United States Forest Pacific 333 SW First Avenue (97204)

Department of Service Northwest PO Box 3623

Agriculture Region Portland, OR 97208-3623
503-808-2468

File Code: 2580
Date:  Qctober 15, 2002

Mr. Robert Beraud
Plymouth Generating Facility Comments
BPA Communications Office KC-7
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 12999
Portland, OR 97212

Dear Mr. Beraud:

We have reviewed the Plymouth Generating Facility Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). Specific comments are included in an enclosure to this letter.

Our comments on this draft are similar to those we made recently on the Wallula Project EIS.
Our overarching concemns center on the fact that previous decisions have resulted in a power A-1
transmission grid infrastructure that is a magnet for continued power plant development along

it’s length. The full cumulative effect on the regions Class I areas and the Columbia River Gorge

past, present and future has not been revealed. We do recognize this development is inevitable

(note our recent letter to EPA, enclosed), however, that very fact indicates the air quality related

issues raised will continue to worsen unless mitigation (full offsets) is required from every new A-2
source.

The draft Plymouth EIS seems to have lost the progress made in the Wallula final in that the
authors fail to recognize the acid deposition, ecosystem disturbance, and cultural resources issues
that have been identified in the Columbia River Gorge and potentially in the regions Class I
areas.

In winter the Gorge is the primary recipient of the stagnant polluted air that drains out of the
Columbia Basin; that is almost certainly a major contributor to the ecosystem and cultural
resource deterioration. Every new source or emission increase, regardless of size, exacerbates
this problem as long as there is no requirement for mitigation. There is no leverage under the
Clean Air Act or the State permitting rules to deal with the contributions power plants make to
these problems in the Gorge. This is a Federal issue that can only be dealt with at the Federal
Level.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-1

Several comments noted that existing air quality in the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) was impaired and that the
cumulative effect of additional emissions from Plymouth Generating
Facility had not been adequately evaluated.

Existing air quality in the CRGNSA is generally good, with relatively
low average PM, . concentrations (about 6 pg/m3). Ozone concentra-
tions are comparable to those in urban areas of western Oregon and
Washington. There are, however, some concerns about visibility degra-
dation in the CRGNSA.

A U.S. Forest Service (USFS) issues paper focusing on the Gorge
indicates that “the primary sources of air pollutants in the Gorge come
from the Portland/Vancouver area and from sources within the Scenic
Area” (USDA 2002). The Forest Service issues paper explains: “The
USDA FS is collaborating with the air regulatory community from
Oregon and Washington as well as the EPA, and visibility research
organizations in an ongoing monitoring and analysis project to attempt
to fully understand the nature of visibility impairment in the Scenic Area.
Until this effort is concluded, and some of the current uncertainties are
explained, with an unbiased scientific approach, it is premature to
speculate about causes.”

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) considers the effect
that PGF emissions would have on existing air quality and visibility in
the CRGNSA, as well as the cumulative effect on air quality and visibil-
ity of emissions from the PGF and other power plants proposed for the
area.

The Draft EIS assesses cumulative effects in two ways. The first
assessment was intended to evaluate the cumulative effects of foresee-
able future sources on local air quality. It considered eight other existing
and reasonably realistic proposed power plants in the vicinity of PGF,
and evaluated local air quality impacts using the ISCST model (see
Appendix B1 in the Draft EIS). That assessment demonstrated that the
cumulative effects on local air quality would be well below established
ambient air quality standards.



The second assessment was intended to evaluate the cumulative effect of
foreseeable future emission sources on regional air quality and visibility.
It considered 14 other recently-permitted or proposed power plants in the
Pacific Northwest. That assessment included such local projects as
Hermiston Power, Coyote Springs 2, Goldendale Energy Center, the
“Cliffs” project in Goldendale, Wallula Power, and the Confederated
Tribes’ Wanapa Energy Center. The assessment followed a procedure
that BPA previously applied to evaluate regional cumulative air quality
impacts from 45 proposed power plants throughout Washington, northern
Idaho, and northern Oregon. The original analysis indicated that even
assuming that all 45 power plants were built and operating, cumulative
ambient concentrations would represent a small fraction of ambient air
quality standards. Many of these 45 proposed plants are no longer under
active development. That study also determined that deposition of
nitrogen and sulfur would be very small in comparison with existing
deposition rates and criteria suggested by the USFS. The study con-
cluded that the only concern if all 45 power plants were built and operat-
ing would be the potential for visibility degradation in Class I areas on
days that would otherwise have very good visibility.

Therefore, BPA began evaluating new proposed power projects individu-
ally, using the same dispersion modeling procedures and assessment
criteria. BPA began with a “baseline” group of power plants that had
recently come on line or that BPA determined were reasonably likely to
be constructed. The concept was to start with projects that were not yet
included in ambient measurements of pollutant concentrations and other
measures of air quality, but were highly likely to be completed and come
on line. As a new power plant rose to the top of the queue awaiting
connection to BPA’s grid, its emissions would be added to the baseline
group to assess both the individual plant’s contribution to visibility
impacts and the cumulative impact of the entire group of projects on
visibility. As discussed in Appendix B-2 of the Draft EIS, 14 power
plants were added to the baseline group prior to the evaluation of PGF.
However, it is now unclear whether several of the power plants consid-
ered in this analysis will be completed in the foreseeable future (e.g.
Wallula Power, the Wanapa Energy Center, Satsop, Mint Farm,
Goldendale).
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The USFS was a participant in a national forum of governmental air
quality agencies that established procedures and criteria for evaluating
visibility impacts from new industrial sources. The FLAG?2 protocol
identified the change in 24-hour average extinction as the appropriate
metric for evaluating visibility impacts. Based on the FLAG2 criteria, an
impact occurs when the proposed source causes a 5 percent change in
extinction on a very clear day (a day with visibility equal to or better
than 97.5 percent of other days).! The evaluation of PGF indicated that
its emissions would never cause a 5 percent or greater reduction in
visibility in Class I areas or the CRGNSA. Therefore, the Draft EIS
concludes that the PGF’s emissions would not have a significant adverse
impact on visibility, even on days with very good visibility.

A second FLAG?2 criterion states that on clear? days when cumulative
visibility impacts result in a 10 percent change in extinction, the indi-
vidual source contribution to extinction should be less than 0.4 percent.
The BPA protocol considers the cumulative impact to be that attributable
to the baseline power plants and subsequent power plants that were
allowed to connect to the grid. The Draft EIS analysis indicates that
PGEF’s contribution would exceed 0.4 percent criteria on only one day per
year at the CRGNSA and one day per year at Mt. Hood Wilderness Area.
This assessment is based on conservative assumptions, as discussed in
the Draft EIS.

In addition to evaluating potential visibility and deposition impacts (see
Responses to Comments A-9, A-10 and A-12), the CALPUFF modeling
system was used to assess concentrations of NOx, PM , and SO, attrib-
utable to emissions from the facility in Class I areas and the CRGNSA
(see Table A-1-1, which has been added as Table 3.2-9 of the EIS). The
results indicate that PGF would not significantly contribute to concentra-

1 For the CRGNSA and Spokane Indian Reservation, the BPA regional haze
modeling assessment based background aerosol concentrations on top 20 percent
days with the best visibility. These data were provided by the USFS for the
CRGNSA and allow for a more realistic assessment that considers existing
development and urban areas within the CRGNSA.

2 Clear days are defined (as above) as those days with visibility equal to or
greater than 97.5 percent of other days.



Table A-1-1

Maximum Concentration Predictions Attributable to PGF
Emissions (ug/m3)

Annual Average 24-hour 3-hour
Area @ NO,® PM,©® SO, PM, © SO, SO,
Diamond Peak Wilderness 0.0000| 0.0001 | 0.0000 | 0.005 | 0.001 | 0.002
Three Sisters Wilderness 0.0000| 0.0003 | 0.0001 | 0.009 | 0.002 | 0.006
Mt. Jefferson Wilderness 0.0000( 0.0004 | 0.0001] 0.012 | 0.003 | 0.009
Strawberry Mtn. Wilderness | 0.0000| 0.0004 | 0.0001 [ 0.016 | 0.005 | 0.019
Mt. Hood Wilderness 0.0001| 0.0009 | 0.0002 | 0.033 | 0.009 | 0.021
CRGNSA 0.0003| 0.0016|0.0005| 0.080 | 0.021 | 0.048
Eagle Cap Wilderness 0.0001| 0.0007|0.0002| 0.013 | 0.004 | 0.019
Hells Canyon Wilderness 0.0001| 0.0007| 0.0002] 0.009 | 0.003 | 0.016
Mt. Adams Wilderness 0.0000| 0.0004| 0.0001| 0.011 | 0.002 | 0.010
Goat Rocks Wilderness 0.0000| 0.0003 | 0.0001 | 0.010 | 0.002 | 0.006
Mt. Rainier National Park 0.0000( 0.0002|0.0000| 0.007 | 0.001 | 0.005
Olympic National Park 0.0000| 0.0001 | 0.0000 | 0.005 | 0.001 | 0.003
Alpine Lakes Wilderness 0.0000{ 0.0002| 0.0001 | 0.007 | 0.002 | 0.006
Glacier Peak Wilderness 0.0000| 0.0002 | 0.0000 | 0.006 | 0.002 | 0.004
North Cascades National Pard 0.0000| 0.0001|0.0000 | 0.004 | 0.001 | 0.003
Pasayten Wilderness 0.0000{ 0.0002| 0.0000 | 0.004 | 0.001 | 0.003
Mt. Baker Wilderness 0.0000| 0.0001 | 0.0000 | 0.003 | 0.001 | 0.002
Spokane Indian Reservation | 0.0002| 0.0010|0.0003 | 0.013 | 0.005 | 0.019
Maximum 0.0003| 0.0016|0.0005| 0.08 | 0.021 | 0.048
EPA Proposed Class | SIL 0.1000| 0.2000(0.1000 | 0.300 | 0.200 | 1.000
Percent of Class | SIL 0.3 1 1 27 11 5

@ CRGNSA and Mt. Baker Wilderness areas are not Class | areas.

® Al NOx is assumed to be converted to NO,

©PM,, includes sulfates and nitrates.
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tions of these key pollutants at any Class I area or the CRGNSA. The
ambient impacts predicted to result from PGF emissions are so small that
those emissions would not contribute to significant cumulative effects
when combined with other sources, so a more detailed cumulative
assessment was not warranted.

The Draft EIS focuses on the impacts associated with the proposed
project, in comparison to the No Action Alternative, and therefore
addresses only recently permitted and proposed power plants. Two types
of analyses were conducted to determine the PGF’s potential impacts on
visibility. Both use conservative assumptions, which likely overstate
project impacts. The first analysis assumes that every day of the year
currently has excellent visibility. By assuming that current visibility is
always excellent, rather than by taking into account visibility degradation
that currently occurs on some days as a result of natural conditions or
emissions from existing sources, the analysis overstates the potential
effect of PGF emission on visibility. The results of this analysis are then
compared to established FLAG2 criteria. If the established criteria
indicate that PGF emissions would not cause a significant cumulative
effect on visibility, then a more detailed quantitative analysis of every
existing and potential source of air pollution and its impact on visibility
is not necessary.

The second analysis uses a more conservative approach to evaluating
cumulative impacts by assuming existing sources cause visibility degra-
dation every day of the year. The analysis then considers how often the
PGF would contribute to visibility degradation of 0.4 percent or greater.
This assessment conservatively assumes that the background visibility is
representative of the best 10 percent visibility days. In other words, we
evaluate impacts based on a good visibility day while applying the
impact criterion that applies when the cumulative impact of all man-
made sources causes a bad visibility day. Despite these conservative
assumptions, the analysis predicted that emissions attributable to PGF
could exceed the 0.4 percent change criterion on only 14 days of the
year. The results for CRGNSA are summarized in Table A-1-2, which
has been added as Table 5 of Appendix B2 to the EIS. Given the



Table A-1-2
CRGNSA Haze Impacts Attributable to PGF

Maximum Extinction Maximum Change
Attributable to PGF in Extinction

Number of Days
With Significant

(1/Mm) (%) Change in Extinction
Spring 0.088 0.31
Summer 0.099 0.39
Fall 0.322 1.08 10
Winter 0.374 1.57 4
Max/Total 0.374 1.57 14

Reference:

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), 2002. Air Quality Issues in the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. USDA FS, Region 6, Air Resource
Management Staff. http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/aq/gorgis.pdf

conservative nature of this analysis, the PGF’s contribution to cumulative
visibility degradation in the CRGNSA is not likely to be significant.

The PGF would implement the best available emissions control technol-
ogy, which minimizes potential impacts to air quality and visibility.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-2

The PGF has adopted all applicable and economically feasible control
technologies and is in compliance with all regulatory requirements for
criteria pollutants and air toxics. Because these technologies serve to
mitigate the potential air quality impacts of the proposed project to the
greatest extent feasible, BPA and Benton County believe that they have
considered all reasonable mitigation for the potential impacts of the
proposed project. As indicated by the commentor, neither the Clean Air
Act nor the State permitting rules provide measures to require additional
mitigation to offset power plants’ contributions to air quality problems in
the Gorge. The BPA has no statutory obligation to impose additional
mitigation to offset visibility impacts, and does not believe that it is
necessary for the PGF.
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Further, USFS studies indicating acid deposition, ecosystem disturbance,
and cultural resource issues in the CRGNSA are acknowledged. How-
ever, no studies confirm the degree to which sources in the Columbia
plateau are responsible for impacts in the CRGNSA. Requesting emis-
sion reductions from power plants (especially for gas-fired power plants
such as PGF) is premature when it cannot be demonstrated that such
emission reductions would have a noticeable benefit to the CRGNSA.
Another approach would be to require new sources to implement the best
available emission control technology and to demonstrate that the
resulting emissions would not result in a significant increase in ambient
air concentrations of pollutants. If scientifically sound studies demon-
strate that emissions from the Columbia Basin (as opposed to the
Vancouver/Portland metropolitan area) are responsible for air quality
problems in the CRGNSA and that power plants are a primary contribu-
tor to the problem, power plant emission reductions could be considered.

The CALPUFF simulations of PGF emissions were used to evaluate total
sulfur and nitrogen (which includes nitrogen present as background
ammonium) deposition. The results are presented in Table A-2-1, which
has been added as Table 3.2-8 of the EIS. The maximum total deposition
(including both wet and dry deposition) attributable to PGF in the
CRGNSA was estimated to be 0.00029 kg/ha/yr for sulfur and 0.00018
kg/ha/yr for nitrogen.

The USFS has indicated that total deposition of less than 3 kg/ha/yr for
sulfur and 5 kg/ha/yr for nitrogen are unlikely to significantly affect
terrestrial ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest forests.> The Washington
Department of Ecology (Ecology) has further identified a value of 0.2
percent of these total deposition values as an indicator of “significance”
for a single project (analogous to the Significant Impact Levels (SILs)
established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for criteria

3 Peterson, J. et al. 1992: Guidelines for
Evaluating Air Pollution Impacts on Class
1 Areas in the Pacific Northwest. USDA
Forest Service. General Technical Report
PNW-GTR-299, May, 1992.



pollutants). As shown in Table A-2-1,
the impacts attributable to PGF are tiny
fractions of existing deposition levels in
the CRGNSA and the USFS recom-
mended cumulative deposition criteria,
and less than 7 percent of the Ecology
significance levels. It is very unlikely
that pollutants from PGF would signifi-
cantly impact the ecosystem.

Area
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Table A-2-1
Annual Total Deposition Analysis Results

Annual SulfurDeposition (kg/halyr) Annual Nitrogen Deposition (kg/halyr)
Back- Change Back- Change
ground PGF Total (%) ground PGF Total (%)

Diamond Peak Wilderness

4.000 | 0.00006 | 4.000 0.001 2.200 | 0.00003 | 2.200 0.002

Three Sisters Wilderness

5.600 | 0.00023 | 5.600 0.004 3.600 | 0.00015 | 3.600 0.004

Mt. Jefferson Wilderness

4.000 | 0.00023 | 4.000 0.006 1.800 | 0.00015 1.800 0.009

Strawberry Mtn. Wilderness

1.400 | 0.00010 1.400 0.007 1.200 | 0.00006 1.200 0.005

Mt. Hood Wilderness

8.600 | 0.00022 | 8.600 0.003 5.400 | 0.00013 | 5.400 0.002

CRGNSA

12.000 | 0.00029 | 12.000 0.002 10.000 | 0.00018 | 10.000 0.002

Eagle Cap Wilderness

1.600 | 0.00025 1.600 0.015 1.600 | 0.00016 1.600 0.010

Hells Canyon Wilderness

1.400 | 0.00027 1.400 0.019 1.200 | 0.00018 1.200 0.015

Mt. Adams Wilderness

10.800 | 0.00010 | 10.800 0.001 9.000 | 0.00006 | 9.000 0.001

Goat Rocks Wilderness

11.800 | 0.00008 | 11.800 0.001 9.000 | 0.00005 | 9.000 0.001

Mt. Rainier National Park

3.100 | 0.00005 | 3.100 0.002 2.400 | 0.00004 | 2.400 0.002

Olympic National Park

5.600 | 0.00003 | 5.600 0.000 2.000 | 0.00002 | 2.000 0.001

Alpine Lakes Wilderness

7.200 | 0.00010 7.200 0.001 5.200 | 0.00008 5.200 0.002

Glacier Peak Wilderness

8.000 | 0.00007 | 8.000 0.001 5.800 | 0.00005 | 5.800 0.001

North Cascades National Park

3.500 | 0.00006 | 3.500 0.002 5.200 | 0.00004 | 5.200 0.001

Pasayten Wilderness

7.200 | 0.00011 7.200 0.002 5.200 | 0.00009 5.200 0.002

Mt. Baker Wilderness No Data| 0.00005 No Data| 0.00003

Spokane Indian Reservation No Data| 0.00041 No Data| 0.00026

Maximum 0.00041 12 0.019 0.00018 10 0.015
USFS Criteria 3.000 5.000

Ecology single-project

significance level 0.006 0.010
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Mr. Robert Beraud 2

It would be very beneficial if our agencies along with the Environmental Protection Agency,
could come to grips with this issue in a holistic, all encompassing agreement that embraces this
issue for the future. We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to working
collaboratively with you toward a mutually agreeable solution.

Sincerely,

15 CalvireN. goynm/

CALVIN N. JOYNER
Director, Natural Resources

Enclosures

cc

EPA Region 10

NPS Lakewood, Co

Yakama Tribe

Benton County Planning Department
P.O. Box 910

Prosser, WA 99350

K:\nr\services\correspondence\bachman\2580_BPAPlymouthgeneratingdraftEIScoverletter.do
c
Edit: canderson: NR9: 10/15/62
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Enclosure

Plymouth Generating Facility
Specific comments.

1.

Page 1-10. Section 1.8.2 Local and Regional Cumulative Impacts

The paragraph dealing with Air Quality states in part: “...Both cumulative air quality
and regional haze evaluations found that the PGF would not contribute to significant
cumulative impacts....” As we have stated in the cover letter and in several prior
communications this is not true. Cumulative effects are occurring from existing
transmission grid sources — adding new sources without mitigation continues to
exacerbate this problem.

Page 3.2-3. Section 3.2.1.2 The air quality analysis presented is based on five years
of meteorology from the Pendleton Airport. Because of complex terrain around
Pendleton and the effect of the Columbia River at Plymouth there is very likely little
relationship between the surface or boundary layer meteorological conditions at these
two locations, which renders any conclusions made from this data questionable. On
site meteorology from other energy facilities or the Umatilla Depot along the river in
the Plymouth vicinity is almost certainly available.

Page 3.2-18 & 19. Section 3.2.3 It is recognized in this paragraph that a cumulative
effect air quality analysis, including both existing and proposed energy facilities is
needed to assess local ambient pollutant concentrations. Yet this same logic is not
applied in the visibility analysis. In a later paragraph in this section the assertion is
made that the visibility analysis that was done “significantly overstates potential
impacts from power generation.” This is a very misleading and incorrect statement.
The existing sources were not included — the Boardman Coal Plants emissions alone
exceed the emissions from all the proposed sources combined. Many of the existing
gas fired facilities in this vicinity were built with less efficient emission control
technology than is used today — omitting these sources further biases the visibility
analysis on the low side.

Page 3.2-19. Fourth para. The logic in this paragraph reflects bias and a lack of
objectivity. This is a NEPA document where potential environmental impacts are to
be revealed. The incomplete emission inventory used and the inherent limitations of
air quality models are such that it is much more likely that this visibility analysis
under predicted impacts. As an example the sizable volatile organic compounds
emitted by all these facilities are not included in visibility analyses, but they are
nevertheless significant contributors to visibility impairment. It would be better if
this paragraph were removed -- convincing counter arguments can be made for every
point in this paragraph.

Page 3.14-7. Table 2.14-2 Potential Cumulative Impacts

Item 1 Goldendale Energy Project — there is no doubt this facility will contribute to a
cumulative visibility impact in the CRGNSA. The table indicates cumulative impact
is unlikely.

. Appendix B2 Regional Haze Analysis

In the second to last paragraph there is a discussion similar to that in item 3 above.
The wintertime acid deposition problem in the Gorge is not recognized in this EIS.

A4

A-5

A-6

I A-8
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-3

The sentence summarizing cumulative air quality impacts was not
worded precisely, and is corrected both in Chapter I of this Final EIS,
and in Chapter II, Errata to the Draft EIS. Rather than imply that no air
quality impacts exist in the CRGNSA, the summary paragraph should
have indicated the PGF would not significantly contribute to any air
quality impacts in the CRGNSA. Furthermore, the paragraph should
have referred to Class I areas rather than Class A areas. See also Re-
sponse to Comments A-1, A-2, and I-16.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-4

The Benton Clean Air Authority recommended that meteorological data
from Pendleton Airport is used in the local air quality evaluation summa-
rized in the Draft EIS. In response to this comment, five years of hourly
meteorological data (1996-2000) were obtained from a monitoring
station operated by the Umatilla Army Depot outside of Umatilla,
Oregon. These data were combined with twice-daily mixing heights
from the Spokane Airport. Those meteorological data were formatted for
use in the ISCST3 dispersion model that was previously applied for the
air quality permit application and the Draft EIS air quality assessment.

Use of the Umatilla meteorological data, instead of the Pendleton airport
data, did not significantly change the modeling results. Revised versions
of Tables 3.2-5 and 3.2-6 from the Draft EIS are presented below as
Tables A-4-1 and A-4-2. The modeling analysis based on the alternative
meteorological data resulted in lower 1-hour average and annual average
pollutant concentrations, but higher predicted 3-hour, 8-hour, and 24-
hour average pollutant concentrations. While none of these concentra-
tions exceed ambient air quality standards, predicted 24-hour average
concentrations of SO, and PM  using UAD data slightly exceed the
SILs. However, these SIL exceedances are not considered indicative of a
significant air quality impact because the predicted amount of
exceedance is minimal, the conservative modeling approach likely
overestimates predicted concentrations, the SILs are only initial thresh-
old screening criteria, and the predicted 24-hour average SO, and PM |



concentrations are small fractions of the ambient standards. Similarly,
predicted annual average concentrations of toxic air pollutants (TAPs)
decreased using the Umatilla meteorological data, but predicted 24-hour
average concentrations increased. Table A-4-2 demonstrates that pre-
dicted TAP concentrations attributable to PGF comply with all appli-
cable Acceptable Source Impact Levels.

Table A-4-1 (Revised Table 3.2-5 in the Draft EIS)
Maximum Criteria Pollutant Predictions

Maximum PGFMore Stringent of

Averaging ConcentrationNAAQS or WAAQS  SIL
Pollutant Period (1g/m3) (ng/m3) (1g/m3)
NO, @ Annual 0.85 100 1
SO, 1-Hour 26 1,000 (b)
3-Hour 19 1,300 25
24-Hour 8.6 365 5
Annual 0.14 80 1
Cco 1-Hour 113 40,000 2,000
8-Hour 62 10,000 500
PM,, 24-Hour 53 150 5
Annual 0.32 50 1

@ Assumes 100 percent conversion of NOx to NO,
@ A SIL has not been established for 1-hour SO,
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Table A-4-2 (Revised Table 3.2-6 in the Draft EIS)
Maximum 24-Hour and Annual Toxic Air Pollutant
Concentrations

Concentrations Attributable to
Each Source

Averaging Combined

Period HRSG  Standby Fire Pump Concentration ASIL Over
Compound Stack Generator Generator (ng/m?3) (Hg/m3) (ng/m3) ASIL?2
1,3-Butadiene | Annual 1.4E-05 0 0 0.00001 0.0036 No
Acetaldehyde | Annual | 1.3E-03 | 5.5E-06 3.4E-06 0.001 0.45 No
Ammonia 24-Hour 4.4 0 0 4.4 100 No
Arsenic Annual | 1.1E-06 0 0 0.000001 [ 0.00023 | No
Benzene Annual | 4.1E-04 1.7E-04 1.0E-04 0.0007 0.12 No
Benzo(a)pyrene | Annual | 6.8E-09 0 0 0.00000001] 0.00048 | No
Beryllium Annual | 6.8E-08 0 0 0.0000001 | 0.00042 | No
Cadmium Annual | 6.2E-06 0 0 0.000006 [ 0.00056 | No
Chromium VI Annual | 3.9E-06 0 0 0.000004 [0.000083| No
Formaldehyde | Annual | 2.4E-02 1.7E-05 1.1E-05 0.02 0.077 No
Lead Annual | 2.8E-06 0 0 0.000003 0.5 No
Nickel Annual | 1.2E-05 0 0 0.000012 | 0.0021 No
Nitric Oxide 24-Hour 4.8 51 4.3 14 100 No
PAH Annual | 7.3E-05 | 9.8E-07 6.0E-07 0.00007 | 0.00048 | No
Propylene Oxide| Annual | 9.6E-04 0 0 0.001 0.27 No
Sulfuric Acid 24-Hour 0.454 0 0 0.5 3.3 No

2 ASILs = Acceptable Source Impact Levels

Thus, model results based on both sets of meteorological data indicate
emissions from PGF would have a negligible impact on local air pollut-
ant concentrations.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-5

See Response to Comment A-1.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-6

The opinion of the commentor is noted. However, BPA and Benton
County believe that the referenced paragraph accurately describes
possible overestimation of visibility impacts. Regarding volatile organic
compounds (VOC:s), the extent to which emissions of VOCs contribute to
visibility degradation remains a topic of research and disagreement.
However, in response to this comment MFG reexamined the visibility
assessment using the conservative assumption that all VOCs emitted by
PGF are instantly converted to secondary organic aerosols. Using this
assumption, the maximum reduction in visibility in the CRGNSA attribut-
able to PGF would increase from 1.57 to 2.32 percent, which remains
well below the 5-percent FLAG criterion established for individual
sources. Using this assumption, the number of days when PGF emissions
could affect visibility by more than the 0.4 percent FLAG criterion for
cumulative impacts increased from 14 to 17 (Table A-6-1).

Table A-6-1
CRGNSA Haze Impacts Attributable to PGF
Assuming All VOC Emissions Form Secondary Aerosols

Maximum Extinction Maximum Change
Attributable to PGF in Extinction

Number of Days
With Significant

(1/Mm) (%) Change in Extinction
Spring 0.121 0.43 0
Summer 0.138 0.54
Fall 0.394 1.30 10
Winter 0.535 2.32 6
Max/Total 0.535 2.32 17
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33750997_02.P65

Several conservative assumptions contribute to this result:
* All VOCs are instantly converted to secondary organic aerosols

*  Visibility in the CRGNSA is degraded by existing sources more
that 10 percent for every day of the year

* Background aerosol concentrations in the CRGNSA represent
excellent visual conditions for the calculation of the background
scattering coefficient (approximately the 90" percentile best
visibility)

* No weather phenomena (such as fog) are present that obscure the
affects of the predicted change to the extinction coefficient

* The predicted extinction coefficient is applicable to the entire
visual path length from observer to target

*  Good visibility in the CRGNSA is equally important for all days
and hours of the years

* The PGF emits at its maximum permitted emission rates for all
hours of the year

This series of conservative assumptions result in exaggerated indication
of potential regional haze impacts in the CRGNSA.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-7

The commentor disagrees with the notation in Table 3.14-2 in the

Draft EIS (Potential Cumulative Impacts) that states in part that cumula-
tive impacts would be unlikely. Table 3.14-2 summarizes the findings of
an evaluation of the potential for other projects to impose cumulative
impacts in the PGF project area, and the potential for the PGF and other
projects to cumulatively affect locations throughout the regional area.
This evaluation resulted in the conclusion that the approximately 70
miles separating the PGF and Goldendale, the volume of emissions (both
plants are approximately the same size and technology) and the diffusion
of the stack plume over the distance would make it unlikely that criteria
pollutants would concentrate and cause cumulative impacts.



Acid deposition, sulfur and nitrate deposition are the cause of the ecosystem
disturbance and cultural resource concerns. The periods deposition rates are at a
maximum are those days the author in this paragraph is dismissing as unimportant for
regional haze. The air quality models used for regional haze do a very poor job of
estimating deposition rates. Fine particulate formation occurs rapidly under the
circumstances described by the author — on the days such as this when the clouds
dissipate in late morning (a very common occurrence) some of the worst visibility or
haze conditions that are recorded occur in the afternoon. It is for these reasons that
attempts to rationalize these impacts as unimportant are not justified.

A-10
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Further modeling analysis of the PGF using CALPUFF indicated that
PGF emissions, when transported to the Goldendale area, would be de
minimus. If the PGF air quality impacts were de minimus at Goldendale,
which lies north of the Columbia Gorge, cumulative impacts would not
likely occur further to the east and south in the Gorge based on the
relative location of the PGF.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-8

See Response to Comment A-2.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-9

The air quality models used in the Draft EIS to analyze regional haze are
those recommended by Federal Land Managers (FLMs) (including those
from the USFS) in the FLAG2 guidance document for assessing acid
deposition to Class I areas. The FLMs consider these models to be the
best tools available for assessing deposition rates. As in any modeling
analysis or measurement program, some uncertainty exists in the estima-
tion of deposition rates. In order to address this uncertainty, the FLAG2
modeling techniques and the USFS-recommended criteria for deposition
include a degree of conservatism. Using the FLAG2 procedures, pre-
dicted deposition rates in the CRGNSA are tiny fractions of existing
deposition rates and of the USFS-recommended criteria (see Table A-2-
1). Such small incremental increases in the deposition of sulfur or
nitrogen are not likely to significantly affect resources within the
CRGNSA. See also Response to Comment A-2.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-10

The Draft EIS’s regional haze assessment follows protocols developed
by the FLMs and uses the FLAG criteria they have established. The
assessment uses a year’s worth of meteorological data (relative humidity,
wind direction and speed, etc.), which includes data from days in which
clouds dissipate during the late morning. Although these meteorological
conditions are taken into account in predicting the potential effect of
PGF emissions on extinction coefficient, the analysis conservatively



assumes that the background visibility is excellent during all hours of the

day and night and during all weather conditions. In other words, the
assessment overstates the project’s potential effect by assuming that a 5
percent change in extinction coefficient would result in a perceptible
degradation of visibility, even if that change occurred at night or when
clouds obscure scenic vistas.

Potential cumulative air quality impacts, including potential visibility
degradation, are discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the Draft EIS and in
Appendix B of the Draft EIS. This discussion focuses on the potential
cumulative effect of the proposed project in combination with other
potential power plants that could be developed in the region because the
combined effect of power plant emissions has been identified as a
primary area of concern by the public. In addition, the regional air
quality modeling performed by BPA that is discussed in the Draft EIS
was performed independently of the Draft EIS process for any particular
potential power plant, and was intended to focus on the cumulative
impacts of the potential plants rather than other sources.

As discussed on page 3.2-19 of the Draft EIS, the cumulative modeling
done for the potential power plant likely significantly overestimates
visibility impacts. Nonetheless, the cumulative effect of these plants
would be potentially significant only one day per year.

Air emissions from other, non-power plant sources could also contribute
to visibility degradation at the CRGNSA and Mount Hood. While
emissions from other sources (both past and existing) were included in
the background for cumulative air quality modeling and thus are suffi-
ciently accounted for, potential contributions from future non-power

I-11
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plant sources were not included in the modeling. The following has been
added as the second-to-last sentence of the last paragraph on page 3.2-19
of the Draft EIS:

“In addition to potential power plants, there are several
other future sources in the region that could generate air
emission and contribute to visibility degradation at the
CRGNSA and Mount Hood if developed. For a list of
these potential non-power plant sources of air emis-
sions, please see Table 3.14-1. These sources may add
to the projected cumulative impact of the potential
power plants in the region.”

BPA and Benton County believe that the Draft EIS provides sufficient
information concerning potential cumulative impacts in adequate detail
to allow decision-makers and the public to understand these potential
impacts, and that the analysis of these potential impacts conforms to the
requirements of applicable NEPA regulations.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-11
United States Department of the Interior Comment acknowledged.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Envi Policy and Compli

500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 356
Portland, Oregon 97232-2036

IN REPLY REFER TO:

October 21, 2002
ER 02/875

Philip W. Smith

Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621 KEC-4

905 NE 11"

Portland, Oregon 92708-3621

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement | A-11
(DEIS) for the Plymouth Generating Facility, Benton County, Washington. The
Department does not have any comments to offer.

We appreciated the opportunity to comment.

1

>

w.ﬂ)\%e@

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer

1I-12
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g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M@J REGION 10
2 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
aﬁmem
October 15, 2002
Roply To Ref: 02-003-BPA~-

AttnOf: ECO-088

Philip Smith

Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621 (KEC-4)
Portland, OR 97208-2631

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its review of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Plymouth Generating Facility (CEQ
No. 020365} in accordance with our authorities and responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The draft EIS has
been prepared to respond to a proposal to construct and operate a natural gas-fired power plant in
Benton County, Washington and to distribute the generated power over the Federal Columbia
River Transmission System. The EIS evaluates the applicant’s proposed power plant and two
transmission Jine alignments along with the No. Action alternative.. An agency-preferred
alternative is not identified.

Based on our review and evaluation, we have assigned a rating of EC-2 (Environmental
Concems - Insufficient Information) to the draft EIS. This rating, and a summary of our
comments, will be published in the Federal Register. A copy of the rating system used in
conducting our review is enclosed for your reference.

Our concerns with the proposed project relate to its predicted contribution to cumulative A-12
visibility degradation in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) and at
Mount Hood. While the EIS indicates that project-specific air emissions alone would not cause
perceptible visibility impacts in the CRGNSA (or national parks and wilderness areas in the
region), modeling analyses reveal that combined emissions from fifieen (15) proposed gas-fired
power plants (including the Plymouth Generation Facility) would result in significant visibility
effects in the CRGNSA and at Mount Hood. We note that the modeling conducted does not
reflect contributions from existing or reasonably foreseeable new (non-power generating) air
sources. As aresult, we are concemed that the overall cumulative visibility effects would likely

1I-13
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-12

As described in Response to Comments A-1 and A-10 above, a compre-
hensive analysis of cumulative effects on visibility in the CRGNSA was
performed. The analysis performed is consistent with the requirements
of 40 C.F.R. 1502.16, and the Council of Environmental Quality docu-
ment Considering Cumulative Effects.

The comment correctly acknowledges that the modeling analysis demon-
strates that the PGF would not cause perceptible visibility impacts in the
CRGNSA. However, the comment is incorrect in stating that the model-
ing revealed that the cumulative effect of emissions 15 proposed gas-
fired plans would be a significant adverse change in visibility. As
explained in response to Comment A-1 above, the modeling indicated
that visibility in the CRGNSA would be affected, at most, 7 days a year.
As explained, however, the conservative nature of the modeling signifi-
cantly overstates the likely effect. The impacts predicted by this analysis
are also overstated as a result of subsequent events indicating that several
of the potential future sources considered in the modeling analysis are no
longer appear reasonably likely to be constructed.

The comment also criticizes the EIS for not including all existing sources
of air emissions in the modeling. This comment misunderstands the
purpose of the modeling. It is acknowledged that there are currently
some days in which visibility is impaired in the CRGNSA. Those
existing conditions are common to the project and no-action alternatives.
The modeling was designed to indicate to what extent the PGF and other
reasonably likely future sources would create further visibility impair-
ment. Rather than include all existing emission sources in the modeling,
the analysis conservatively assumed excellent visibility occurred every
day of the year (as if existing sources never affect visibility), and then
determined the effect of the potential future sources. This method of
analysis overstates the cumulative effect of future sources because the
visibility may already be impaired (due either to natural meterological
conditions or to existing emissions sources) on the day or days in which
the modeling shows an impact. In the agency’s judgment, this is best
way to evaluate potential cumulative impacts.



be more significant than reported because the analyses conducted to date do not reflect a A-12
complete cumulative effects assessment reflecting the contributions of all past, present and (COI’It.)
reasonably foreseeable sources. We recommend that the EIS be revised to include a

comprehensive cumulative air quality analysis that is consistent with the implementing

regulations for NEPA (see 40 CFR 1502.16). We also recommend consulting Considering Cumulative Effects
Environmental Quality in 1997 in furthering the development of the cumulative effects analysis

for this EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft EIS. Iurge you to
contact Bill Ryan of my staff at (206) 553-8561 at your earliest opportunity to discuss our
comments and how they might best be addressed in the EIS.

Sincerely,
Is! e
Judith Leckrone Lee, Manager
Geographic Unit
Enclosure

cc: Mike Shuttleworth, Benton County Planning
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33750997_02.P65

The comment also criticized the EIS for not including all potential future
non-power generating sources in the modeling. It would be too costly
and time-consuming to include every possible emission source in the
model. BPA, therefore, made a reasonable decision to focus on proposed
power projects that would result in significant emission in the area. The
comment does not identify any particular non-power source that should
have been included in the modeling, or explain why any such source
would be so significant that it would result in a material difference in the
results of the analysis.



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating Systnm for
Draft Envir tal Impact Stat
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Actlon

LO - - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed oppodunities for application of mitigation measures that could
be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC - - Environmental Concems
The EPA review has- M;ﬁedmwrmmentalmpadsmmubemdedmmbﬁ#ypmdMuwW

Corective measures may require changes to the preferred altemative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce these
impacts.

EO - - Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avuded in order to prwldeadequa(e
protection for the environment. Corective measures may require substantial changes to the or consid

some;othes project allomative. faciuding the no-action.attemative. o 2.new. alternative). ?Amtmds.lqwm&uﬂhiteleadmmv

reduoeﬁmelmpads
EU-- Unsatisfactory

24

~The ERA réview-has Identifed atverse i tal i thatare of sufficient magnitude that $hey.aremsatisfactory
from the standpoint of publnc heanh ﬁf welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the léad agency to reduce these
impacts. If the p are not cormected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for
referral to the Council on Envnmnmental Quahty (CEQ).

uacy of the Impact Statement
Category 1 - - Adequate
ERA-believes the draft EIS ad ! foth:th IE s):0t the preferréd altemative and those.of the
filable fo the project or action. Noﬁxrﬂmeranalyssofddacdledxmnsnee&ssary but the reviewer may
suggest the addition ofdanfymg language or information.

Category 2 - - Insufficlent Information

The draft EfS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impads that should be avoided
in otder to fully pmted the ermwnment or the EPA reviewer has identified new available all ives that are wrthm the
1 H i fRe.d R-EIS, which.could od h dal imi s of thi &tion. The
addlﬂond Informatlm data, analys&s or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate

EPAdok  bidlieve:fhat:thed "EI“MH"LMM " . e v o oo

the EPA reviewer has identified new, ble al ti mataemdeofﬂuemofdtanahmwmh
the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the
identified additional inft I data I '_ are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a

EPA i 3 .JS“J! iy Act S o
Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft
EIS. On the basis of the p ial significant impacis involved, this p | could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 P Review ions Impact Environment. February, 1987.
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e mee cesire e s s ez RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-13
CONEEDERATED TRIBES ‘ Commegt noted. The referenced paragraph has bf?en revised to include
of the information about the cultural resource sites identified by the
“Umatilla Indian ‘Reservation commentor. (See Chapter II of this FEIS.)

Department of Natural Resources

CULTURAL RESOURCES
PROTECTION PROGRAM
P.O. Box 638
73239 Confederated Way
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-14

BPA and Benton County believe that sufficient investigative fieldwork to

Area code 541 Phone 276-3629 FAX 276-1966 identify potential cultural resources has been conducted at this time.
October 3, 2002 ‘ Although development of the proposed project would not be expected to
Philip W. Smith affect known cultural resources, potential impacts to undiscovered
O Tt e cultural resources is acknowledged, and appropriate mitigation is pro-
Post Office Box 3621 vided. As stated in Section 3.10.3, Summary of Impacts, and

Portland, Qregon 97208-3621

3.10.4, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS,

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) Cultural Resources Protection “...if recorded archaeological resources present within
Program (CRI’P) thanks you for the opportunity to review the draft envir 1 impact stat for .. . .

the Plymouth Generating Facility. We have serious problems with this report. the A lternate TransmlSSlon ]nterconnecthn Corrldor are
On page 3.10-2 URS states, “A literature review and records scarch was completed for the site arca a.at the determined Significanl and will be impaCted, or U(

Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation in Olympia, Washington, on

December 13, 2001. The record search included review of ethnographic and historic literaturc and maps; prevzously unldentlfied archaeologlcal materlals or

federal, state, and local inventories of historic properties; archaeological base maps and site records; and / ] 1

survey reports. The record scarch revealed that no archaeological sigtes have heel? identified within the f eatures were to be discovered durmg construction or
site area. It also indicated, however, that no archacological survey has been reported in the vicinity of the ground.dis[urbing activities and [he discovery were to
site area. Informal reports note the presence of prehistoric materials on the island in the Columbia River

offshore of the community of Plymouth, well outside of the plant site, but these have not been be dete}"m lned Sl'gnl:ficant, mltlgallon Wlll be necessary.

confirmed.”

The Washington State Office of Archaeological and

It is hard to know where to start to respond to this paragraph; it contains many false statements. A hasty A-13 . . . . .
review of our records indicates there are approximately 17 coltural resource sitcs within one mile of the Historic Preservation would determine appropriate
proposed plant site alone. This does not even consider the plant’s associated infrastructure. These 17 .. . v

sites do not include the 11 or 12 (depending on whether one includes Little Plymouth [sland) cultural mit g ation.

rcsource sites recorded on “the island in the Columbia River offshore of the community of Plymouth.” In
addition, at least 10 different cultural resource reports consider the sites on Plymouth Island; many of
them have been test oxcavated. I do not know what URS means by “confirmed” sites, but we consider a
site to exist when the Washington Office of Archaeclogy and Historic Preservation (OAHP) has assigned
a site number to it.

Tt Is our sincere hope that URS mistakenly did not report these sites, although it is beyond our

comprehension how such an oversight could take place. These sites are clearly indicated on OAHP maps. A-14
Such an error could have led to disturbance in this area with no further cultural resource work. The CRPP

believes that subsurface testing of the project area and appropriate associated infrastructure are required in

this area because there is such a high density of cultural resources,

10/07/02 MON 14:21 [TX/RX NO 9565]
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Finally, page 3.10-5 contains the statement, “The Plateau was characterized by Krocber (1939) as a region
of ‘absences and low intensity culture,’ particularly when compared to the more highly developed
cultures represented on the Northwest Coast and Plains.” The CTUIR strongly resents the implication
that it has a lcss than fully developed culture,

We Jook forward to reviewing the cultural resource survey report and avticipate hearing from the BPA
regarding a subsurface cultural resource testing project.

Respegffully
% M
It

v
Program Manager

cc: Johnson Meninick, Yakama Nation
Bill White, Yakama Natjon
Scott Williams, Assistant State Archacologist, BPA Liaison
Valeric Hauser, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Stephen Tromly, Bonneville Power Administration

10/07/02 MON 14:21 [TX/RX NO 9565)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-15

The implication noted in the comment was not intended. The statement
to which the commentor refers has been revised. (See Chapter II of this

FEIS.)



CONFEDERATED TRIBES
" of the

“Umatilla Indian Reservation

Department of Natural Resources

CULTURAL RESOURCES
PROTECTION PROGRAM
P.O, Box 638
73239 Confederated Way
Pendleton, Oregon 97801
Area code 541 Phone 276-3629 FAX 276-1966

November 18, 2002

Philip W. Smith

Environmental Project Manager
Bonneville Power Administration
Post Office Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) Cultural Resources Protection
Program (CRPYP) thanks you for the opportunity to review Michael S. Kelly of URS’ Cultural Resources
Inventory of the Proposed Pl th Gererating Facilizy, Benton County, Washington. We appreciate the
changes that URS made in response to our comments regarding the draft environmental impact statement.
However, we still have some problems with the report.

On pape 19 Kelly lists previously identified sites in the project vicinity. We find that this list lacks site
45BN345. Site 45SBN345 was recorded by David Ellis working for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

Portland District, in September 1983. It is the Spokane, Portland, and Seattle railroad grade, near Christy

Road. That same list of sites on page 19 indicates the distance from the site to “project alternative.” 1
found this portion of the table somewhat misleading. For example, site 45BN295 is listed as 1800 meters
from the project alternative, but according to my maps it is right next to the Access Alternative.

Kelly does not provide a map showing where URS surveyed. There is a description and an aerial
photograph, but a map would be-easier to follow, A few reports should have been referred to as part of
this project. I am assuming that the McNary-John Day transmission line survey passed near the project
area, especially the transmission interconnection. Heritage Research Associates, Inc. (HRA) prepared
Results of a Cultural Resources Assessment for the Northwest Pipeline Corporation Expansion 1 Project
Washington Facilities in 1994, A review of the site forms in Volume II of this document indicates that
HRA undertook some subsurface testing at 45BN285 and that the 420 acre Port of Benton tract, which
seems to be within the Plymouth Generating Facility project area, was formally determined cligible for
inchusion in the National Register of Historie Places on June 19, 1981, In addition, there is no mention of
Gordon Lothson and Glen Lindemans’s 1980 Cultural Resowrce Reconnaissance and Phase 1 Testing for
the Por! of Benton, Near Plymouth, Washington report. 1 believe that 1o better understand the cultural
resources of the area, these reports must be reviewed and, based on them, perhaps an informed decision
about the likelihood of finding subsurface cultural resources in the plant area could be made. Until a
reasoned argument regarding the relationship of the portions of the project area that are at a distance from
the Columbia River to the sites along the river is made, we believe that subsurface testing in at least the
plant arca wil] be required.

A-16
I A-17

A-18

I A-19
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-16

The record of site 45SBN345 has been added to the cultural resources
inventory for this project. See Chapter II of this Final EIS. Specifically,
the distance from Site 45BN295 to the project alternative has been
corrected to 180 feet, not 1,800 feet.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-17

A map of sites is included with the revised Cultural Resources Report for
the PGF, which was submitted to the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation in January 2003.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-18
These two reports have been consulted. See Chapter II of this Final EIS.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-19

Although no prehistoric archaeological materials were noted during
inventory of project areas, the ground surface across much of the area
investigated is highly disturbed and may have masked the presence of
archaeological materials. Therefore, this area should be considered
sensitive and may contain unidentified archaeological sites. Following
identification of selected alternatives, additional archaeological investi-
gation is recommended. Specifically, probing to test for buried deposits,
prior to the initiation of construction, as well as monitoring during
construction, are recommended. Archaeological materials identified
during probing activities should be subject to additional testing and
evaluation, followed by mitigation, if appropriate. See Chapter II of this
FEIS for further information.



1 understand that the BPA did not prepare this report. However, it took a considerable amount of my time
to review the report and identify its deficiencies. Because this area is important to the tribe, we undertook
this work; however, [ hope that in the future your contractors will be more thorough.

Respectfully,

-

- Catherine E. Dickson
Principal Investigator

cc: Jeff Van Pelt, CRPP Manager
Johnson Meninick, Yakama Nation
Bill White, Yakama Nation
Scott Williams, Assistant State Archaeologist, BPA Liaison
Valerie Hauser, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Stephen Tromly, Bonneville Power Administration
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

15 West Yakima Avenue, Suite 200 ¢ Yakima, Washington 98902-3452 ¢ (509) 575-2490

October 14, 2002

ocT 15 2%
Terry Marden
Benton County Planning N COUNTY
PO Box 910 pLA?\]ENr\t[IIg DFPARTMENT

Prosser, WA 99350-0910

Dear Mr. Marden:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plymouth Generating Facility draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS). We have reviewed the document and have the following
comments.

Water Quality

The salts concentrated in the cooling loop will require a State of Washington Wastewater A-20
Discharge Permit and monitoring of the irrigated farmland will be necessary to ensure

compliance with Washington State ground water standards. A wastewater discharge permit

application can be obtained and returned to the Central Regional Office of the Dept. of Ecology.

Pleasc contact Cindy Huwe at (509) 457-7105 for the permit application.

If you have any questions concerning the Water Quality comments, please contact Pat Irle at
(509) 454-7864.

Sincerely,

Gwen Clear
Environmental Review Coordinator

Central Regional Office
(509) 575-2012

818

.
<
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-20

Comment acknowledged. Please note that the requirement for this
permit is listed in Table 5-1 Plymouth Energy Project Permits and
Approvals of this Final EIS.
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Washington State

South Central Region

Department of Transportation 2805 Rudkin Road, Union Gap
Douglas B. MacDonald P.O. Box 12560
Secretary of Transportation Yakima, WA 98909-2560
509-57
TTY:
October 17, 2002 www v

Benton County Planning/Building Department
P. 0. Box 910
Prosser, WA 99350-0910

Attention: Michael Shuttleworth, Senior Planner

BENT
PLANN

Subject:  CUP 01-45, Plymouth Energy, LLC; 306 MW Generation Facility

Draft Environmental [mpact Statement (DEIS) Comments
SR 14, MP 173.88 — 179.96 (Christy Road to Plymouth Road) Right

We have reviewed the referenced Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and
have the following comments.

L.

The project is not adjacent to any state-maintained rights-of-way, but State

Highway 14 is in the project vicinity. The applicant identified SR 14 as providing
indirect access to the site for both construction and operation of the proposed facility.
SR 14 is a partially-controlled limited access facility. The Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has acquired all the access rights to the
highway with the exception of deeded approaches.

Access to SR 14 from the site is proposed via Plymouth Industrial Road. The

SR 14/Plymouth Industrial Road intersection (mp 178.90) is unchannelized, and the
posted speed limit is 65 miles per hour. Alternative access to the site would connect
to SR 14 via Christy Road or Plymouth Road. The SR 14/Christy Road intersection
(mp 173.88) is also unchannelized, and the posted speed limit is 65 miles per hour.
The SR 14/Plymouth Road intersection (mp 179.96) is likewise unchannelized, and
the posted speed limit is 55 miles per hour. Any of these proposed accesses are
acceptable to us. No direct access to SR 14 from the site will be allowed.

. Doug Eldred, a WSDOT employee, is cited as a reference on pages 3.11-5 and

3.11-19. His last name is misspelled.

. It is the applicant’s responsibility to keep and maintain SR 14 free of any debris or

hazardous material. Any spilled material shall be cleaned up at the applicant’s
expense.

All loads transported on WSDOT rights-of-way must be within the legal size and load
limits, or have a valid oversize and/or overweight permit.

A-21

I A-22

A-23
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-21

Comment acknowledged.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-22

Comment acknowledged. This misspelling has been corrected in Chap-
ter II of this Final EIS.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-23

Comment acknowledged.



Mr. Michael Shuttleworth, Plymouth Energy LLC — DELS Comments
October 17, 2002
Page 2

5. For any traffic control needed on SR 14, the proponent must submit a traffic control
plan to the WSDOT South Central Region Traffic Office for review and approval.
Please contact Rick Gifford at (509) 577-1985 for specifics.

Traffic control on SR 14 should be coordinated with our Area Maintenance
Superintendent, Tom Root. He can be reached at (509) 577-1933 in Pasco.

6. Any outdoor advertising or motorist signing for this project will need to comply with
state criteria. As above, please contact Rick Gifford at (509) 577-1985 for specifics.

7. The applicant has indicated they will promote rideshare and vanpool programs for
construction workers during the seven-month construction period. WSDOT would
like to encourage these efforts, and is willing to assist the applicant with their trip
reduction plans. The applicant can contact the South Central Region’s Commute Trip
Reduction Coordinator, Jeff Sommerville, at (509) 577-1632 for assistance.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposed project. If you
have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Rick Holmstrom at (509)
577-1633.

Sincerely,

W. Brian White, P.E.
Acting Regional Planning Engineer

WBW: th/jjg

cc: File #5, Benton County
Tom Root, Area 3 Maintenance Superintendent
Rick Gifford, Traffic Engineer
Jeff Sommerville, Commute Trip Reduction Coordinator

p:\planning\devrevisr 14\ bentco_plymouth energy_deis.doc

A-23
(cont.)

A-24

11-22

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-24

Comment acknowledged.
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Ross B. Dunfee, P.E.

Public Works Director / County Engineer
Steven L. Tonks, P.E.

Asst. Director/Asst. County Engineer

Area Code 509
Prosser 786-5611
Tri-Cities 736-3084
Ext. 5664

Fax 786-5627

Benton County

Department of Public Works

Post Office Box 1001 - Courthouse
Prosscr, Washington 99350-0954

September 13, 2002

Mr. Terry A. Marden, Director

Benton County Planning & Building Department
P.O. Box 910

Prosser, WA 99350

RE: Draft EIS Plymouth Generating Facility

Dear Mr. Marden:

1.

or private road. If’itis to be a road owned and maintained by Benton County, it must be constructed in

New road for Plymouth generating facility — The applicant does not state whether this is to be a public I A-25
accordance with our standards and requirements.

. Upgrading existing Plymouth Industrial Road — This is to be coordinated with Benton County in I A-26
accordance with our standards and requirements.
. Section 3.1.1.5 Access Alternative: If Christy Road is chosen as the preferred route, Benton County A-27

Public Works is to be contacted. It may be that the existing Christy Road would need to be upgraded if
this route is chosen. The maps show two locations for the proposed connection to Christy Road. The
actual location is to be determined an approved by Benton County prior to any construction.

If you have any questions, please contact this office.

Sincerely,

4

Steven W. Becken
Project Engineer

BENTON COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

“BENTON COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 1S 4 DRUG FREE WORKPLACE AND AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-25

Plymouth Industrial Road would be a private road. As described in
Section 2.2.7 of the Draft EIS, the exiting Plymouth Industrial Road is a
private road except for the first 900 feet of the roadway that adjoins State
Route 14. The portion of Plymouth Industrial Road that would be
extended to the Plymouth Generating Facility would also be a private
road and would intersect the existing Plymouth Industrial Road at a point
where the existing road is currently private.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-26

Comment acknowledged.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A-27

Comment acknowledged.



“"Mike Shuttteworth" To: <pwsmith@bpa.govs, <Katie_McKinstry @urscorp.coms»
<mike_shuttleworth@ o
co.benton.wa.us> Subject: Fwd: Request to become party in Plymouth Power permits

12/18/02 02:38 PM

----- Message from "Geraid Steal” <geraldsteel @ yahoo.com> on Wed, 18 Dec 2002 14:11:05 -0800 ---—
To: <mike_shuttieworth @co.benton. wa.us>

Subject Request to become party in Plymouth Power
* permits
Michael,

I represent the Central Washington Building & Construction Trades Coungcil in their concerns regarding the
Plymouth Power project. | understand that you are the correct contact for the following request but | would
appreciate it if you would confirm this understanding or provide me with information as to who is the
correct contact. | request that my client become a party (with me as the contact person) regarding all
permits ta be issued by Benton County that are associated with the Piymouth Power project. | request
that | be given notice of all hearings and/or opportunities to comment and copies of all decisions. | also
request a copy of the DEIS {with appendices) and a copy of tha FEIS (with appendices) when it becomes
available. Could you email me a list of all of the Benton County permits related to the Plymouth Power
project that have been applied for with some estimate of when each permit might be issued and when any
hearings might be held? Alse, could you give me a list of ather agencies (with a person’s name and
phone where available) where you know that other permits related to the Plymouth Power project either
are being processed or likely will ba processed? If you prefer that | make this request in a mailed letter,
please let me know. | thank you tor your assistance.

Gerald Steel, PE
Attorney-at-Law

2545 NE 95th St.
Seattie, WA 98115
Tel/Fax 206.529.8373
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-1

A copy of the Draft EIS was mailed to the commentor, and the
commentor was added to the Distribution List for the Final EIS.

A list of required permits is provided in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIS and
Chapter II of the Final EIS.



33750997_02.P65

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-2

Pacific Northwest Regional Council of Carpenters Comment acknowledged. The commentor has been added to the Distri-
KIRK E. DEAI L -
36278120 Fax 353 6275121 bution List for the Final EIS.
412 813" St,, Tacoma, WA. 98402

December 12, 2002

Mr. Mike Shuttleworth

Benton County Planning &Building Department
1002 Dudley Avenue

Prosser, WA 99350

Dear Sir:

T am contacting you with regards to the proposed Plymouth Generation Facility. Pleass bas ¢ e a2 ican G-2
address the attached comments in the final EIS.

You will recall that 1 visited the Prosser Planning Office on July 11 10 request a copy of the Drar:
Envitonmental impact Statement. At that time [ requested not fication for the hearing relul.d &
the Drafi EIS and left my address for that purpose.

Foredey of

As I never received notification of the hearing. I acquired the Draft 15 upon returning te the "l virg Office
to enquire about the meeting after the comment period had closed.

Respectfully,

Jir b € Docd

Kirk E. Deal

I11-25



Benton County Planning/Building Department
PO Box 910

1002 Dudley Avenue

Prosser, WA 99350

Re: Comments/Questions pertaining to the Draft EIS for Plymouth Generation
Facility

Questions referencing the Draft Environmental Impact Study, Section 3.13.2.2.1:
Socioeconomics, Construction.

(1)What is the basis for the applicant’s projection of using a 65% local labor work force?
(2)Will the applicant use local hiring halls within the county to achieve these projections
for skilled construction craftspeople?

Comments:

The DEIS projects that one third of the workforce will come from outside the area and
used very general description of that employment resource: “weekly commuters™.

A similar project in Hermiston recently hired one third of their workforce from outside of
the three northwest states of Washington, Oregon and Idaho.

If these practices oceur during the construction of a plant at Plymouth, wages will be

exported outside the region at a time when this region is experiencing high
unemployment.

Respectfully,

Kirk Deal ' Justin McClendon
Pacific NW Regional Council of Carpenters ~ Pacific NW Reg. Council of Carpenters
4128.13" st. 2819 W Sylvester Ave

Tacoma, WA 98402 Pasco, WA 99302

1G-3
G-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-3

The DEIS states that approximately 65 percent of the construction
worker positions would be filled from the local labor force (i.e., from
Benton, Franklin and Umatilla counties). This percentage is based on
prior experience of the Applicant on projects such as the actual construc-
tion of Sumas Energy 1 in Whatcom County (Martin 2002). The per-
centage applied to the PGF is likely conservative, because the PGF plant
would be located closer to a large labor force (Tri-cities), compared to
Sumas Energy 1. The local-worker percentage was assigned as 65
percent based on the following:

e labor availability within the local area (discussed in the
DEIS and below) is adequate to meet demand by PGF
construction;

* the assumption by the Applicant that a portion of the labor
force would be highly specialized craftsmen who would
originate from non-local areas; and

* the assumption by the Applicant that a portion of the labor
would likely originate from outside the local area due to
relatively longer commute times to which some construction
workers are accustomed, due to the temporary nature of the
work.

The Washington State Employment Security Department (WESD)
indicates that in the two-county area of Benton and Franklin counties,
almost 500 openings would exist on average per year between 3™ quarter
2001 and 3 quarter 2003 in occupations that would be in demand by
PGF construction. See Table G-3-1 below. Occupations in demand due
to PGF construction are listed in Table 2-4 in the Draft EIS.



Benton-Franklin Workforce Development Area

Table G-3-1
Two-Year Occupational Projections for

Avg. Avg.
Employees Employees Annual Avg. Annual

3rd Qtr 3rd Qtr Growth Annual Total
Occupational Title 2001 2003 Rate Growth  Openings
Construction managers 225 253 5.90% 14 17
Civil engineers 613 695 6.50% 41 50
Engineers, all other 282 296 2.60% 13
Civil engineering technicians 149 162 4.00% 9
Electrical and electronic
engineering technicians 103 110 3.30% 3 5
First-line supervisors/managers of
construction trades and extraction workers 826 921 5.60% 47 65
Carpenters 979 972 -0.40% -4 11
Cement masons and concrete finishers 126 155 11.20% 15 16
Construction laborers 486 602 11.30% 58 62
Operating engineers and other
construction equipment operators 259 427 28.40% 84 90
Painters, construction and maintenance 190 196 1.50% 3 6
Pipelayers 100 196 40.20% 48 50
Plumbers, pipefitters, and steamfitters 555 559 0.40% 2 10
Sheet metal workers 131 134 0.90% 1 4
Construction and building inspectors 120 135 6.10% 8 10
All other construction and related workers 61 62 0.70% 0 1
Laborers and freight, stock, and material
movers, hand 1,597 1,622 0.80% 13 77
TOTAL Construction 6802 7497 10.2% 346 496

Source: WESD, 2002.
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Long-term occupational projections by the WESD
indicate that between the years 2000 and 2005, the
average number of openings per year in the group of
occupations listed in Table G-3-1 would total 461
(WESD, 2002). PGF construction would occur between
third quarter 2003 and third quarter 2005, and would
require an average of 130 workers. Judging from these
more current and localized data, demand for PGF con-
struction workers would predominately be met locally.

References:

Martin, Chuck, 2002. Email communication from Chuck
Martin, Plymouth Energy, and Katie Carroz, URS Corpo-
ration. January 7, 2003.

Washington State Employment Security Department
(WESD), 2002. Short-term and long-term Occupational
Projections for WDAs. Occupational Projections for the
Benton-Franklin Workforce Development Area, All
Occupations. http://www.wa.gov/esd/Imea/occdata/
2year/ benf2yr.htm. http://www.wa.gov/esd/Imea/
labrmrkt/occ/occ11.htm

RESPONSE TO COMMENT G-4

Although the Applicant has not yet selected a prime
contractor or entered into a construction contract, the
Applicant anticipates a contracting arrangement that
utilizes the local labor pool. In particular, the Applicant
plans to draw from the Tri-cities’ pool of skilled labor for
construction labor requirements. The construction
contract would be negotiated and finalized after permit-
ting is completed and financial closing is imminent.



ECEIVE

Benton County Planning Dept Benton County Building Dept Bonne lowbiCAdmih 2002
PO B

1002 Dudley Ave 5600 Canal Dr gx 361

Prosser, WA 99350 Kennewick, WA 99336 Portlapd, O ON COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RE:

PLYMOUTH ENERGY WANTS to build a natural gas-power plant a couple miles west of
Plymouth, northeast of an existing power plant.
Benton county planners have finished their environmental impact statement regarding the
project. And, they want your comments on the plan. Copies of the DEIS available.

Response by:Elmer Eugene Ayers

I have lived in the area here since 1975 January and have worked
mainly as a Pipefitter and welder for those years. As I see it we
need many small units producing electricity for our farmers and
businesses and support facilities of these businesses and for the
bedrooms that house the workers in our area. We need electricity
for many varied and quite a number of electronic items in our lives
and it needs to be uninterrupted as we have been blessed with from
our PUDs in the area. We need this addition to our supply
available and to sell to California and other places as needed thus
we serve the whole north west as well as this great country of ours.

If we have many small facilities then it is harder for our enemy to
cut us off or be cut off because of natural disasters. Also they can
have shut downs that effect a smaller part of our sources instead of
one shut down for maintenance effecting a very great part of our
sources. It also can effectively give a better competition between
the competing companies of electric generation. This verses a
single source and no competing companies as is Bonneville Power
Administration.

The location is good for a varied number of reasons. It is
Washington build and operated and can from that placement
geographically easily serve on shorter lines to Hermiston area and
south to Tri Cities area and beyond and to Walla Walla vicinity.
Also it can promote the development of small industries to settle in
the Plymouth arca on the Washington side of the Columbia vs the
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Comment Acknowledged.
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Oregon side. Benton county will reap good benefits for its
farmers on their needs now and future for the electric pumps and
other devices in this desert region needed to operate a large
industry of farming and it is expanding all the time. This also
serves the tourist and those coming here for conventions and other
mectings as well as the sports activities that are continuing to
expand all around us in our cities.

We need this in summary because it is the right thing to do.

We need this and where it is at because it fits as part of a
bigger package of a lot of small units working in concert to meet
our needs.

We need this because some one else will do it in Oregon and
then we miss the tax base and control that we should have for our
people.

We need this to add to the overall countries and NW needs
for future power and varied sources in case of emergency whether
natural or enemy caused or for maintenance purposes.

Thank you for listening to my opinion and I do hope this helps in
your decision making process.

Elmer Eugene Ayers
907 w Park st
Pasco, Wa. 99301

I-1
(cont.)
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October 10, 2002

D ECEIVE

0CT 14 2002

BENTON COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

My name is Linda Marcum and I am a resident of Plymouth, Wa.the proposed site
for the new Plymouth Energy generating facility. After reviewing the DOE/EIS I
have formulated some points of concern. I want to thank you in advance for taking
the time to read my concerns.

All of the following concerns are expressed in order of my personal evaluations and
prioritized from highest concern to least concern.

1) Air Quality

2)

Section 3.2-11 states that there are no controls available to control
emmissions of PM 10 or SO2 from combustion-turbine power plants. The
release of nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide and particulate matter is of upper most
importance to me. Having health problems related to breathing air, I feel that T
need to be ASSURED that I will not be exposed to anything that may alter my
way of life here in Plymouthi, and my abilty to enjoy a clean air enviroment. This
1 do not feel is adequately addessed. In section 3.14-1 it is stated, that further
development of the area in mention, especially in an industry such as power
production, may produce air emissions that could potentially affect air quality.
Along with this, we should consider air visibilty as it coincides with air quality.
Regional haze in the model suggests that the proposed project could potentially
degrade visibility. In the 24 hour extinction, relatively higher concentrations
near the facility were caused by the PM10 emmited directly from the turbines.
Also, secondary aerosols formed through the conversion of the NOx and SO2 are
important components of the extinction. While air movement is a consideration
and should be taken into fact finding, my understanding of this is limited and I
would like further information. A thinking person would assume that the
emissions of aersols and other components would not only directly affect the
haze and viewing problem, but the air quality as well. While the air quality is in
question it does not only affect the human population, but wildlife as well.

The source of elevated nitrates was not addressed in the Ecology report. Why
was that?? The use of fertilizers, and other possible hazardous materials that
may affect drinking water is of importance to me. Listing possible sources is not
good enough, This needs further research with the findings made public.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-2

The discussion of emissions from the PGF acknowledges that the project
would generate air pollutants, but the concentrations of air pollutants in
the exhaust would be very low because combustion of natural gas is
relatively clean and because Best Available Control Technology would
be applied to minimize air pollution. The dispersion modeling analysis
summarized in the Draft EIS indicates that predicted concentrations
would be far below the ambient air quality standards that have been
established to protect human health. Consequently, no adverse health
effects attributable to air emissions from the PGF are expected.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-3

A regional visibility impact assessment was conducted for the Draft EIS,
and the results of this assessment were included in Chapter 3.2 and
Appendix B of the EIS. The assessment considered both directly emitted
particulate matter and secondary aerosol formation. Results of the
assessment indicated that PGF emissions would have a minimal impact
on visibility. See also Responses to Comments A-1 and A-2.

The air quality modeling of emissions attributable to PGF revealed
predicted concentrations that were comparable to or less than those
deemed insignificant under EPA’s PSD permitting procedures. Predicted
concentrations were small fractions of the ambient air quality standards
established to protect human health and welfare. Since air quality laws
are designed to protect humans, consideration is given to at-risk popula-
tions and sub-lethal effects. It is reasonable to assume that protection of
humans in this manner will also protect wildlife. There are no studies
that indicate otherwise.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-4

As discussed in Section 3.3.1.1.2 of the Draft EIS, groundwater sampling
revealed that existing nitrate levels in the groundwater near the plant site
exceed drinking water standards. A report prepared by Ecology con-
cluded that elevated nitrate concentrations are present in groundwater in
many areas of the mid-Columbia River Basin, which includes Benton



3) Public Services and Utilities

On summary page 1-11 it states that impacts from the PGF would not be
significant. A potentially significant cumulative impact on public services and
utilities could occur because of additional daily or weekly population in the
region ie: construction workers on other projects, thus placing a higher demand
on servies such as law enforcement, fire protection and emergency services. It is
very apparent to anyone that lives here in Plymouth, that police response times
are dreadful and very lacking. As an unincorporated area, we are not high
priority. The volunteer fire dept is very effective as just that. With additional
construction occuring in the Tri Cities area, I strongly disagree that response
times will not be affected, as they are poor now from the police especially. 3.12-1
states that one deputy patrols the Plymouth area 40 hours a week. With the
influx of construction that is not enough. With response times lacking from the
TriCites, it is likely that additional traffic accidents will occur and a rise in
additional civil problems, citations, burglaries and other service calls would
occur. More people more problems.

During construction it is stated on 3.12-7 that aprox. 222 additional workers
would enter and leave the site area. This increase shows that our police coverage
would be less that adeqate for the construction alone. The residents and their
concerns would be overlooked with the added volume of people during
construction. The DOE/EIS does not adequately address this problem. It states
on one hand, that the impact will be minimal yet shows the opposite. Since the
socioenomics impact on the citizens of Plymouth is not a consideration,
additional law enforcement is highly unlikely and a concern for me as a citzen of
Plymouth.

4) Transmission Lines

On 1-17, impact of the transmission interconnection, it is stated that the
interconnection may necessitate some removal of crops within Plymouth Farm and
agricultural property north of the farm. Plymouth Farms in the past has removed
and burned on a windy day , acres of trees. Particilate matter was sent into the air
effecting my breathing so much that I had to stay in the house with windows closed.
At the very least a calmer day should have heen chosen. I called the air quality
authority to complain, and in usual fashion nothing was done. I would like to sec
Plymouth Farms and Plymouth Energy, be required to be more aware of the
weather conditions and the feasibilty of another way to remove crops should that be
necessary, that not only affect my way of life, but that of others around me,
including wildlife.

It is also stated that property owners would be consulted when construction of
transmission lines is about to begin. We all want the area to remain unchanged
environmentally as well as aesthetically as much as possible.
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County. Although the source of the elevated nitrate concentrations was
not discussed in the Ecology report, increased nitrates are often attribut-
able to agricultural use of fertilizer and discharges from septic systems.

Construction of the PGF would not affect the quality of groundwater, as
stated in 3.3.2.2.1 of the Draft EIS. During PGF operation, the use of a
septic system would create the potential for nitrate loading to the ground-
water at the plant site. The nitrate concentration in the groundwater at
the site would increase approximately 0.9 percent in the immediate
vicinity of the drainfield, determined to be a low-to-moderate (less than
significant) impact, as discussed in Section 3.3.2.2.2.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-5

Section 3.12 of the Draft EIS describes existing police, fire and emer-
gency medical service (EMS) capability in the regional and site area.
Emergency service responders expect an increase in traffic and other
incidents due to the proposed project, but do not expect substantial
increases in demand on their services because (1) no detours or road
closures would occur during construction, so delays in responding to
incidents are not expected, (2) the traffic level of service (LOS) would
remain at its current level during project construction, so traffic delays
and volumes would not differ substantially, and (3) the peak construction
period would not occur during winter when the number of accidents
typically increases due to poor driving conditions. Section 3.12.3 of the
DEIS discusses the cumulative impacts on public services from projects
in the vicinity. The influx of workers and overlapping construction
periods would likely increase the need for public services.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-6

The comment includes reference to heavy dust episodes during past
orchard removal at Plymouth Farms. Development of the PGF would
not entail removal of additional orchards. It would require removal of
surface vegetation and grading of the planned PGF project site. Vegeta-
tion removal and grading would include dust suppression methods such
as watering to minimize and fugitive dust emissions. See discussion in
Sections 2.2.8.2 and 2.2.8.3 of the Draft EIS.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-7

5) Erosion The project site is in a relatively arid area with annual rainfall on the
Wind erosion will be a big problem. Once construction has begun, wind -7 order of 8 inches. In add1t10n> soils at the project site and Surr(?undlng
currents will be inplay and soil ( sand) will blow everywhere. 3. 1-28 states that environs are sandy underlain by gravels that promote good drainage.
once soil is distrubed, the most critcal time for erosion is from March to May, Relatively little surface water runoff that could promote soil erosion is
however I disagree with that assumption as it does state later in the paragraph. . R .
Erosion by storm water runoff would be greatest during the rainy season. In expected. The project grading plan will include surface water control

general, it states that impacts from erosion will be sigl}ificant. I agree with this features to control and channel runoff to a storm water pond for percola-
statement and hope that Plymouth Energy has a plan in place to manage and . . . .

implement procedures as needed especially during construction. I would like to tion (see Figure 2-4 and Section 3.3 in the Draft EIS).

see some vegetation replanted to not only visually help the plant appear more "
natural” while mimimizing the erosion process.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-8

Comment acknowledged.

In summary, all the concerns expressed above are mine alone. Keeping in mind -8
the need for alternate energy sources, I am ambivalent about this project's
contribution to that effort. It will surely not contribute added electrical use by
the citzens of Plymouth, as the finished product will be sold and exported out of
the area. The BPA has shown that it is greatly mismanaged with no plan in place
to rectify the problems within it's own boundaries. Raising costs to cover
ineptness does not solve the problems at hand. I do not see the need for a new
generating plant at all, when the ones currently in place are so badly
administered. NESCO dba Plymouth Energy has entered into an agreement with
the BPA as well as others, to supply a finished product. The gain is theirs and
has no advantage for the people of Plymouth, with the exception of new jobs. In
researching NESCO's projects that have been completed, it appears that they try
very hard to work with the local people and make every attempt to meet or
exceed the DOE requirements. State perameters I feel are lacking but in the final
analysis, the guidelines are set, and may not be conducive to the wishes of the
population. I am hoping that this is the only plant of its kind in our area.
Continued industrial development of this kind is great for Benton County,
however not for the unincorporated town of Plymouth I feel. Continous
monitoring of the progress on this facility and any future projects is the only way
to assure that the quiet, pleasant way of life I seek is not disturbed for the
advancement of outside monetary gains.

Si ely, .
ey dilcerr
inda Marcum

Plymouth, WA resident
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John_Williams

Industrisl Congsulta 1t for the Commentors
19815 NW Nestueca Dr
Portland, OR 97229
503-439-9028

ax-503-533-4082

€ell-503-310-0875
john.williams3@atthicom

ctober 14, 2002
by F. 0:
Benton County Planping
Michael Shuttleworth
509-786-5629

EGEIVE

0cT 15 2002

BENTON COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

COMMENTS ON THE DEIS FOR THE PLYMOUTH POWER PROJECT

T.hcse comments are submitted on behalf of Washington State Association of Plumbers and
mpc(l'luers. and WE CARE (Workers for the Environment, Clean Air, Reliable Energy), and
certain members of th :se groups, who live in and near Benton County, ;{‘-e prop—t;sed Plquuulh
Power plant and its re ated natural gas pipeline and transmission line.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Ihe' BPA and Benton Zounty issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
project. The Commentors believe the DELS is inadequate, and an revised draft cnvironmental
;;npz:;l stutcg\cnt sihould be prepared instead. The Department of Ecology, Federal Energy
egulatory Commission, and other state and federal agencies should be cooperating partics i
. . n "
preparation of the revised DEIS, i Bpurties

Ihe] BPA and vBenton (County’s environmental review did not adequately consider cumulative air
qu: ity lmpucls: Many new power plants and industria] facilities have recently started up, are
under construction or zre seeking permits within about 150 miles of Plymouth Power

We think that an cnvironmental impact statement (EIS) should comprehensively consider the

cumulative impacts, es secially air quali
quality, from all of these plants, rathey s ..
them one by one in separate reviews,' plants, rather than piecemcaling

The Co identi i i i
mmentors have identified several 1ssucs, including the failure to consider and describe all

—_———

, .
Many of the rearby pending power plants are described in the W

Energy Facility Siting E i i i
Vet oty & Evaluation Council (EFSEC) website, such as the

ashington State
permitted

Page 1 of 20
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-9

The lead agencies believe that the Draft EIS provided sufficient informa-
tion so as to adequately inform the public about the proposed project and
its potential impacts, as required under NEPA and SEPA. The Draft EIS
provided meaningful analyses of all significant issues related to the
proposed project, and comments submitted during the Draft EIS public
review period have not resulted in significant changes to the Draft EIS
(see Chapter II of this Final EIS for revisions made to the Draft EIS).
Thus, circulation of a revised draft EIS is not necessary. Also see
Response to Comment I-14.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-10
See Response to Comment A-1 and A-2.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-11

Cumulative impacts were considered for each discipline and in Section
3.14 of the Draft EIS. Alternative sites and designs for the PGF plant
were considered and are discussed in Section 1.5.3 of the Draft EIS.
Global warming is discussed in Response to Comment I-35. Plant and
pipeline accidents are discussed in Responses to Comments 1-25 and I-
26, and toxic air emissions are discussed in Responses to Comments A-1
and A-2, as well as in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIS. Water
use and farmland are discussed in Sections 3.3, Water, and Section 3.8 of
the Draft EIS.



za "

of 11.1c project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, and the failure to consider the
covironmental advan ages of alternative sitcs and designs for the power plant,

Th? D.EIS dealt inadequately with global warming, power plant and pipeline accidents, toxic air
cmissions, water use, and losses of farm lands.

Yrat P It . .

1 roject alternatives th at were not adequately considered, include redesign to produce less air
pf)lluuon. reconfigure tion to reduce water use, and reduction of the amounts of surface
disturbance caused by development of the plant site, and the pipeline and transmission line.

TEXT OF DISCUSSION

PURPOSE AND NEED

The DEIS misleads tt € reviewer with an inaccurate purpose and need statement and its outdated
summary of the energy supplies in the Northwest. The DE]S says the WECC predicted
increased clectrical d¢ mand in an undated documeant, presumably before 1999, and claims that
fh‘ NPPC, in 2000, claimed there could be black-outs in the Northwest (“genc‘ration
insufficiency events™) without 3000 more MWs of energy on line by 2003,

Am?r citing these two or three year old studies, the DEIS then claims that “...consumers in the
Pacific Northwest ... r eed increased power generation...”

If this claims was eve: true, it rings hallow today. The facts are that (he WECC’s more current
data shows that the Nogthwest’s gencrating capacity is already predicted (0 increase by 3100 MW
by 2003 to over 81,000 MW, compared to the nceded reserves of only 65,600 MW, and that

energy demand actual yy fell from B-11% from 2000 to 2001. (WECC, 2002 Information
Summary),

As for the NPPC, it nc w predicts that the needed 3100 MW will b
/ ) e added by D, 2.4
its Power Supply Outl ok, May, 2001 -April, 2002. Fecetby Desember. 2002,

We know of over 2000 megawatts recentl i i
y added to the Northwest grid: Hermiston Power
Partners, Rathdrum Generation, Klamath Falls Cogen, the Hanaford turbine, and Frederickson II.

ulong with upgrades at Puget Sound Energy/Fredoni i i
Indneios ariades 8l B gy onia, and smaller turbines added at Willamette

There arc also at Jeast :inother 2000 megawa
Mint Farm, Satsop I, Chehalis Power, and Ci
are virtually or actually fully
PGE/Tacoma, Tahoma Enetg
Enecrgy, and Everett I &2 I1.

tts under construction; Goldendale Encrgy, Miriant
oyote Springs I1, along with another 3500 Mw that
pcrmhle(? and/or arc declining to start construction; Garnet Energy
Y, Umatilla Generating, Wallula, Sumas II, The Cliffs, Garnet )

In other words, even if there was

a 300! 2 i
been more than filed. & feo e 0 Mw shortfall predicted three years ago, that gap has

Te 1S now a glut of natural gas fired energy. There is no
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-12

The need for the proposed action is discussed on pages 1-1 to 1-2 of the
Draft EIS and in Chapter I of this Final EIS. While some regional power
need projections may have been updated in recent months, BPA reason-
ably believes that there is still a need for increased long-term power
production in the region. For example, BPA’s latest energy projections
forecast that the Pacific Northwest region faces a firm energy deficit of
approximately 7,125 average megawatts (aMW) by 2011 if no new
resources are developed. Pacific Northwest Loads and Resources Study
(“White Book™), BPA 2002. In addition, the WECC 10-year Coordinated
Plan Summary for 2002-2011 (WECC 2002) mentioned by the
commentor assumes a certain amount of regional power growth from
projects such as the proposed action. The WECC also notes that several
factors combine to make forecasting generation adequacy for the North-
west Power Pool Area difficult for this time period. These factors
include the variable and uncertain reduction of hydropower production
from implementation of the 2000 Biological Opinion and the constantly
fluctuating number of non-hydro generation interconnection requests
(and corresponding power generation capacity) received by BPA. North-
west Power Planning Council (NPPC) projections are similar to WECC
projections in that they assume certain projects, such as the proposed
action, will be built to reduce the long-term need for power in the region;
without the construction of these projects, the accuracy of these projec-
tions is likely less valid.

Thus, the projected adequacy of generation supply in the Northwest over
the next 10 years still is directly dependent on how many of the numer-
ous projects assumed to be built under these projections, such as the
Plymouth Generating Facility, are actually built. While some new
generation plants have been built, many others that were expected to be
built (and included in WECC and NECC projections as assumed to have
been built) have recently been cancelled or put on hold due to current
market conditions and the slowing economy. In addition, BPA must
make decisions based on long-term projections. In the Pacific North-
west, the overall, long-term trend is one of growth, which is expected to



evidence that the market can support another facility. The Mint Farm and Satsop I plants have
had their construction recently terminated when the plants are more than halt built, and

Goldendale Energy has now delayed completion of their plant for another year,

Another dozen plants have recently withdrawn or delayed their proposals, such as Mercer
Ranch, Turner Energy, Grizely, North Idaho Power, Kootenal Power, Morrow Generating,
Coburg Energy,

In other'words, the Purpose and Need Statement for the DEIS is outdated and inaccurate.
Procecding to permit ing of this plant runs the risk of committing and squandering public agency
staff and the public’s time, and natural resources, land uses, and investment capital, for a power
plant that is not nceded in the foreseeable future,

In this light, it is likely that the developer does not actually seek to build a power plant,
especially since the L EIS does not disclose the actual existence of a real power sales contract.
Instead, it is more lik-ly that the developer is mercly secking completed environmental permits,
which will then be sold in the future to another developer, when balance is restored in the power
market, We object to the misuse of staff time by the public agencies, and by the public, who
must carefully review this project to insure that unnecessary environmeantal degradation does not
occur. Staff time and the public’s time should be reserved for “real” projects, not hypothetical
projects that have an “mlikely prospect of coming to fruition.

These recent facts als > mean that the conclusion on page 2-1, that the No Project alternative
vyould “not remove the need for power production™ but would merely move the need to another
site, is also inaccurate. The power plant construction boom of the last two years has already
removed the need for power production, no matter if the No project alternative is selected.

AGENCY COOPEF ATION URGED

} Several other ocal and federal agency approvals may be needed for this project,
mc!u'dmg the Federal Encrgy Regulation Commission, and the Department of Ecology. These
entities should partic pate as cooperating agencies in a joint NEPA/SEPA EIS, rather than
having ll.xc B‘PA and Henton County go it alone with a truncated DEIS. This type of agency
cooperation is a cornerstone of efficicnt environmental review,

For 'lnS‘lﬂnCt.E, NEPlA trges federal agencies to seek a cooperative posture with state agencies, in
s section titled Elimination of duplication with State and local authoritics (40 CFR 1506.2 (b):

" (Federal) Ag >ncics will cooperate with State and local agencies to the fullest extent
possible to avcid duplication between NEPA and State and local tequirements,"

;; ‘JIOI nt NEPA/SEPA clocument cou!d study all of the power plants and large industrial projects
i ;Au‘re pr;ppscd alon j the Co.lumbla River, which are in fact directly aud indirectly the result of
s policies and co acentrations of resources, and could study these cumulative impacts, and
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continue into the foreseeable future. Basing decisions on short-term
slow growth periods does not correspond appropriately to the more
frequently occurring periods when the regional economy is growing and
the demand for electricity increases. Therefore, BPA does not believe it
would be wise to rely on the present slow down in the economy as a
significant factor in fully assessing future demand. Because long-term
forecasts still show a projected need for additional power in the region,
BPA believes that there is sufficient need for the proposed action. The
discussion of the need for the proposed action has been revised to reflect
more current projections (see Chapter I of this Final EIS).

Reference:

Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC). 2002. 10-Year
Coordinated Plan Summary, 2002-2011: Planning and Operation for
Electric System Reliability. Salt Lake City, Utah. September.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-13

The lead agencies have an obligation to consider applications submitted
for projects such as the proposed action, and the preparation of the
Draft EIS reflects this consideration. A project must go through regula-
tory and environmental review before the responsible agencies can grant
approval to a proposed project. Project developers are often unable to
enter into power sales contracts until after permits authorizing construc-
tion of the facility are obtained. The regulatory process determines if a
project, such as PGF, meets the requirements for construction and
operation. It is not the purpose or the intent of regulatory review to
determine if a project proponent will build the project. Many different
factors, including market conditions, influence whether a project will be
completed.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-14

Please see Response to Comment I-11.



vo -

appmprlatc'miﬁgalicn measures, in a single comprehensive document, This type of review
would provide u mor : useful analysis of these impacts and meaningful mitigation measures

This approach Could.advance a unificd mitigation approach to air quality impacts, as suggested
by the Federal Land iManagement agencies in their comments on the Wallula EIS. Impacts

should be required were practicable and feasible, as mandated by the courts and CEQ
regulations.

The l‘our_ar}d one half’ page discussion of cumulalive impacts at Section 3.14 does not do justice
to x?e existing ar}d i pending cumulative impacts, and does not even list all likely significant
projects, neglecting to even list the Umatilla Depot incinerator, the Pacific Rim Ethano} plant. the
Cliffs power plant at he Goldendale Smelter, and the expansion of the Boise/Wallula pulp and
paper mill, among otlier developments.

CUMULATIVE JM2ACTS

This is one of several power and large industrial projects already operating, being proposed
comlrucled,‘ or which recently began operation within a 100 mile radius of the proposed silé‘ in
the Columbia River valley, and Gorge vicinity. These include several natural gas fired plants
and of the Boardman :oal fired plant. There will be cumulative air quality impacts especiall):
from added oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions. About 2000 ton/year of NOX, a:;d about
another 2000 tons/year of other pollutants, will soon be added to this local air sh'ed from these
proposed or recently constructed facilities. This arcas air quality is already degraded z\ccol:din |
to the Federal Land Managers IMPROVE air moniloring program. ' ¢

The DEIS aclsnowled{;ed this significant cumulative impact at 3.2-19 from the new generation ot
power plants in easter:1 Oregon and Washington. However, this analysis did not eite previous

certifications from the Federal Land Managers that air quality ir this icinity was alread
q ty Y
v 1

The coal fired power ;'lax}( less than 100 miles eway, which is permitted to emit over 17,000

:;:Eilsl:ar odf N(IDX cmissions, alpng with othef nearby existing NOX sources such as compressor

i)]‘;‘ls »and pulp a_nd tun}be‘r mills, and ch.emncal plants, were apparcntly not included in the
cumulative air q 1ality impact analysis. Nor did the charts in Appendix B even include all

likely proposed power pl i
o vicxi)nl ‘p;o power plants, and other proposed large sources of NOx and other air poltutants in

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

*The proponent of the Starbuck isidenti i
Pennsylvanc bt uck plant was misidentified at Pacific Power; jtis
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-15

BPA is undertaking the environmental review of the Proposed Action as
the lead agency under NEPA. Construction and operation of the PGF
must be approved under Washington State and local authority (Benton
County) and requires environmental review under Washington’s State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Benton County is the lead agency
under SEPA.

Relevant local/state and federal agencies have been informed and
participated in the process of preparing the Draft EIS, which is a joint
NEPA/SEPA document. Notice of the intent to prepare an EIS was sent
to local/state and federal agencies. These same agencies were invited to
attend public meetings held on the project and comment on the DRAFT
EIS. Comments on project scope and suggestions for preparation of the
Draft EIS were received from Washington Department of Transportation,
Washington Department of Ecology and Washington Department of Fish
and Game. Informal consultation was conducted by the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service and the Washing-
ton Historic Preservation Office was contacted. Comments on the

Draft EIS were received from the EPA, U.S. Department of Agriculture
(Forest Service) and several state and local agencies. None of these
agencies has requested cooperating agency status in the preparation of
the joint State/Federal EIS for the Plymouth Energy Project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-16

Comment acknowledged. The suggested regional analysis of power
plant and industrial development has not been proposed by BPA, and
such a study is beyond the scope of this EIS for the action that is being
proposed in this case. However, potential cumulative impacts from the
proposed action and other projects in the region are discussed in Section
3.14 of the Draft EIS and by environmental resource for select resources.
For example, cumulative air quality impacts are also discussed in Section
3.2.3 and Appendix B of the Draft EIS.



ce-

The DEIS failed to aflequatcly describe the cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed
Plymouth Power project, in combination with the many proposed, and recently constructed

power plants, and inc ustrial facilities, within a 100 radius of Plymouth, and along with other
regional NOx sources.

T‘ht?r? is a total of aproximately 6000 TPY of proposed and existing NOX emissions in the
vicinity of Plymouth Power, not counting the Boardman, Oregon power plant’s emissions of
I7,7§2 TPY. Few existing Washington sources are counted in this Inventory. so this figure is
drastically understated. An EIS should be prepared that would include a comprehensive NOX
arca inventory, inclucing but not limited to the Washington sources that are not listed here.

SOME NEARBY N)X SOURCES

BOARDMAN POWER PLANT
17762 TPY (Tons pcr year) of NOX,

This is a coal fired power plant near Boardman, Oregon.

COYOQTE SPRING! POWER PLANT

This Plam: near Hermiston, Oregon, has one turbine emitting 287 TPY of NOX. It was
pcrfmtted in 1995. Asother turbine was permitted in 1995, which is under construction. 1t will
cmit another 287 TP,

HERMISTON POW ER PARTNERS

This plant was permit:ed for 270 TPY of NOX in 1995. Later permit
. amendments c
10 314 TPY. [t is now operating. 7 e bumped them

US GENERATING

This 500 MW power plant, shows 270 TPY of NOX emissions. It was permitted nbout five
years ago. ‘

PIPELINE COMPRESSOR STATIONS

The Northwest Pipelire, and the Pacific Gas Transmission natural gas pipelines, both run
through the Co}umbia_a River arca Both pipelines utilize several compressors/pumps that are large
NOX sources, including the Roosevelt compressor station in Klickitat County.

PGET

NOX EMISSIONS (;OMPRESSOR INVENTQRY.
lone: 621 TRY. )

Kent 261 TPY

Starbuck 177 TPY

Wallula 85 pty
NORTHWEST PIPELINE
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-17

The Draft EIS included two cumulative impact assessments. The assess-
ment in Appendix B-1 evaluated the potential cumulative impacts on local
air quality in Plymouth. The assessment in Appendix B-2 evaluated the
potential cumulative impacts on regional haze (the most sensitive indicator
of regional air quality).

Although the impacts from PGF alone are less than or only slightly over the
concentrations deemed insignificant by EPA’s Prevention of Significant
Deterioration permit process, a local cumulative impact assessment was
conducted to focus on the unprecedented increase in local power plant
projects. The assessment focused on new power plant projects primarily
because the pollutants emitted from gas-fired combustion turbines are the
same and therefore had a higher potential for cuamulative impacts. Emissions
from the existing Boardman coal-fired power plant were included in this
analysis because it is the largest air pollution source in the immediate area.

The comment mentions four proposed projects located west of the Cas-
cades: the Umatilla Depot incinerator near Umatilla, the Pacific Rim
Ethanol Plant in Moses Lake, the Cliffs power plant project near
Goldendale, and Boise Cascade’s expansion of its Wallula mill. Table I-
17-1 identifies emission increases associated with these four projects and

Table 1-17-1
Emissions (tons/year) and Locations of
Other Proposed Projects

NOx SO, PM_ Distance Direction

Boise Cascade 658 0 0 25 NE
Pacific Rim Ethanol 133 1 81 84 N
Umatilla 129 | 22 20 7 SSW
Cliffs 88 14 69 68 WSWwW

1008| 37 | 170 - -
17,76130,450| 1,056 - -

“Total 4 Projects”

Boardman Power Plant

“Total 4 Projects” / Boardman 6% | 0% | 16% - -
Total “Cumulative projects” 19,576/30,665| 2,339 - -
“Total 4 Projects” / “Cumulative projects”| 5% | 0% | 7% -




20

Their pipeline runs a.ong the Columbia from Clark County, Washington (Washougal) 10
Hermiston, and branches northeast towards Spokane, and southeast towards Boisc, Oregon
Dcpanmen% of Environmental Quality (DEQ) files states this pipeline has compressor stations
every 50 miles. An Oregon DEQ emissions inventory did list the following nearby compressor
stutions:

Stanfield 152 TPY of NOX.
Meacham 585 T?Y, according to their permit renewal in 1996 .

Thcrc_ arc ogher comg ressor stations along the pipeline route in Washington on the Northwest
Pipeline, with large NOX emissions, including the Washougal and KlickitatRoosevelt stations.

The NW pipeline corapressor in Baker County, Oregon, increased its NOX emissions in 1997
from 131 to 257 TPY.

Compressor station known lotal: 2000-odd TPY of NOX, not counting Baker City,
Plymouth, or Roos:velt. These compressor stations were not apparently included in the
cumulative air impacts analysis.

OTHER EXISTINC NOX SOURCES IN NORTHEAST OREGON AND SOUTHEAST
WASHINGTON

NAME NOX IN TPY

UW/Pullman 250

Boise/Wallula 658

Kinzua 153

Boise >385 La Grande

Boise >250 Elgin

Co-Gen 11 187 Prairic BPA and Benton County

900-0dd total
Both of the smaller Boise facilities were significant NOX sources, that conducted several
cxpansions and increzsed their NOX emissions, since 1984 to the present. Their actual NOX
emlssigns arc not known, since they did not get the required permits from DEQ prior to these
expansions. The EPA has & Notice of Violation pending against both facilitics, These two
facitities did not subn it to the PSD process—yet.

UNDER 100 TPY-NiDX
Joseph Lumber 36 Joseph
Dee Forest 53 Hood River
Grant Western 38 John Day
Simplot 97 Hermiston
Lamb-Weston 70 Hermiston
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their locations relative to the PGF. Although the emissions associated
with these projects are noteworthy, three of the four projects are located
far enough away (25-84 miles) that there would be no discernible local
air quality impact in Plymouth. The four plants are also located in
different directions relative to PGF, so a wind that might bring pollution
from one project toward Plymouth would carry pollution from the others
away from Plymouth.

Furthermore, even if these project were in the same locale, their com-
bined emissions are small (0-16 percent) compared to just one of the
power plants included in the local cumulative impact analysis (the
Boardman plant). Consequently, the increase in local ambient concentra-
tions would be small even if the plants identified in this comment were
local. If one compares the combined emissions from all four of the
projects identified by Mr. Williams with the total emissions considered
in the local cumulative impact assessment, the relative increase is even
smaller (0-6 percent).

Considering the fact that the additional sources identified in the comment
are located in different directions from Plymouth, that 3 of the 4 are
more than 25 miles away, and that the increase in emissions over those
already considered in the cumulative impact assessment is very small, it
is unlikely that they would have a significant cumulative impact when
combined with the PGF emissions. Therefore, additional cumulative
impact analyses are not warranted.

The regional cumulative impacts assessment included the Cliffs project,
as it was deemed by BPA as a power project likely to go forward. Con-
sequently the cumulative impacts of PGF with the Cliffs project were
evaluated in the Draft EIS. We note, however, that several large projects
included in the regional cumulative impact assessment are on hold or
have been canceled. Both Duke Energy projects at Satsop (totaling
1,300 MW) have been suspended, and it appears that development of the
Wallula power plant project (1,300 MW) is unlikely because the options
of purchase of the site property have lapsed and Emission Reduction
Credits that were to be used have expired. Proposed emissions from
PGF are approximately 25 percent of those proposed for the Wallula



20"

300-o0dd total

PROPOSED NEW POWER PLANTS AND NOX SQURCES

WALLULA

T'hlS 1300 MW proje ot will emit about 434 ton/year of NOX and 1400 ton/ycar of total criteria
air pollutants, and an yther 380 ton/year of ammonia, which could contribute to another 1600
ton/year of secondary particulate formation.

C}?M EDERATED UMATILLA TRIBES

This 1200 MW plant is a partnership between the Umatilla Tribe, the Port of Umatilla, a private
developer, and the E 1gene, Oregon Water & Electric Board, It is proposcd for near l‘vicNury
Da{rx i:md the BPA ani Benton County of Umatilla in eastern Oregon, on Tribal land, [ts air
cemissions will be similar to the Wallula facility. Y

GOLDENDALE SV ELTER CLIFES PROQJECT

The BPA rc.ccnll).r .issxcd 8 ROD for a new turbine at this facility, which will omit about 100°TPY
pf NOx. :Tlus facility, and the Boise/Wallula Mill expansion was left off of the cumulative
impact-air quality list in Chapter 3,14. '

GOLDENDALE ENERGY

This 249 MW power >lant will come on line in 2003, producing about 77 TPY of NOx.

AVISTA/LLONGVIEW

This 300 MW plant will be across the street from the Weyethaeuser mill. It will emit about 100
ton/year of I\fOX, and another 200 ton/year of other pollutants, Its construction was recently
balted but it is about 70% complete.

UMAT]LLA AND N ORRQW GENERATING
This proposed plants by PG&E National Energy wilt ale a

S generale about 1000 MW and produce
about 500 TPY of NOx. The Umatilla plant is fully permitted. procuee

PACIFIC RIM ETHANQL

This proposed alcohol refinery near Moses Lake will emi ¥
r alco emit about 200 TPY of NOx and about 500
IPY of total criteria pollutants, Tt was not cited in the cumulative aif impact analysis.

ALTERNATIVE S17E
One alternative would be sizing the power
currently under contac.ina powet sales ag]
already obligated in a 1 ales agreement. It i
peeded to supply any current sales a
into the regional powe grid, If the

plant to supply only the amount of clectricity that is
reement. The DEIS does not say how much power is
s likely that the proposed power plant is Jarger than
greement. Instead, the plant will market its excess electricity
plant were smaller, it could stil) supply its contractual
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power plant or the Satsop plants. Development of several other projects
considered in the regional analysis has slowed or been postponed.
Consequently, the regional cumulative assessment overstates potential
impacts from projects in the development stage.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-18

See Response to Comment A-1 for discussion about air quality impacts.
The lead agencies are unaware of any “certifications” that the air quality
in this area is degraded. Although there are concerns about usability
degradation, existing air quality in the Plymouth area is generally good.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-19

Please see Responses to Comment [-16 and I-17.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-20

Results of the dispersion modeling completed for the proposed project
indicate that the associated air quality impacts would not be significant,
even with the size proposed. The PGF could be considered mid-size
when compared to other combined cycle projects that have recently
come on line or are being constructed in the Pacific Northwest. Other
recent projects include:

Fredrickson (Pierce Co.) 248 MW

Mint Farm (Cowlitz Co.) — 319 MW (construction suspended)
Chehalis Generation Facility (Lewis Co.) — 520 MW
Goldendale (Klickitat Co.) — 248 MW (construction delayed)
Hermiston (Umatilla Co.) — 546 MW

Coyote Springs(Morrow Co.) — 260 MW

Larger projects including projects over 1000 MW have been proposed
but have been deferred or canceled (e.g., Starbuck, Satsop 1 and 2,
Wallula). Combined-cycle are among the most efficient at producing
electrical energy and more efficient than simple-cycle power generation



obligations, but there would be less significant impacts, especially air emissions.?

ALTERNATIVE POLLUTION CONTROL-ELIMINATE AMMONIA THREAT

The power ‘plam will store, and emit ammionia for use in their SCR air pollution scrubbing

5ystet'{x, This present Jdangers to public health and to air quality, SCONOX is an alternative

pollution scrubbing §/stem that does not use ammonia, SCONOX should have been

comprehensively discussed as an altermnative to the proposed project.

BENEFITS OF SCCINOx NEED TO BE CONSIDERED

The SCR system prog osed for use by the Applicants results in a number of environmental

problems that are reduced or eliminated with the use of SCONOX. These problems include: (1)

hazards fro'm accidemal teleases of the ammonia used in the SCR system during its '

transportation and hat.dling; (2) the formation of particulate matter from the oxidation of'SO, in

the SCR catalyst; (3) - he formation of particulate matter from reactions between ammonia and

lsn(;;l,l [i(;)tgcnerallrtic;x;\l zz ;d di;pgsél of the hazardous SCR catalyst at the end of its uscful life: (5)
0 contro X an issi i (61 i

From 1 vos ot oy o con:r‘:;st.::ns during startups and shutdowns; (6) increase in NO,

SC‘()NOX would procuce greater control of NOX and other pollutants, and eliminate ammonia
emissions, and the thr:at of releases from storage and transport of ammonia. The EPA has
recently ruled that SCONOX is considered technically “Available” for NOX control on natural
gas fired turbine power plants. ‘

_A..LTE;RNATIVEJ l,)g'SIGNS TO FURTHER REDUCE WATER USE AND DISCHARGE
The proposed plant wu{l use a combination of air and water cooling, Nonetheless, it will
consume an average o over 600 gallons per minute of water; or about one million gallons per
day. It will also discharge about 125 gpm.

Six hundred gallons/_minutc is a very high rate of water use for this size of power plant. Many
power plan'ts arc desig aed to generate far more energy, while at the same time using far less
water than is proposed for this plant. For instance, the proposed natural gas fired Chehalis power

plant will gencrate mo e than twice as much ener, i i
2 : 2y, but will use only ab c
water. It will be solely air cooled. ¥ shoutone tird s mch

M?]n{j power plam’s are ’also able to function without discharging 125 gpm of waste water, also
1rllc uding the a.pphcam s Surfu.ls I'plant. The DEIS should have comprehensively discussed * ‘
alternative designs of t1e facility that would reduce water use and discharge, as follows.

AIR COOLING :
This alternaitve would include complete air cooling,

s alle rather th ful wi i
facility. The commentcrs are awarc of many existing o portiol water sooling for the

and proposed power plants that are solely
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facilities which are often developed in 50 or 100 MW projects. Further
as plant size increases some additional increase in generation efficiency
can be realized. The project proponent has proposed the use of a Si-
emens Westinghouse 501 F gas turbine which will produce 180 MW (or
it’s equivalent). The next smaller model gas turbine is the 501 D5A
which produces 118 MW. The larger 501 F gas turbine combined cycle
has a thermal efficiency of 52.5 percent. If the smaller 501 D5A gas
turbine is substituted the cycle thermal efficiency drops to 49.5 percent.
Thus the selected power plant is 6 percent more efficient than the next
smaller size plant. Consequently the larger plant consumes 6 percent
less fuel and emits 6 percent less air emissions per MW than would the
smaller plant.

Project developers optimize project size and efficiency based on expecta-
tion of future market economics. A key objective in project formulation
is to maximize generation efficiency and thus competitiveness. As non-
utility generator, the project proponent must rely on being positioned in a
competitive market as a low cost producer. This plant is designed to be a
low cost producer of electrical power within the constraints of the site.

Since the proposed project has no significant impacts after mitigation
and a smaller plant would not substantially reduce impacts, further
consideration of project alternatives based on smaller project size was
not warranted.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-21

While a detailed evaluation of air pollution control technologies is
typically deemed too technical for an EIS, the Notice of Construction air
quality permit application for the PGF addressed SCONOx. SCONOX is
a developing technology that has been applied to small combustion
turbines, but it has not been successfully demonstrated in commercial
operation of large combustion turbines generating facilities such as PGF.
Therefore, air pollution permitting agencies across the country have
consistently selected Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) rather than
SCONOx for NOx control on projects such as PGF. SCR is capable of
achieving the same guaranteed emission rate as SCONOx (2 ppm NOX).



air cooled, including the two Neil Simpson plants and the Wyodak plart in Wyoniing, the
permitied Chehalis P awer facility in the State of Washington, the Doswell facility in Virginia,
the Matimba and Ker dal powerhouses in South Africa, the Roscbud plant in Montana, the
Linden and Sayrevill: plants in New Jersey, Colorado Springs near Fountain, Colorado,
Diamond Generating near Goodsprings, Nevada, Duke, and Miriant, both near Las Vegas,
Reliant’s Choctaw County projects near French Camp, Mississippi. and its Hunterstown,
Pennsylvania, project, Taiyuan #2 in China, Trakya in Turkey, Uran I in India, Tousa in [ran,
and the Camarillo facility in Ventura County, California.

In addition, most large power plants permitted recently in California have been exclusively air
cooled, including Su ter Power, and Otay Mesa, Total Alr cooling of the Plymouth plant could
reduce water use by 70% or more.

HYBRID COOLIN( SYSTEMS

These plant designs use a combination of both air and water cooling, and are in use at the West
Copeneration plant in Germany, and the Exeter Energy plant in Conn,, USA. Three Mountain
Power is California is another hybrid cooled plant, as is Mass Power's Indian Orchard plant.
Water use is cut apprc ximately in half. While the Plymouth plant apparently proposcs a
variation of a hybrid system, its water use is still high, compared to other air cooled plants.

For instance, the Ply nouth facility will use as much water to generate 304 MW, (1100 a/ffyr, or
673 gal/min) as will the Lakeficld Junction plant in Minnesota, to generate over 600 MW.
Diamond Energy's Ne vada plant will use only 2050 aflyear to generate 500 MW, according to
published accounts. Colorado Springs/Fountain will use only 80 gpm 10 generate 480 MW,
compared to Plymoud: Energy’s 673 gpm, according to published accounts.

ZERO DISCHARGT; PLANTS

These types of facilitias extensively re-treat and re-use their waste water, often with the reverse
osmosis membtane process. Public Service in New Mexico has employed this technology for
over 20 years, as does the Massena, New York plant, Ocean Statc in Burrillville, Rhode Island,
and FJ Gannon in Florida. There are several variations on this process, including brine
concentration. We understand that HPD plant, in Naperville, lllinois, uses this process. Staged
cooling, used at Pasco in Dade County, Florida employs this alternative. We read that the
developer’s own Sumes | plant is zero discharge.

WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY IMPACTS

‘The DEIS at 2-27 states that there will be high levels of suspended solids in the project's
¢fMuent, and the waste water will have to be blended at a ratio of 10-1 before it can be used for
irrigation. In other wo-ds, the project will require about 500 million gallons per year for diluting
the polluted waste water from the power plant, This scheme of diluting the concentrated
pollutants in the effluent, for use as irrigation, will require the permanent commitment of one-

half hjllinn gallons of i Tigation water as a dilutant. This is a large and significant commitment
of an important natural Tesource, water, in a highly arid area.
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PGF proposes to employ urea or an aqueous solution as the source of
ammonia for the SCR control technology. These options avoid most of
the risks associated with the use of anhydrous ammonia.

There would be an increase in particulate matter emissions as a result of
the SCR. This increase was included in the emission rates examined in
the Draft EIS and the air quality permit application. Predicted concentra-
tions were found to be less than or only slightly greater than concentra-
tions deemed insignificant by EPA.

In addition, there is a degree of excess (unreacted) ammonia that is
emitted from the stack of a power plant employing SCR. The proposed
ammonia emission rate is half that typically proposed for similar
projects. At the point of maximum impact, predicted ambient ammqnia.
concentrations resulting from PGF are less than 5 percent of the toxic air
pollutant criterion established by Ecology.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-22

The Applicant is proposing a hybrid cooling system that includes an air-
cooled condenser (ACC) and a conventional wet/condenser wet tower
cooling system. The project description describes that the condensing
cooling load would be shared and balanced between the two systems to
maximize cooling efficiency and minimize consumptive water use.
During periods of cool temperature, the cooling load would be com-
pletely directed to the ACC. If the project were to rely solely on an
ACC, plant electrical output would be reduced during periods of higher
temperature and plant capital and operating costs would be increased.
Since the project proponent has usable water available they have elected
this composite cooling system to balance water use with loss of p.lant
output and increase in costs. Since no significant environmental 1mpe.1cts
would result from the consumptive water use required by the composite
system, sole reliance on an ACC for plant cooling was not required.



at -

The DEIS should have discussed alternatives that would not require the commitment of this
massive amount of water 1o dilute the contaminated effluent from the power plant.

The water tests in the DEIS at Table 2,1 did not present an analysis of the trace metals and
radioactive materials that may be present in the cooling water, Even if these types of materials
area present in very small amounts, they will be concentrated by 1000% by the cooling cycles,
and this activity could produce a significant concentration of potentially toxic materials in the
imigation water. We are aware that the neighboring Columbia River water does contain
measurable levels of “oxic metals such as chromium and radioactive materials, and il is likely
that the area's grounc water may mirror the contents of the River water,

PIPELINE IMPACTS

The proposed power plant and its support facilities include 2 800 foot long natural gas pipeline
lateral (p. 2-25). Ther: are many other natural gas pipelines around the couatry, and in the
Northwest, that were constructed according to federal standards. But in the Northwest alone,
pipelines have blown up three times within the last few years.

A pipeline just & few iniles from here, near Bonneville Dam, recently exploded and burned on
February 27, 1999, The roar from the explosion was heard for two miles. The 300 foot high
fireball was so huge it was visible for miles. Route 14 in Washington was closed to protect the
public. Press accounts state that earth movement from recent heavy rains may have been

responsible for the pif eline break. The fire destroyed & resort hotel that was under construction
and a nearby dwelling.

Near Kalama, Washinzton, a natural gas pipeline broke in February, 1997. Again, 2 300 foot
high fireball blazed in:o the sky. And just one day earlier, the same pipelinc exploded and
burned near Bellingham, Washington.

In March of 1995, that same pipeline had raptured and blew up near Castle Rock, Washington.
Afier that 1995 explosion, the company removed soil from 300 feet of the pipeline, to relieve any

stress. But less than tvo years fater, it blew up again. Again, soil movement was the cause of the
pipeline breakage, acc >rding to published accounts.

There have been a total of at least ten large natural gas pipeline explosions, since 1978 in the
Northwest, including c ther ruptures in Stevenson, Washington, La Grandle, Oregon, and

Montpelier, Idaho. Al of these explosions have been on the Williams Pipeline system that will
supply this proposed pywer plant.

A few ycars ago, a con struction backhoe caused a leak in a Northwest Natural Gas pipeline

reccml.y if‘ Rainjer. Seventy five people were evacuated. There is other evidence regarding the
potential impact on putdic health and safety from natural gas pipclines.

. Earlier this year, t least six people were killed in a natural gas pipeline explosion near Carlsbad,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-23

Zero wastewater discharge system consists of equipment to reduce the
contaminants in cooling tower and boiler blowdown and recycling .
wastewater. These systems reduce plant electrical output by increasing
internal plant electrical loads. They also produce a sludge waste from
the water treatment system that requires disposal and are not commonly
used in power plants. No significant environmental impacts were
identified from disposal of the cooling system blowdown by the method
proposed by the Applicant.

Further, the PGF water supply would be obtained from groundwater
sources formerly used for agricultural irrigation and wastewater flows
returned to maintain agricultural production. While a zero discharge
system would reduce water use, it would eliminate the return water made
available by the project for continued support of agricultural operations.

Zero wastewater discharge is a technology that has valid applications.

As with all technologies, there are times when its application is not '
appropriate. Zero wastewater is not the appropriate technology for this
project. The project obtains a portion of its water from a fruit orchard. .
The water is used by the power plant and the power plant’s wastewater is
returned to the orchard where it is used as irrigation water in the or-
chards. The wastewater from this project is used to grow fruit trees. The
plant concentrates minerals in the well water supply and discharges them
as wastewater. If the mineral concentration of the well water were to
increase (for some unknown reason) the plant will actually have to
decrease the concentration ratio and consequently, discharge more
wastewater, to avoid damage to the orchard.

The zero discharge concept is not valid when the wastewater has benefi-
cial use.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-24

Please see Response to Comment [-22.



RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-25

The land-applied water would be industrial wastewater, and therefore
would be subject to the Industrial Waste Discharge Permit, not drinking
water standards. Additional water quality testing was performed in
November 2002 on groundwater beneath the site and included trace
metals and radioactive materials. Based on these new results, the
concentrations of constituents in the blended blowdown (cooling water
discharge) that would be applied to the farmland were calculated and are
shown below on Table I-25-1.

As stated in Section 3.3.2.2.1 of the Draft EIS, an engineering report for
wastewater land application would be prepared as part of the permit
process. The engineering report would include evaluation of site area
soils and irrigation requirements, process wastewater constituents, and a
proposed crop plan (as part of the Industrial Waste Discharge Permit) for
use of the dilute wastewater for irrigation. As part of this plan, a moni-
toring program would be implemented for the process wastewater and
site soils to detect potential impacts before they become significant.
With proper wastewater treatment, land application and monitoring, the
impacts of wastewater application to the crops, soils and groundwater in
the site area are expected to be less than significant. If in order to issue
an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit, the Washington Department of
Ecology requires a higher blending ratio, additional land owned by
Plymouth Farm is available for application. See Appendix A in the Draft
EIS for further information about the land application of wastewater.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-26

The commentor describes natural gas pipeline incidents, including
incidents in Washington where a release of natural gas from an under-
ground pipeline caused evacuation of local population, property damage
and personal injury. The potential for pipeline accidents is governed by
a number of factors including age of the pipeline, size and operating
pressure, construction quality and impacts to the pipeline from third
parties. Most of the Washington-based incidents described occurred on
the main natural gas transmission lines (24 — 36 inch diameter) that (1)
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Table 1-25-1

Inorganic Analysis, Cooling Water Discharge

Weighted Average
10:1 Dilution,

Raw Water Blowdown Fresh Water

Parameter (Well #4) Water (10 cycles) to Blowdown
Conductivity (um/cm) 393 3930 714.55
TDS 296 2960 538.18
Nitrate 29 290 52.73
Phosphorus 0.08 0.8 0.20
Ammonia Nitrogen 0.5 5 0.91
Aluminum 0.04 0.4 0.07
Boron 0.06 0.6 0.11
Barium 0.028 0.28 0.05
Calcium 18 180 32.73
Copper 0.01 0.1 0.02
Iron 0.005 0.05 0.01
Potassium 3.9 39 7.09
Magnesium 14 140 25.45
Sodium 22 220 40.00
Lead 0.01 0.1 0.02
Sulfur 20 200 36.36
Silicon 4.8 48 8.73
Tin 0.027 0.27 0.05
Strontium 0.18 1.8 0.33
Zinc 0.018 0.18 0.03
Gross Alpha (pCill) 13.88 138.8 25.24

Notes:

Units are in milligrams per liter (mg/L), unless otherwise noted

Other metals and radionuclides were not detected at reporting limits and were
not used as part of this analysis
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New Mexico, and an sther six were injured. Landslides in Ventuta couaty, California ruptured

several natural gas pipelines in February, 1998, again after heavy rain. Between 1965 and 1986,
there have been 250 pipeline failures in the United States as a result of stress corrosion cracking
causcd by a combina lon of water, soil types, and gas temperature within the pipelines. )

T.Wen.ty~0nc people were !(illed during 1995 from natural gas pipeline accidents ‘A Transwestern
Pl.pelme natu(ul gas pipeline exploded on August 20, 1994 in New Mexico, near the Rio Grande
River, damaging a br.dge. An October, 1994 explosion of a pipeline in Torrance, California,

injured ;0. A December, 1989 pipeline rupture caused by a farmer's plow, triggeted the
evacuation of 600 peaple in Butler, Ilinois.

In March, 1994, anat Aral gas pipeline exploded in New Jersey, killing und injuring scores of
people and'crcatmg a 30 foot decp crater and a fire that destroyed eight buildings and severely
damaged six more bu Idings.

All of these pipelines were constructed o federal standards, and monitored by federal agencies
I‘ he I})EIS‘should exp ain, how with all the mitigation measures and careful engineering, '
pipelines, including ficilities in Washington State, on the very pipeline that will service this
power plant, can still blow up. When these events occurred in a populated areas, there may be
heavy l.oss of life and property, These pipcline explosions are significant impacts. Additional
protective measures should be discussed and implemented, and the problems that caused this
explosion should be carefully explained at length in an revised DEIS.

But thg D}'EIS did not discuss pipeline accidents, also known as "service incidents.”

A service incident is r:portable if there is a gas leak causing a death or serious injury, gas
ignition, over $5000 {11 property damage, if it occurred during a test, if it required immediate
repair, or if a portion « f'the line was taken out of service because of the incident.

An revised DEIS should be prepared to describe the likely scenario of service incidents on the

pfpcline scrving 1hc pcwer plant, perhaps by describing several of the recent explosions on this
pipeline and at similar pipelines.

I?escripu'ons of a rang: qf several recent incidents should be provided, so that readers and
;ommcntors can be-ap;mscd of the possible impacts of service incidents. This is appropriate
ceausc service incideits can be expected over a S0 year life span for these pipelincs, The DEIS

should a BVE discus: hether, an
u 50 hav cuised whet er, d ho n
l h d w local agencies n this rura] area would lespond toa

POWER PLANT ACTIDENTS

The DEIS failed to discuss the potential for accidents and explosions at this proposcd facility. On
—_—

‘New York Tim:s, 4/9/97, p. L
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transport large volumes of gas at operating pressures in the range of
2,500 psi., and (2) have long distance routes that cross the state. The
proposed gas pipeline lateral from the Williams Plymouth Compressor
Station to the PGF would be a natural gas distribution line approximately
800 feet long. The distribution line would be 8 inches in diameter and
would operate at a maximum pressure of approximately 600 psi. The
pipeline lateral route would be located in a rural area with no nearby
population centers, and would cross a portion of the Plymouth Farm that
will remain in agricultural use (an area between the compressor station
and the PGF site). No occupied buildings would be constructed on or
adjacent to the pipeline. Section 2.2.5 in the Draft EIS describes the
proposed gas pipeline lateral in more detail.

The potential for an accidental release to any particular portion of a
pipeline is statistically extremely low. This potential is further reduced
by the fact that the lateral would be newly-constructed, and would be
located in an area with controlled access and use, i.e., the Plymouth Farm
minimizes the potential for unauthorized third party activities that could
impact the pipeline. As noted in Section 2.2.8.4 in the Draft EIS (Con-
struction Sequence — Gas Pipeline), the pipeline lateral would be con-
structed in accordance with federal Department of Transportation
regulations, which set safety standards for pipeline design and construc-
tion that minimize the potential for pipeline failure and accidental release
of natural gas. Construction of the pipeline lateral in accordance with
these standards, together with the pipeline’s rural location, the absence of
adjacent occupied buildings, and the small diameter and lower operating
pressure minimize the potential for an accidental release that could lead
to impacts to environmental resources or the local population. See
additional discussion of requirements for emergency services in the
Response to Comment 1-26.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-27

The commentor believes that the power plant could represent a fire and
explosion risk. While fire and explosion accidents have been recorded at
power plants, such facilities are designed and operated in accordance



occasion, similar pov/er plants have experienced fires and explosions that have damaged property
uand kllled people.

Just five days ago, or. October 8%, 2002, a massive explosion at the Florida Power & Light
natural. gas fired Palm Beach plant rocked two counties, followed by a hydrogen-fed fire. The
explosion shook hou:.es and rattled windows, and was as loud as a sonic boom. In January,

2002, there was a hyclrogen explosion and a resulting fire at the natural gas fired BC Hydro plant
in Port Moody, BC.

Liess than two weeks ago, on October 1, 2002, there was a nine-alarm fire at the Sithe power

plant in Boston, that began in a hydrogen gencrator. The fire and explosion caused $10 million in
property damage.

The Plymouth Power DEIS does not apparently even mention the use of hydrogen at that plant,
or list it has being stared, in the Section 3.6, Environmental Health. We understand that hydrogen
is routinely used and stored at natural gas fired and other power plants similar to Plymouth
Power, including but not limited to these three plants, hat have blown up this year. But this
potential impact from explosives and fires from caused or fed by hydrogen, and the impact on
emergency services to respond, was not adequately discussed in the DEIS.

At the Sithe blaze, 180 firefighters had to respond. The natural gas fired turbine at the Doswell
power plant in Virginia recently suffered an catastrophic fire and explosion. It took 75 fire
fighters to quell the resulting fire The DEIS should have discussed what will happen if hundreds
of fire fighters are necded to respond to a problem at Plymouth Power.

There were other exp. osions and fires at power plants recently. An explosion and fire rocked the
Black Mills Power an Light power plant in Wyoming, in June, 2002. A back-up generator blew
up and caused a “majr" fire at the Allegheny Energy plant in Pennsylvania, in July, 2002,
Firefighters from at least five communities had to respond to the blaze. A pressure relief valve
activation at the Mira 1t plan in Zeeland, Michigan in August, 2002 caused diversion of traflic, to
avoid released gasses.. Three workers were killed at a fire in the O’Brica Newark, New Jersey
Cogencration power plant fire recently. At least 20 other fires have been recorded over the Jast
10 ycars at power plants, causing another death and $417 million in property damage. The most

severe fires often invc lved the release of lube oil, which ignited. Over 15,000 galfons of lube vil
will be stored at Piymouth Power.’ :

There were 272 10 55°" equipment failures and accidents per year at power boilcrs and pressure
vesscls since 1992, causing almost 200 injurics and 29 deaths, and another 145 to 387 failures,

and another 270 injurics and 54 deaths, from unfired pressure vessels, according to P
; : ) ower
Magagzine, Jan-Feb., 2001, p 53. ’

*Most of these narratives are from the Chemical Safety Board's web site.
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with specialized building and operating codes to minimize the potential
for such accidents. These codes require that the power plant include
automatic systems to sense and alarm fires, and trigger fire suppression
systems. In addition to these requirements, the PGF would also include a
2 million-gallon fire water tank, a firewater piping and hydrant system, a
dedicated fire pump, and a backup diesel drive fire pump, all of which
would be continuously available and periodically tested for readiness.
All emergency response systems would be initiated automatically in case
of emergency. Automatic control systems would shut down or isolate the
systems. Relief valves would be installed as required to remove the
chances of over pressurizing components. Section 2.2.3.11 of the

Draft EIS, Plant Operating and Safety Systems, and Section 4.0 of the
Draft EIS, Environmental Consultation, Review and Permitting also
discusses these systems and required permits.

In addition to the safety systems, the location of the PGF in a rural area,
approximately two and 2.5 miles away from the nearest local population
centers of Plymouth, Washington and Umatilla, Oregon, respectively,
decreases the chances for damage to population in case of emergency.
No residential or other occupied structures would be located directly
adjacent to the PGF (see Section 3.8.1.2.1 and Figure 3.8-1 in the

Draft EIS). The nearest occupied buildings are scattered farm resi-
dences, and operating facilities within the Williams Compressor Station
property. Given the rural nature of the site, the limited exposed popula-
tion, the requirement for plant design under applicable safety codes and
the safety systems to be constructed onsite, no significant impact to
environmental resources or local population is expected to occur.

The commentor also requests clarification with regard to the onsite use
and storage of hydrogen and lubricating oils representing a potential fire
and explosion risk. As noted in Section 2.2.3.5 of the Draft EIS, both
generators would be air-cooled, so the use and storage of hydrogen
would be avoided. Lubricating oils would be stored in special contain-
ment that would include an automatically-initiating fire deluge system.
See Section 2.2.3.11 in the Draft EIS for more information.



Bccau§c Power plants typically store and usc many materials that present a danger of fire and
explosion, su_cl? as hydrogen and lube oil, some of these hundreds of annual accidents at power
plan‘s cause injurics, and losses of life and property beyond the power plant boundaries, and
require a large respor se of emergency personnel, as previously described. The dangers ‘from the
use anfl‘storzxgc of the:se materials, and even the types of materials to be stored at Plymouth, and
}he ablll.(y or lack the-eof of local fire departments to respond, was not discussed in the Dlils
These kinds of serious accidents are significant impacts that should be discussed in an EIS. ‘

SUMUL{leVE EFFECTS OF INCREASED USAGE OF NATURAL GAS
.l he EIS dlz{l not discuss the adverse impacts from the increased exploration and processing of gas
in Canada, in part sparked by the development of these this project.

Dlscqs§ions of Canadian impacts is mandated by Presidential findings during the Carter
Admimslration regarc.ing the scope of NEPA-covered projects. A description of Cross-border
impacts are also appropriate, considering that the Canada Encrgy Board requires nssessments of
impacts in the United States, when evaluating proposals for Canadian pipelines.

Nor did 1h.e DEIS ade juately discuss the cumulative impacts of this project and the many other
power projects in the Northwest, on the natural gas supplies, Although this very topic was the
subject of & chapter in the Wallula Power EIS, it received inadequate discussion in this
document, even though the DEIS admitted that the cumulative impact of some of the recently

proposed power plant; in the Northwest, was the additional consumption of over 6% of domestic
natural gas reserves.

M-10
This plant will apparently emit 88 tons per year (TPY) of PM-10 from its turbi
‘ ; ) - {nes alone
(l‘a'ble'B~2-2) PM-‘ 10 is fine particulate that is capable of being drawn deep into the lungs. PM-
10 is highly damaging to human health. But in addition to the power plant exhaust, there are
other souces of PM-10 and total suspended particulate (TSP) from this project, including the

g.s:]] |Sng tower. We do not see eny proposed limits to control cooling tower PM emissions in the

ADDITIONAL PM § QURCES

- The DEIS also lacks 1dequate information to assure commentors that its calculations included

the impacl from 10deﬁ0n of Secondal)' PM by versi
conversion of onj i ¢ fur”
) . ammonia, nitrogen and sulfu

COOLING TOWER DRIFT

The cooling towers are PM-10 and TSP sources, to the degree which the cooling water contain

:z:nd's whjch are f:mitt-:d from the cooling tower exhaust as particulate, A large power plant
thcn(;‘ \;/;turd high in sol ds content can emit many tons per year of PM-10 and TSP, For jnstance
foldendale Encrgy plant was predicted to emit 6.6 TPY of PM, and I'lymouth Energy is 20%
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The plant would be designed and built in accordance with the latest
codes and standards (1) to prevent an accident from occurring and (2) if
an accident were to occur, to contain the damage of the accident. The
plant would be as safe as current conditions allow. Unfortunately, all
human endeavors have some risk, however slight, of accident. Although
it is not possible to guarantee that an accident would never occur at the
plant, it is possible to design, build and operate the plant to minimize the
chances of an accident.

Section 3.12 of the Draft EIS discusses the availability of emergency
response equipment locally, and response times for equipment and
personnel available on a cooperative basis from the Tri-cities communi-
ties. As a rural area, local fire and emergency medical response service
near Plymouth is limited to volunteers and equipment located in Ply-
mouth and Patterson. Were a major incident to occur at the proposed
power plant, personnel end equipment would be called from Tri-Cities,
Hermiston and Umatilla under joint aid agreements.

The Williams Gas Pipeline Plymouth District offers an emergency
response training class to fire districts, police and other emergency
responders. The class covers the properties of natural gas under pressure
and liquid natural gas, provides information about fire and flammable
liquids, and discusses how to respond to emergencies. The day-long
class is free of cost, offered each November at the Plymouth District, and
includes lecture, discussion and hands-on response to fires. Emergency
services personnel from throughout the Plymouth area have attended
these training sessions. Most of the Fire District 6 firefighters have
attended the training (Weaver 2003).

Reference:

Weaver, Jeremy, 2003. Telephone communication between Jeremy
Weaver, Operations Technician 3, Williams Gas Pipeline — Plymouth
Plant, and Betty Renkor, URS Corporation. January 6, 2003.



+1

lflrgcr. Thg PM emissions from the cooling tower will contribute significantly to the ambient ajr
coheentrations of M,y concentrations. The efflucnts have low exit temperatures, low exit
velocities and corresy ondingly are ].ow n momentum and buoyancy. Switching to full air cooling
would also reduce PM and TSP emissions, since a cooling tower will no longer be needed.

Cooling tower emissions also contain salts, metals, water treatment chemicals, and other

contfxmimmts, w}_’xich Jould degrade the quality of soils, and affect human health, whercver the
cooling tower drift is deposited. .

THE DEIS FAILED TQ CONSIDER HOW AMMONIA SLIP WILL TO PM1Q
i : » ADD PMI

The D_F,IS failed to describe the reactions between SO3, NH3, and NO2, which form salts, some
of which are emitted to the atmosphcre and some of which deposit within the HRSG. eqlmions
can be used to estimate a portion of the secondary PM,, that is formed from ammonia slip.
Secc?ndary PM,, can ke formed by reaction of ammonia with S0O; and NO, emitted by the pas
turbines and present in the stack gases and plume as well as additional SO-, and NO; that are
present downwind in the atmosphere. Additional ammonium nitrate could form from the
reaction of NO, in the aimosphere with any emitted ammonia. ‘This additional PM,, may not
have been included in the Project’s emissions estimates. Apparently the formation of secondary
PM10, ammonia nitra e, from the proposed project, was not done in the DEIS, so the combined
PM10 emissions will he more than what was estimated, BPA’s own EIS on the Wallula Power

project admitted ammonia emissions could produce as much as 460% of their own weight as
secondary particulate.

In summary, the DEIS appears to have underestimated the resulting concentrations of PM 10
from the project. Thet e underestimations nced to be considered in light of the Federal Land
Managers f;eniﬁcations that significance degradation of air quality in nearby Class I areas are
?Iready being exceede 1. This certification by federal agencies of an already occurri ng significant
impact, that will be inc reased by the proposed project, was not mentioned in the DEIS

For ll.msc. reasons, the :ubject of the health and environmental cffects of PM-10 and the plant's
conu.rubuuon individua'ly and cumulatively, should have been presented in depth. Many recently
publ!Sth studies demonstrate that PM-10 and TSP are far more harmful that previously ’
considered, In one stu 1y of the Seattle area, days of high particulate concentrations in the air
were corr_claled v.u(h increased hospital visits for asthma. In another series of similar studies,
days of hu_;h palmculat(: concentrations were correlated with days of high death rates in Santz;
Clara, California, Steubenville, Ohio, Birmingham, Alabama, and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

among seven separate « tudies on this topic. Particulate h inci
amor e . ave been recently, convin
implicated in harm to pulmonary function. ¢ engly

Son?c important conclusions from th
panticulate concentrations are far, fa
threshold for adverse health effects,

ese studies is that harmful health effects occur even when
r below the legal limits, there is no apparent particulate
and that harmful health effects are apparently caused by very
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-28

Section 3.5.2.2.2 of the Draft EIS states that the PGF would be fueled by
supplies of natural gas from the U.S. and Canada. According to the
Applicant, the project does not have any long-term gas supply contracts
that specify the development of specific gas fields in Canada or the U.S.
The project would contract for gas supplies from the general gas com-
modity market and secure transportation of those supplies to the PGF
project site via the Williams Pipeline Company gas transportation
system. The Williams system interconnects with other natural gas
transmission systems giving the PGF access to natural gas supplies
throughout the U.S. and Canada. Because natural gas is a commodity,
development of new reserves in all areas where reserves are known to
exist is an ongoing occurrence independent of the demand for a fuel
supply for the PGF. The development of gas reserves occurs as an
independent action unrelated to the PGF, and therefore analysis of
exploration and production impacts for future Canadian reserves is not
warranted.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-29

Section 3.5.2.2 and Section 3.5.3 of the Draft EIS discuss natural gas
consumed by the PFG in relation to national energy use. These sections
also describe the projected fuel use for the PGF (using a conservative
worst case analysis), and discuss natural gas consumption by the PGF
relative to national consumption. Further, natural gas is a commodity
where supplies (both reserves and production) have historically ex-
panded in response to price. It can be expected that operation of the PGF
could displace older more inefficient power plants, which would not
result in an increase in the total demand for natural gas. If total demand
were to increase by the small percentage represented by the PGF, the
increase in demand would likely be absorbed by the ability of reserves to
increase production. Section 3.5 in the Draft EIS describes the cumula-
tive impacts of other gas-fired power plants in the general region of the
proposed PGF and finds that no significant impact to gas supplies would
occur.



minor increase in pariculate concentrations. This means that even though the Project will not
cause violations of th: PM legal limits it could stitl cause significant health impacts.
Construcl'ion will also create about | ton of TSP per acre of disturbance per month.
Const{uctmn equipment, truck and car traffic related to this project, both in the construction and
opcration stage, will be an additional PM-10 and TSP source.

It appears from thc.sc studies that any increase in PM-10 and TSP Ievels will cause an adverse
h;ulth 1mp'act. This it a significant health impact that should have been discussed in an EIS.
There are important ¢ avironmental impacts from PM-10 emissions, also.

PM, FORMATION CAUSES VIS)BILIT

The fact that ammoni:VPM reactions actually occur and cause visibility impacts is well

dpgumcnted in the technical literature, A noted atmospheric textbook, for example, contains this

vivid description of tte problem ( Pitts and Pitts, 1999, ¢ p. 284): '
"The formatio of ammonium nitrate has some interesting implications for visibility
reduction. In the Los Angeles air basin, for example, the major NOx sources are at the
western, upwind end of the air basin. Approximately 40 miles east in the vicinity of the
BPf\ {md Bentsn County of Chino, there is a large agricultural areas that has significant
emissions of a nmonia...under typical meteorological conditions, air is carried inland
during the day with NOx being oxidized to HNO3 as the ir mass moves downwind.
When it‘ reachc s the agricultural area, the HNO3 reacts with gaseous NH3 to form
ammonium nitzate..the particles formed by such gas-to-particle conversion processes are-
in the size rang ¢ where they scatter light efficiently, giving the appearance of a very hazy
or stoggy atmosphere even though other manifestations of smog such as ozone levels ’
may not be highly clevated.”

AMMONIA RELAT ED PM,, FORMATION ENDANGERS BIOTA

'I hfe majority of the an monia slip reacts with NOx to form ammonium nitrate, which is PM10.

_F his PM]Qcan bf? depsited on surrounding hills, located immediately adjacent to the site. This
is an cspcglally signifizant impact, because prior studies demonstrate there is already a high level
of ammonia compounc s emitted in the vicinity of the project. The Federal Land Managcrs
conducts the IMPROVE air monitoring project in the Columbia Gorge area. IMPROVE's results
show than almost 40:’/0 of fine particulate in the Gorge vicinity is made up of ammonia o
compounds; ammoniuin sulfate and ammonium nitrate. These same ammonia com ounds total
50-80% of the visibilit /-reducing air pollutants in the Gorge vicinity. ? ’ -

" Barbara J. Finlayson-Pitts and James N, Pitts, Ir Chemistry of the Upper an njosphere, Theory,

' Barb Pitts . L, the er and [,

Experiments, and Applicatins, Academic Press, San Diego, 1999, Lovs Apesphere T
"Vf.m Harem, Frink. WDOE Visibility Coordinator,

Analysis for the CRGNSA, 9/96-8/97."

Commission Meeting, AApril 13, 1999,

r “Visibility Monitoring Data
Handout distributed at Colombia River Gorge
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-30

The response to comment [-21 acknowledges that ammonia slip associ-
ated with the use of SCR for NOx control contributes to additional
particulate matter emissions. PM, emissions were calculated assuming
the worst-case short-term emission rates (considering operating load and
ambient temperature) that occur every hour of the year. This is a very
conservative assumption because (1) all plants must shut down for
occasional maintenance, (2) plants tend to emit pollutants at levels below
the emission limits, and (3) because the worst-case short-term PM |
emissions occur only during low temperatures and maximum operating
load.

When determining emissions from a proposed stationary source, one
considers only the pollutants in the stack. PM, formed by the interac-
tion of ammonia with sulfates and nitrates in the HRSG was included in
the proposed emission rates and was evaluated in the ISCST3 modeling
conducted to evaluate local air quality impacts. However, just as ozone
is not considered as an emitted pollutant for facilities that emit NOx or
VOCs, secondary aerosols formed in the atmosphere are not considered
when determining PM, , emissions.

Although not reflected in the PM,  emission rates, the CALPUFF model-
ing used to evaluate regional impacts does consider the formation of
secondary particulate matter from ammonia reacting with sulfates and
nitrates in the atmosphere downwind of PGF. Even with consideration of
secondary aerosol formation, predicted concentrations were found to be
far below ambient air quality standards established to protect human
health and welfare. Because the formation of secondary PM,  takes time,
the secondary aerosol contribution to total PM S concentrations increases
with distance from the source. Thus, secondary aerosol formation is
generally less important locally than on a regional basis.

The Notice of Construction air quality permit application submitted to
Benton Clean Air Authority identifies a potential particulate matter
emission rate of 0.087 pounds per hour (0.38 tons per year) from the
cooling tower. Because this emission rate is negligible in comparison
with the 20 pound per hour emission rate associated with the combustion



91"

This additional PM11) would increase the Project's reported contribution to soil nitrogen. The
impact .uf this additic nal ammonium nitrate has not been evaluated and must be to fully evaluate
the environmental i pacts of SCR. Ammonia emissions are discussed further in the following
comments. These types of reactions, as described above, are a potentially significant impact that
should have been dis:ussed in the DEIS

AMMONIA

I'he pro;.ms.ed}power slant will use, handle, store and transport large amounts of amnionia.
Ammonia is l.xstcd on the EPA's list of extremely hazardous chemicals. The State of Louisiana
ha_s recently tightenec. regulations governing handling of ammonia.

Itis prudent to minimr ize the use and storage of any hazardous chemicals such as ammonia.

Nonglheless, Plymou h Power proposes 10 transport, use and store large quantities of ammonia
on site.

The DEIS is deficient in failing to describe and address the possible consequences of
trar.ls.poning, piping, storing and emitting hundreds of thousands of pounds of ammonia at this
facility every ycar. Tt ere are two issues regarding ammonia. The first issue is the constant
rFlL’ilSG of ammonia from this facility under normal operating conditions. The second issue is the
risk of ammonia releases from the storage and transportation of this hazardous chemical,

AMMQ.NIA EMISS ONS UNDER NORMAL OPERATING CONDITIONS

Ammonia may be em itted from the project at 5 parts per million (ppm) which is one/half of the
odor th{cshold. Ther: are other ammonia sources in this area, including feed lots and fertilizer
production facilities, end agricultural users of nitrogen based fertilizer, whose applications could
contribute to an ambicnt ammonia level. These other ammonia sources were not evaluated inthe
DEIS. In this case it is possible that the ammonia odor threshold could be excceded under
adverse air quality mixing conditions, such as inversions, These nearby ammonia sources

should have been inventoried, because those sources may cumulatively contribute to formation
of secondary particulate.

B”‘. na controls for anmonia are discussed, nor is there any modeling that accounts for potential
ambl_cnt lcvels~of am onia that would cumulatively join with the proposed facility's emissions.
The impacts of ammonia emissions on PM formation were discussed carlier.

RISKS OF AMMONIA RELEASES .
'l'l]c plant will store hundreds of thousand of pounds of ammonia on site, and millions of pounds
91 ar!'tmonia will be transported to this site every year. But the DE[S doés not describe t}l:e
h'kchhood of a transpo tation accident, the numbers of truck trips bearing ammonia, the possible
size of any ammonia releases from a truck accident, the inability of this rural arca‘s‘cmcsgcucy
response system to react to a large release, the neighborhoods and businesses that would be
threatgned by arelease or the risk and effects of a release from the ammonia tanks at the powe:
plant, including the risl: and effect of 2 tank failure. P
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turbine, it was not included in the modeling. Furthermore, the particulate
matter associated with dissolved solids in the local water supply is
emitted from the cooling tower in droplets. These droplets are much
larger than 10 microns and usually cause the particulate matter to deposit
on the ground very near the cooling tower. Consequently, we disagree
with the contention that the cooling tower would contribute significantly
to ambient PM,  concentrations.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-31

Even at the worst-case location, PM, | concentrations attributable to
emissions of PM | from PGF are only small fractions of ambient air
quality standards established to protect human health. The commentor
also appears to have incorrectly assumed that PM S emissions from the
facility were underestimated. In fact, actual emissions are expected to be
considerably lower than those proposed as permit limits because plant
operators would always maintain a margin of safety below the permit
limits. In addition, the plant would not always operate at full capacity
and must shut down for maintenance periodically.

As indicated in the response to Comment [-30, emissions were calculated
according to federal, state, and local procedures. That response also
acknowledges that additional particulate matter is formed in the atmo-
sphere, sometimes far downwind of the power plant. However,
CALPUFF was used to evaluate the secondary aerosol formation, and the
results indicate concentrations far below ambient air quality standards
established to protect human health and welfare.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-32

Secondary PM, | formation related to the interaction of ammonia with
sulfates and nitrates in the PGF plume were considered in the CALPUFF
evaluation of visibility impacts. See also Responses to Comments A-1,
A-2,A-3,1-20, 1-29 and 1-30.



In fact, the DEIS is virtually silent on this troubling subjcct, of large scale nmmonia relcases
from transport and st>rage of large amounts of ammonia on the site, and how, or whether,
emergency responses will be conducted. Ammonia releases are fairly common. A study
submitted to the Con zress revealed there have been over 1000 ammohia releases over one nine
year period, which caused 801 injuries, 9 deaths, and 61 evacuations of over 22,000 people. *

For igstunce. There was a release of ammonia in August, 2001 from the Pratt & Whitney power
plant in East Hartfor¢, Conn., that caused the shutdown of nearby streets for five hours and led to
tlfc evacuation of 20 people. For this reason the commentors urge that the DEIS  should have
discuss ammonia hazards, and the ability torespond, from storage and transport releases, and

any rcq}xiremenls to comply with the CAA amendments governing storage and transport of
ammonia and other hizardous materials.

The !’roject may be subject to the Title II requirements regarding storage of hazardous
materials, but those rc quirements, including a hazard assessment and risk management program,
havc. not yet been developed and reviewed by the public and the relevant agencies. These
requirements should t.ave been fulfilled in time for these proceedings, so that the public can
cvaluate this project’s risks in a single round of reviews and meetings.

The DEIS evaluatiot. should also study alternatives on the types of ammonia 1o be stored and
used, fo_r instance the use of urea instead of ammonia, and altemative transport methods for
amimonia. While the DEIS suggest that aqueous rather than anhydrous ammonia may be used,
urea would be even ss fer, and anhydrous ammonia should be specifically banned from use
because of the increasd dangers from its releases.

The D_F,]S' evaluatior. should also study the potential impacts of large scale ammonia releases
from different site loc.ations, and the release impacts from different types of transport accidents.
The alternative of sititg the plant farther from populated areas and from the State Highway. to
reduce the public’s ex sosure from ammonia releases, should have been discussed. )

SOME RECENT RELEASES OF AMMONIA (not a complete list)

evacuations injuries location gallons released
36 1300 Minot, ND about 140,000
280 4 Washington, IND Not provided
1000 65 Quebec « ”

1500 ] Morro Bay, CA 300

100-300 Ya Wauwatosa, Wi n/a

100 a Columbus, IA na

*Report to Can,

firess Section 112 i od. E
Decernber, 1993, (r) (10) Clean Air Act as Amended. EPA 550-r-93-002.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-33

In Responses to Comments A-2 and A-9, the Applicant evaluated total
nitrogen deposition, including NOx, nitrates, and ammonia. Table A-2-1
in Response to Comment A-2 shows that total nitrogen deposition
attributable to PGF in the Class I areas and special areas such as
CRGNSA would be very small with respect to established nitrogen
deposition criteria and existing background deposition rates.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-34

The risks associated with the proposed use of aqueous ammonia (a 19
percent solution of ammonia in water) are much lower than those associ-
ated with anhydrous (gaseous) ammonia. Virtually all of the hazards
identified in Comment 1-33 are associated with the use of anhydrous
ammonia. As noted in the Notice of Construction air permit application,
sources (such as PGF) employing ammonia in a 19 percent (or lower)
solution are exempt from EPA’s Risk Management Program because the
risks are low. As suggested by the commentor, the proponents of PGF
are seriously considering the use of urea as an alternative to aqueous
ammonia.

Ammonia emissions from the exhaust stack were evaluated in the
dispersion modeling analysis. This analysis determined that the maxi-
mum ammonia concentration attributable to the PGF would be only five
percent of Washington’s Acceptable Source Impact Levels. Conse-
quently, no adverse impacts from ammonia would occur. Note that while
the concentration of ammonia in the stack may be up to 5 ppm, predicted
concentrations off-site are far below the odor threshold for ammonia.

See also Response to Comment [-20.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-35

Water treatment chemicals would be used in two areas of the power
plant: (1) water purification of boiler feedwater, and (2) water treatment
of cooling tower circulating water. Chemicals expected to be used in
these two processes include:



not known 15 St. Paul, MN not provided 1-34
not known 9 Lorain, Ohio 10 pounds (cont.)
230 5 Old Monroe, MO not known

IMPACTS FROM \VYATER DISCHARGES [-35
The DEIS docs not list water treatment chemicals to be used at the plant, and does not list any )

details of the toxicity of inhibitors or algicides that would be discharged. Lacking a complete
discussion of the possibly pollutants in these sources's discharge, it is not possible to conclude
that the this source’s 'vaste water will not contribute to water treatment problems. These
chemicals could also e discharged in the cooling tower discharges.

GLOBAL WARMING 1-36
The DEIS admits that the facility will emit large amounts of carbon dioxide, which is a
greenthouse gas. But tae DEIS fails to discuss possible mitigation for the carbon dioxide
emissions, and also fails to evaluate the contribution made by the plant’s massive steam
discharges to global warming. Heated water vapor is widely recognized as a contributor to the

global warming probl:m, * A change to air cooling would also eliminate this discharge of water I 1-37

vapor, thus partly mit gating the facility’s greenhouse gas emissions.

This source will not nitigate its CO2 emissions, This plant’s large emissions of CO2 and other 1-36

greenhouse gasses are an unmitigated, potentially significant impact. ( t )
cont.

SOLID WASTES

Water treatment for & large power plant can gencrate as much as 10 tons per month of wasles, as -38

backwash, or filter cale. There are other waste streams, including spent catalyst, which is a
ha:fardous waste. Catalyst wastes could be avoided by used of the SCONOX scrubber system.
This generation of wastes was never described adequately in the DEIS. The materials contained

in this wastes, t'hc amc unt to be produced, its destiny, and its impacts on landfill capacity should
all have been discussed,

STORMWATER RUNOFF AND SPILLS 2

l}.]c project will incluce the creation of impervious surfaces. This will cause the generation ;:af -39
mllhon; of gallons of :torm water runoff. This water will be tainted with oil, grease, and other

contaminants present ¢ n the site and its parking lot and roof, The DEIS did not desc,ribe

adequalely the quality of this runoff, its destiny, and its potential impacts on nearby wetlands and

surface waters, While there would be unlined detention ponds the DEIS did not describe to w‘l;ul

degree these ponds wil! treat the storm water to remove pollutants before it is allowed to infiltrate

* California Encrgy Commission, 1991,
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Boiler Feedwater Water Treatment:

» inorganic sodium phosphate (food grade material) in the 10 to 20
mg/L range,

+ ammonium hydroxide less than 1.0 mg/L, and
» diethyl-hydroxyl amine 0.010 mg/L.

Cooling Tower Water Treatment:

» inorganic phosphate at the 4 to 6 mg/L level,

» 1-hydroxyethylidene-1,1-diphosphonic acid (a common cooling
water inhibitor) at 1 to 2 mg/L,

» acrylate copolymer BF Goodrich K-775 (also a common cooling
water inhibitor) at the 4 to 6 mg/L level,

» sodium hypochlorite biocide to maintain a free chlorine residual of
0.3 mg/L, and

» sulfuric acid to maintain a pH of 7.8 to 8.2.

The boiler feedwater water treatment system would include transportable
elements and would be operated by a vendor. All water treatment wastes
would be removed from the power plant site by the water treatment
vendor.

The cooling tower wastewater treatment will be as described in Section
2.2.6 of the Draft EIS. Cooling water blowdown would be blended with
fresh water to obtain suitable irrigation water. Depending on the number
of cycles of concentration, the cooling tower wastewater would be
diluted up to 25 times with fresh water in order to meet irrigation stan-
dards.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-36

Section 3.14.3 of the Draft EIS discusses global warming and the poten-
tial for CO, emissions to contribute to global warming. Although the
PGF could emit up to 983,000 tons of CO, per year, the Draft EIS
explains that the construction and operation of the PGF will not neces-
sarily result in an increase in overall CO, emissions.



into the ground wate -

While an oil/water s :parator will be present, the DEIS did not assure commentors about the
dcgre.e to which storrawater will be channelized through the separator. Nor did the DEIS
dcscnb_e the fate of wastes that are separated from the storm water. The DEIS did not describe
the project’s compliaace with the DOE Stormwater Management rules. For instance, use of
oil/water separators i+ actually criticized as having limited application, in DOE glxidz;nce
mzmual; The DEIS «lid not describe why a scparator was appropriate for this location. or wh
alternative methods of storm water pollution control were not used, '° . ¢

LEGIONNAIRES CISEASE

The QIEIS did not provide a table of materials stored on site that listed biocides known to be
cffcguvc against Legionnaires Disease. This disease breeds in moist, warm climates, including
cooling towers such as those to be used by Plymouth. It has been spread through the discharge
of steam from cooling. towers. In March, 2001, for instance, two Ford employees died in Ohjo
aﬂel" exposure to Legionnaires’ Disease, spread by the facility’s industrial cooling towers,
Legionnaires Disease organisms have also bee found in the CEGB power plant’s cooling tower
water, ncar Stafford, Eingland. Since it is not apparent that Plymouth plans to use appropriate
chemical treatment of its cooling tower system to stifle development of the relevant bacteria,

lll;;r]es is a threat of Legionnaires Disease from this facility. This should be discussed in a revised

P‘OWER L!NE BURIAL ALTERNATIVE AND ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS (EMF)
The aI}cmatxvc of bur.ring power lines associated with this project should have been discussed in
the DEIS. Ifower line burial has been used at many projects, and would reduce the visual impact
o_f' lhgse projects, and inay reduce EMF exposure. EMF exposure is another potentially
significant impact that was not discussed in the DEIS.

.PO.WEI.I LIN‘E BUR(AL ALTERNATIVE AND ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS (EMF)
This project will Include a new power line of .6 miles, or rebuild of the PUD lines, The
a]tcmz:tn:ﬂe of b}xrying sower lincs associated with this preject should have been disc‘ussed in the
DEIS. | ower line bur:al has been uscd at many projects, and would reduce the visua! impact of
ll1f:su projects. and ma:/ reduce EMF exposure, and the impacts to avian species which collide
with above g.round poiver lines.. Bird Mortality from the new power lines and EMF exposure are
other potentially signi Sicant impacts that should have been discussed in the [ OEIS n.n(i ppgx:er: m

line burial should be dj Scusse
ssed as a mitigating factor, and a method of avoid| 1mpacts on the
N g s avoiding impacts on

The power lines associ ited with this

0 ines project, as currently proposed :
potentially significant 1actor becayse geston st Mooy o ged s

of the possible congestion at McNary substation, according

———— e

10
Department of Ecology. Stormwater Management Manual, Chapter NI-7. #91-75
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Electricity demand in the United States is met through a combination of
resources. To the extent that electricity demand is met by fossil fuel-
fired generation, the use of electricity results in the emission of green-
house gases. However, different types of electrical generating technolo-
gies produce different amounts of greenhouse gases per kilowatt hour of
electricity generated. In the United States, coal-fired generation pro-
duces an average of 2.10 lbs of CO, per kWh, oil-fired generation
produces an average of 1.97 Ibs of CO, per kWh, and natural-gas fired
generation produces an average of 1.32 Ibs of CO, per kWh. (DOE/EPA
2000.) In contrast, the type of highly efficient combined cycle technol-
ogy that will be used at the PGF produces only about 0.85 Ibs of CO, per
kilowatt hour of electricity generated.

If electricity demand is met by the PGF instead of by less efficient gas,
oil or coal fired power plants, the operation of PGF will actually have the
effect of reducing the overall emission of CO,. For this reason, virtually
every major authority on global warming recommends the increased
reliance on more efficient energy generating technology. In particular,
they advocate increased reliance on the technology used in the PGF
project — natural gas-fired combined cycle combustion turbine generating
technology — as a critical near term strategy for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. (IEA 2001; DOE/EPA 2000; EAI 1998; Montgomery 2001.)
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, for example, con-
cluded that, in the near term, increased reliance upon natural gas and
combined cycle technology “will play an important role in emission
reduction.” (IPCC 2001.)

Accordingly, it would not be appropriate to require the PGF to mitigate
its CO, emissions. Without a broad-based statutory or regulatory policy
that requires all electrical generating facilities to mitigate their CO,
emissions, requiring an individual new facility, such as the PGF, to
mitigate its emissions would only serve to discourage the transition to
newer technology that generates electricity with much lower CO, emis-
sions.



to page 1-38 in the Wallula FEIS. The DEIS should have addressed to what degree power line
burial would address this concern,.

There are many examples of burial of high voltage power lines of considerable length. Since the
proposed lines are about 3000 feet long, burial of this line would reduce the visual impact of the
project would protect avian species, would reduce the project’s above ground “footprint,” and
would add only about 1/10% of one percent to the project costs; about $500,000.

Some example of actual and proposed burials of large pipcline include the 345 kV line that
would be buried for 1700 feet to go under the Namekagon River near Trego, Wisconsin.

Sierra Pacific is bury ing a 14,000 volt line for about 2000 fect near downtown (Lake) Tahoe
City, according to the company’s June 9, 1999 press release.

Sierra Pacific is also turying a 120,000 volt (120kV) line for about 1700 feet near Carson City,
Nevada, according to the company’s April 19, 1999 press release.

Sicrra Pacific’s longest underground line is 2.6 miles, according to their Media Relations
department.

The California Public Utility Commission’s consultants, Aspen Environmental, prepared a study
of an all-underground route for a 230 kV line near Pleasanton, California (Plcasanton Weekly.
“Objectors, Proponents speak out on PG&E Power Line Plan.” 2/16/01)

The Sumas Il Power Flant has proposed a buried 230 kV line for 1.4 miles, in Abbotsford,
Canada, as part of its trans-border proposal. (Canada Newswire. “NSB Receives a Revised DEIS
from Sumas Energy II to Construct an International Power Line.” October 2000)

‘The Sargent & Lundy engineering firm’s advertising materials list several underground
transmission lines for ‘hich they provided engineering, including a 115/138-kV line, a 230 kV
line in Washington De, a 1800 foot 115-kV line in Baltimore, five 230-kV fines in China, two 69

kV lincs in Towa, a 1300 foot 138-kV line in Tennessee, and a one-mile, 138-kV line in Salt Lake
City.

‘This lirany of buried transmission lines indicates that this is a practicable, feasible and economic
nl}ernauve design for tis portion of the project. It would reduce the visual and land use impact
of the project. For this reason a burial alternalive, should have been presented in the DEIS.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-37

During normal operation of the PGF, there would be no significant steam
releases from PGF. Water vapor and droplets would emit from the
cooling tower, but to the Applicant’s knowledge, no studies exist that
suggest that this would be a significant contributor to global warming.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-38

The primary source of solid waste from a natural gas-fired power plant
with Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) air emission control systems
are sludges generated by the water treatment system and spent catalyst
from the SCR. Other wastes generated in very small qualities include
paper, food and packaging waste from plant personnel and solvents, paint
and lubricating oil wastes from plant maintenance. The largest waste by
volume is typically water treatment waste. The PGF water treatment
system would be a vendor-supplied system that would include compo-
nents that would be periodically removed from the site, cleaned, re-
charged and returned. Any water treatment sludges would be removed
by the vendor and disposed offsite through the vendors operation.



Maintenance wastes, including some hazardous materials, would be
removed and disposed offsite by the maintenance contractor. Similarly,
spent catalyst from the SCR, which is removed periodically, is also a
hazardous waste and would be removed by the SCR maintenance con-
tractor. Since none of these wastes would be stored on site and all would
be handled by qualified vendors, minimal risk of these wastes being
released at the site exists and no significant impact from their presence is
expected.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-39

Conceptual site design includes approximately 1.89 acres of impervious
surfaces (building and HRSG roofs, the small parking lot and site roads)
that would produce storm water runoff during storm events. A maximum
storm water runoff during any single event is expected to be 0.82 acre-
feet (compared to a storm water pond capacity on the order of 3 acre-
feet. Storm water would be collected and directed to the storm water
pond (see Figure 2-4 in the Draft EIS) as described in Section 2.2.3.9.4
of the Draft EIS. Areas exposed to storm water runoff would not contain
materials that present potential contamination of surface water through
runoff. PGF will obtain an Industrial Storm Water Discharge Permit
from the state Department of Ecology, which requires compliance with
the state’s most recent storm water runoff system requirements.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-40

Legionnaires disease can be caused by bacteria formed in untreated
cooling water used in cooling tower applications. Air drawn through the
cooling tower and recirculated to populated interior building spaces as
part of a building air conditioning system has been the source of the most
publicized outbreaks of Legionnaires disease. As described in Section
2.2.3.6.2 of the Draft EIS, the PGF would utilize a biocide (sodium
hypochloride) in the cooling water to destroy organic material, including
those bacteria identified with Legionnaires disease, eliminating the risk
of contamination. Also, in the case of the PGF, cooling tower draft air
would be released to the atmosphere, not to an interior building space,
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which would significantly mitigate the available pathway for potential
contamination.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-41

No significant environmental impacts associated with the construction or
operation of the preferred or alternative transmission line interconnec-
tions were identified. Overhead transmission lines permit the continued
use of the land for farming (farming can occur under the line), whereas
undergrounding transmission lines may require restricting surface use of
the land. Further, like overhead transmission lines, underground trans-
mission lines also generate electromagnetic fields. However, these fields
degrade rapidly with distance from the electrical conductors and do not
place local populations of workers at risk. A review of the current
literature concerning electromagnetic fields can be found in Appendix F
of the Wallula Power Project and Wallula-McNary Transmission Line
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEO/EIS-330) released in
February 2002.

The visual impacts resulting from overhead transmission line were
analyzed and found not to be significant (see Sections 2.9.2.5, 3.9.2.3.2,
and 3.9.2 .4 of the Draft EIS).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT [-42

PLYMOUTH ENERGY PROJECT A copy of the Draft EIS was mailed to the commentor and the
I'D LIKE TO TELL YOU commentor was added to the Distribution List for the Final EIS.
1. | THINK THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS WOULD BE BETTER IF:

2. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES YOU SHOULD CONSIDER:

3. PLEASE CONSIDER THESE IDEAS FOR LESSENING IMPACTS:

4. | HAVE THESE OTHER COMMENTS:

[-42

iy o
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(If you need more space please use the back.)

\hU Please put me on your project mailing list. (You are already on the mailing list if you
received a letter or the Plymouth Generating DEIS in the mail.)

Name \@//}7 é o d ﬁ—&/ 7%4 llg /¢/a7/L
Address %@y g i _
%w/f’/{ W 773

/

Please mail your comments by October 15, 2002
Benton County Planning Department
P O Box 910
Prosser, WA 99350
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