams WA

s Stawberry Mountain WA

» Columbia Gorge (designated area)
» Mount Hood WA
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Modeling for Class I impacts nsed the guidance that has been provided by the Federal Land
Manager’s Air Quality Workgroup for assessing impacts on PSD increments in Class | areas,

Table 3.5-8 lists the relevant NAAQS and the modeled impacts for those pollutants, along with the
relevant Class 1L PSD increment and their modeled impacis {at the maximum impact area).

Table 3.5-8
Modeled Mazimum mpacts Compared to NAAQS and Class HI PSD Increments

Class II PSD
NAAQS Increments

(Data in —"F@ {Data in ppfm®)

Averaging PSD

Pollutant Period Modeled' Backgrunnd’ Total NAAQS | Modeled | Increment

WO, Annual .24 13 20,24 100 7.24 25
PMm Annual 8.36 20 28 86 50 886 17
M, 24-hour 2733 105 132.33 130 2733 30

The medeled concenmation melondey lnpscs Fom the propoeced operwtion of dwe Wanapa Enssgy Ceaber, tusting mdustrinh emdtdisg somsed, and pooposed industrial

amlsaion sHTes-
*The beckprouse coneamtraton inchsde2 exndsaona fom exidiog fanndng sotvities, mohije saueees, and natwral pollutant congermigns

Table 3.5-9 provides a list of maximun PSD increment analyses for NG» and PM,g for Class 1

areas. The results show the greatest impact at any of the listed receptor areas. Impacts at other
Class 1 areas, are less than these levels, and as can be easily deduced, all are below the PSD

significance threshold. No additional air quality modeling of impacts at the Class I areas is
required.

: Table 3.5-9
Maximum Modeled Impacts at Class I Areas and PSD Increments

Class I¥ Allowable
Meodeled Siguificant PN
. | Averaging Impact Impact Increment Laocation of
Pollutant Period (pa/m’) {ng/m’) (pg/m® | Maximum Impact
NO, Annual 0.0005 0.1 25 Columbia Gorge
M Asmual 0,0029 0.2 4 Columbia Gorge
By 24-hour 0.083 0.3 B Mournt Adams
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The Class I analysis also reguires an evaluation of air quality related values, to include an
asseasment of impacts on visibility and on soils {acid deposition} at each area.

The deposition of both nitrogen-based acidic compounds and sulfir-based acidic compounds was
analyzed for each gite. The sulfur deposition i3 much less than the nitrogen deposition rates, The
maximum nitrogen deposition was determined to be 0.00025 kg/hectare-year at the Columbia
Gorge. The threshold for a significant impact is 0.005 kg/hectare-year for nitrogen based acidic
compounds, Impacts are well below that threshold at any receptor in any of the Class I areas.

The impacts on visibility resonrces at Class I areas is calculated using the estimated maximum
extinction percent over a 24-hour period. If the maximum extinction is below 5 percent of a
“clean™ background {natvral} extinction level, for all of the modeled days, the impact is determined
to be insignificant. [mpacts at all Class I areas were below this threshold. There were no days in
any of the Class I areas that had an average change in extinction of 5 percent or more. The
maximum 24-hour extinction was 2.37 percent at Mount Adams.

Startup Emissions

Operational requitements, as well as demand for electric power, may lead to the startup or shut-
down of any of the turbines or any of the duct burners. The operators have the flexibility to fire any
or all units, and to operate the turbines at less than full load, in order to tailor production to current
demand. Pellutant emissions during startup can exceed the normal operation emission rates, due
largely to the fact that control equipment has not reached its optimum operating temperture, OO is
the main constituent of concern regarding startep emissions, becanse the startup events are of short
duration, CO emissions are known to be higher during startup, and there are short term (1-hour and
8-hour) standards that apply to CO. The permit application has demonstrated that the emissions of
CO during startup lead to an impact that is less than the established significance levels for these
standards. Therefore, such emissions would not have a significant impact on ambient air quality.

Cooling Tower Water Vapor Plumes

Cnu;ling towers release water vapor into the atmosphere along with a small amonnt of water
droplets. A recent application has anmalyzed cooling tower water vapor plime formation,
specifically addressing the development of icing and fogging conditions that can eceur during very
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cold weather. Resulis showed that cooling tower fogging or icing was not predicted to occur as a
result of the operation of a similar cooling tower. It also should be noted that the proposed cooling
towers wonld not be placed near any public roadways where fogging or icing could cause
potentially hazardous conditions. Under the proposed design measures, cooling tower fopping and
icing are not predicted for this project. No mitigation measures are planmed to address this impact.

Cooling Tower Drift

Cooling towers also generate a small amount of “drift” as discussed above. The proposed drift
eliminators, designed to reduce drift to 0.0083 percent of total circulating water, are comparable to
the best performing drift eliminators that are in operation. The propesed dissolved and suspended
solids concentration in the drift, at approximately 1,700 parts per million by weight, is low
compared to the concenirations in other cooling tower operations. Given the low emission rates of
PMp resulting from these drift droplets, and the anticipated low level of impact, there are no
mitigation measures preposed to further reduce drift and PM, emissions from the cooling towers.

Greenhonse 25

The project would generate large amounts of CO;, resulting from the combustion of natural gas in
the turbines and duct bumers. CQ; is a “greenhouse pas” that has the potential to contribute to
global warming. There are no specific federal requirements to mitigate impacts of CO; emissions
from the proposed facility. The use of natural gas to generate electricity from a combined cycle
power plant is pethaps the most efficient method to generate electricity using fossil fuels. Recent
studies, including the analysis provided for the Umatilla Generating Station, showed that the
efficiency of electric generation with a similar combined cycle natural gas fired power plant was
sufficient o0 meet the requirements of the State of Oregon’s CO; emission standard for energy
facilities, The proposed project would provide a similar level of efficiency. No mitigation measures
are proposed for this project.

3.53 Praposed Action Impact Summary

Project construction would result in disturbance and handling of surface soils at the plant site and
along the pipeline corridors, access road, and transmission line route. By implementing dust
control measures, the impacts of construction-related fugitive dust would be minimized. The
construction activities would include periodic watering of haul reads and storage piles during
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periods of cbserved fugitive dust iransport off the site. Traffic speed limits would be established
and may be specifically constrained during dry periods when fugitive dust is generated. Once
constructed, the soil storage piles womdd be stabilized, roadways graveled or hard-surfaced, and
exposed areas would be reclaimed or revegetated with native species or with special plantings that
are maintained,

The air emissions from of project operation wenld include the discharge of air pollutants from the
main stacks of the combustion turbines and duct firing units. The proposed project is classified as a
major source and would be regulated under the PSD program and the Title V operating permit
program. The facility must demonsirate continuous compliance with emissions of NOy, CO, and
SC from these soutces, and must perform periodic monitoring of other pollutants including PM;q
and VOCs.

The facility wondd utilize “state of the art” pollution controls including selective catalytic reduction
of NO, emissions and the use of a CO oxidation catalyst. The permit application has demonstrated
that the facility womdd install BACT for NQy, CQ, 803, and PM,q, This level of BACT is equal to
ot better than ail recently permitted power production facilities in the Pacific Northwest, The
facility also would produce power in a very efficient and clean way with the vse of steam turbines
producing power frotn the hot exhaust gases of the combustion turbines that would otherwise be
wasted. The facility also would install high performing drift eliminators on its cooling tower
emissions.

The dispersion modeling for the air permit application shows that impacts of these emissions are
below established significatice levels for CO and 80w, The dispersion modeling alse demonstrates
that predicted pollutant concentrations are well within allowable ambient air quality standards and
PSD increments for NO: and PMy, including impacts from existing industrial and farming
activities, recenily permitted industrial activities, existing mobile sources of emissions, and natural
sources of emissions. This thersfore indicatss that the operation of the Wanapa Energy Center
wonld not affect any existing industrial or fanning activities and also woufd allow for any future

growth of possible farming or industrial activities. The modeling also addressed impact on nearby -

pristing (Class I} areas and demonstrated acceptable impacts on visibility, soils (acid deposition),
and vegetation within those areas. The operation of the proposed facility would not cause or
contribute to an exceedence of any established air quality standard and would not adversely impact
air quality related values.
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In summary, the Wanapa Energy Center is & very clean and good alternative to older methods of
electric generation, such as coal-fired power plants. Also, the Wanapa Energy Center wounld meet
ot exceed emission controls that have been implemented at similar faciliies in the Pacific
Northwest. And finally, the operation of the Wanapa Energy Center weuld not cause or contribute
to any exceedences of any established air quality standards and weudd not hinder existing or future
farming or indvstrial activities.

3.5.4 Component Alternatives Impact Summaries- Air Quality

The relative aivr quality effects of the component alternatives would be nearly the same as the
Proposed Action for the gus/water discharge pipelines, transmission line alternatives, and the
water supply line. it is likely that fugitive dust generation would be sltightly greater for the
longer pipeline routes that cross croplands and shrublands lands (Alternatives 2 and 4).
Construction equipment emissions would depend on the length of the construction period for
each pipeline alternative, which are presently unknown. Construction of Afternatives 5 and 6 in
the county roadways may result in lower fupitive dust generation, but the construction period
may be longer than other alfernatives becanse of the relatively slower construction progress
within county road right-of-ways becutise of less working space.

The air quality effects for constructing and operating plant discharee water facifities would be
nearly the same as the Proposed Action. Elecirical energy reguived to operate either water
discharge alternative would be similar since plant discharge water would flow to the discharge

by pravity.
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3.5 Alr Resources

The proposed power plant would be a major source of air emissions and require a construction
permit under the féderaily mandated FSD regulations. Since the source would be located on land
povemned by the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the PSD permit must be
submitted to and approved by the regional office of the USEPA (Region X)) in Seattle, Washington.

The PSD application requires analysis of best available contro! technologies (BACT) and an
assessment of impacts of the plant’s maximum emissions on the federal ambient air quality
standards (Title 40 of the CFR, paragraph 52.21 [40 CFR 52.21]). That application has been
submitted to Region X of the USEPA, and it demonstrates that the proposed facility weunld employ
the BACT for 2ll air pollutants and weuld Dot cause or coniribute to any exceedences of all
applicable ambient air quality standards. The facility also wenld be required to install monitoring
equipment and maintain operations to ensure that it wesdd comply with emission limits established
in the PSD pertit.

The proposed power plant site is located in an area that is currently designated 25 “attainment™ for
all state and national ambient air quality standards. Meeting these standards indicates that the air
quality of the area with the proposed Wanapa Energy Center wonid meet or exceed all ambient air
quality standards set to protect human health, plant and vegetation health, and womkd allow for
future growth of farming and industrial activities in the area. The air quality analysis included
within the completed PSD application demonstrates that;

e The proposed facility wondd not significantly deteriorate the quality of the air surrounding the
proposed site;

» The emissions from the proposed operationt (when added to the natural background levels of
pollutants, existing farming and industrial activities, existing mobile sources of emissions, and
recently permitted industrial sources) would not cause or contribute to ambient pollution levels
that exceed the ambient air quality standards;

e The facility wowld employ BACT that meets or exceeds all recently \pennitted sources of
electrical power in the northwest; and
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+ The facility would not lead to deterioration of air quality in nearby pristine areas, such as the
Columbia River Gorge, Mount Hood, Mount Adams, Eagle Cap, Goat Rocks, and the
Strawbetry Mountains.

EUnder the federal regulations these demonstrations are required for all pollutants for which the
source is major, The PSD permit application first identifies the major emissions, the emission
units, the control technologies, the emission rates (bath short-term and annual average emissions),
and a dispersion modeling analysis that compares facility impacts to the applicable standards, After
the application has been reviewed and public comments allowed and in¢orporated, the Region X
office womndd issue a PSD permit to construct the facility in accord with the accepted application.
Any changes to the facility design or operation that affect emissions or impacts would need to be
addressed in a revision or update 1o the PSD permit depending on the expected change in
emissions or impacts. The permitting process itself is designed to ensure that the air quality
impacts from this project ar¢ acceptable and are minimized to the extent that is reasonmably
possible,

It should again be noted that the construction and operation of the Wanapa Energy Center would
not impact existing industrial or farming activities and wesld, in fact, allow room for future growth
and development of farming and industrial activities near the proposed site. Moreover, the
proposed Wanapa Energy Center is a dramatic improvement over existing methods of electric
generation, such as the nearby Boardman Coal Electric Generation Facility as seen below in
Table 3.5-1.

Table 3.5-1
Comparison of Annual Emissions per Megawatt (MW) of Electricity Produced

i | Wanapa Energy Boardman Coal
Center Facllity
Emissions Emissions
Pollutant {tons/MW)" {tous/ MW Improvenent
Sulfor Oxides a0.1 101,500.0 09 9%
Nitrogen Digxide 3182 42,2900 09, 2%%
Particulate Mattat 5428 ~3,520.0 80.3% N
Carbon Monoxide 146.4 2,556.7 04.3%
Volatile Creanic Compounds 133.5 3067 56.5%

"Baser on 2 plant-wide choctrfe grastilian cpesity of 1485 MW,
HRoged o pinnt-wide elecmic pemeration capacity oF SO0 W,
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351 Affected Environment

Noriheastern Oregen has a dry continental climate, typical of locations in the intermountain
western U.5. The location has generaily low relative humidity, but has distinct seasonal changes in
meteorologicail conditions.

3511 Climate

Daily temperatures in January average slightly above freezing, with a wide daily range of
temperatures. Temperatures are seldom below 0°F, Fuly temperabutes average around 74°F, and a
typical summer has only a few days with temperatures above 100°F. The area is very dry with
annual average precipitation of slightly more than 23 centimeters (9 inches). Conditions are
generally dry in the summer, and most of the precipitation occurs during the winter months
(November, December, January, and February), Summertime thunderstorms can occasionally
produce intense, short-period rainfall that Jead to localized flash flooding on rare occasions. On an
annua! average a total of 7.8 inches of smowfall occurs in the area, largely during the winter
menths, Occasionally, (5 yvears out of a 20-year record) the area will have no snowfall during an
entire winter season;, however, the area has seen rare heavy snowifall, up to about 25 inches in
1 month {January 1950}.

Table 3.5-2 provides a listing of monthly mean and maximum temperatures as well as average
precipitation for the Umatilia site,

Wind pattems are most important for assessing impacts of emissions. The region near the
Columbia River shows a bimodal distribution of wind direction, with winds “channeled” roughly
parallel to the cast-west direction of the Columbia River Valley itself, With the prevailing direction
of an eastward movement of storms in the area, there is a clear west-southwesterly wind
component, and the easterly winds are driven largely by the colder air flow down the river valley at
night. Occasional strong storms in the area show a preference for the strongest winds from the
west, with the passage of low pressure systerus and associated cold fronts, but strong winds can
occur from any direction, particularly those related to summertime showers and thunderstorms.
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Table 3.5-2
Temperature and Precipitation DPata for Umatilla, ﬂregnnl

Mean Precipltation
Tempergiure {°F) {in.}

Month | Avg Max. | Daily Avg, | Avp. Min. Highest Lowest Total | Snowfall
Jan, 39.2 34 23.6 65 -22 1.20 4.7
Feb 48.1 38.5 289 68 -23 0.90 1.4
Mar 564 44.2 32.1 80 1G 0.32 .1
Apr 67.0 532 394 28 22 0.54 0n.o
May 74.8 608 47.0 ] 24 0.79 .0
Jun 83.1 6727 334 108 38 0.77 0.0
Jul 90.3 4.3 58.3 110 36 (.26 0.0
Aug | 880 72.5 57.0 114 42 0.27 0.0-
Sep 80.6 64.3 48.2 i3] 31 .35 3.0
Ot 66.2 524 39.0 87 19 0.82 0.0
Nov 0.7 41.3 317 7 -6 1.403 0.2
Dec 42.7 35.7 286 &7 =7 1.40 1.3
Atiual 65.5 53.0 406 | 114 -23 9.15 7.8

onree, Genersl Climate Summary, Urnaili, Cregon 1948 1965 [y gn st

3512  Air Quality

Local Air Quallty

The air quality in the area is determined by ambient ground-level concentrations of specific
pollutants, The air quality regulatory program in the U.5, (as well as within individual states and
air pollution control regions) has defined acceptable standards for ambient air goality. These
standards protect human heaith and the health of plants and vegetation. Air quality conditions are
determined either through direct measurements with approved instrumentation or by indirectly
modeling air quality impacts from the major sources or source groups in an area.

Monitoring data are available for a site approximately 12 miles west of the proposed plant location,
and were collected by Portland General Eleciric at the Coyote Springs Plant near Boardman,
Oregon. Table 3.5-3 lisis the air quality conditions at that location for nitrogen dioxide (NO;),
50, and PMys. Impacts of CO emissions are not considered significant (from this proposed
source} and therefore ambient CO data are not presented. These data were collected in 1994-19935
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and are considered representative of background ambient air quality conditions that include natiral
background concentrations of these pollutanis and aiso includes area mohile traffic and farming
activities. The table demonsirates that the existing background ambient air quality conditions are
well helow the applicable ambient air quality standards.

Table 3.5-3
Coyote Springs Plant On-site Air Quality Data and Ambient Ajr Quality Standards

Highest Second-
Maximum High Ambient
Averaging Concentration | Concentration’ Standards
Poliutant Period {ug/m*) (up/m’) (ugm’)
NO; Amnual 13 - 100
S0, Annual 3 -- 30
24-hour 26 26 365"
3-hour 55 52 1,300"
PMp Arnnual 20 - 50
24-hout 105 81 150!

'Bigher Seeand-High Conceatrarkn, which epplizs o 3-bowr and 3-bour stsulanb

The Clean Air Act of 1970 mandated that the USEPA establish ambient ceilings for cerfain
pollutants based on the effects of those pollutant levels on public health and welfare. USEPA
promulgated standards for SOy, NO3, CO, particutate matter (which was originally based on total
suspended particulate matter, but has been replaced by PMp), ozone (Oy), and lead {Pb).

Attalnment Status

Section 107 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAA) requires USEPA and affected
regulatory agencies to evaluate attainment of the national ambient air quality standards. Areas may
be designated as non-attaimmient, as wnclassified (for areas with insufficient data, but likely
attainment), and as aitainment for each specific criteria pollutant {NO», 803z, PM;g, CO, O3, and
Pb}. The unclassified areas are treated as attainmert areas.
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The proposed power plant is located in Umatille County, which is currently designated and treated
as an area that is in attainment for all criteria air pollutants. The nearest non-attainment areas to the

plant inchide:

» The Wailula, Washington area, for PM,q;
s The LaGrande, Oregon area for PMg; and
s The Spokane, Washington area for CO.

Hazardons dir Pollutants

The CAA, Title IIL, requirg the evaluation of a selected list of major sources and their emissions of
2 specific list of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). If' a proposed facility will emit more than
10 tons/year of any one of the listed HAPs or more than 25 tons/year of the total HAP emissions,
then it may be required to comply with emission limits established under the itmplementing
regulations (40 CFR Part 63) or under the case-by-case permit review (CAA Section 112(g)).
Emissions data show that the facility is a major scurce of HAPs, and it is expected that it wonld
need to comply with the standards for combustion turbines (40 CFR 63 Subpart YYYY) when

promulgated.

Site Configuration and Surrounding Terrain

The layout of the proposed facility and its relation to nearby terrain features can have an important
inapact on caleulated ground-level concentrations. The terrain immediately around the plant site is
fairly flat, with a steep drop in elevation from the edge of the facility to the McNary Dam
Reservoir along the Columbin River. Higher terrain is seen along the northemn edge of the
Reservoir, approximately § kilometers (km) north and northeast of the proposed facility. The
dispersion modeling analysis incorporates the temain features, specifically the elevation of’ each
identified receptor grid point, inte the model. Since the prevailing winds are generally toward the
east-northeast, and there is titfle increase in elevation in that direction, the topographic features are
generally conducive to adequate dispersion of polluiant emissions from this source.

Buildings on the site can create wake effects, especially in strong winds, leading to increased
ground-level concentrations near the plant site. If the power plant plumes are trapped into the
building wakes, the result can lead fo high concentrations near the fence line. The facility may
employ Good Engincering Practice stack heights to minimize or eliminate the effects of building
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wake effects. These building effects on dispersion are incorporated into the dispersion modeling
analyais. ;

Land Use

The nature of land use and surface characteristics have an effect on micrometeorological dispersion
characteristics near the zite. These characteristics are incorporated into dispersion models to better
estimate the dispersion nature of the atrosphere aronnd the site. The sectors around the proposed
Wanapa Energy Center have been characterized as water or grassland; and those parameters have
been included in the dispersion model to provide an accurate depiction of impacts.

3.52 Environmentul Consequences and Mitigation
The construction and operation of the proposed facility would lead to emission of air contaminants
and potential impacts on ambient air quality near the plant site and in the region. These matters are
addressed in the air permit application (Trinity 2003), and the results of those analyses are
simmarized in this section. Other sources of data are cited where appropriate. The major emissions

from the facility include:

+ Emissions from the combustion of natural gas in the turbines and in the duct burners;

» Emissions of particulate emissiens resulting from “drift” droplets in the water vapor plume of
the cooling tower;

s Pmoduction of a visible plume from the cooling tower;
o Generation of localized fog near the plant site;

» Contribution to the world-wide production of atmospheric gases that may enhance global
warming; and

e Generation of emissions related to construction, including the combustion of fuel from heavy
equipment and the generation of fugitive dust from 201l handing and exposed areas.
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3.5.2.1  Emissions and Compliance with Regulatory Standards
Emissions from the Combastion Turbines and Duet Burners

The combustion of natral gas in the turbines generates a very hot exhaust plume, which, in turn, is
used to generate steam for operating @ sieam turbine that is tied to a generator to produce
electricity. The performance of the steam turbine can be enhanced by further heating the exhanst
plume with a duct burner. The steam turbine generates power from heat that would normally be
lost from the turbine exhaust. This method of eleciric generation produces as much electricity as
possible with the same amount of fuel bumed since the facility wonld take advantage of the hot
exhaust gases to produce additional energy in the sieam turbines. This additional eleciricity
produced in the steam mibines does not create any additional emissions to the atmosphere. The
combined exhaust from the turbine and its associated duct burner are routed to a single stack.
Under normal maximum load operations the exhaust plume is about 164°F (346°K)) as it exits the
stack. The ambient conditions {temperature especially) affect the combusiion conditions in the
turbing and thereby affect the constituents of the exhaust plume. The emission rates also vary with
the “load™ on the turbine and the use of the duct burner.

The emissions and impacts of turbine/duct burner operation are the major air quality issue related
to obtaining a permit for the facility. The maximum emission rates for each of the criteria
pollutants are sutnmarized i Table 3.5-4. The emission rates have been demonstrated to.comply
with BACT requirements, other emission limits, and tneet al! applicable ambient standards as
discussed in the following sections. The permit application included an analysis of emission rates
and impacts for each of three ambient temperatures (maximum 109°F, average 52.2°F, and
minimum ~20°F), at loads ranging from 100 percent to 50 percent of the turbing rating, and both
with and without supplemental duet firing at 100 percent load. The maximum shart-term impacts
were determined to ocour at normal temperatures under full load with duct firng. Annual
maximum ermissions include all four units, at full capacity on the turbines, with duct firing for a
combined level of 6,800 hours per year facility-wids. These emission rates were used in modeling
the impacts from the proposed facility, because they showed the higheat impact.
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Table 3.5-4
Summary of Emission Rates of Criteria Air Pollntants
from Combustion Turbine/Duct Burner Sources

Emission Rate Emisslon rate per Combined Units

Follutant {(ppmvd @ 15% O) CTG (Ib/hour) {ton/year)
NO, 20 33.42 588.00
SO, 0.5 gx/100 standard 325 35,90

cubic feet (scf) in gas
PM Not established L 548.00
CO 2.0 10,5 108.70
H,S0, Mist Not established 2.49 43.60
YOO Not established 17.41 99,15

Emissions of NO; and CO are mitigated for the combustion turbine/duct bumner sources, in
response to the requirements of the BACT analysis. Project design includes installation of a SCR
syatem for NO. emissions, SCR. includes: 1) ammonia injection into the exhaust gases prior to
emission to the atmosphere and 2) a specially designed catalyst bed in the exhavst stream that
promotes the formation of gaseous molecular nitrogen and water vapor from the ammonia and NO,
mixture. The proposed project also includes installation of a catalyst for control of carben
monoxide emissions, The air permitting process provides a thorough technical review of the
emission rates and costs for installing these controls. These controls reduce emissions to levels that
are as low ot lower than controls that are currently applied to new identical sources across the U.S,
No other cost effective control technologies would achieve similar or lower emissions.

Table 3.5-5 provides a comparison of control technologies utilized in recently permitted facilities
in both Oregon and Washington. This table again demonsirates that the proposed Wanapa Energy
Center werhd be conitolled by control technologies that are equal to, or better than, similar, newly

permitted power plants,

The proposed power plant air permit application demonstrates compliance with the full range of
applicable requirements, with the proposed emission rates, as discussed below.
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Table 3.5-5

Comparison of Emissions Controls of Recently Built and Proposed Power Plants

Nitrogen Oxides Carbon Monaoxide
Facility Emissions and Controls | FEmissions and Controls
Wanapa Energy Center 2.0 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Wailula Power Plant 2.5 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm ~ Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Port Westward, PGE 2.5 ppm — Selective 4.9 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Umatifla Generating 2.5 ppm — Selective 6.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Summit Westward, Westward Energy 2.5 ppm - S¢lective 4.0 ppm, — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Plymouth Generating 2.0 ppm ~ Selective 2.0 ppm - Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Fredrickson Power 3.0 ppm — Selective 7.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Satsop Power 2.5 ppm ~ Selective 2.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System
Sumas Energy 2 2.0 ppm — Selective 2.0 ppm — Oxidation
Catalytic Reduction Catalyst System

New Source Performance Standards

The USEPA has promulgated a set of national emission standards for a selected list of major
sources, under Title 40 of the CFR, Part 60 (40 CFR 60). Varions subparts of that rule apply to the

proposed project.

s Subpart Da (Standards of Performance for Electric Utility Steam Generating Units)

This subpart lists emission standards for particulate matter, NO» and 8Os, along with
monitoring requirements, testing, ceporting, and recordkeeping requirements. The standards
apply to units with a heat input capacity greater than 250 Miliion British Thermal Units
{(MMBtu) per hour, The heat recovery steamn generating units, including the duct burners, have
a heat input capacity of 546.2 MMBtw/hour at the highest operating scenario, The emission
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standards for Particulate Matter do not apply to gas-fired boilers, The emission standards for
S0; are met by firing natural gas that has a maximum sulfur content of 0.5 grain per 100 dry
standard cubic feet. The NO, emission standards are 02 IbMMBtu on a rolling 30-day
average. Each unit at the proposed facility duct firing wewnid meet this limit at about
0.064 Ib/MMBtu.

The New Source Performance Standards also require monitoring for NOy, and the facility is
proposing to install a continucns emissions monitor for NO, emissions (along with oxygen and
0O,) in accord with the regulation. Compliance testing wounld be required for NOy and
particulate matter along with opacity. Records of emissions data would be maintained on site
for 2 years. Reports wenld include quarterly reports of excess emissions (if they ocent).

Subpart GG (Standards of Performance for Statiorrary Gas Turbines)

This subpart lists emission limits for S0, and NOQ for combustion turbines, The NO, standard
is based on a formulation in the rule, providing an emission rate based on the size of the turbine
and on fuel-bound nitrogen. The calculated limit is 203 parts per million by volume, dry
(ppmvd} at 15 percent oxygen, while the proposed limit is 2.0 ppmwvd at 15 percent oxygen,
well within the requirement. The SO, limit is based on a fuel sulfur content (0.8 percent by
weight), and the natural gas sulfur content is about 0.003 percent sulfur by weight, based on
| grain per 100 scf of natural gas. Again, the sulfur compliance is well within the required
limits.

The facility would propose and plan to institute a custom fiiel monitoring program, as allowed
under the regulation. Fuel sulfur content data swould be reported to USEPA Region X in accord
with an accepted scheduie. The continuous emission monitor for nitrogen oxides would mest
any monitoring requiremeits for NO, emissions for this source. An initial compliance test
would be conducted as required by the regulation.

Permitting Under the PSD Program

The PSD program, as promulgated under 40 CFR 52 (paragraph 52.21} applies to the proposed
project. A PSD application has been submitted in accord with those requirements. PSD review is
triggered initially for the source and subsequently by pollutant, for those pellntands that are emitted
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above a specified significant emission rate. The PSD process is conducted in the following
sequence:

I3 the proposed facility a major source?

A new source is major if it has the potential to emit any of the regulated pollutants above the
established major source threshold, The threshoid is 100 tons/year for a list of source categories
and 250 tons/year if the source is not listed, Since the facility inciudes a steam electric
generation wnit, which is a listed source category, the major source threshold is 160 tons/year
of any (at least one) criteria pollutant, The proposed plant wowld exceed the major seurce
threshold for NOy, PMip, and CO. Therefore the construction of the facility requires the
issuance of a PSD permit from the relevant regulatory agency (USEPA, Region X).

Is the facility in an attainment/unclassified area?

For a source that is proposing to be located in an area that is classified as attainment, or as
unclassified, the PSY regulations apply. If the source were locating in an area that is non-
attainment for one or more pollutants, the New Source Review requirements for non-
attainment areas would apply. The proposed area {s attainment or unclassified for all criteria
pollutants, and therefore the PSD regulations would apply.

What potlutants are emitted above the significant emission rate?

Significant emisgion rates are established for each of the criteria air pollvtants, as well as for
additional regulated pollutants, The significant emission rate for NQ,, 8G;, and VOCs is
40 tons/year; for CO it is 100 tons/year; for PM it is 15 tons/year, for lead it is 0.6 tonfvear.
The significant emission rates are established for sulfuric acid mist, hydrogen sulfide, totat
reduced svlfur compounds, and others, The propesed facility wowuld exceed the significant
emission tate for NOy, 50, €O, PM0, VOCs, and sulfucic acid mist.

PSD regulations require several analyses that must be completed for the pollutants emitted above
the significant emission rate. Those analyses inclnde an air quality impact amalysis, a BACT
analysis,  review of background cencentrations, and a summary of regulatory requirements.
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Table 3.5-6

Other Federal Applicable Requirements for Air Quality

Federal Program | Applicability

Acid Rain Program

40 CFR Parts 72 and 75 The facibiy would be subject and would need to obtain an acid min
permit. The facility must obtain allowances for 80 emissions and must
conduct monitoring, reporting, and recordkesping for 30, and NO, as
required by the repulations. -

Title V Operatine Permit

40 CFR Part 71 The facility emits over 100 tons/year of any critena air pollutant, and

would be required to obtain a Federal Operating Permit under 40 CFR 71.
A complete and timely application must be submitted to USEPA Region
¥ withint 12 months of the gtart of operation,

Complianee Assurance Monitoring

40 CFR Part 64

The facility would need to develop a compliance assurance montioring
{CAM) plan for each poliutant that: 1) has a federally enforceable limit,
2)uses a control device to achieve that limit, and 3) has a pre-control
potential to emit more than the major source threshold for that permit. The
facility wonid not need a CAM plan for NO, emissions because the
monitoring is reguired by the acid rain program, but it world need a CAM
plan to monitor its C0 emissions.

Risk Management Program

40 CFR. Part 68

The program requires & risk management plan for sources that store o
maintain on gite a quantity of a listed substance that 1s above the stated
threshold The only concern is the ammonia stomge for the operation of
the SCR. Since the facility is planning to use aquecus ammonia, with a
concentration less than 19 percent by weight, this program wenfd not
apply.

Mational Emission Standards for Hazardous Adr Polivtants

40 CFR Part 63

A federal standard for Maximum Achievable Control Technology
{MACT) was promulgated on March 4, 24, for combustion turbines
(Sobpart YYYY). In paraliel with ihe rale promulgation, USEPA
proposed delisting of pas-fired turbines from the rule. The Wanapa
Energy Center would comply with the applicable requirerients, if any, of
thiv rule when it begins aperation.

CAA Section 112{g)

This case-by-case MACT standard applies to major sources of HAPs for
which no applicable standard has been promulgated. A4 findd MACT
standard has been issued for combustion turbines {Subpart YYYI);

Ozope Depleting Compounds

CAA Fection 112(g) does not apply.

40 CFR Part 82

The facility wewld peed to comply with requirements for handling,
storing, and disposing of a regulated list of ozone-depleting compounds.
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Emissions from Other Sonrces

Besides the emissions from the Combustion Turbine and Duct Burner sources, the application
included modeling of emissions from support units at the site, Chief among those sources are the
individual cooling tower cells that arg installed in one cooling tower to the southeast of the main
combustion sources, Cooling towers dissipate heat from the heat recovery steam generating systern
by evaporation of cooling water into the atmosphere. This evaporation cools the cooling water
droplets in the cooling tower. As the cooling fower opetates it generates a small amount of “drift,”
in the form of small droplets that are entrained into a plume of water vapor from cach cooling
towet cell. The drift is minimized by installing very effictent cooling tower drift eliminators, which
for this project have a drift rate of 0.0005 percent of the total circulating cooling water.

The water vapor is not a regnlated emission; however, the drift droplets woudd contain & seall
amonnt of suspended and dissolved solids {usually inert saits) that lead to the formation of
particulate matter (PM)q) after the drift dreplet is evaporated. The cooling tower drift wesld,
therefore, be a source of PM); emissions that are regulated by the air permit. Each cell would
represent & source of PMjp emissions (no other pollutant emissions} that were incinded in the
model. The total cooling tower emission rate wenld be 2,03 poundshour of PM,q or § tons/vear of
PMio. Those emissions as well as the ceoling tower “stack™ parameters were included in the
modeling analysis.

The application also addressed emissions of “refrigeration modules™ that were attached to each
unit. However, those units weudd not be installed. The modeling results included those impacts,
which would generally be very small in comparison to the tirbine/duct burmner emissions, and
would be limited to periods when the associated inlet chilling operations were being used.
Modeiing results have not been modified to account for this reduction in emissions, largely
because the expected changes from removing those sources would be very sinall and would reduce
ambient trapacts.

Other Federal Permitiing Requiremenis

The proposed facility would be reviewad for applicability under several additional federal
programs. These are listed in Table 3.5-6, along with expected applicability of each standard or
program. [n some cases the standards are not finalized, or the final design or emission rates may
lead to & different interpretation. The PSD permit application has identified these requirements and
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included commitments to meet the applicable requirements as the project is installed and begins
operation.

3522  Project Alr Quality Effects

Construction Equipment Emissions and Fugitive Dust

During construction the activities wonld include disturbance of the land surfaces and storage of
tnaterials and soil piles on site, as well as from operation of heavy diese] fired equipment. These
short-term emissions are exempt from permitting requirements on the site.

" Construction emissions include exhaust from diesel engines. The total emissions from this
equipment is expected to be very small in comparison to the total vehicular traffic in the region. To
rednce combustion emissions, idling of construction equipment would be minimized (shut off
when not operating) and engine tne-ups wowld be required for any equipment that s maintained l
on site for more than 60 days. :

Fugitive dust would be generated by grading, excavation, and soi! handling, including storage
piles. Some of the dust particles would be camied off the plant site during windy and dry
conditions, Since these emissions occur at ground level, and involve particles that are relatively
large, the impact of these emissions weuld be felt very near the plant site. Impacts wesld rapidly |
decrease with distance from the site.

The following measures would be employed to mitigate fugitive emissions: I
¢ During construction in dry weather, and during windy periods when site generated dust plumes
are observed off site, the facility wowuid water the disturbed construction areas twice daily. Haul

roads that carry active traffic weusld be watered twice daily.

s Stored soil piles wondd be stabilized with water to create a crust layer that impeded emissions '
of fugitive dust.

s Vehicle speeds on unpaved project areas would be limited to 20 miles per hour (30 km/hour).
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Plant Operationy

Recause the PSD review triggers this analysis, a formal series of modeling efforis wers performed
aid included in the PSD application. Three separate impact, or modeling, analyses may be
required, including:

s A “gignificance analysis” that evalnates only the emissions from the proposed project, and is
nsed to determine whether the project’s impacts are “gignificant.” The source parameters are
used, along with characterizations of building downwash, stack data, established receptors at
the fenceline and around the site, and meteorological data to determine the maximum impact
for each triggered pollutant. Impacts that are above the monitoring significance threshold also
require collection of ambient air quality data that is representative of site conditions at the time
of the permit application. A significant impact area is determined in this analysis as well, based
on the maximum distance to the significant impact fevel (at the established receptors) plus
50 km.

e An analysis of compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). For those
impacts above the significant impact threshold, perform an analysis of impacts on NAAQS is
requited. This impact analysis is a curnulative dispersion modeling analysis, which includes:
1) emissions from the proposed sovrce; 2) emissions from existing sources (including existing
farming, natural, mobile, and indusirial emissions); and 3) emissions from recently permitted
industrial sources, The impacts are analyzed using the dispersion modeling data for comparison
to ambient standards for all pollutants that have impacts above the significant impact threshald.

s An analysis of consumption of PSD increments, For those pollutants with impacts above the
significant impact level, a bazeline area and baseline date are determined. All major and minor
sources within the significant impact area, that received permits to increase emissions since the
baseline date, are included in analysis of PSD increment consumption. PSD increments exist
for NO2, 8O3, and PM,p. Other peliutants are not regulated by PSD increments, The modeled
impacts from these sources, including the reduction in emissions from any enforceable changes
to emissions since the baseline date, are then compared to the established PSD increments for
both the Class I areas and Class I (pristine areas such as National Parks) areas.

+ An analysis of air quality relzied values at Class I areas. For the nearby Class I areas, the
modeling effort should address specific values such as impacts on visibility and on acid
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deposition. This analysis applies to Class 1 areas, and is not restricted by ambient air quality
impacts.

Ambient air quality immpacts were analyzed for the range of applicable requirements. For the
turbine and duct burner sources, the analysis selected the individual cases in which the impacis
were greatest. (Occagionaily, the impacts are greatest when the source 1s not at full operation,
because the plume rise.is lessened, even though the emissions also are reduced.) The regulatory
gnideline model, ISCST3 PRIME, was used to provide this screening analysis, and select those
cases for which the maximum impacts were determined. '

The full impact analyses were conducted with the regulatory guidetine AERMOD-PRIME model,
becavse model development data show that this model is superior to ISCST3 in its assessment of
winds around terrain features. Five years of meteorological data (wind spesd, wind direction,
temperature} that were collected at the Umatilla Army Depot (1995-1999) were used in
conjunction with upper air data, from the Hanford Nuclear site and from Spokane Washington, to
model these impacts. The Umatilla site is less than 5 miles {8 ki) from the proposed plant site, and
with no intervening topography, would provide representative meteorological wind data for
modeling purposes. Atnospheric stability category data wers not available from the Umatilla site,
aud were developed from the neatby National Weather Service Station at Walla Walla,
Washington.

Specific sources were modeled as separate point sources, including each of the four urbine/duct
firing stacks, and each of the caoling tower cells.

Table 3.5-7 provides the results of the significant impact analysis, which weuld address the
emissions from only the proposed plant. This table shows the maximum modeled impact, along
with the significant impact threshold, and the monitoring impact threshold. The resulis show that
the proposed facility has an insignificant impact for SO; and CO emissions but subsequent
analyses must be conducted for NO; and PM;,. The table also shows that the impact for PMe
emigsions is above the monitoring impact threshold, normally requiring a monitoring program for
PM;q. However, there are sufficient PMyp ambient date in the region to provide a representative
background concentration of PM;g levels.

Based on these results, the impacts were analyzed for comparison to the NAAQS and PSD
merements for NO; and for PM;,.
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Table 3,5-7

Significant Impact Analysis
Maximom Significant | Significant | Moaltoring
Modeled Impact Impact for Impagt
Averaging | Concentration | Threshold this Threshold
Poltutant Pertod (pgfm’) (ng/m’) Pollutznt? (png/m®)
N, Amnual 2,25 1 Yes i4
502 Annual 0.21 1 No Nane
S50, 24-hour 1.72 5 No 13
50, 3-hour 682 25 Na None
PM s Annual 4.14 1 Yes None
Pty 24-hour 19,23 5 Yes 1%
co 3-hour 17.86 S0 No 575
CO 1-hour 84.55 2,000 No None

The analysis for compliance with the NAAQS was conducted using the same meteorological data
set and receptor prid that were established for the significant impact analysis. The model included
emissions from existing and recently proposed nearby industrial sources, along with accepted
estimates of background concentrations, which includes natural background pollutant
concentrations, existing farming operations, and existing mobile sources of emissions. All known
sources were included in this analysis.

The analysis for compliance with PSD increment consumption identified those sources that
consume PSD increment also were conducted. The AERMOD model was used to assess impacts in
the nearby Class II areas, and a separate modeling effort, wsing the guideline model CALPUFE,
with its associated pre- and post-processing algorithms, was used to assess impacts at the specific
Class I areas. Those arcas are;

» Eagle Cap Wildemess Area {WA)
» (Goat Rocks WA

s Mount Adams WA

s Strawberry Mountain WA

s  Columbia Gorge {designated area)
¢+ Mount Hood WA
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Modeling for Class I impacts used the gnidance that has been provided by the Federal Land
Manager's Air Quality Workgroup for assessing impacts ont PSD increments in Class [ areas.

Table 3.5-8 tists the relevant NAAQS and the modeled impacts for those pollutants, along with the
relevant Class I PSD increment and their modeled impacts (at the maximum impact area).

Table 3.5-8
Modeled Maximum Impacts Compared to NAAQS and Class 11 PSD Increments

Class I1 PSD
NAAQS Increments

{Data in ug/m’) (Data in pgim’)

Averaging PSD

Pollutant |  Pertod | Modeled' | Background® | Total | NAAQS | Modeled | Yocrement

Ny Annual T.24 13 20,24 100 7.24 25
PM;, Annual 8.86 20 28.86 50 5.86 17
PM;; 24-howr 27.33 105 13233 150 27.33 kK

e medeted toocembealon dmehudes impacis Gom the proposed qpecttion of tha Wanspa Eitegy Censet, exlating il cindtsion soumcss, and propesed mdnarial
amnisalnn surces,
*The backgronmd coocentratloa incheles emassions fhom eashng fammng actvities, mobile e, ad otural podlolanl concetrarkeas.

Table 3.5-9 pravides a list of maximum PSD increment analyses for NOz and PMg for Class I
ateas, The results show the greatest impact at any of the listed receptor areas. Impacts at other
Class I areas, are less than these levels, and as can be easily deduced, all are below the PSD
significance threshold. No additional air quality modeling of impacts at the Class [ areas is
required.

Table 3.5-9
Maximum Modeled Impacts at Class I Areas and PSD Increments

Class 11 Allowable
Modeled Significant PSD
Averaging Impact Impaet Increment Location of
Pollgtant Perdod {ng/m*) (ug/m°) (ug/m®) | Maximum Impact
N Annual 0.0005 1.1 153 Columbiz Gorge
PM;o Annual 0.0029 0.2 4 Columbia Gorge
PM;o 24-hour 0.085 0.3 B ~ | Mougt Adams
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The Class I analysis also reqguires an evaluation of air quality related values, to include an
assessment of impacts on visibility and on soils (acid deposition} at each area.

The deposition of both nitrogen-based acidic compounds and sulfur-based acidic compounds was
analyzed for each site. The sulfur deposition is much less than the nitrogen deposition rates. The
maximum nitrogen deposition was determined fo be 0.00025 kgthectare-year at the Columbia
Gorge. The threshold for a significant impact is 0.005 kg/hectars-year for nitrogen based acidic
compounds, Impacts are well below that threshold at any receptor in any of the Class I areas.

The impacts on visibility resources at Class I areas is calculated using the estimated maximum
extinction percent over a 24-hour period. If the maximwm extinction is below 5 percent of a
“clean” background (natural) extinction level, for ail of the modeled days, the impact is determined
to be insignificant. Impacts at all Class I arcas were below this threshold. Thers were no days in
any of the Class | areas that had an average change in extinction of 5 percent or more. The
maximiim 24-hour extinction was 2,37 percent at Mount Adams.

Startup Emissiony

Operational requirements, as well as demand for eleciric power, may lead to the startup or shut-
down of any of the turbines or any of the duct bumers. The operators have the flexibility to fire any
or all units, and to operate the turbines at less than full load, in order to tailor production to current
demand. Pollutant emissions during starup can excesd the normal operation emission rates, due
largely to the fact that control equipment has not reached its optinmm operating temperature. CO is
the main constituent of concern regarding startup emissions, because the startup events are of short
duration, CO emissions are knowmn to be higher during startup, and there are short term {1-hour and
§-hour) standards that apply to CO. The permit application has demonstrated that the emissions of
€0 during startup lead to an impact that is less than the established significance levels for these
standards. Therefore, such emissions would not have a significant impact on ambient air quality.

Cooling Tower Water YVapor Plumes

Cooling towers release water vapor into the atmosphere along with a small amount of water
droplets, A recent application has analyzed cooling fower water vapor plume formation,
specificatly addressing the development of icing and fogging conditions that can occur during very
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cold weather. Results showed that cooling tower fogging or icing was not predicted to occur as a
result of the operation of a similar cooling towes. It also should be noted that the proposed cooling
towers would not be placed near any public roadways where fopging or icing could cause
potentially hazardous conditions, Under the proposed design measures, cooling tower fogging and
icing are not predicted for this project. No mitigation measures are planned to address this impact,

Cooling Tower Drift

Coocling towers elso generate a small amount of “drift” as discussed above. The proposed drift
elimiators, designed to reduce drift to 0.0005 percent of total circulating water, are comparable to
the best performing drift eliminators that are in operation. The proposed disselved and suspended
salids concentration in the drift, at approXimately 1,700 parts per million by weight, is low
compared to the concentrations in other coaling tower operations. Given the low emission rates of
PM;iy resulting from these drift droplets, and the anticipated low level of impact, there are no
mitigation measures proposed to further reduce dnift and PMp emissions from the cooling towers.

Greenhonse Gases

The project would generate large amounts of COs, resulting from the combustion of natural gas in
the turbines and dnct burners. CO; is a “greenhouse gas” that has the potential to contribute to
global warming. There are no specific federl requirements to mitigate impacts of CQO» emissions
from. the proposed facility. The use of natural gas to generate electricity from a combined cycle
power plant is perhaps the most efficient methed to generate electricity wsing fossil fiels, Recent
studies, including the snalysis provided for the Umatilla Generating Station, showed that the
efficiency of electric generation with a similar combined cycle natural gas fired power plant was
sufficient to mest the requirements of the State of Oregon’s CO» emission standard for energy
facilities. The proposed project would provide a similar level of efficiency. No mitigation measures
are proposed for this praject.

353 Proposed Action Impact Summary

Project construction would result in disturbance and handling of surface soils at the plant site and
along the pipeline corridors, access road, and transmission line route. By implementing dust
control measures, the impacts of construction-related fugitive dust would be minimized. The
construction activities would include periodic watering of haul roads and storage piles during
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periads of observed fugitive dust transport off the site. Traffic speed limits would be established
and may be specifically constrained during dry perieds when fogitive dust is generated, Once
constructed, the soil storage piles would be stabilized, roadways graveled or hard-surfaced, and
exposed areas would be reclaimed or revegetated with native species or with special plantings that
ar¢ maintained.

The air emissions from of project operation wonld include the discharge of air pollutants from the
main stacks of the combustion turbines and duct firing units. The proposed project is classified as a
major source and would be regulated imder the PSD program and the Title V operating permit
program. The facility must demonstrate continuous compliance with emissions of NO,, CO, and
S0 from these sources, and must perform periodic monitoring of other pollutants including PMyg
and VOCs.

The facility woadd utilize “state of the art” pollution controls including selective catalytic reduction
of NO, emissions and the use of 4 CO oxidation catalyst. The permit application has demonstrated
that the facility wowld install BACT for NOy, CO, 8Os, and PMy. This level of BACT i3 equal to
or better than all recently permitted power production facilities in the Pacific Northwest. The
facility also would produce power in a very efficient and clean way with the use of steam turbines
producing power fiom the hot exhaust gases of the combustion turbines that would otherwise be
wasted. The facility also would install high performing drift eliminators on its cooling tower
emissions.

The dispersion modeling for the air permit application shows that impacts of these emissions are
helow established significance levels for CO and SO, The dispersion modeling also demonstrates
that predicted pollutant concentrations are well within allowable ambient air quality standards and
PSD increments for NO; and PM,¢ including impacts from existing industrial and farming
activities, recently permitted industrial activities, existing mobile sources of emissions, and natural
sources of emissions, This therefore indicates that the operation of the Wanapa Energy Center
weuldd not affect any existing industrial or farming activities and also wonld allow for any future
growth of possible farming or industrial activities. The modeling also addressed impact on nearby
pristine {Class I} areas and demonstrated acceptable impacts on visibility, soils {acid deposition),
and vegetation within those areas. The operation of the proposed facility would not cause or
contribute to an exceedence of any established air quality standard and would not adversely impact
air quality related values. )

3.5-22



In summary, the Wanapa Energy Center is a very clean and good alternative to older methods of
electric generation, such as coal-fired power plants. Also, the Wanapa Energy Center wonld meet
or excecd emission conirols that have been implemented at similar facilities in the Pacific
Northwest, And finally, the operation of the Wanapa Energy Center wouwld not cause or contribuie
to any exceedences of any established air quality standards and would not hinder existing or future
farming or indvstrial activities.

354 Compaonent Alternatives Impact Summarigs- Alr Qnality

The retative air quality effecis of the component aifernatives would be nearly the same as the
Proposed Action for the pasiwater discharge pipelines, transmission line alternatives, and the
water supply Mne, It is Tikely that fugitive dust generiation would be slightly greater for the
longer pipeline routes that cross croplands and shrublands lands (ARernatives 2 qnd ).
Construction equipment emnissions would depend on the length of the construction period jor
each pipeline alternative, which are presently unknown. Construction of Alternatives 3 and 6 in
the county roadways may resuit in lower fugitive dust generation, but the construction period
may be lenger than other alternatives because of the relatively slower construction progress
within county road right-af-ways because of less working space.

The air guality effects for constructing and aperating plant discharge water facilities would be
neqrly the same as the Praposed Action. Electrical energy requived to operate either water
discharge alternative would be similar since plant discharge water would flow fo the discharge

by pravity,
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD

In the Matter of: PSD Appeal No. 05-06

CERTIFICATION OF INDEX TO
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

WANAPA ENERGY CENTER,

PSD Permit No. R10PSD-0OR-05-01

e

I, Jeff Kenknight, am the Manager of the Federal and Delegated Air Programs Unit,
Office of Air, Waste and Toxics, Region 10, U.8S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™). |
hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief, the materials identified in the attach
Index to EPA Administrative Record, with the exception of the verification modeling runs
discusged in the Declaration of Herman Wong, filed herewith, constitute the complete
administrative EPA record for purposes of judicial review of the PSD permit issued by EPA on

August 8, 2003, for the Wanapa Energy Center, PSD Permit No. R10PSD-0OR-05-01.

ol R ot h

Jeff Kenknight, Manager

Federal and Delegated Air Programs Unit

Office of Air, Waste and Toxics

U.S, Environmental Protection Agency Region 10
1200 Sixtl Avenue, Mail Code AWT-107

Seattle, WA 98101

(206} 553-6641

DATED: QOctober 17, 2005

U.S. Environmental Protect
CERTIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD e g oHion Agoney

PSD Appeal No. 05-06 Scattle, Washington 98101
{206) 553-1037
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Before the Environmental Appeals Board
PSD Appeal No, 05-00
Wanapa Energy Center
Index to EPA Administrative Record

A: Permit Application Documents and Review

FEPA Record | Date | Document Description |
Extibit
A-1 February 1, 1994 Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Jnstice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations
A-2 December 1, 2000 | EPA Memo re: EPA Statutory and Regulatory Authorities
Tinder Which Environmentaf Justice Issnes May Be
Addressed in Permitting
A-3 August 1, 2001 Phase 1 Results for Bonneville Power Administration
Regional Afr Quality Modeling Stady
A-4 November 8, 2001 | Modeling Protocol
A-S December 17, 2001 | From Dan Mevyer, EPA to Aaron Day, TC — Subject: WEC —
Pemmitting of Startup & Shutdown Emissions
A-6 January 8, 2002 From Barbara F. McAllister, EPA to Gary Burke, CTUIR -
Subject: WEC — PSD Permitting Process |
A-7 Janmary 10, 2002 From Rafe Chiristopherson, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA -
A-8 March 7, 2002 From Les Minthom, CTUJR o Scott Sufficocl, EPA N
A-9 April 23, 2602 From Les Minthorn, CTUIR to Scott Snfficool and Barbara
McAllister, EPA
| A10 | May9,2002 Revised Modeling Protocol, From Kristine Lawrie, TC to
Dan Meyer, EPA 4
A-11 May 13, 2002 From Bonnie Thie, EPA to Les Minthom, CTUIR - Subject:
WEC PSD Permit Process — Effect of BPA’s Regional Air
| Quality Modeling Study, Phase I & II
A-12 Tuly 10, 2002 From Herman Wong, EPA to David Fife, Williams Energy |
Marketing and Trading
A-13 January 24, 2603 PSD Permit Application. From Amin Shakill, DGC to Dan
Meyer, EPA.
A-14 January 29, 2003 From Dan Meyer, EPA to Rafe Christopherson, TC —
Subjeet: Technical Feasibility of SCONOx™ Catalytic
Absomtion System on F-Clags Combustion Turbines
A-15 February 10, 2003 | From Rafe Christopherson, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA |
A-16 March 4, 2003 From Robert G. Bachman, FS to Dan Mever, EPA
A-17 March 4, 20063 From Rafe Christopherson, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA —
Subject: PSD Permit Application Submittal Meeting
Response Letter
F A-18 March 27, 2003 From Rafe Christopherson, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA -
Response Letter to U.S. Forest Service PSD Permit
Application Comments
A-19 April 4, 2003 From Jeff KenKnight, EPA to Amin Shakiil, DGC - WEC
PSD Permit Application — Completeness Determination

PSD Appeal No. 03-06
Warapa Energy Center
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EPA Record | Date Document Description
. Exhibit -
A-20 April 11, 2003 From Amin Shaldll, DGC to Jeff KenKnight, EPA — Subject:
Your letter dated April 4, 2003
A-21 June 12, 2003 Reviszd PSD Permit Application. Kristine Lawris, TC to
Dan Mever, EPA
A-22 TJune 12, 2003 Addition to Appendix K of the Revised PSD Permit
| Application. Kristing Lawrie, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA
A-23 Aungust §, 2003 Revised PSD Permit Application. Kristine Lawrie, TC to
Dan Mever, EPA
A-24 Aungust 27, 2003 From Jeff KenKnight, EPA to Amin Shakill, DGC — Subject:
WEC PSD Permit Application — Completeness
Determination
A-25 November 6, 2003 | From Jeff KenKnight, EPA to Amin Shakill, DGC ~ Subject:
WEC PSD Permit Development - Nearby Source NO; and
PM, ¢ Emissions Inventory for Class I1 Ambient Impact
Assessment
A-26 November 235, 2003 | Addendum to August 2003 Revised PSD Permit Application,
Kristine Lawrie, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA
A-27 December 1, 2003 | Appendix Addition to Addendum to August 2003 PSD
Permit Application, Kristing Lawrie, TC to Dan Meyer,
EPA
A-28 March 17, 2004 From Les Minthorn, CTUIR. to Daniel D Opalski, EPA
A-29 March 18, 2004 From Aaron Day, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA — Subject; Cooling
Tower Modeling Analysis
A-30 April 5, 2004 From Aarcn M. Day, TC to Dan Meyer, EPA - Subject:
WEC PSD Permit
A-31 Apnil 21, 2004 From Aaron M, Day, TC to Herman Wong, EPA
A-32 May 6, 2004 From Les Minthorn, CTUIR to Daniel D. Opalski, EPA —
Subject: WEC — Draft PSD Air Quality Peemit
A-33 May 11, 2004 From Les Minthorn, CTUIR te Dan Opalski, EPA — Subject:
WEC
A-34 May 25, 2004 Email from HermanWong, EPA to Aaron Day and Eri
- Otteysburg, TC
A-35 May 27, 2004 Modeling Protocol for Additional Ciass IT Area Modeling,
From Aaron M. Day, TC to Jeff KenKnight, EPA
A-36 June 29, 2004 From Aaron Day, TC o Dan Meyer, EPA
A-37 July 15, 2004 From Aaron Day, TC to Dan Mevyer, EPA - Subject: Class II
area dispersion modeling analysis for revised permit limits
A-3R July 2004 Modeling Protoce! for Revised PSD Class [ Modeling
| Analysis.
A-39 Tuly 23, 2004 Email from Herman Wong, to ODEQ, FS, TC, and WDOE -
Subject: Cutcome of July 22, 2004 Conference Cali
A-40 July 27, 2004 Ematl from Heman Wong, to ODEQ, FS, TC, and WDOE —
Subject: Qutstanding Issues from July 22, 2004 Conference
Call
A-41 August 8, 2004 Emai! from Herman Wong, EPA to Aaron Day and Eri j
Ottersburg, TC - Subject: Comments on Diamond Wanapa’s
Class I Area Modeling Protocol

PSD Appeal No. 03-0¢
Wanapo Energy Center
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EPA Record | Date Document Description
Exhibit

A-42 August 13, 2004 From Eri Ottersburg, TC to Herman Wong, EPA

A-43 August 18, 2004 Email From Herman Wong, TC to En Ottersburg, TC

A-44 August 24, 2004 From Jeff KenKnight, EPA to Amin Shakill, DGC — Subject:
EPA Approval of Class [ Modeling Protocol for WEC PSD
Permit Application

A-45 September 2004 Revised Dispersion Modeling Analysis, From Aaron Day,
TC to Dan Meyer, EPA

A-46 Qctober 27, 2004 Email from Herman Wong, EPA to Aaron Day and Eri
Ottersburg, TC - Subject: Preliminary Class I Area
Modeling Comments

A-47 October 28, 2004 From Eri Ottersburg, TC to Harman Wong, EPA — Subject;
Response to comments on the September 2004 Dispersion
Modeling Analysis Report

A-48 November 1, 2004 | From En Ottersburg, TC to Hermar Wong, EPA — Subject:
Response to comments on the September 2004 Dispersion
Modeling Analysis Report

B: Notice of Preliminary Approval, No. R10PSD-OR-05-01

EPA Record | Date Document Description
Exhibit
B-1 November 17, 2004 | Proposed PSD Permit No. RIOPSD-OR-05-01 for WEC
B-2 Noverber 17, 2004 | Preliminary Technical Support Document for PSD Permit

No, R1OPSD-0R-05-01 for WEC

B-3 November 17, 2004 | Fact Sheet for Proposed PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-

01 for WEC

B-2 November 18, 2004 | Internal EPA Action Request. From Dan Meyer to Rick
Albright Thru Jeff KenKnight.

B-5 November 21, 2004 | Public Notice of Proposed Federal PSD Adr Quality
Construction Permit No. R1QPSD-0OR-05-01 for WEC

B-6 November 2004 Stakeholder Mailing List

B-7 November 2004 Interested Persons Mailing List

B-8 November 29, 2004 | From Dennis Ib. Doherty, Umatilla County Board of

County Commissioners to Ronald A, Kreizenbeck, EPA —
Subject: Proposal to Approve Air Quality Construction
Permit Application for Diamond Wanapa I's WEC -
Opportunity for Public Comment and Review

B-9 December 20, 2004 | From Ronald A. Kreizenbeck, EPA to Dennis D, Doherty,
Limatiila County Board of County Commissioners —
Subject: Proposed PSD Permit for WEC — Request for
Extension to Public Comment Period

B-10 December 21, 2004 | Public Notice of Proposed Federal PSD Air Quality
Construction Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-01 for WEC.
J Extension of Public Comment Period to January 19, 2005.

PED Appeal No. 05-06
Wanapa Energy Center

Index to EPA Administrative Record Page 3 0f 6




<——_

C: Public Commenis on Preliminary Approval No, R10PSD-OR-05-01

[ EPA Record | Date | Document Description
Exhibit
CA1 December 17, 2004 | Comment i -~ From Ken Thompson, to Dan Meyer, EPA ~
Subject: Opposition to the EPA’s WEC Permit
Cc-2 December 3{, 2004 | Comment 2 — From Philip B. Hamm, to Dan Meyer, EPA
C-3 Janmary 6, 2005 Comment 3 — From Jim Kanoff, Oregon Depariment of
Human Services, to Dan Meyer, EPA — Subject: Proposal
to Approve PSD Air Quality Construction Perrit
Application for Diamond Wanapa I's WEC — Opportunity
for Public Comment
C4 January 10, 20035 Comment 4 — From Virginia Jones, to Dan Meyer, EPA |
C-5 January 13, 2005 Comment 5 — From Peter Brewer, ODEQ, to Dan Mevyer,
EPA
C-6 January 13, 2005 Comment 6 — From Suzanne L. and Robert T. Keys, to
Dan Meyer, EPA
C-7 January 14, 2005 Comment 7 — From Terry Geolter, to Dan Mever, EPA
C-8 January 14, 2005 Comment 8 — From Mary Lyan Golter, to Dan Meyer,
- EPA .
C-9 Jannary 18, 2003 Comment 9 — Emaii from Tammy L. Dennee, Oregon
Wheat Growsrs Leagne, to Dan Meyer, EPA — Subject: Air
Quality PSD Construction Permit for Diamond Wanapa 1
Energy Cetiter
C-10 Janmary 19, 2005 Comment 10 — Email from Floyd Tumbull, to Dan Meyer,
EPA
T C-1 Tanuary 19,2005 | Comment 11 — Email from Rick Latham, to Dan Meyer,
EPA
-
C-12 Jannary 19, 2005 Comment 12 — Bmail from Kyla Latham to Dan Meyer,
EPA
C-13 Janmary 21, 2005 Comment 13 — From Emile M. Holeman and Dennis D,
Doherty, Umatilla County Beard of Commissioners, to
Dan Meyer, EPA — Subject: PSD Air Quality Construction
Permit for Wanapa I, L.P. .
C-14 January 21, 20035 Comiment 14 — From Joyee Langley, to Dan Meyer, EPA
L C-15 January 5, 2005 Comment 15— From Phil Hamm, to Socorro Rodriguez,
EPA
C-16 January 5, 2005 Comment 16 — From Kent Madison, to Socorro Redriguez,
EPA
C-17 January 3, 2005 Corament 17 — From Dennis Tillett, to Socorro Rodriguez,
EPA
C-18 Janvary 5, 2005 Comment 18 — From Lioyd Piercy, to Socomro Rodriguez,
EPA
C-19 | Janvary 5, 2005 Comment 19 — From Patricia Maier, to Socorro Rodriguez, |
EPA
[ C20 | Tanuary5,2005 | Comment 20 - From Jason S. Torres, to Socotro
Radriguez, EPA
C-21 Fanuary 5, 2005 Transcript of Public Hearing for Proposed PSD Permit |

PSD Appaal No. 05-0f
Wanapa Enerzy Center
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D: Additional Materials Considered in Responding to Comments

EPA Record | Date Document Description
Exhibit
D-1 June 2003 EPA Modeling Input/Output Files
E: Endangered Species Act _
EPA Record | Date Document Description
Exhibit
E-1 | December 11, 2003 | From Madonna Narvaez, EPA to Maggie Sommer, NOAA
Fisheries -- Subject: Designation of Non-Federal
Representative and Designation of lead Agency under
MSA EFH Consnltations for the Proposed WEC
E-2 December 11, 2003 | From Madonna Narvaez, EPA to Brett Farman, NOAA
Fisheries and Gary Miller, FWS — Subject: Designation of
Non-Federal Representative and Designation of Lead
Agency under Section 7 of the ESA for the Proposed WEC
E-3 Febmary 3, 2004 Draft Biological Assessment for WEC. From Jerry Eauer,
BIA to Madonna Narvaez, EP'A
E-4 | March 19, 2004 From Philip Sanchez, BIA to Brett Farman, NOAA
Figheties
E-5 March 19, 2004 From Philip Sanchez, BIA to Keith Paul, FWS
E-G October 20, 2004 Biological Assessment for NOAA Fisheries. From Philip
Sanchez, BIA to D. Robert Lohn, NOAA Fishenes
E-7 October 20, 2004 Biologica! Assessment for FWS. From Philip Sanchez,
BIA to Keith Paul, FWS
E-8 November 3, 2004 | From D. Robert Lohn, NOA A Fisheries to Donald
Sampson, CTUIR
E-9 November 8, 2004 | From Philip Sanchez, BEA to Spencer Hovekamp, NOAA
Fisheries — Subject: Consultation Concemning Impacts of
the Proposed WEC on Species Lister under the ESA and
en EFH Designated Under the MSA
E-i0 November 18, 2004 | From Garry 8. Miller, FWS to Philip Sanchez, BLA -
Subject; Informai Consultation for the WEC
E-11 December 2, 2004 | From D, Robert Lohn, NOAA Fisheries to Jerry Lauer,
BIA - Subject: ESA Section 7 Informal Consultation and
MSA EFH Consultation for the WEC

F: Final Permit No. Ri0PSD-OR-05-01 Approval and Issuance

EPA Record | Date Decument Description
Exhibit
F-1 August 8, 2005 WEC PSD Permit No, R10PSD-0OR-05-01
F-2 August 8, 2005 Response to Public Comments to Permit No. R10PSD-OR-

05-01

PSD Appeal No. 03-08
Wandapa Encrgy Center
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F-3 August 2005 From Dan Meyer, EPA to Interested Person — Subject:
: WEC Final Approval, PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-01

F-4 August 2005 From Dan Meyer, EPA to Bo Buchynsky, DGC - Subject:
WEC Final Approval, PSD Permit No. R10PSD-OR-05-01

F-5 August 2005 From Dan Meyer, EPA to Addresses — Subject; Materials
for Public Display — PSD Air Quality Construction Permit
Package for WEC

: Environmental Review Documenis

EPA Record | Date Document Diescription
Exhibit

G-1 December 21, 2003 | From Judith Leckrone Lee, EPA to Philip Sanchez, BIA

(3-2 December 17, 2004 | WEC Final Environmental Impact Statement. From Philip
Sanchez, BIA

3-3 February 24, 2005 | BIA ROD for WEC Lease

-4 February 24, 2005 | BPA ROD for the Electrical Interconnection of the WEC

G-5 Tuly 5, 2005 BOR ROD on Aspects of the Proposed WEC Subject to
BOR Jurisdiction and Approval

BIA: United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs

BOR: United States Department of the Interior, Burean of Reclamation

BPA: United States Department of Energy, Bonnevilie Power Administration

CTUIR.: Confederated Tribes of the Umatitla Indian Reservation:

DGC: Diamond Generating Corporation

EFH: Essential Fish Habitat

ESA: Endangered Species Act

EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

FS: United States Department of Agricnlturs, Forest Service

FWS: United States Departrent of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

MSA: Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA)

NOAA; United States Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmosphetic
Administration

QODEQ: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

ROD: Record of Decision

TC: Trinity Consultants

WEC: Wanapa Energy Center

PED Appeal No. D5-06
Wanapa Energy Center
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that the foregoing “EPA Region 10°s Response Brief,” “Certified Index 0 EPA
Administrative Record,” and “Declaration of Herman Wong™” was sent to the following persons,
in the manner specified, on the date below:

Original, by Federal Express (original plus 5 copies):

U.S. Environmental Proteclion Agency
Clerk of the Environmental Appeais Board
1341 G Street NW, Suite 600

Washmgton, DC 20005

A true and correct copy, by US. Mail:

Ken Thompson

McRae Ranch

81157 McRae Road
Helix, OR 97835-4016

DATED: October 17, 2005

Tanet Kesler, Paralegal
U.5. EPA, Region 10




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD

PSD Permit No. R1OPSD-OR-05-0!

)

In the Matter of: 3 PSD Appeal No. 05-06
)

WANAPA ENERGY CENTER, ) DECLARATION OF
3 HERMAN WONG
)
)

1, Herman Wong, hereby declare that the foilowing statements are true and correct to the
best of my knowledge and belief, and are based on my personal knowledge.

1. I wm an Atmospheric Scientist and Regional Air Modeler in the Office of
Enviromnental Assessment, in the U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency Region 10 ("EPA™, 1
have held this position since 2000

2. In this position, [ provide technical assistance and guidance in the development
and implementation of specialized air quality modeling, I perform in-depth reviews of air quality
modeling methods and analyscs perfonmed by state/local agencies and industey in support of
State Implementation Plans ("SIP™") and PSD applications, and ! plan and implement air quality
modeling studies in support of regional air programs.

3. As part of my job duties, I reviewed the atr modeling submitted by Diamond

Wanapa I, LI, (“Diamond™) as part of the company’s Prevention of Significant Deterjoration

U.5. Envirenmental Protection Agoncy
DECLARATION OF HERMAN WONG - 1 1200 Sixth Avenee

PSD Appeal No. 05-06 Seattle, Washington 98101
{206} 553-1037
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22
23
24
25

{“PSD) permit application. This modeling included the ambient air quality analysis required
under the PSD regulations.

4, To verify Diamond’s ambient air quality analysis, [ performed an independent
evaluation of the model inputs. Specifically, I reprocessed the meteorological data and re-van the
AERMOD dispersion program using Diamond’s terrain data and model input files. Aithough
there were smali differences in the modcl concentration predictions, these differences were not
significant encugh to have an impact on the conclusions set forth in Diamond’s permit
application,

5. 1 conducted the verification modeling runs in early 2003, The modeling runs that
1 conducted were executed on the computer in roy cubicle.

B. To free up space on the hard drive of my computer, [ copied the verification
modeling runs on a Zip disk. ! placed the Zip disk with my other archive disks and delcted the
verification modeling runs from my computer,

7. During the development of the Response to Comments, [ attempted to open the
verification modeling runs on the Zip disk. A message appeared on my computer screen that
indicated that the Zip disk was unreadable. Since the Zip disk was unreadable, 1 discarded the
disk. As such, the verification modeling results are no longer available.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct,

DATED: October 17, 2005

T 4
Héfman Wong S
Alr Modeler, Office of Environmeintal Assessment
U.S. Environmental Protcclion Agency Region 10

(1.8, Loviconmental Protection Agency

DECLARATION OF [JERMAN WONG - 2 1200 Sixth Avenue

PSD Appeal No. 05-06 Seaitle, Washington 98101
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