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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The goal of the Bonneville Power Administration's (BPA) Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) public involvement process is to determine the issues to be examined and pertinent
analyses to be conducted and to solicit comments on the content and quality of information
presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Comments and questions are

solicited from the public and government agencies during the scoping process and during the
comment period and public hearing on the DEIS, to find out what is of most concern to them.
The end product of the public involvement process is the Comment Report which follows in
part of this volume on Public Involvement.

0

1.1 SCOPING PROCESS

1.1.1 Notice of Intent

September 11, 1992. Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS published in Federal Register.

1.1.2 Scoping

A letter announcing the scoping meeting was mailed out to government agencies, Native

American Tribes, and interested groups and citizens. The meeting was also announced in
several local newspapers and newsletters on September 18, 1992.

• September 29, 1992. Scoping Meeting, Bethel High School, Spanaway,
Washington. Forty-one individuals attended.

• September 11 - October 30, 1992. Forty-five day comment period during
which the public and agencies could mail in comments and questions. Four
letters were received.

1.1.3 Development of Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The comments and questions submitted during the scoping period were summarized in the
Scoping Report. The Scoping Report was then used to prepare an EIS Implementation Plan,

which was approved by the Department of Energy for preparation of the DEIS.
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1.2 DEIS COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING

• August 9 and 10, 1993. The DEIS was mailed to approximately 150 agencies,
libraries, organizations, and individuals.

• August 20, 1993. Notice of availability to review DEIS published in Federal
Register.

• August 20 - October 4, 1993 (comments were received through October 15,

1993). Forty-five day public comment period. Twenty-one letters were
received.

• September 8, 1993. Public hearing with 32 participants. Comments and

questions were recorded in a verbatim transcript. Transcript and letters were
compiled into a database for responses in the Final EIS (FEIS). These
responses are the primary part of the Comment Report which is included in
this volume of the FEIS.

1.3 COMMENT REPORT

The Comment Report provides a record of comments and questions raised during the DFIS
comment period and the BPA response to show the manner in which the comment or question
is addressed in the FEIS.

1.4 PUBLICATIONS

Fact Sheet, September 1992. The Tenaska Washington II Generation Project, BP-1969.

Fact Sheet, January 1993. The Tenaska Washington II Generation Project, BP-2033.

Fact Sheet, August 1993. The Tenaska Washington II Generation Project, BP-2227.
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2.0
THE SCOPING PROCESS

The goal of the scoping process is to determine the necessary analyses and issues to be
examined in the EIS for the BPA administrator to make an informed decision on the

environmental consequences of the proposed Project. This is based upon comments and

questions raised by the public, government agencies, and the technical and professional
judgment of BPA, Pierce County, and their consultants. While the general content of an EIS
is specified in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the details are best defined
in consultation with the public, public interest groups, and Federal, state and local government

agencies. This Scoping Report presents the results of the scoping process.

Part of the first step in the scoping process is to publish in the Federal Register a Notice of

Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the proposed Project which also announces the time and
place for the scoping meeting(s). This notice was published on September 11, 1992. A copy
of the NOI is included in Appendix A. Information on the scoping meeting for the Tenaska

EIS was also mailed out to agencies, indian tribes, and interested groups and individuals. The
meeting invitation, the meeting agenda, and a copy of the scoping meeting attendees are
contained in Appendix B.

The following newspapers and newsletters contained an announcement of the scoping
meeting: the Tacoma News Tribune, the Puyallup Pierce County Herald; the Fort Lewis

_; the Northwest Airlifter; the Lakewood Journal; the Gig Harbor Peninsula Gateway.
The announcements were published on September 18, 1992.

A scoping meeting was held on Tuesday, September 29, 1992, at Bethel High School in
Spanaway, Washington, which is in the vicinity of the proposed Project. The meeting was

informal, with presentations by representatives from BPA and Tenaska describing the
proposed Project and the environmental review process. There were 41 individuals in
attendance at the scoping meeting. Comments and questions that were raised during the

presentation were recorded in a verbatim transcript. Four comment letters were also
submitted within the public comment period which closed on October 30, 1992. A summary
of the comments follows.

2.1 RESULTS OF THE SCOPING PROCESS

This section summarizes the issues raised during the public scoping process, issues to be
addressed in the EIS, sources of information to be reviewed and/or studies to be conducted,

and mitigation measures to be considered. The issues are listed in alphabetical order. Table
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4-1 in the December 1992 Scoping Report lists the issues and summarizes information to be

reviewed or studies to be conducted that have been identified at this level of investigation.
A summary of the individual comments is included in Appendix C in the December 1992
Scoping Report.

2.1.1 Air Quality

Issues Raised during Scoping
Public concern was focused on air quality impacts from the operation of the proposed Project
and whether there would be sufficient mitigation measures to offset any significant impacts
from the Project. Questions and comments received on air quality included the following:

* Concern over excessive emissions from the proposed Project from burning
natural gas or back-up fuel over extended periods.

• Potential contribution of emissions to acid rain deposition and the
"greenhouse" effect; requests that these impacts be addressed and
environmental costs lze evaluated.

• The exploration of power generation sources based on alternative fuel sources
other than hydrogen-based compounds.

• Potential for nuisance odors to be emitted from the operation of the generating
equipment.

• How does the proposed Project's estimated particulate emissions compare to
emissions from wood burning stoves? How many wood stoves would it take
to give off the estimated combined particulate emissions from the proposed
Project?

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Issues that would be addressed in the EIS include the identification and evaluation of air

pollutant emission sources expected due to the construction and operation of the proposed

facility. Alternative control measures will be explored that would reduce any air pollutant
emissions.

Air pollutant emissions during construction activities will be estimated and their impacts
assessed. The potential impacts from fugitive dust and air pollutant emissions from the
construction of the facility will be evaluated. Work practices designed to minimize such
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emissions will be suggested. Potential impacts due to the production of steam and fog will
be investigated.

Other issues that will be included in the EIS involve the storage and handling of acutely
hazardous materials at the Project site. While most of the issues relating to these facility

systems will be addressed in the Health and Safety section, there is an air quality component
to the potential impact of any system failure related to the storage and handling of hazardous
materials. Part of the operation of the facility's electricity generation will involve the use of

ammonia as part of the system to control the emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx). This
raw material will be stored at the facility in a pressurized tank. Also, the water used to

create the steam that makes the electricity will be treated with a sulfuric acid solution to
maintain the water quality requirements of the process. This material will be stored at the
facility in a slightly diluted liquid solution. Potential risk of facility system failure related
to hazardous materials will be addressed.

Several greenhouse gases will be emitted by the proposed Project. These include NO x,carbon

dioxide (CO2), methane, and possibly others. There are no current plans to reduce the
production of these gases except for that provided by the Selective Catalyst Reduction system
to reduce NOx emissions. Additional information will be obtained as to the emission and

reduction of greenhouse gases and their effect on global warming trends.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Information on the following topics will be obtained by review of technical literature and
other published documents such as:

* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) air pollution emissions factor
information for vehicular, proposed Project, and construction equipment.

These data will be obtained from EPA publications such as AP-42,
Specification Profile manuals, and others.

• Applicable local, state, and Federal regulations giving standards for ambient
air quality.

The U.S. EPA's Industrial Source Complex (ISC), Mobile 4 or other appropriate mobile
source emission characterization models, and COMPLEX-1 air quality simulation models may

be used, if necessary, to analyze ambient air quality impacts. Additionally, if required, the
National Safety Council model CAMEO ALOHA will be used to assess off-site impacts from
potential accidental releases of acutely hazardous materials. Emission factor literature will
be utilized to determine the significance of emission modelling and to assure that all

regulations will be met.
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Tenaska is involved in an air quality analysis for obtaining an air quality permit. This work

includes emission estimates, summarization of air quality regulations, and assessment of air
quality and visibility impacts. The results of these studies will be included in the EIS.

M_ation

Possible mitigation measures referred to during the scoping process include:

• Use of appropriate emission control technology to minimize potential direct

emissions from the combustion process.

• Use of an alternative fuel source to generate electricity.

• Evaluation of re-forestation programs to offset potential increases in
greenhouse gases from the proposed Project.

Other mitigation measures may be identified during the impact analysis and when the Project
details are finalized. These measures include:

• Work practices to minimize dust, smoke, and vehicular emissions during the
construction phase.

• Development and implementation of regional programs for ride sharing to
reduce vehicular emissions that may "offset" impacts.

• Contribution to enhance or augment the regional program which restricts the

use of wood stoves during stagnant air episodes.

Possible mitigation measures would be identified for any potentially significant impacts from
storage/handling of hazardous materials.

2.1.2 Archaeological, Historic, and Cultural Resources

Issues Raised during Scoping

There were no comments received addressing archaeology and cultural resources.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Review of archaeological, historic, and cultural resources would follow the Section 106

Review Guidelines (36 C.F.R. Part 800) which implement part of the National Historic

Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966. Section 106 requires that historic properties be considered
by Federal agencies in both project planning and execution. Properties that have not yet been
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discovered (such as archaeological properties), but that are potentially eligible for the National

Register of Historic Places (NRHP), are subject to Section 106 Review. Issues to be
addressed in the EIS include the determination of potential impacts to historic resources by
the project including ancillary facilities such as the transmission line right-of-way, right-of-

ways for any pipeline connections, and access road right-of-ways. A cultural resources survey
would be performed prior to preparing the DEIS; if nothing is found, investigation of cultural
resources issues will be discontinued.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Prior environmental review indicates that there are no known historic or archaeologic sites
of concern within the area of potential affect; however, no site-specific study has been

performed. Reports on file at the State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation for
the nearby area were identified. These reports are: 1) A Cultural Resources Survey of the
BPA' s Proposed Tyee Substation, Pierce County, Washington; 2) A Cultural Resource Survey

of SR 7: 224th Street East to Junction 507, Pierce County, Washington; 3) Historical
Resources Study, BPA Elmhurst Project, Spanaway, Washington; 4) Cultural Resource
Assessment and Management Recommendations for McChord Air Force Base, Pierce County,

Washington; 5) Archaeological and Historical Investigation Prepared for Chambers Creek
U.L.I.D. 73-1; and 6) Interim Cultural Resource Assessment, Chamber Creek Sewerage
System, Pierce County.

Mitigation
If a cultural resource is identified during the survey, a wide range of mitigation measures is

available. The first option is to reroute or redesign in order to avoid the resource. If the site
cannot be avoided, the next step under the Section 106 process would be to determine the
significance of the site. If the site is significant, mitigation possibilities include surface

collection, archaeological excavation, or other data recovery measures. These cannot be
identified until the survey and significance evaluation are complete.

2.1.3 EIS Process

Issues Raised during Scoping
The following questions and comments were raised during scoping regarding the EIS process:

• Do the regulatory agencies issue the permits for operation of the proposed
facility, and do they assure the public of compliance?

• Will Woodward-Clyde's EIS be the only EIS prepared? Who would be more

likely to prepare an EIS that better represents the views of the public?
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• Shouldn't Tenaska be preparing the EIS with Pierce County as the lead
agency? Why is it BPA? Where is the citizen representation if BPA prepares
the EIS?

• Who is BPA and what Federal role does it play?

• Will commenters receive personal written responses to comments/questions
sent in as part of the scoping process?

• Will the comments from the scoping meeting be part of the EIS?

These issues will be addressed in a BPA Fact Sheet to the public in January 1993, and within

the EIS by explaining the NEPA/SEPA process and the role that Tenaska, BPA, Pierce
County, other regulatory agencies, and the public have in that process.

2.1.4 Geology

Issues Raised during Scoping

No specific comments were raised concerning geology during the scoping process.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Issues that will be addressed include investigation of soils and slope stability, as well as

paleontological resources. The ability of the site to support a stable foundation for roads and
buildings will be investigated. Soil borings will be performed throughout the site. Soil types

will be identified, physical parameters tested, and groundwater levels noted. Any potential
faults or seismic hazards will be investigated as to their potential for structural damage and
disruption to the energy supply system.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

General information from the U.S. Geological Survey, the Soil Conservation Service (SCS),
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be utilized. Other geologic information will be

obtained from local agencies where applicable. Specific technical studies may be required
to evaluate areas of potential for erosion, slope instability, or ground surface subsidence.

Mitigation

No mitigation measures were identified at this level of investigation.
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2.1.5 Land Use

Issues Raised during Scoping
No comments on land use were raised during the scoping process.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

As part of the EIS review, impacts on adjacent land uses (heavy marmfauturing) and effects

on suitability of land for future planned uses will be addressed. A Phase I environmental site
assessment will be performed to evaluate the potential for contamination and to identify
underground structures that could impede construction/excavation or affect the groundwater
supply.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Pierce County's updated comprehensive plan will be reviewed. The consistency and
compatibility of a new power production facility in the Frederickson Industrial Area will be
addressed in light of Federal, state, and local agency policy on existing and future planned
land use.

.Mitigation
No mitigation measures were identified at this level of investigation.

2.1.6 Natural Resources

Issues Raised during Scoping
No comments were received regarding impacts to natural resources during the scoping
process.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Issues to be addressed in the EIS include: identification of threatened, endangered, and state-
designated special-status wildlife and plant species, habitats, and communities near the
proposed Project site; and the potential impact to these resources caused by clearing,

construction, and operation of the Project facility.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Preliminary studies indicate that no threatened, endangered, species of concern, or wetlands
have been identified on the site. Field studies would include documenting the absence of the
species and demonstrating their low probability of occurrence or harm as a result of the
proposed Project. Additional sources of information to be consulted include the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on threatened and endangered species; the Washington
Department of Wildlife's (WDW) Natural Heritage Database for information on sensitive
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wildlife, habitats, and sites; the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) for
information on threatened or endangered and sensitive plants and habitats; local WDW

biologists who may be familiar with the area; Audubon Society members and other amateur
naturalists; local residents; National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps published by the

USFWS; and any published or unpublished reports about the area.

Mitigation
Mitigation measures to be considered would include designing the Project layout to preserve,

if possible, the grove of Douglas-fir in the southeast comer of the proposed Project site.
Wherever feasible, investigations would be made into the salvage and relocation of young
Oregon white oaks, ponderosa pines, and Douglas firs as landscaping.

2.1.7 Noise

Issues Raised during Scoping
A question was raised during the scoping process as to who will do the noise impact study.
No other comments on noise were received.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

The EIS will focus on identifying potential sources of operational noise and noise associated

with construction by identifying the significant noise generating equipment to be installed at
the plant and the noise control technologies that will be incorporated into the initial plant
design. The EIS would then describe whether the resulting impacts are in compliance with

applicable noise ordinances. It is likely that noise modeling techniques will be necessary to
demonstrate whether impacts have been adequately mitigated.

Traffic flow to the plant site will add to existing noise levels. However, traffic is not
expected to make a significant contribution to the noise levels near the plant, which is already
in an industrialized area.

Although construction noise is expected to influence the noise environment near the plant,
construction activities will be of limited durat ,n. Noise ordinances are generally more liberal

in regulating noise from construction activities than from industrial sources. Construction
activities will be comparable to those commonly encountered in industrial settings, will be
of limited duration, and as such will not be addressed in great detail.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

During the scoping meeting, BPA expressed interest in the measures that would be taken to
document the existing noise environment (possibly with surveys) and to predict the expected
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noise impact (possibly with modeling). BPA also asked who would be responsible for
accomplishing such measures.

Sources of information to be studied include a characterization of the existing noise

environment. A characterization may be accomplished through a review of existing literature
(i.e., the Noise Element, Pierce County General Plan) or a review of existing noise surveys

for the area. If existing information inadequately describes the noise environment, some level
of baseline noise monitoring is suggested.

Applicable noise ordinances and noise descriptors for the affected land uses must be
identified. Ordinances are likely to include both operational and construction noise.

Other sources of information to be explored include:

• Applicable county and state noise ordinances

• Applicable limits placed on ambient noise levels based on land use
• Noise Element, Pierce County General Plan
• Existing noise stn veys or contour maps
• Manufacturer's noise ratings, including frequency
• Manufacturer's rated insertion losses on noise control equipment

• Manufacturer's noise ratings on construction equipment
• Traffic flow predictions

Manufacturer's data for noise generating equipment and noise control equipment must be

collected in advance as input to noise modeling. Some level of analysis, whether it involves
modeling or a simpler application of standard sound propagation equations, must be
performed in support of the EIS.

A

Mitigation

Mitigation includes noise and vibration controls for the types of industrial equipment used,
such as inlet and exhaust silencers, acoustical enclosures, acoustical barriers, and insulation

pads. A combination of these controls, specifically incorporated into the initial plant design,
can reduce noise levels to within acceptable levels at the locations of sensitive receptors.

Noise caused by vibration will be addressed through the engineering design features to
maximize operational efficiency and structural integrity.

The need for other lnitigation measures may become apparent as the impact analysis
progresses. These could include:
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• Buffer zones
• Noise barriers

• Additional noise controls like extra enclosures or extra insulation

Mitigation measures for construction noise are limited and typically involve restricted hours

of activity, limits on the maximum noise levels produced by construction equipment, and
erection of temporary barriers.

2.1.8 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Issues Raised during Scoping
Concerns were raised regarding documentation of the need for generating resources in this
area. A supporting comment was made by the Tacoma-Pierce Chamber of Commerce

regarding the desirability of production on the west side of the Cascade Range. Additional
questions and concerns raised during the scoping process include:

• How will the mitigation money be spent, and how will it mitigate the
environmental impacts?

• What other generating proposals is BPA evaluating?

• Who will own the Tenaska generating facility?

• What is the height of the building and its exhaust stack, and how will the

facility be situated on the proposed Project site?

• Will the Project be expanded at a later time, thus causing more environmental
impacts that should be addressed at this time?

• Are there other power generation plants planned for this area?

• Will the EIS evaluate situations where BPA might want to sell the power
outside of this area?

• Will the proposed facility stop operating during a high hydro-power producing
season?

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

A complete description of construction, operation, and maintenance will be included in the

EIS. It will not include documentation explaining BPA's needs for and the desirability of
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power generation resources available to this region, nor will it address resource allocation
scenarios, because these subjects will be covered under the programmatic Resource Program

Environmental Impact Statement (RPEIS) for the greater resource acquisition program (see
Section 1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED).

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Information on the details of the Project will be obtained from Tenaska reports and technical
studies. Additional Project information on resource purchase and allocation wil! be provided
by BPA.

Mitigation

Some impacts of the proposed Project could be mitigated by modifying the proposed action.
For example, the location of the facility on the property site could be placed in such a way
as to minimize noise or visual impacts. Transmission lines could be placed underground to

minimize visual impacts and health impacts due to electromagnetic fields. Additional
modifications may be suggested as impacts are identified.

2.1.9 Public Health and Safety

Issues Raised during Scoping
Public health and safety concerns that were raised in the scoping process include concerns

over odor and gas emissions, plant safety, visibility and heat-emission problems which might
affect low-flying airplanes, and potentially cancer-causing elecmmagnetic fields.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Health effects of electric and magnetic fields (EMF), failure of operating systems (e.g.,

generators, turbines, cooling tower, natural gas pipeline, and back-up fuel oil, acids, caustics
and ammonia tanks/pipes), and other emergencies will be analyzed. The likelihood for off-

property impacts from potential accidents involving hazardous materials will be assessed.
This analysis will include the identification of potential accidents, the estimation of the
likelihood of occurrence, and any off-site impacts that might result, should an accident occur.

Additional Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

An extensive scientific literature search will be pertbrmed about the health effects of EMF,

including any current BPA studies. Similar projects which utilize below-ground power lines
will be studied as to their safety, cost, and applicability to the proposed Project site.

Epidemiological studies of electrical workers or other groups in which the subjects are
exposed to high and changing magnetic files will be reviewed for the EIS. Nearby sensitive
areas, such as homes and schools, will be identified and models used to predict levels of
electromagnetic fields within these sensitive areas.
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Worst-case studies may be needed to identify ways in which the facility and its components
might fail and then to identify the consequences of failure to public health and safety. This

evaluation will entail air dispersion modeling for natural gas and chemical releases and
investigation of requirements for a spill prevention and containment plan for the back-up fuel
oil tank and on-site chemicals. The Federal Aviation Authority requirements will be

investigated with regard to steam exhaust in the proximity of a runway flight pattern. If
necessary, appropriate toxicological information related to exposure from accidental release
of acutely hazardous materials will be reviewed.

Mitigation

No mitigation measures were identified at this level of investigation.

2.1.10 Socioeconomics

Issues Raised during Scoping

No specific comments were received during the scoping process regarding socioeconomic
impacts.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Issues that will be addressed in the EIS include socioeconomic impacts arising from the
proposed Project both in the short term (i.e., construction) and long term (i,e., Project

operations). The analysis will focus on direct and indirect impacts on local employment
levels, income and local government revenues. If inquiries indicate that some of the
construction or operations workers could be drawn from non-local sources, the EIS will

present potential impacts of"the in-migrating workers and their dependents on housing, public
services, and utilities in the communities within commuting distance of the proposed Project
site.

Positive impacts to the stability of the existing power grid will be addressed.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Sources of information to be explored include recent employment rates from appropriate state
sources, estimation of the number of in-migrating workers, and impacts to adjacent property
values.

Mitigation

No mitigation measures were identified at this level of investigation.
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2.1.11 Transportation/Traffic

Issues Raised during Scoping
There was some concern expressed durhlg the scoping process specifically addressing impacts

on road infrastructure caused by delivery of fuel supplies during a worst-case scenario of
extended operation requirements (two weeks) during adverse winter weather conditions.

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

Issues that will also be addressed include short-term construction worker traffic impacts; load

limits on roads, particularly local roads, associated with delivery of turbine generators and any
other heavy equipment; operations traffic; and worker traffic impacts. Other issues that may
be considered include transmission line and pipeline construction traffic due to workers and

trucks, construction worker parking impacts, materials moving in and out, and sustained
transport of back-up fuel oil. A safety evaluation of possible accidents associated with back-

up fuel oil delivery will be covered in the Health and Safety section of the EIS.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Sources of information to be explored include the City of Tacoma Traffic Department

circulation plan, or similar reports or discussions with staff; Tenaska data on construction
shipment weights and workforce; and Tenaska data on back-up oil supply volume and

delivery plan.

Mitigation

Mitigation efforts would be examined based upon potential impacts from transportation- and
traffic-related issues. If use of back-up oil becomes necessary on a long-term basis, and the

EIS determines that the impacts would be significant, then a contingency plan to improve
road surfaces or intersections may be implemented. Another option for this scenario would
be to guarantee or require that a new use permit and associated impact study be triggered by
such a change in normal operation.

2.1.12 Utilities

Issues Raised during Sc.oping
All of the comments regarding utilities pertained to water use. Additional comments

concerning water are addressed in Section 4.1.14 Water Quality/Water Resources. There were
several comments concerning the use of water for operation. This concern encompassed the

existence of utility infrastructure to provide a sufficient quantity of water, and to address the
source of that water. Other questions included:
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• Where will the waste water be routed?

• Is water required 24 hours each day?

• Will groundwater wells be required to supply enough water?

Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

In this section, the cumulative effect with other projects on the water supply will be

addressed. The City's anticipated ability to meet potential expansions will be discussed with
the Water Department. Other potential impacts associated with non-related proposed projects
will be gathered from existing water resources information.

The quality of the City water supply will be investigated and compared to the required water

quality for use in the proposed Project. Any required on-site treatment will be identified,
along with an estimated cost per cubic meter (gallon). The expected quantity of water
required will be calculated using water/mass balance. This quantity will be compared to the
available City water, present and anticipated. The potential addition of water wells by the

City to its well field will be discussed with the City. The likelihood of this addition will be
addressed in the EIS. The City's present and expected future water rates will be updated.

The various supply options investigated will be evaluated and compared to determine the most
feasible primary supply and back-up.

The expected quantity and quality of waste water to be discharged to the sewer will be
estimated. The discharge criteria will be obtained from Pierce County for comparison to the

expected waste water quality. If any on-site treatment is expected, it will be investigated and
an estimated cost per cubic meter (gallon) will be calculated. Pierce County's charge for
sewer discharge will be updated.

An investigation on the potential location of buried cable, pipelines, or other utilities that may
be affected by the proposed Project will be undertaken.

!

Mitigation

No mitigation measures were identified at this level of investigation.

2.1.13 Visual

Issues Raised during Scoping

A question was raised at the scoping meeting regarding the height of the building and the
exhaust stack. No other comments regarding visual impacts of the proposed Project were
made.
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Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

The EIS will identify and map sensitive visual resources (e.g., areas where people may travel,
reside, or recreate); inventory existing visual condition and landscape and determine facilities'
night lighting; determine the ability of the landscape to absorb the visual impact of the

proposed Project; evaluate disturbance of views, particularly to Mt. Rainier; and calculate the
effectiveness of mitigation measures and techniques to reduce visual impacts.

Visual impacts from the proposed modifications to the BPA South Tacoma switching station
and other visual changes within the right-of-way will be addressed.

A visual plume impact screening analysis for visual impacts to recreation users in Mt. Rainier
National Park will be performed by Tenaska as part of the air permit for the Puget Sound Air
Pollution Control agency. This information will be a evaluated for incorporation in the EIS.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Sources of information which will be explored include color or black and white aerial

photography, the USGS topographic map, and county planning documents containing
information about scenic areas or corridors of viewing which are dependent on the quality of
the visual environment. In order to meet the requirements of NEPA, certain technical studies

will be conducted. The purpose of the technical studies will be to identity and describe
visually sensitive landscapes and determine the significance of visual contrast between the
Project facility and the existing landscape. The study may include a visual simulation for

areas of significant visual impact. The simulation would display before-and-after landscape
scenes illustrating the amount of visual change that would occur.

Mitigation
Mitigation measures that would be studied include minimizing earthwork disturbance, utilizing

a variety of landscape elements (in form, line, texture, color, scale, and space), and creation
of visual barriers.

2.1.14 Water Quality/Water Resources

I

Issues Raised During Scoping

Concerns raised during the scoping process included the likelihood that the plant would
eventually expand, thus requiring more water and this would impact the need for more dams.

The remainder of concerns raised on water quality and water resources are addressed in the
Utilities section.

2-15



Additional Issues to Be Addressed in the EIS

This section will discuss surface water quality during construction and operation, and potential

impacts to groundwater. Permitting requirements for storm water runoff will be investigated.
Other issues to be addressed in this section of the EIS are erosion and the resulting sediment
loads to surface waters during construction and operation of the facility; iml_acts on

groundwater levels; flow rates from springs and well flow rates due to construction exca','ation
dewatering; impacts to aquifer recharge areas; and water quality impacts of application or
spillage of maintenance chemicals, fuels (including the back-up oil supply), lubricants and

hydraulic fluids during construction and operation of the facility.
i

A proposed sole-source aquifer, the Clover-Chambers Creek Basin, is located within the

Project area. The EPA proposed designation of sole-source indicates a recognition that the
basin relies on groundwater as a water supply source and that the groundwater system is
susceptible to contamination. The EPA reviews projects receiving Federal funds which may
have an impact on designated sole-source aquifers. Special measures for handling and storing

construction materials, fuels, and solvents may be required under this designation if EPA
determines that the project would impact the aquifer. The designation for the Clover-
Chambers Creek Basin Aquifer will likely be finalized within six months to one year from
December 1992.

Water supply issues will be discussed in the Utilities section. Wetland issues will be
addressed in the Natural Resources section.

Information to Be Reviewed/Studies Conducted

Hydrologic and hydraulic models may be used to examine the effect of facility structures on
drainage and flooding in the Frederickson h_dustrial Area. Sediment loads to surface water

bodies on-site due to erosion during construction and operation will be estimated using
erosion and sediment yield models. The impacts of sediment loads on water quality and the
violation of applicable water quality standards as well as an evaluation of the proposed storm

water detention facility will be addressed. Groundwater flow models may be used to predict
the drawdown of aquifer water levels due to excavation dewatering and other Project-related

activities where there is reasonable expectation that flow rates from wells, natural springs or
groundwater-fed springs could be affected. The resulting impacts on flow rates from wells
and in natural springs and groundwater-fed streams will be estimated.

Sources of information include the Supplemental EIS for the Boeing-Pierce County

Frederickson Site, October 1990, US EPA Sole Source Aquifer program, Pierce County
Utilities, Tacoma City Water, and other planning and environmental impact documents from
the surrounding area.
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Mitigation
No mitigation measures were identified at this level of investigation

2.1.15 Responses to Comments Not Addressed in EIS Text

The following comments/questions were presented during the public scoping, but were not
discussed in the body of the EIS:

Question (A):

Will the EIS evaluate situations where BPA might want to sell this power to
California? Will the plant be "turned off" during high hydro-generation seasons?

I

Response (A):
BPA currently transmits power to California during high demand periods (e.g.,
summer air conditioning) and acquires power from California during Pacific

Northwest high-demand periods (e.g., winter heating).

Question (B):

Do the regulatory agencies issue the permit and do they assure the public of
compliance?

Response (B):
A number of permits will be required from regulatory agencies before the facility can
be built (for a list of permits, see Section 6.0 Environmental Consultation, Review,

and Permit Requirements). Periodic reviews and re-issuance of permits varies with
each permit.

Question (C):

If/when the plant is built, are there going to be any tours of the facility?

Response (C):

Tenaska has indicated that the proposed facility would be open for tours. Tours
would need to b,,_pre-arranged and would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

Security at the facility would mainly protect people from harm and prevent sabotage.
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3.0

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Copies of the DEIS for the proposed Tenaska Washington II Generation Project were
distributed by mail to interested and affected members of the public for comments. This
chapter outlines the DEIS public involvement process, and also contains written comments

from letters and oral comments from the public meeting.

3.1.1 Comment Period

The DEIS was mailed on August 9 and 10, 1993, to approximately 150 agencies, libraries,
organizations and individuals. A notice of availability to review the DEIS was published in

the Federal Register on August 20, 1993. The public review and comment period lasted for
45 days with comments due by October 4, 1993. Commenters could send comments to
BPA's Public Involvement Office in Portland, Oregon. BPA provided a toll-free number for
commenters. Twenty-one letters were received and 188 comments were coded from these

response letters. Copies of the letters are included in Section 3.4.1.

3.1.2 Public Meeting

BPA held one public meeting, on September 8, 1993, to receive oral and written comments

on the DEIS from the interested public. The meeting was held at Bethel High School in
Spanaway, Washington. Bill's Recording Service (Beaverton, Oregon) recorded the meeting
and produced a transcript for comment analysis. Thirty-two participants registered at this

meeting.

The public meeting was preceded by an open house lasting one hour. During that time,
meeting participants could view displays about the proposed project and had the opportunity
to converse with BPA and Tenaska personnel. The format of the meeting consisted of:

greetings and introductions; background information about BPA's resource acquisition
program and NEPA-compliance responsibilities; a project status update; local government

involvement; comments from the public; and a question and answer period. Nine people gave
public comment from which 68 individual comments were coded; the coded pages of the
transcript from the public meeting are included in Section 3.4.2.
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3.1.3 Information

The remainder of this Comment Report contains information about the comments received
and the responses to these comments. Tables showing summary information about the

comments and BPA's responses to these comments are included. Copies of letters, cards and
the public meeting transcript are included in the last section. A brief description of the
contents of each section is presented at the beginning of each section.

3.2 COMMENT SUMMARY

Section 3.2 consists of two comment summary tables. Table 3.2-1 provides a summary of

the comment categories and the number of comments in each category. This table shows the
distribution of comments among the categories and provides information on which categories
are of most concern to the commenters.

Table 3.2-2 is organized by commenter beginning with Federal agencies followed by state,
county, and local agencies then organizations and individuals. Other information included in

this table is the Category of the comment, the Comment ID number, the page number in
Table 3.3-1 where the comment and response are located, and a brief description of the
comment. This table is useful for quickly identifying the concerns of a particular commenter

and locating the comment and response.
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TABLE 3.2-1

Summary of Comments - Comment Report

Number of
Category Comments

1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 13

Subtotal 13

3.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 8

Subtotal 8

4.015,0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 3

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

GeologicHazards 1

Soils 3

Subtotal 7

HYDROLOGYAND WATER QUALITY

Groundwater 21

SurfaceWater 8

Subtotal 29

AIR QUALITY 26

Existing Air Quality 1

Regulatory Requirements 17

Global Warming 18

Subtotal 62

BIOLOGICAL RESOUI_CES 1

Vegetation 3

Floodplains/Wetlands 1

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 4

Sensitive species 3

Subtotal 12

LAND USE AND COMMUNITY CHARACTER 1

ExistingLand Uses 1

Subtotal 2

HISTORY AND ARCHAEOLOGY

SurveyResults 1

Subtotal 1
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TABLE 3.2-1

Summary of Comments - Comment Report (Cont.)

Number of
Category Comments

SOCIOECONOMICS AND PUBLIC SERVICES 5

Employment 4

Tax Revenues 2

Fire Protection 4

Subtotal 21

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 38

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 1

Subtotal 39

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

Growth Trends 2

Subtotal 2

ENERGY AND UTILITIES 5

Water Supply 10

Sanitary Sewer 15

Storm Drainage 2

Solid Waste Disposal 6

Electricity 5

Natural Gas 9

Back-Up Fuel Oil 2

Subtotal 54

NOISE 1

Subtotal 1

VISUAL QUALITY 3

Subtotal 3

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTATION, REVIEW, 2
AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

Subtotal 2

TOTAL COMMENTS 256
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments

Comment Page No. in
Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

i

U.S.D_,. Soil ConservationService T14 No comments on project

U.S. EPA Air Quality T22/1 3-31 Project is subject to federal permitconditionsbut not to PSD

U.S. EPA Air Quality T22/2 3-27 Final EIS shoulddescribecumulativeair quality impacts

L).SoEPA Air Quality T22/3 3-31 Comment regardingstatement of PSAPCAemissionlimits
....

U.S. EPA Air Quality T22/4 3-27 Inconsistencyin time unitsnoted regardingfuel oil

U.S. EPA Hydrology/WaterQuality T22/5 3-22 May reviewand comment if sole source aquifer
, ,

U'S. EPA Hydrology/WaterQuality T22/5B 3-22 Sole sourceaquifer designation

U.S. EPA Hydrology/WaterQuality T22/6 3-23 Factualerror in text

IJ'.S.EPA Hydrology/WaterQuality T22/7 3-23 Potentialfor groundwatercontamination

U.S. EPA Hydrology/waterQuality T22/8 3-24 Final EIS should reflect NPDES applicationinformation

U.S.' EPA PublicHealth and Safety T22/9 3-45 Preventionof spills/cleanup should be better documented
,,,

U.S. EPA Hydrology/water Quality T22/10 3-23 Measures to protectgroundwatershouldbe commitments

NorthwestPower PlanningCouncil PublicHealth and Safety T2411 3-45 Possible risksof utilizinghazardousmaterials

NorthwestPower PlanningCouncil PublicHealth and Safety T24/2 3-45 Potential contaminationfrom accidentalrelease of wastewater

NorthwestPower PlanningCouncil PublicHealth and Safety T24/3 3-45 Potential impactsof hazardousmaterial releases

NorthwestPower PlanningCouncil PublicHealth and Safety T24/4 3-45 Expandscope of potentialhazardousmaterial release impacts

NorthwestPower PlanningCouncil Energyand Utilities T24/5 3-52 Risksassociatedwithair pollutioncontrolcatalysts

NorthwestPower PlanningCouncil BiologicalResources T24/6 3-34 Project is not likely to significantlyaffectfish

l_orthwestPowerPlanning Council Hydrology/WaterQuality T24/7 3-24 Potential impacts of depositionof =coolingtower drift",,,

Northwest Power PlanningCouncil Energy and Utilities T24/8 3-47 Estimateof annual hoursof operationon fuel oil

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Noise "1"24/9 3-54 Potentialvibrationfrom plant operationshould be assessed

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Air Quality T24/10 3-34 Augmentdiscussionof global warming

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Air Quality T24/11 3-27 Proposednitrogenoxide controlBACT

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Air Quality T24/11B 3-27 Tables for firingon fuel oil

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Socioeconomics T24/12 3-37 Specificenvironmentalimpacts that shouldbe evaluated

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Energyand Utilities T24/13 3-54 Fuel oil would be used only as necessary

NorthwestPowerPlanning Council Energyand Utilities T24/14 3-47 Comparisonwith powerplants in Texas is questionable

WA Dept. of CommunityDevelopment History and Archaeology T811 3-36 No registeredhistoricorarchaeologicalsitesare in project area

WA Dept. of Natural Resources BiologicalResources T15/1 3-35 Incorrectstate status of Aster curtus writtenin DEIS text

WA Dept. of Natural Resources SiologicalResources T15/2 3-35 Contradictionin text regardingpresence of Idaho fescue occurrence
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

Comment Page No. in
Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

| i

EDB, Tacoma-Pierce Counties Purposeand Need T23/1 3-17 The regionneeds new electricalpower generation ....., ,.

EDB, Tacoma-Pierce Counties Energy and Utilities T23/2 3-52 Support powergeneration in the proposed location .....

EDB, Tacoma-Pierce Counties Socioeconomics and Public T23/3 3"38 Construction and operation will provide high quality jobs
Services

EDB, Tacoma-Pierce Counties Affected Environment T23/4 3-19 Project will have a minimal environmental impact

EDB, Tacoma-Pierce Counties Purpose and Need T23/5 3-17 Strong endorsement of the Tenaska Washington II project

Pierce Coun_ Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T911 3-48 Project operation would increase discharge of water pollutants
,..

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/2 3-48 Existing sewer extension towards the project site from main line
.... ,.

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/3 3-46 Clarify types, handling, recycling, and disposal of wastes
....

Pierce Count_ Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/4 3-48 Wastewater discharge associated with air pollutant stripping?

Pierce County Dept. 'of Utilities Public Health and Safety 19/5 3-40 Hazardous materials used or generated could be released

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/6 3-49 Any potential discharge of listed items may require pretreatment........

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/7 3-51 Materials discharged outside can't include storm water runoff
, ,,

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/8 3-51 Describe types and amount of wastes for disposal and recycling.,

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/9 3-51 Clarify intended disposal of wastes in or out of Pierce County ,.
......

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/10 3-49 Aqueous wastes would discharge into Pierce County's system
..,

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Air Quality T9/11 3-29 Project is in an area which has a burning ban

Pierce County Dept. of Utilities Energy and Utilities T9/12 3-51 Recycle as much of the land clearing debris as possible

Pierce County Fire Prevention Bureau Public Health and Safety T7/1 3-40 Concern regarding hazardous material release

Pierce County Fire Prevention Bureau 'Pub'iic Health and Safety "'T712 3-40 Large fuel oil storage tank presentspotential fire problem,

Pierce County Fire Prevention Bureau Public Health and Safety T7/3 3-40 Storage and handling of hazardous substances
......

Pierce County Fire Prevention Bureau Socioeconomics T7/4 3-38 Some fire protection needs are not clearly identified in Code
,, ,.... ,,.

Pierce County Fire Prevention Bureau Socioeconomics T7/5 3-39 Should be more detail on needs for the fire protection system
,

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Public Health and safety T1711 3-41 Design fuel oil storage tanks for "worst case" spill

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Energy and Utilities T17/2 3-49 Water from containment structure should be treated for disposal

Tacoma-Pierce County Healih Department Public Health and Safety T17/3 3-41' Monitoring features to deierrnine potential fuel piping leakage
, ,,

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Hydrology/Water Quality T17/4 3-21 The project site is not underlain by Vashon till as stated in text

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Hydrology/Water Quality T17/5 3-21 Groundwater flow direction in basin toward "the Narrows"

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Energy and Utilities T17/6 3-48 Public wells and water systems within the "three mile radius"
, ,,

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department HydrologyWater Quality T17/'/ 3-21 Groundwater quality in area has been undergoing degradation

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department BiologicalResources T17/8 3-35 Potential groundwater contamination in wetland area
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

comment Page No. in

Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic
=_m==_=,========

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department HydrologyNVaterQuality T17/9 3-21 _Submittalof hydrogeologicalassessment required

T'-acoma-PierceCounty Health Department HydrologyNVaterQuality T17/10 _3-22 Potentialpollutionimpacts to groundwaterrecharge area

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department PublicHealth and Safety T17/11 3-41 _C°mpleti°n of SPCC and HazardousMaterials HandlingPlan

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department HydrologyNVaterQuality T17/12 -- 3-22 Area is extremelyvulnerable to groundwatercontamination

Tacoma PublicUtilities(Water Division) Energyand Utilities T1311 3-47 Adequatewater supply needsfor the project

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) "H"ydrologyNVaterQuality T13/2 3-20 Correctionregardingauthorityoverpublicwells

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) Energyand Utilities T13/3 3-47 Water service for the project is planned

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) Energyand Utilities T13/4 3-48 Correctionof employmentdivisionfor "personsconsulted"

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) PublicHealth and Safety T13/5 3-41 RecommendEcologyguidelinesfor spillcontainment i

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) Hydrology/WaterQuality T13/6 3-20 Will a groundwatermonitoringprogrambe implemented?

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) HyarologyNVaterQuality T13/7 3-21 Mitigationmeasuresfor protectionof groundwaterquality

Tacoma PublicUtilities (Water Division) Energyand Utilities T13/8 3-48 Integrate water conservationfeaturesinto projectdesign

i Tacoma PublicUtilities (LightDivision) T21 No Commentson project

CloverCreek Council Energyand Utilities Tl111 3-47 Concern overwater supplyneedsfor project

Clover Creek Council Hydrology/WaterQuality T11/2 3-20 Potentialdepletion of the aquifer in the future

CloverCreek Council Energyand Utilities Tll/3 3-47 Concernsabout efficient use of steam

CloverCreek Council Visual Quality T12/1 3-54 Visibilityof steam plumefrom plant

CloverCreek Council Air Quality T12/2 3-25 Potential long term effects of releasingsteam into air

CloverCreek Council Visual Quality T12/3 3-54 Steam plume

CloverCreek Council Energyand Utilities PM52 3-47 Concern about water requirementsfor project

CloverCreek Council Energyand Utilities PM53 3-52 More efficient use of excess steam heat

CloverCreek Council Visual Quality PM54 3-54 Concernabout visualeffects of steam plume

GreenhouseAction Purposeand Need PM38 3-17 The Northwestis embarkingon a fossilfuel-based energy future

GreenhouseAction Air Quality PM39 3-29 Natural gas is a "cheap fix"for ourenergy needs

GreenhouseAction Air Quality PM40 3-29 Potential impactsand costs of regulationof carbondioxide

GreenhouseAction Purpose and Need PM41 3-17 The need for power, for what set of customers,fuel switching

_r____nh_u_eAction Air Quality PM42 3-24 Increase in CO2emissionsdue to usingnatural gas turbines

Greenhouse Action Energy and Utilities PM43 3-53 _Cumulativeeffects of gas generation and effects on Northwest

Greenhouse Action Air Quality PM44 3-29 Insurance against the risk of future CO2 regulation

Greenhouse Action Energy and Utilities PM45 3-54 Supply availability of back-up fuel oil
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

Comment Page No. in

Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

Greenhouse Action Air Quality PM46 3-25 Extreme cold weather conditions and air quality emergencies

Greenhouse Action Alternatives PM47 3-18 Compare gas-fired generation with fuel choice options

Greenhouse Action Air Quality PM48 3-29 Ratepayers are at the risk of paying for CO2 mitigation costs

Greenhouse Action Air Quality PM49 3-32 Does not understand statement that "natural gas LSbenign"

Greenhouse Action Purpose and Need PM65 3-17 Project cost has not been realistically factored 't

Greenhouse Action Socioeconomics PM68 3-37 Project would take up airshed and provide few jobs

Greenpeace Energy and Utilities T1811 3-53 Greenpeace opposed to using natural gas in combustion turbines

Greenpeace Air Quality T18/2 3-25 CO 2 content in natural gas is significant enough for concern

Greenpeace Air Quality T18[3 3-33 Methane content of natural gas: a potent greenhouse gas

Greenpeace Air Quality T18/4 3-30 Compliance with more strict air quality regulations

Greenpeace Air Quality T18/5 3-33 Importance of global warming issue

_Greenpeace Air Quality T18/6 3-33 Source-referenced comment regarding global warming

Greenpeace Air Quality T18/6B 3-25 Carbon sequestration does not address problems with fossil fuels

Greenpeace Socioeconomics T18,7 3-37 Beneficial impact of project on community would be minimal

Greenpeace Socioeconomics T18/8 3-37 Renewable resources employ more people than fossil fuel

Greenpeace Alternatives T18/9 3-19 Endorsement of renewable energy sources

Greenpeace Energy and Utilities T18/10 3-53 Address nonlocal impacts of utilizing natural gas

Greenpeace Energy and Utilities T18/11 3-53 One-third of all natural gas found in Canada is sour

Greenpeace Public Health and Safety T18/12 3-41 Potential dangers of natural gas wells in Canada

Greenpeace Biological Resources T18/13 3-35 Adverse impact of oil/gas exploration on gdz.z.ly bear habitat

Greenpeace Biological Resources T18/14 3-34 Concern over destruction of boreal forests

Greenpeace Public Health and Safety T18/15 3-41 Address cumulative impacts of utilizing natural gas

Greenpeace Air Quality T18/16 3-34 Comment regardi:.g emissions should be added to EIS

LASER Air Quality T25/1 3-27 Actual NO, emission will be neady tripled

LASER Air Quality T25/1B 3-28 EIS should discuss alternative NOx control technologies

LASER Public Health and Safety T25/2 3-46 Consider using aqueous (not anhydrous) ammonia

LASER Public Health and Safety T25/3 3-46 Risk assessment of potential hazardous substance(s) release

LASER Air Quality T25/4 3-28 Describe impact of "sulfur mist" emissions

LASER Energy and Utilities T25/5 3-52 Plant may use a regeneration system to treat wastewater

LASER Air Quality T25/6 3-28 -'_roject is located within a no-bum zone
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

comment Page No. in

Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

Rebound AirQuality T1911 3-30 Potentialfor localized areaswith a higherlevel of air pollutants

Rebound Air Quality T19/2 3-30 Determinationof significant impact on air qualitywithinan EIS

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/3 3-41 Anycontributionto presentair pollutantlevels is significant

Rebound Air Quality T19/4 3-25 Productionof low-levelozone due to nib-ogenoxides

Rebound Air Quality T19/5 3-30 Backgroundlevelsof specificair pollutants

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/6 3-42 Air pollutionby mobile sources(consb-uct_nequipment,etc.)

Rebound Air Quality T19/7 3-25 Impacts to Mt. Rainier National Park from SO2 emissions

Rebound Air Quality T1918 3-26 Pollutants makingup the total VOC emission limit _

Rebound AirQuality T19/9 3-30 Abilityto attain co,_tiance with PSAPCA'sstandards

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/10 3-42 Adverse health impactsfrom increase in air pollutant levels

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/11 3-42 Concern about increasingPM-10 lev6_ in the air

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/12 3-42 Sourcesof PM-10 andTSP that shouldbe discussedin EIS

Rebound Air Quality T19113 3-30 Project is located withina no-bum zone

Rebound Geology and Soils T19/14 3-19 Potential earth shakingraises concem about an ammonia release

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19115 3-42 Informationprovided in EIS regardinga_-,onia e_iss_ns

Rebound Air Quality T19/16 3-26 Assumptionson whichthe air quality modelsare based

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19117 3-42 Analysisof a worst case controlledammonia spill

Rebound AirQuality T19/18 3-26 Cumulative impactsof ammoniasourcesshouldbe discussed

Rebound Air Quality T19/19 3-26 Correlateair quality parameters withan odor threshold

Rebound Air Quality T19/20 3-26 Conversionof ammoniaemissionsto formation of NO,

-Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/21 3-43 Concern regardingrisksassociatedwithuse of ammonia

Rebound _ Health and Safety T19/22 3-43 Potentialfor a transportationaccident involvingammonia

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/23 3-43 EIS shoulddiscuss use of aqueous ammonia

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/24 3-43 Possiblealternative design that does not use ammonia

Rebound _ and Utilities T19/25 3-48 Timing of peak hourwaterconsumptionrequirements

Rebound _ and Utilities T19/26 3-48 _ _npactsof projectwater needs on future development

Rebound __Socioecono_ T19/27 3-39 Impact to ratepayersof utility constructionwork

Rebound _Energyand Utilities T19/28 3-49 Clarification regardingwhat system wouldreceivewastewater ..--.-.----

Rebound _Energy and Utilities T19/29 3-49 Compliancewith laws and regulationsfor wastewaterdischarge _._..------

Rebound 1_a-'__ T19/30 3-49 EIS shouldhave detailedaccount of water treatment chemicals
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TABLE 3.2-2 i
Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

.....

Comment Page No. in
Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

i i i i i i H

Rebound Energy and Utilities T19/31 3-49 Impact of wastewater discharge on sewage treatment system ....

Rebound Energy and Utilities T19/32 3-50 Potential addition of metal pollutants to sanitary wastewater

Rebound Socioeconomics T19/3'3 3-37 Potential impact to ratepayers of utilities infrastructure, etc.
,,

Rebound Hydrology/Water Quality T19/34 3-22 Large water demand may adversely affect aquifer

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/35 3-43 Contamination of area's presentand future water supply ......

Rebound Hydrology/Water Quality T12136 3-22 Underlyingsoils are extremely permeable
......

Rebound Hydrology/Water Quality T19/37 3-23 EIS should provide more detail regarding mitigation plans

Rebound Air Quality T19/38 3-34 Possible contributionof steamdischargeto global warming

-Rebound Air Quality T19/39 3-34 Mitigation of emissions that contribute to global warming

Rebound Geology and Soils T19/40 3-20 Mitigation measures for erosion and runoff control
., ....

Rebound Geology and Soils T19141 3-20 Concern regarding erosion and silt deposition _...............

Rebound Hydrology/Water Quality T19/42 3-23 Status of project's application for a NPDES storm water permit
..

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/43 3-43 Negative implications of storm water management design

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19/44 3-43 Treatment systemsfor oil and grease

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/45 3-44 Runoff considerations for areas containing toxic substances .........

Rebound Hydrology/water Quality '" T19/46 3-23 Storm-water contaminant removal in the vadose zone

Rebound "' Hydrology/Water Quality T19/47 3-24 Bioswale liner could not be "totally" impervious,

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/48 3-46 Soil, groundwater sampling and groundwater monitoring wells

Rebound E"nergy and Utilities T19/49 3-51 Destiny of various so!id wastes to be generated by project

Rebound Energy and Utilit,ss T19/50 3-50 EIS should describe demineralizer and its waste stream ..........

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/51 3-44 Prevention of bacterial growth (Legionnaires disease)
.... ,....

Rebound Public Health and Safety T19/52 3-44 Composition and potential effects of a chemical (DCL 500)
,,

Rebound Biological Resources T19/53 3-35 Describe status of agenc_s" rev_w of oak stands on the site,, ,

Rebound Biological Resources T19t54 3-36 Habitat for TES species that could potentmlly be impacted

Rebound Traffic and Transportation T19/55 3-46 Dtscuss proJect's impact on traffic volume
.... ,

Rebound Socioeconomics Ti9/56 3-37 Consideration of several project workforce aspects.....

Rebound PublicHealth and Safety T19157 3-44 BACT and constructiontechniquesto ensure publichealth/safety
.....

Rebound Socioeconomics T19f58 3-38 Construction worker training in apprenticeship programs
.

Rebound Energy and Utditles T19/59 3-52 Shouid select alternative of burying power lines _
....

Rebound"' Air Quality T19/60 3-27 Conslder installing a water saving, air cooling system............
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

Comment Page No. in
Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

ii i iii i

Rebound Energy and Utilities T19/61 3-50 Water recoverymethodto treat and reuse blowdown water

Rebound Purposeand Need T19/62 3-17 Discussreasonsfor not sitingplani next to a steam host

Rebound Alternatives T19/63 3"19 EIS does not discussalternativesites for proposedproject

Tahoma AudubonSociety Alternatives PM55 3"18 BPA has not considered conservationproposalsat a lowercost ,,.,.

Tahoma AudubonSociety Alternatives PM56 3-18 Identifiable conservationand efficiencyprojects

Tahoma AudubonSociety AirQuality PM57 3-32 Concem for carbon dioxide'scontributionto global warming 4

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality PM58 3-32 Globalenvironmentalimpact of increasedCO2 emissions

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality PM59 3-25 Half to nearly all plantemissionswouldremain unmitigated

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality PM60 3-32 Importanceof global warmingas threat to future of humanity

Tahoma AudubonSociety Socioeconomics PM61 3-36 Societycannot affordthe proposedproject

Tahoma AudubonSociety ........ Socioeconomics .... PM62 3-37 Ratepayers at risk for potential costsof fossil fuel dependence
........

Tahoma AudubonSociety Alternatives T1011 3-18 No project, or a differentproject,wouldbe preferable, ,,.

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality T10/2 3-33 Concernabout carbon dioxide's contributionto global warming

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality T1013 3-29 Possible initiationof a carbontax duringproject's lifetime,

Tahoma Audubon Society /_irQuality ]:10/4 3-33 Concern regardingcarbon dioxide emissions

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality T1015 3-25 Nearly all ',heplant emissionswouldremain unmitigated .

Tahoma AudubonSociety Air Quality T1016 3-29 Insurance coverage for carbon risksassociatedwithproject

Tahoma AudubonSociety Socioeconomics T10/7 3-37 Risk to ratepayersfor potentialcostsof fossil fuel dependence.

Tenaska Washington Partners II, L P Hydrology/Water Quality T2011 3-24 Discussionof NPDES permit shouldbe updated..

Tenaska Washington Partners II, LP Environmental Consultation, T20/2 3-55 Tenaska will apply for a constructionpermit for project
Review, and Permit Requirements ,

Tenaska Washington Partners II, L P Land Use and Community 'T20/3 3-36 Project is included in Dratl Pierce County ComprehensivePlan
Character

Tenaska Washington Partners!1,L P Energy and Utilities T20/4 3-52 Clarifi_tion of name as "TenaskaWashingtonPartners II, L.P."

Tenaska Washington PartnersII, L P PublicHealth and Safety "12015 3-45 Configuration of fuel oil storagearea

Tenaska Washington Partners !1,LP Energyand Utilities _ T20/6 ' 3-50 Wastewater dischargemeets requirementsof Pier= County.,

Tenaska Washington Partners II, LP Air Quality T20/7 3-31 No commentswere receivedon project'sair permit application

Tenaska Washington Partners I!, L.P. BiologicalResources T20/8 3-35 Impactsto vegetationand habitat along utilitycorridors

Tenaska Washington PartnersIi, L P. Sock)economics T20/9 3-38 Estimatedtaxes shouldbe expressedas annual amounts

Tenaska Washington Partners II, LP Traffic/Transportation T20/10 3-46 Output is not dependent upon the manpoweron site

Tenaska Washington PartnersII, L P Energyand Utilities T20/11 3-47 Types of wastes,handling,recyclingand disposal
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

Comment Page No. in
Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

Tenaska Washington PartnersII, L.P. EnvironmentalConsultation, T20/12 3-55 Add five permitsto list of requiredpermitsfor project
Review, and PermitRequirements

UA Local No. 82 Socioeconomics T2611 3-39 Sprinklersystemsfor fire control of flaf_J-aablesubstances

UA Local No. 82 Socioeconomics T26r2 3-39 The need to plan and discussfire preventionmeasures

UA Local No. 82 Energy and Utilities T26/3 3-50 Dischargeof stormwater from the project site

Abraham, Clark Alternatives PM7 3-18 Technology for renewableenergy resources is available

Abraham, Clark Air Quality PM8 3-31 Natural gas is notenvironmentallyfriendly

Abraham, Clark Air Quality PM9 3-31 Methane is a global warminggas

Abraham,Clark Energyand Utilities PM10 3-53 Natural gas willbe suppliedfrom Canadian sources

Abraham, Clark Energyand Utilities PM11 3-53 A third of naturalgas from Canada is =criticallysour"

Abraham, Clark Energy and Utilities PM12 3-53 Risk of human exposureto hydrogensulfide gas

Abraham, Clark Land Use and Community PM13 3-36 Does not want a natural gas plant nearwhere he lives
Character

Giddings, Roxy Hydrology/Water Quality PM26 3-20 Concern about groundwaterand the aquifer

Giddings,Roxy Energy and Utilities PM27 3-50 Concern about groundwater/aquiferrecharge

Giddings,Roxy Hydrology/WaterQuality PM28 3-20 Concernabout groundwater/aquiferrecharge

Giddings,Roxy Hydrolo0v.A.A;_J__.rQuality PM29 3-20 Concern about groundwaterissuesand well water

Giddings,Roxy BiologicalResources PM30 3-34 Potentialfor savingsome of the oak stand on the project site

Giddings,Roxy BiologicalResources PM31 3-35 Concernabout wildlife that potentially inhabitsthe project site

Giddings,Roxy Hydrology/WaterQuality PM32 3-23 Storm water runoffmitigationmeasures

Giddings,Roxy Geologyand Soils PM33 3-19 Concern about soil erosionduringconstructionperiod

Giddings,Roxy BiologicalResources PM34 3-35 Concern about lossof wildlifehabitat

Giddings,Roxy Hydrology/WaterQuality PM35 3-20 Concem about groundwater

Giddings,Roxy Air Quality PM36 3-32 Concernabout globalwarming

Giddings,Roxy Purposeand Need PM37 3-17 It wouldbe more cost-emcientto use natural gas directly

Iverson,Earl Energy and Utilities PM50 3-47 Concernabout availabilityof water

Iverson,Earl Public Health and Safety PM51 3-40 Health and safety issuesrelated to naturalgas

King,Jill Air Quality PM1 3-28 The projectarea currentlyhas air-quality problems

King,Jill Purpose and Need PM2 3-16 Buildinga gas-fired plant is in contradictionto state policy

King,Jill Purpose and Need PM3 3-16 Concernabout dependencyon fossilfuels as energy source

Kina, Jill Energyand Utilities PM4 3-52 Gas is more pollutingand costlythan public is led to believe
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TABLE 3.2-2

Commenters and Comments (Cont.)

Comment Page No. in

Commenter Category ID Table 3.3-1 Topic

King, Jill Alternatives PM5 3-18 Renewable energy sourceswould be more efficient

Jill AffectedEnvironment PM6 3-19 Considerenvironmentalimpactsand long-termsolutions

Lane, Steve Purposeand Need PM14 3-16 A gas-fired plantshould not be chosento meet energy needs

Lane, Steve Energyand Utilities PM15 3-46 Dependency on fossil fuel and foreignimports

Lane, Steve _and Utilities -"-----'--"- PM16 3-53 Availabilityand supply of natural gas in the United States

Lane, Steve _ Quality _ PM17 3-31 Natural gas is said to be a clean-burningfuel, which isnt true

Lane, Steve Purposeand Need PM18 3-16 The future of gas-firedplants involves increaseduse of coal

Lane, Steve PublicHealth and Safety _PM19 3-40 Health risksto communitybased around the projectsite

Lane, Steve Purposeand Need PM20 3-16 Developmentof renewable resourcesfor a sustainable future

Lane, Steve Socioeconomics PM21 3-38 R-Re"nnewableenergy resourcesare economicallyviable

Lane, Steve Air Quality PM66 3-29 The Clean Air Act and air qualitystandards in the region

Meek. Daniel Purposeand Need T1611 3-17 "B'PAis not acquiringall cost-effective conservationresources

Schipper,Matthew Socioeconomics PM22 3-36 Questionsthe cost-efficiency of the proposedprojectm

Schipper,Matthew Socioeconomics PM23 _ 3-36 The fossil fuels industryin U.S. is subsidizedwithtax money

Schipper, Matthew PublicHealth and Safety PM24 3-40 Concernabout accidentsassociatedwith gas plants

Schipper,Matthew Purposeand Need PM25 3-16 Renewable energy resourcesare for the longerterm

Schipper0Matthew Air Quality PM63 3-32 _L°ng-termcosts of carbon dioxide and methane emissions

Schipper,Matthew Socioeconomics m PM64 3-37 True cost of project (health, global,future) cannot be figured

Schipper, Matthew AirQuality PM67 3-25 Concem about increase in air pollutiondue to project

John Ai'_"Quality T2711 3-28 _ shouldbe recognizedas an ozone precursorin FEIS
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3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Section 3.3 contains the responses to the comments that were received. Table 3-1, in addition

to the comments and responses, also provides certain comment information such as the
Comment ID number, the Comment Author and the Organization represented, if noted. The
comments in Table 3.3-1 are arranged by category. A shaded bar with the category name

precedes those comments assigned to that category. Categories are presented in the same
order as in Table 3.2-1.

A key for Table 3.3-1 immediately precedes the table. This key is useful in explaining the
Comment Identification (ID) number and how it can be used to locate a particular comment
in its full context in Section 3.4, Comment Documents.
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Key for Table 3.3-1" Comments and Responses and
for the Comment Documents

Comments EXAMPLE

TABLE3.3-1: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Commentson the DEIS are of two types;
oral comments received at the public
meetingandwrittencommentsinlettersand c,.,....t
cards, a.fo,.,._,, c,,,,.,..=..dR.po.-._ iii ii i ii i iiiii i ii i ii iiii i iiii

4j A4q'IellD _

The oral commentsare identified by "PM"._ :"'
I=_1,,IL $1N_ i_,_' ¢=,0m _ N$=a m $i _ a ==eU _ _Jkll lJmm b' $w
NmrmIlam¢ _.

followed by a number (PM6) which is "-"TM TLmII_ WRNqp_ I DmlIll MLMM4en la_i egI_ e_mmmll el_ eaIM _
N_,ml as _ so - w,_sasa _ _ aN saM,_ ua_s _ _s m_,_. m,A_,_

annotated in the right margin of the ,,.,-. ,=- ,_ --, .-,, .-- .-., - -. ,_ .,--- -,,,,- . -.L_id=_IML.llg_NI =mm_mmh= N im_mmml_UL_ d ImQ NII_I,

transcript pages• The pages from the ,,,., .----."
_Te_NM m$¢.ft: I1_¢ I,fI.pa_l_•_d$14wI_ ptAwm=Im_dm N umm=A

transcriptcontainingtheoralcomments is _ _ ..,..,gU4.qN*II,A,.P. IkmbmI.tt. Petal. M# hee_mbl Wlul_le IM_ _i$_ IweP_m_m:

Iii #_l_dlwpI_ILlgill_m l N (_IA_Mti _ N N PQM_¢I_Iq__.

locatedin Section3.4,2. ,, ..,. .. _..,. ,.., . ,. ,..,. 0... . ,..,
31 N_lm _l=mmmlNLtA_IWdlLmll_oImmIkeIm_.
41 _ d e,JqN IM_N_ Oa_ g'_N gulRc-

d by -- '1 ='"'""="Written commentsare identifie a "'1" .=, =..,.
by (d ) "' '_" "'" ""'*'" " "*- ""*'""'followed number ocument number, ,=.,,,-=, .,.-,.- ..w.,-., .,-.-.-, -,.-.- ., ,- ,-, -.,. - -,,-- -..

a "/" and a second number (comment ,.,..,
number) (T20/12). Letters and cards ,.,,,,==...,=. ,= ..,... ....,
containing the written comments are in -.., =---
Section 3.4.1 "" ""

• (_eelmm4:

Other comment informationin Table 3.3-
includes:

Author of the Comment

Organization Represented

EXAMPLE COMMENT LETTER
Comment Identifiers are composed of
the documentnumberandthe numerically• i_l _ _wsS_ irl=laq_=t.=ld ===mT_=aRl¢Ip=_m dml_=mdah mre=dramT=m

,,,._._,_=,=._..,,=.,,,.=,,,,.,=,,._,,,_ ._=.,,=0===,,=,.=j_,2,_' ordered comment number within the
u==,.==,,_=,=.._o d,. _ i....c._ document.I

• Od_l.mmkmmawl_: TMmm4_lmd_lmd_md_d_=luur_kmmm=d=bm_m J

"'*""='_"="*="'"_"*'"=="_'="_'="==*"="_ 1_'3 T712 identifies the second comment on
_"_" =" "='_" "_ ' _='_ ," Document T'/.

Irt_IRI_Tu_m0e_T_q_L_.-'T_=_4Pm_4LLk_m_ reamT=r_IP_=_¢=_mm=dReedW laum61k=mmm°_d=u m 11"/14

=,.._0=..=,_,=.._._._=,,__,._,_.w= Document Number is placed on each
._,.._=,_.._,.._==..,==._==_.,_.=,.,..,,...,(_)_-z_ page of the letter. Letters and cards are
Out i_i$|n¢_showl IR flora1:30 AM Io 4:30 PM, Monday llmoulh Friday,

arranged in numerical order in Section
s_,_ /;.,/,- 3.4.1, Written Comments.
Wlyn¢/_. WL¢nhoh,

_"'_'"" The transcript is preceded by an index
::";';...... that shows the commenters and the
_--:'"- ---_-- .r, • transcript page numbers where the

respective comments appear.
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TABLE 3.3-1

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

....

Comment
Information Comments and Responses

I........... "' _.... I[11 ___ I .... Ill _ .................... I1[I . ,_ ....... II,l_ '

ii iliiliiiiiiiiii i !i iS!i,kijii!£!ii
PM2 Comment:
King, J. The state has made an official commitment to conservation and renewable energy resources. Building a gas.
None Stated fired plant is clearly in contradiction to this policy.

Response:
BPAhas alsomade a commitmentto conservationand renewableenergy resources, In its April 1993 Record
of Decisionon the ResourceProgramsEnvironmentalImpact Statement,BPAchose the Emphasize
ConservationAlternativeas its preferred alternative. This means that BPAwill acquireall cost-effective
conservationand efficiencyimprovements. In addition,BPAwill acquireadditionalconservationresourcesas
theirsupply,cost-effectiveness,and reliabilityare validated. However, conservationresourcesalone do not
satisfythe need for resources. Conservationmustbe supplementedby a mix of renewablesand thermal
resources. TenaskaWashington II is being consideredas one of those thermal resources.

..... , ......

PM3 Comment:
King, J. If we're planning for the future, not five or ten years down the road, we've got to begin moving away from
None Stated fossil fuels as a primary energy source.

Response:
BPA's ResourceProgramsEIS looked at resourceacquisitionsovera 20-year planningperiod-- through
2010. In the Recordof Decision,a mix of conservationand generationresourceswas determinedto be the
mostcost-effectiveand environmentallyresponsible. The thermal resourcesincludedboth cogenerationand
gas-fired combustionturbines.......... ,.......

PM14 Comment:
Lane, S I find it reprehensible that these needs are to be answered with a gas-fired power plant.
None Stated

Response:
After thoroughlyanalyzingthe environmentaltrade-offsamong energyresourcetypes and the cumulative,

environmental effects of adding combinationsof these resourcesto the existing power system, the BPA
Administratordeterminedthat acquiringall cost-effectiveconservationandefficiency improvements,
supplementedby a mix of renewablesand thermal resources(includingcombustionturbinesand cogeneration)
wasthe mostcost-effective,reliable,and environmentallyresponsibleapproach

...... , .........

PM18 Comment:
Lane, S The truer picture for the future of gas-fired plants is one of coal-fired plants with natural gas providing 10
None Stated percent of the fuel and coal providing 90 percent in the combustion process

Response:
Coal gasificationtechnologyis stillunderdevelopmentwithseveral demonstrationfacilities in operation.
Performanceand economicevaluationsare being performed for differentgasificationprocessesand coal types.
While it is possiblethat coalgasificationwillplaya role in providingprimaryor alternativefuel to gas-fired
turbinesin the future, itwouldnot be expectedto play a role in theearly years of the Tenaska plant operation.
In addition,the President'sClimateChange Action .Planencourages the use of naturalgas in coal fired power
plants to reduce the emissions of CO2

......

PM20 Comment:
Lane, S. Someone with courage would put their foot down and lead us toward a sustainable future, and further
None Stated acquisitions of gas-fired resources would be set aside for the development of renewable sources such as

wind, geothermal and solar energy.

Response:
BPA is activelypursuingtwo geothermalpilot projectsand two windprojectsunder its Resource Supply
ExpansionProgram However, there is a limited,cost-effectivesupply of renewableresourcesavailable to BPA
in the region
.............

PM25 Comment:
Schipper,M Things like solar oower, wind power, conservation, energy efficiency, all are for the long tetTn.
None Stated

Re_ponse_
BPA is committed to pursuing all cost-effective conservation and renewable energy resourcesas well as
energy efficiency improvements.

.....
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Comment

Information Comments and Responses,,,,
i ii ' ' ' ' " ii '=

PM37 Comment:

Giddings,R. It would be a lot cheaper if wejust took the natural gas and ran it into our house and heated our water or
None Stated whatever. It would be cheaper for us to use the natural gas in the way it comes out of the ground.

Response:
BPA'srole is to fulfilla statutoryobligationto meet theelectrical needs of its customers,based on the
acquisitionof resourcesdeterminedbest suited to serve this need. BPAencouragesall end-usersto evaluate
tI_emostcost-effective,environmentallysoundmeansof meeting theirend-use needs. For manye_d-users.
direct applicationof natural gas is moreefficientthan usingnatural gas in the intermediatestage con,,ertingit
to electricityat a power plant.

,, , , ,,, , ,,, ,, ,

PM38 Comment:

Holbrook,N. The Northwest is about to embark on a fossil fuel-based energy future, utilizing what one government official
Greenhouse Action refers to as the "crack cocaine of the electric utilities."

Response:
Commentnoted.

• , , ,, ,,

PM41 Comment:
Holbrook,N. What is the actual need for the Tenaska Power?. How will future DSI contracts affect this need? How is the
Greenhouse Action region's fuel switching potential going to offset the need for large, gas.fired generation?

Response:
This projectwouldprovide firmingof non-firmhydro,voltage support in a high load geographicarea and the
need for the power. The BPAAdministratorwill reassessthis need priorto signingthe Tenaska power
purchaseagreement in 1994.

...... ,,,, , , ....... ,,

PM65 Comment:

Holbrook,N. Cost is important and what we're saying is that you haven't accurately factored in realistically the costs.
Greenhouse Action

Response:
Cost effectivenessis a primaryselection criteriaand BPAbelieves that it employeda soundsystemcost
analysisin the evaluation of the proposals.

,, ,,, , , , ,

T1611 Comment:

Meek, D. BPA is not acquiring all cost-effective conservation. Mr. Meek references attachments to his letter: Testimony
None Stated of Richard Esteves to US House of Raps, July 12, 1993, and a letter of September 23, 1993 from Mr. Meek to

Peter DeFazio.

Response:
The EmphasizeConservationAlternativewas identifiedas the preferredalternative in the 1993 Record of
Decisionon the ResourceProgramsEIS. Under thisalternative,all cost-effectiveconservationwill be
acquired. In this ROD, BPAalso committedto activelyinvestigateadditionalconservationresources,and to
acquire them as their supply,cost-effectiveness,and reliabilitywere validated.

, , ,,, ,

T19162 Comment:

Herman, O. The DEIS fails to discuss any reason why the Tenaska power plant could not be sited next to an industrial
Rebound host which would serve as a customer for this plant's spent steam (cogeneration).

Response:
Provisionsare incorporatedinto the plantdesign so that steam couldbe suppliedto a futureindustrialsteam
host.

.... , ,, ,

T2311 Comment:

Mork, E. The region needs new electrical power generation. Failure toprovide for continued growth of electrical
EDB Pierce Co. demand is a recipe for economic stagnation.

Response:
Commentnoted.

, ,,, ,,,= ,,,, ,, ,, ,,, ,

T2315 Comment:

Mork, E. Therefore, we at the EDB strongly endorse the construction of the Tenaska Washington II project located at
EDB Pierce Co. Frederickson.

Response:
Commentnoted.

3-17



Comment
Information Comments and Responses

PM5 Comment:

King,J. Conservation programs and renewable energy sources - we all know that these methods would be extremely
None Stated clean and efficient and create more jobs that would stay local

Response:
BPAis committedto evaluating,within a competitivebiddingprocess,all resource proposalsincludingthose
for conservationresourcesand renewableenergy resources. Cost-effectivenessis a primaryselectioncriteria.
However,even renewableresourcesmay create adverseenvironmentalimpacts.

PM7 Comment:
Abraham,C. First, I would like to say that the technology for renewable energy resources such as wind and solar is
NoneStated available and can be implemented rapidly.

Response:
BPAconsidersrenewableresourcesm hydro,geothermal,wind, andsolar -- in its resourceplanning. The
ResourceProgramsEIS includedan examinationof the technology,operatingcharacteristics,supply,costs,
and environmentaleffects and mitigationfor each of these renewableenergy resources. Renewable resources
were includedin BPA's preferredalternative in the 1993 Recordof Decision(ROD). Moreover,BPAcommitted
in that ROD to use the ResourceSupply ExpansionProgramto confirmthe supply,cost, and reliabilityof
additionalconservationand renewableenergy supplies.

....

PM47 Comment:

Holbrook,N. With BPA's fuel choice program scheduled to run through 1995, why not at least compare the possible
GreenhouseAction benefits of gas-fired generation with fuel choice options?

Response:
This concernwas addressedin BPA'sResource ProgramsEIS which includeda comparisonof energy
resourcetypes, includinggas-firedcombustionturbinesand fuel switching. This comparisonis not withinthe
scope of this EIS.

,,

PM55 Comment:

Giddings, W. Despite testimony before the Northwest Power Planning Council from public utilities, BPA has refused to
Tahoma Audubon participate in conservation proposals at a lower cost than this proposal, including one from Snohomish PUD
Society for 240 MW equal in yield to this project.

Response:
BPAconsidersa variety of resourcesfor potentialacquisition,based on costs,environmentalimpacts,timing,
risk, reliability,effects on the system, and otherparameters. BPAis committed to its conservationprogramand
considersall proposalsfor conservationresources that are demonstrablycost-effective.

,,,

PM56 Comment:

Giddings,W. There is no evidence that iderttifiable conservation and efficiency projects would not be a better choice
Tahoma Audubon environmentally.

Society Response:
BPAhas committed to acquireall cost-effectiveconservationand efficiency improvements.

T1011 Comment:
Giddings,W. Action on the project cannot be taken until after the end of the comment period for this EIS, so it is not too
Tahoma Audubon late for BPA to conclude that no project, or a different project, would be preferable to this one.

Society Response:
BPAhas a statutoryobligation,if requested,to meet the load growthof its customers. BPA's Resource
ProgramsEIS supportsthe conclusionthat, becauseof limitationsin the supply of cost-effectiveconservation
resources,even aggressiveconservationacquisitionprogramswould not provideenough conservationenergy
to meet high load growth. Within a competitivebiddingprocess,Tenaska Washington II has demonstratedthat
it can assist in meetingthisgrowingelectrical need; and best met our viability,system cost, and environmental
criteria.

T1819 Comment:
Schullinger,S. A renewable plant can provide a local community with more employment opportunity, zero emissions and
Greenpeace would create no upstream development impacts.

Response:
Renewable resourcesalso can cause significantenvironmentalimpacts;for example, wind, geothermal,and
hydroelectricalresourcesare likelyto be located in remoteareas requiringnew transmissioncorridorsand lines
resultingin environmentalimpacts. There can also be impactsfrom the resourcesthemselves. Refer to BPA's

I, RPEIS for an analysisof the environmentaltrade offs amongresourcetypes.
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Comment
Information Comments and Responses

i i ii 'i '" ill ii li,,

T19163 Comment:
Herman, O. The DEIS does not present an alternative configuration of this project involving a different site for the plant
Rebound that would allow it to be a more efficient, environmentally beneficial cogeneration facility.

Response:
The Tenaska WashingtonII projectis proposedto be locatedin an existingindustrialarea where needed
infrastructuresuch as substation,gas pipeline,and seweragesystem alreadyexist. In a competitiveresource
selectionprocess, this projecthas demonstratedthat it can help to meet growingelectrical needs in the
Northwest inthe mostenvironmentallyand economicallysoundmanner. The projectis designedto allowfor
future cogenerationsteam supplyshouldan industrywhich needs processsteam locate in the industrialarea.

, ,, , . . . ,_, , , ............... J......... _,................................ , .................................

PM6 Comment:

King,J. Please consider the true environmental impact on this community as well as finding lasting solutions for the
None Stated future.

Response:
The Tenaska Washington II Draft EIS includedan analysisof the environmentaleffects on the natural
environmentas well as a considerationof social and economiceffects on the community BPA's Resource
ProgramsEIS and ROD supportenergy resourceactionsto meet BPA's contractualobligationsto serve
electrical load, takinginto considerationthe environmentalconsequencesof those actions

.......................... _ ....

T2314 Comment:
Mork, E Project will have a minima/environmental impact The Frederickson site is intended for industrial
EDB Pierce Co development. Project meets all environmental requirements and has gone through an extensive BPA

screening of potential generation project candidates

Response:
Commentnoted.

T19114 Comment:
Herman,O Earth shaking in the project area could compound the concern regarding the potential for an ammonia
Rebound release

Response:
The plantbuildings,equipmentand processsystemswill be designedto code requirementsfor SeismicZone 3

PM33 Comment:
Giddings,R / looked at a lot of construction sites, and these so-called curtains to keep soil from running off the property,
None Stated didn't work You go out there after a big rain and the soil will have filled up over there and be running down

onto the neighboYs property

Response:
A preliminarystormwaterpollutionpreventionplan has been developed by Tenaska, includingsoil erosion
controlmeasuresto be used duringconstruction. Soil erosioncontrolplanswill complywith local, state and
federal regulationsand mustbe approvedby the appropriateagencies.

,,.

T19140 Comment:
Herman, O There is no discussion in DEIS of how these theorized mitigations (erosion & runofO will be enforced at the
Rebound construction and production job site nor is there discussion of efficiency of these purported methods or

discussion of more efficient alternatives

Response:
The purposeof the EIS is to identifypotentialimpactsand mitigationmeasuresthat could be enacted and not
to discussactual implementation,schedulesand proceduresfor those measures. Mitigationmeasuresto be
implementedfor the project, includingpracticesto be implemented(ie, types of erosioncontrolmaterialto be
used, their location, installation,etc.) will be outlinedin the MitigationAction Plan prepared for this projectin
the Record of Decision Soil erosioncontrolwill complywith local, state and Federal regulations Also see
responsesto commentsT19/37 (Page 3-23) and PM33 (Page 3-19)
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Comment
Information Comments and Responses

ii

T19141 Comment:
Herman,O. The E/S must include a discussion regarding the potential for the deposition of solids as silt is washed from
Rebound the project site into normally permeable soils due to erosion.

Response:
See responsesto commentsPM26 (Page 3-20) and PM33 (Page 3-19).

......................................................................................................................................................................................................................::_i_i_i_::_i_i_i_is!_i_::_i_i_i_i_::_::_i_::_i_::_i_i_i_i_i_i_i_i_i_i_::_:'

PM26 Comment:
Giddings,R. I'm really concerned a lot about the groundwater, the aquifer underneath all of this.
None Stated

Response:
A hydrogeologicalassessmenthas been developedfor the projectand has been submittedto the Tacoma-
PierceCounty Health Department for reviewand approval. The hydrogeologicalassessmentaddresses the
measuresthat the plantwill incorporateto minimize potentialcontaminationof the aquifer and yet allow the
infiltrationof uncontaminated stormwater to the aquifer.

PM28, PM29, and Comment:
PM35 Ms. Giddings expands on her concerns with groundwater issues and well water.

Giddings,R. Response:None Stated
The effectof the proposedprojecton groundwaterwells is describedin Volume I, Section5.11.2, Water
Supply,of the Final EIS. Also see responseto commentPM26 (Page 3-20).

T1112 Comment:
Schmauder,A. This amount of water used will likely cause Tacoma to drill other wells to meet water requirements in the
CloverCreek future. This may eventually deplete the aquifer.
Council

Response:
The projectis includedin the Draft ComprehensivePlan for Pierce County,June 1993. The Draft
ComprehensivePlan states, "Finitegroundwaterand surfacewater resourcesexist to meet projectedgrowth
requirementsfor the next 20 years." (Page V111-52).

r ,,,

T1312 Comment:
Evancho,J. Page 4-6, 1st paragraph - statement is not correct. These public wells are under the authority of a number of
TPU water purveyors.

Response:
The followingtext has been deleted(Section4.3.1): "Thesepublicwells are underthe authorityof the City of
Tacoma PublicUtilities." It has been replacedin Volume I of the FEIS, Section4.3.1, with: "These public wells
are under the authority of a number of water purveyors." ........

T1316 Comment:

Evancho, J. Will a groundwater monitoring program be implemented, including adequate characterization of background
TPU conditions, to identify any deterioration in groundwater quality which may result from the construction and/or

operation of the facility?

Response:
"_,e responseto comment T13/7 (Page 3-21).

T13/7 Cumment:

Evancho, J. The Tacoma Water Division will request that the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Dept. impose, under authority
TPU of Pierce County Code Chapter 21.16, monitoring requirements and other appropriate mitigation measures

necessary to protect groundwater quality.

Response:
A hydrogeologicalassessmenthas been submittedto PierceCounty Health Department for reviewand
approvalas requiredby Pierce County Code, Chapter 21.16. Any additionalmitigationmeasuresabove those
identifiedin the assessmentwill be incorporatedinto the projectto complywith Tacoma-PierceCounty Health
Department requirements.

T1714 Comment:

Harp, B. This site is NOT underlain by Vashon Tiff, a protective layer for deep groundwater sources.
Tacoma-PierceCo.
Health Response:

Volume I, Section4.2.1 has been revisedaccordingly.
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T17/5 Comment:
Harp, B. Most groundwater originating in this basin flows toward "the Narrows," a narrow water channel separating
Tacoma-PierceCo. Tacoma from the Gig Harbor Peninsula, NOT toward Commencement Bay.
Health

Response:
The followingtext has been deleted from Section4.3.1: "The overall directionof groundwatermovement in
centralPierce County is to the northor northwesttoward CommencementBay in Puget Sound." Has been
rep;acedin Volume I, Section4.3.1, with: "Most groundwater flow originating in the Clover/Chambers Creek
Basin flows northwest toward "The Narrows," a narrow water channel separating Tacoma from the Gig Harbor
Peninsula (Figure S-1). Groundwater flow drains into the entire area of "The Narrows" via three stratified
units. The most shallow unit is approximately 45 meters (150 feet) below ground/eve/; this is still above sea
/eve/, and water drains into the ocean as "surface water." The second unit lies approximately 100 meters (350
feet) below ground/eve/, and the third lies approximately 160 meters (550 feet) below ground/eve/. The
majority of groundwater flow enters the ocean below sea/eve/."

, ..... ,..........

TI 7/7 Comment:

Harp, B. Groundwater quality in this area has been undergoing degradation.
Tacoma-Pierce Co.
Health Response:

The EIS acknowledgesthis degradation. See Volume I, Section4.3.1, Groundwater,Groundwater
Contamination. Also see responsesto commentsT22/7 (Page 3-23), T7/1 (Page 3-40), T22/10 (Page 3-23),
and T19/34 (Page 3-22).

T17/9 Comment:

Harp, B. The Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department requires submittal of a hydrogeological assessment, to
Tacoma-Pierce Co. determine the potential impact to groundwater resources, for every commercial facility proposed within the
Health Aquifer Recharge Area boundary.

Response:
New paragraphhas been added, startingwith last sentence in Section4.3.1, Clover-ChambersCreek
GroundwaterManagement Program. Text nowreads as follows: "The Tacoma-Pierce County Health
Department is the lead agency responsiblefor the GroundwaterManagement Program. The County has
adopteda "CriticalAreas" designationwhich includesthe area in and aroundthe proposedprojectsite. The
area is designatedas an "AquiferRecharge Area" (Pierce County Code Chapter 21.16). The purposeof this
designationis to preventfurther degradationof groundwaterquality throughthe controlof land use activities.
The Tacoma-PierceCounty Health Department will requiresubmittalof a hydrogeologicalassessment,to
determinethe potentialimpact to groundwaterresources, for everycommercialfacility proposedwithinthe
AquiferRecharge Area boundary."

A new paragraphhas been added to Section5.3.2, Impact HY2: "The Tacoma-Pierce County Health
Departmentwouldrequiresubmittal of a hydrogeologicalassessmentto determinethe potentialimpact to
groundwaterresources(see Volume I, Section4.3.1). Hydrogeologicalassessmenthas been submitted to
Pierce CountyHealth Departmentfor reviewand approval. Any additionalmitigationmeasuresabove those
identifiedin the assessmentwill be incorporatedinto the projectto complywith the requirements."

,, .....

T17110 Comment:

Harp, B. What effect will particulates and other combustion by-products have on the surrounding groundwater recharge
Tacoma-Pierce Co. area?
Health

Response:
No significanteffect on groundwaterquality wouldbe expected. Under normal operationthe proposedTenaska
WashingtonII projectwill burn naturalgas. Consequentlythe waste gases from combustionwill containlittle or
no particulatematter. Controlmeasuresfor COzand NOxincludethe use of oxidationcatalystsand selective
catalytlc reduction. Duringinfrequentoil burningthe plantwill emit larger amountsof particulate matter. A
discussionof the circumstancesunderwhich oilwouldbe used as fuel is includedin response to comment
PM46 (Pa_;e3-25). Particulatematter, when emitted, would be primarilycarbon. Any fallout onto the ground
surfacewould have no effect on groundwaterquality. Particulateswould be removedfrom percolatingwater as
itpassed throughthe soil layers.

The other primarycombustionproductsare carbon monoxideand oxidesof nitrogen. Carbon monoxidehas no
significancefor water quality. Oxides of nitrogenreact in the atmosphereto form nitricacid, which may reach
the ground surface withprecipitation. The chemical reactionin the atmospheretakes some time, so any nitric
acid reachingthe groundsurface wouldbe widely distributedin the area downwindof the site.
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T17112 Comment:
Harp, B. The Frederickson Area is extremely vulnerable to groundwater contamination.
Tacoma-PierceCo.
Health Response:

Commentnoted,and the EIS supportsthis comment. See Volume I, Section 4.3.1, Groundwater
Contamination.

, ,.., ,,,

T19134 Comment:
Herman,O. Very large water demand may hasten the depletion and/or degrading of the aquifer.
Rebound

Response:
The proposedpower plantwould use an average of 7.2 millionliters(1.9 milliongallons) per day of water. The
Tacoma PublicUtilitieswill be able to meet thiswater demand from its existingsupplies. It is notexpected that
the proposedprojectwouldaffect groundwaterquality. Also see responseto commentTll/2 (Page 3-20).

, , ,,,,

T19136 Comment:
Herman, O. The underlying soils are extremely permeable, meaning any release of objectionable substances would be
Rebound rapidly conveyed into the groundwater.

Response:
Text has been replaced inVolume I of the FEIS, Section5.3.2, Impact HY3, last sentence: "...and can block
the pore spaces in the soil and resultin reduced ratesof infiltration." Has been replaced with "...which would
be rapidlytransportedthroughthe permeablesoilswithoutproperpreventative measuresdescribed below."
Also, see Section 4.3.1, GroundwaterContamination,which supportsthe commentthat underlyingsoilsare
extremelypermeable.

,,

T2216 Comment:

Velt, K. If a sole source aquifer designation is approved, EPA may review and comment on the project pursuant to
USEPA Region 10 Section 1424 (e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act. !

Response:
Text has been added to Volume I, Section4.3.1, Sole SourceAquiferDesignation: "The Clover-Chambers
Creek aquifer systemwas designatedas a sole source aquifer on December9, 1993."

T2216B Comment:

Veit, K. The Draft EIS indicates on pages 4-7 and 4-8 that a petition for designation of the Clover-Chambers Creek
USEPA Basin aquifer system (within which the proposed project site is located) as a Sole Source Aquifer has been

submitted to EPA. The designation currently under review covers the larger area encompassing the Central
Pierce County Aquifer System. We expect a final decision next month (November).

Response:
See responseto commentT22/5 (Page 3-22).

,,,

T2216 Comment:
Veit, K. Page 4-8 contains a factual error in the first paragraph. The July 1993 event was not a public hearing, but an
USEPA Region10 informational meeting.

Response:
Text has been replaced in Volume I, Section4.3.1, Sole SourceAquiferDesignation,second-to-lastsentence:
"EPAtook publiccomments...ata publichearing in July1993." It has been replacedwith "EPAtook public
comments...at an informational meeting."

l .,,, ,,, ,,,.

T22/7 Comment:
Veit, K. The soils of the site are highly permeable...potenUal for groundwater contamination from infiltration of
USEPA Region 10 contaminants (during) construction and operation...impacts should be in the Final EIS.

Response:
As noted in Section5.3.2 of the Draft EIS, wastewatersand chemicalsat the proposedproject wouldbe
managedto preventgroundwatercontaminationinthis area of very permeablesoils. The EIS has been,
revisedto includemore specific informationon the wastewatermanagement and spillpreventionsystems.
Only unpollutedstormwater runoffwouldbe allowedto percolateinto the ground. Section5.3.2, Impact HY3
addressesthe effect of proposedconstructionactivitieson groundwaterquality. A hydrogeologicalassessment
has been completedand submittedto Tacoma/Pierce CountyHealth Department. Copies are available upon
request. Also see Volume I, Section5.9.2 in the EIS, and responseto commentT7/1 (Page 3-40).
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T22110 Comment:

Veit, K All measures necessary to prevent potential adverse impacts to groundwater resources should be stated as
USEPA Region 10 management commitments.

Response:
The EIS describes the measuresplanned for the projectto preventgroundwatercontaminationand includes
furthersuggestedmitigationmeasures, The Record of Decisionwill containor be accompaniedby a Mitigation
ActionPlanw_hichwill providedetailsof the mitigationmeasuresto be implemented. Also see responseto
commentI"711(Page 3-40).

....... l.i.i........ i'..
PM32 Comment:

Giddings,R. These mitigation measures _ it says here that the storm water runoff could be controlled.
None Stated

Response:
See responseto commentPM33 (Page 3-19).

..... ,,....

T19137 Comment:
Herman, O. The EIS should contain greater detail regarding mitigation plans, rather than simply state that various actions
Rebound "could" be taken.

Response:
Some measures have been incorporatedintothe proposedprojectdesign to reducepotentialenvironmental
impacts. These measureshave become partof the projectas proposed. If the projectis approved,the project
developer willbe committedto theirimplementation. Other mitigationmeasures, designedto reduce
environmentalimpacts,willbe either conditionsof permitsand approvalsby regulatoryagencies, or specified
by BPA inits Record of Decisionand MitigationActionPlan.

......

T19142 Comment:

Herman, O. The DEIS does not describe the status of the project application for a storm water NPDES permit.
Rebound

Response:
A Notice of Intent for Constructionactivity was submittedto the Washington Departmentof Ecology for a
baselinegeneral permitto discharge stormwater. Accordingto Ecology,an NPDES permitwill not be required
for operationof the proposedproject. An NPDES permit will be obtainedfor construction.A preliminarystorm
waterpollutionpreventionplan has been developed by Tenaska.

........... , .... , .... ,...............

T19146 Comment:
Herman,O. The storm water would be channeled to a small area for discharge, there may not be an attenuation of
Rebound contaminants in the vadose zone.

Response:
Only unpollutedstorm waterwouldbe routed to the biofiltrationswale and infiltrationpond. The system does
not rely on pollutantremoval in the vadose zone to preventgroundwatercontamination.

.....

T19147 Comment:
Herman,O. The DE/S suggested that an impervious finer will be placed in the bioswa/e. This finer could not be totally
Rebound impervious,"otherwise there would not be seepage from the swale into the groundwater at all.

Response:
The bioswalewouldbe equippedwith an impermeableliner to preventprematurepercolationof stormwater
intothe ground. The,objectiveof the design is to maximize contactbetweenstormwater runoffand the
vegetativeelements of the bioswale. Concentrationsof silt, nutrientsor trace contaminantsin the stormwater
would be reducedin the bioswale beforethe stormwater is routedto the infiltrationsystem. The stormwater
runoffdirected to the bioswaleand infiltrationsystemwouldbe primarilyfrom open and parkingareas..........

T2011 Comment:
Tenaska Discussion on NPDES should be updated. Tenaska filed a Notice of Intent for coverage under Storm water
Washington Baseline Genera/Permit with Washington Dept. of Ecology on 8/2/93. DOE determined operetion of our
Partner II, LP. facility will not require NPDES storm water permit.

Response:
Status of the NPDES permit has been updatedin the FEIS.

........................
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T2218 Comment:
Veit, K. Type of information required to support the NPDES application including storm and process water flow
USEPA Region 10 schematics and control measures and best management practices should be reflected in the Final EIS

Response:
See responseto commentT19/42 (Page 3-23).

T24/7 Comment:
Sheets, E. Chlorine and other biocides found in the plant cooling water may be released to the atmosphere in tht: form of
NorthwestPower cooling tower drift. Deposition of these chemicals in the area surrounding the plant may affect surface water
PlanningCouncil and vegetation.

Response:
Trace amountsof chorinemay be present in coolingtowerdrift. Concentrationswouldbe comparableto the
chlorineconcentrationof drinkingwater. Any otherwater conditioningchemicalsin the coolingsystemwould
be at very low concentrationsand are not expected to affectwater qualityor vegetation.

i i    iiiiiiiililiiiiiiiil i!iii iiiiii i !iiii!i i ii i! il i i iil i!iii!iliili !iiill!i ii iiili
PM42 Comment:
Holbrook,N. Despite all of this, plans by Northwest utility companies could increase carbon dioxide emissions 8 to 20
GreenhouseAction percent by the year 2013, by their concentration on natural gas turbines for electrical generation.

Response:
In orderto meet its loadobligations,BPAis consideringmultiplesolutionssuchas: acquiringnew generating
resources(bothrenewable and thermal),conservation,and efficiency improvements.The impactsof each
resourcetype were studied and evaluated in BPA'sResource ProgramsEnvironmentalImpact Statement
(RPEIS), The RPEIS analyzesthe environmentaltrade-offsof new energy resourceswithinthe contextof
meetingthe electricalneeds of BPAcustomers. The impactsare consideredindetail, and are evaluated
togetherto determinethe cumulativeeffects of addingvariouscombinationsof resourcesto the existing
system. Combustionof natural gas is one of several resourcetypes considered. BPA has found it to be a
necessary and logicalelement of its resourceplanningover the next few decades. Althoughthe combustionof
natural gas will producecarbondioxideemissions,this has alreadybeen consideredwithinthe RPEIS as part
of thetotal environmentalcost from all resources.

In orderto minimizeimpactsof carbondioxideemissions,BPArequiredsponsorsof competitiveresource
proposalsto developmeans to relieve rate payers of the risksassociatedwithcarbon dioxideemissions. The
Tenaska WashingtonII proposalgoes further in reducingthe risksthan any otherpower plantwe know of in
this country. This is because naturalgas emits less carbondioxideper unit of energy providedthan any other
fossil fuel, and becausethe Tenaska WashingtonII proposalis highlyefficientcomparedto othercombustion
systems. To the extent that it displacesoperationof existingless efficientfossil-fueledpower plants, in time it
will help to reduce emissionsof carbon dioxide.

PM46 Comment:
Holbrook,N. We believe that the extreme cold weather conditions under which the plant would burn oil could also bring
GreenhouseAction periods of air quafity emergencies.

Response:
Tenaska's naturalgas purchasecontractcalls for firm supply;the power plant's gas supplywillnot be curtailed
due to wintertime gas demand by other customers. Tenaska does not expect to burn fuel oil unless there is a
failure of the naturalgas fuel supply,or BPA requiresan emergencyrestartwhen the plant is displacedand
naturalgas is temporarilyunavailable. Air quality impact modelinghas been conductedfor all seasonsand
timesof the day; thus, model resultsreflect worst-casemeteorologicalconditions.

PM59, T1015 Comment:
Giddings,W. Looked at from the other side, this means that from half to nearly all of the plant's emissions would remain
Tahoma Audubon unmitigated.

Society Response:
Efficient emissionscontrolsand proposedmitigationmeasureswill be utilizedthat will reduce emissionsbelow
regulatedthresholdlevels.
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PM67 Comment:

Schipper,M. And by adding a plant, we're just going to be increasing the amount of pollution that we're dealing with.
None Stated

Response:
Analysesin this EIS concludethat no unmitigatedsignificantair quality impactswilloccur as a result of this
project. Furthermore,the project will complywith all applicable air quality laws and regulations.

,,, , ,,,. ,,,.. ,. ,,.,

T1212 Comment:
Schmauder,A. What will be the long term effect of releasing 6.8 million liters (1.8 million gallons) of water into the air?
CloverCreek
Council Response:

No significant impact is anticipated. Locally someadditional foggingand precipitation(rain/drizzle)couldoccur.
Under mostconditions,the coolingtowermoistureplume will rise well above groundlevel. Undercool, clear
meteorologicalconditionsthe plume willbe visible, similarto a cloud.

, .,.., , ,..= ,.,

T1812 Comment:

Schullinger,S. While it is true that COzcontent is less in nature/gas than oil or coal, the amounts are still significant enough
Greenpeace to be of concern.

Response:
Commentnoted. BPAdid not includecarbondioxide in the environmentalcosts used to rankresourcesin the
RPEIS resourcestack becauseof the uncertainevidence supportingcarbon dioxide impacts costdata.
However, it was included inthe analysisof the environmentaleffects of resource types. When BPAacquires
resources,carbon dioxideemissionsare consideredin the non-costportionof the evaluation.

.... , , , ,, ,,,,. ....

T18/6B Comment:
Schullinger,S Carbon sequestration does not sufficiently address the problem that our addiction to fossil fuel has created.

Greenpeace Response:
Carbon sequestrationis discussedin Section5.4.2 of the EIS under Impact AQ3.

.,..

T1914 Comment:

Herman,O. Nitrogen oxides react with hydrocarbon pollution and sunlight to produce low.level ozone. This premise
Rebound regarding NOx must be re-addressed in the E/S.

Response:
See responseto commentT27/1 (Page 3-28).

,........ , , ,,,,. , ,,. ,.,,,, , ,,,.,,.

T19/7 Comment:
Herman, O. SO2 emissions from this project may also have a significant adverse impact on Mr. Rainier National Park and
Rebound either exceed or approach the National Park Service's significance threshold.

Response:
SOz impactson Rainierwere assessedand found to be well under PSD Class I incrementsand EPA
SignificantImpactThresholds. See the EIS AppendixG, Tables 7.4 and 7-2.

, ......

T1918 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS must explain whatpollutants make up the other 2 kilograms/hour (,1.4/bs/hour) of VOCs
Rebound (... considering the TAPS account for less than 1 kilogram/hour [2.2/bs/hour] of the 4 kilograms/hour [8.8

Ibs/hour] total VOC emission).

Response:
Full specificationof the VOC emissionsis providedin Table 3-4 of Tenaska's air permit applicationto PSAPCA.

, , ,,m.,

T19116 Comment:

Herman, O. The E/S should state the parameters and criteria upon which the models (/SCST2) were based, including
Rebound dispersion during poor air quality and temperature inversion conditions.

Response:
Parameters and criteriafor modelsare documentedin FEIS AppendixG, Section6.1.1.
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T19118 Comment:
Herman,O. Cumulative impacts of this and other ammonia sources should be included in the EIS...under adverse
Rebound conditions...should also include 1.hour maximum impact.

Response:
This project'sammonia impactshave been foundto be insignificantfor worst-casestackemissionsand worst-
case meteorologicalconditions. Note that hourlymeteorologicaldata for all seasonsfor a 5-year periodof
recordwere used from McChordAFB inthe dispersionmodel. As such,worst.casedispersionconditionshave
been includedin the analysis reportedinthe FEIS

Section5.4.2, Impact AQ1, and Table 5.4-6 have been revisedto report modeled impact resultsfor worst-case
1-hourproject impacts: The modeledmaximum1-hour impact is 0.03 ppm (19 pg/m3),which is well below the
odor threshold. Because impactsare wellbelow odor thresholdsand the WashingtonDepartment of Ecology
ASIL (59.9 pg/m324-hour average for individualprojects),and becausethere are no knownsignificantsources
of ammoniaemissionsnearby, cumulativeimpactsare expected to be insignificant.

Also see responseto commentT22/2 (Page 3-27) re: cumulativeimpacts.

T19119 Comment:
Herman, O. The FEIS should correlate emissions, ambient concentrations and dispersion factors with an odor threshold
Rebound (ammonia in the presence of NOx and CO).

Response:
Emissionsand dispersionfactors have been fullyconsidered in the FEIS impactanalysis. Because no
significantsourcesof ammoniaare knownto existin the vicinity,existinglevels are expected to be low. Also
see responseto commentT19/18 (Page 3-26). Furthermore, CO and NOxare not anticipatedto influence
ammoniaimpacts.

T19120 Comment:
Herman, O. The DEIS completely fails to address the conversion of ammonia emissions to the formation of NOx.
Rebound

Response:
Tenaska proposesto use ammoniaand SCR technologyto controlNOx emissionsfrom the power plant.
Ammoniadoes not convertappreciably to NOx in the atmosphere.It is notan ozone precursor,and there is
reasonto believethat it has the oppositeeffect of removingozone precursors. Ammoniaoxidizesvery slowly
in the atmosphere, and reactionpathwaysto NOx are not indicatedin the literature. Highlywater soluble, it is
scavengedquicklyby atmosphericwaterdroplets. Furthermore,being one of the onlybasic gases in the
atmosphere,it is very quick to reactwith acidicgases suchas nitrogenoxides. Thus, it appears that ammonia
has the effect of removingNOx ozone precursorsfrom the atmosphere,rather than formingthem as the
commenterhas suggested. (See: AtmosphericChemistry,Finlace-Pittsand Pitts, JohnWiley and Sons, NY,
1986 for further informationon the atmosphericchemistryof ammonia.)

Tt 9160 Comment:

Herman,O. The E/S should consider the installation of a water saving, air cooling system as an alternative to simply
Rebound discharging steam into the open air through cooling towers.

Response:
The plant utilizesa condensercooledby water fromthe coolingtower. Steam from the steam turbineis not
dischargedto the open air, but is condensedand returnedto the boiler ina closedsystem.

An air cooled condensersignificantlyincreasesplant fuel use due to decreased efficiencyof the powerplant
cycle and adds significantcosts. Air cooled condenserscan be used when there is no otheralternativesuch
as for arid or desertplant sites.

T2212 Comment:

Veit, K. The Final EIS should describe the cumulative air quality impacts of the proposed Tenaska project and the
USEPA Region 10 existing power plant in the vicinity of the project site.

Response:
The followingexplanationhas been added to Section5.4.1: To assess the potentialfor cumulativeimpacts,
proposednew sources (i.e., not part of the baseline) in the regionwere reviewedwith PSAPCAand
WashingtonDept. of Ecology;none have been permittedwithinthe project'ssignificantimpactarea. Unless
permitted, proposedsourcescannot be includedas "real" in cumulative impacts. Thus, significantcumulative
impactsare not anticipatedwiththis project. Existingsources,such as the "peaker"power plant nearby, are
already includedin the baselinethat was used to assess projectimpacts. Thus, includingthe peaker in
cumulative impactswouldbe to double-countitsimpacts.
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T2214 Comment:

Vett, K. An inconsistency appears in the Draft EIS between page 5-10, and Table 5.4.2 in reference to the number of
USEPA Region 10 "hours" vs. "days"fuel oil would be utilized (should apparently be 120 hours).

Response:
Commentnoted. The EIS has been correctedto indicate120 hours.

,, , ,, ,,, ,,,,

T241t1 Comment:

Sheets, E. Air pollutant emissions will be minimized using Best Available Control Technology (BACT). We understand
NorthwestPower the proposed nitrogen oxide control will be Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) The last paragraph on
PlanningCouncil p. 3-4 should be modified to convey this.

Relponee:
The EIS has been revisedto indicatethat: "...the proposedNOx controltechnologygoes beyond current
BACT requirements,and would satisfymore stringentLAER requirementsthat do not apply to this project."

,,, ,,,,, , ,,,,,, ,,,, , , ,, ,,, ,

T24111B Comment:
Sheets, E. Equivalents of Tables 5.4.5 and 5.4.6 should be provided for firing on fuel oil.
NorthwestPower
PlanningCouncU Response:

This informationis in Section7.0 of AppendixG. The burningof fuel oil wouldbe no more than 120 hoursper
year which is a very small percentageof the total fuel used on an annual basis.

, ,, ,, ,, ,, , ,=, , , ,, ,,,,,

T2511 Comment:
Wilson,J. _'he ammonia emission rate of 10ppm is really an additional emission of 10ppm of NOx. Because the
LASER ammonia itself will not remain as ammonia, it will oxidize into oxides of Nitrogen. The actual NOx emission

will be nearly tripled to 272 metric tons/year (300 tons/year).

Response:
Ammoniadoes not reactto form NOx in the atmosphere. See responseto comment T19/20 (Page 3-26).

.. ,,,,, , - ,,,,,,, ,,,,,

T2511B Comment:
Wilson,J. Therefore, the final EIS should discuss alternative NOx control technologies such as Iow-NOx burners (the new
LASER ABB low NOx burners is reportedly controlling emissions to below 6 ppm NOx) or overwatering/steam injection

to reduce NOx. These mechanisms will produce the same ultimate control of NOx, after taking into
consideration ammonia/NOx conversion, without running the risk of transporting and storing and using
ammonia.

Response:
Low-NOxcombustorsare available for gas turbines,as the commenter correctlypoints out. General Electric
Companyoffers suchcombustorsfor its Frame 7 engines (proposedfor use by Tenaska) that can give
performancesimilarto ABB unitsas cited in the comment. These combustorssignificantlydecrease NOx
emissions,particularlyat high turbineload conditions,but havethe side effect of increasingcarbon monoxide
(CO) and unburnedvolatile organiccompounds(VOC) emissionsdue to decreased combustionefficiency.
Tenaska consideredlow-NOxcombustortechnologyduringconceptual design studies,but opted for the proven
reliabilityof SCR when combinedwithcombustorsteam injectionfor NOxcontrol. This proposedapproach
resultsin lowerout-of-stackNOxemissions(3 ppm) from the plantthan wouldbe achievable w:.thlow-NOx
combustorsalone (6 ppmcited by the commentor). Alsosee responseto relatedComment 19/24.

To addressthis and othercommentor'sconcernsabout risks associatedwith transportationand storageof
anhydrousammonia,Tenaska has decidedto use aqueousammoniainsteadfor the SCR. This will
significantlyreduce relatedhealth and safety risks. Also see responsesto commentsT19117 (Page 3-42),
T19/21 (Page 3-43), and T19123(Page 3-43).
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T2614 Comment:
Wilson, J. Attachment 3, sheet 4 lists 3.6 kilogramshour (8 Ibs/hour) about 27 metric tons/year (30 tons/year) of "sulfur
LASER mist" emissions. The DEIS does not describe the impact of these emissions which may actually be sulfuric

acid mist emissions.

Response:
The EIS has been revisedto add the followinginformation: Sulfuricacidmist emissionsof 4 kilograms/hour(9
Ibs/hr) have been estimatedby the turbinemanufacturerwhile burningfuel oil. Foremergency operation
purposes,we have includedup to 120 hoursof back up fuel oil use per year; this equates to approximately.45
metric ton/year(0.5 ton/year) of emissions. This level iswell belowthe EPANVashingtonDepartmentof
EcologyPSD significantemissionthresholdof 6.35 metrictons/year (7 tons/year). Modeled maximum24-hour
impacts(worst-casedispersionassumedto occurthe same time as fuel oil use) equal0.43 .ug/m3,which is well
below the WashingtonASIL of 3,3 pg/m3for this compound. No existingor proposednearbysources are
knownto significantlycontributeto local impactsfor this pollutant;thus, cumulativeimpactsare notan issue.
This predictedamountof sulfuricacid mistemissionsis not anticipatedto contributesignificantlyto acid rain in
the projectregion.

,.,., , ,,,,

T2616 Comment:

Wilson,J. Tenaska should not be allowed to bum construction debris including but not limited to cleared brush and
LASER trees. This site is in a no.bum area.

Response:
See responseto comment T19/13 (Page 3-30)

,, i ,,,, , ,, ,, ,

T2711 Comment:
Williams, J. "Photochemical oxidants, mostly as ozone are the product of atmospheric reactions of such contaminants
LASER (precursors) as hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight". We argue that NOx should be

recognized as a ozone precursor in the FEIS.

Response:
EIS has been revisedto add (in Table 5.4-3): PSAPCAhas formallyrecognizedNOx as an ozone precursorin
its recentlyrevisedair regulationsand attainmentplans for this marginalnon-attainment area for ozone.
PSAPCA confirmedthe project as a "minor"source of NOx in its proposedpermit forthe project.

PM1 Comment:
King,J. I just want to mention that there's obviously already an air quality problem developed in the area.
None Stated

Response:
The currentair qualitynon-attainmentsituationis marg,nal,as designatedby the state and EPA. Analyses
conductedfor this EIS find no significantunmitigatedimpacts.
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PM39 Comment:

Holbrook,N. We are referring to natural gas _ a fuel source that steers us toward ratepayers footing the bill for mitigation
GreenhouseAction of yet another cheap fix for our energy needs.

Response:
See responseto commentPM14 (Page 3-16).

,, , ,,, , ,,,, , ,, ,,, , , ,,,,,,,,

PM40 Comment:
Holbrook,N. Impacts of carbon dioxide regulation and who will pay those costs, the developer or the ratepayer.
GreenhouseAction

Response:
If CO2emissionsbecome regulated inthe future and there is a requirementfor equipmentmodifications,then
the developerwill bear the costs. If there is a tax in the future, then BPAand the developerwill renegotiate
that issue.

,,,,,, , , ,

PM44, T1016 Comment:
Holbrook,N We understand that Tenaska developers have been unable to obtain insurance against the risk of future CO:
GreenhouseAction regulation. Does the insurance industry know something Bonneville does not?

Giddings,W. Response:
Insurancecould be purchasedbut not at a priceexpected to be cost-effective. Because the timingand costsTahoma Audubon
of any future CO2regulationsare unknown,the value of insurancefor such cost risks is limited. See alsoSociety
response to commentPM40 (Page 3-29).

,,,,,.= ,,. , , ,,,

PM48 Comment:
Holbrook,N. And we believe C02 mitigation costs are yet another cost that the ratepayers are at the risk of having to pay
GreenhouseAction for.

Response:
See responseto comment PM40 (Page 3-29). Also note that thisproject'sdeveloper is voluntarilymitigating
someof the potentialeffects of COz.

..,, ,, , ,,, ,, ,

PM66 Comment:
Lane, S. How do current air quafity measurements compare with the Clean Air Act, and how is a gas-fired plant going
None Stated to do anything but exacerbate the situation in this region that's currently not meeting up to standards?

Response:
See responseto commentT10/5 (Page 3-25)

, , , , .... , , , , ,

T9111 Comment:

Ordonez, R. The proposed project is within the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Authority's urban area which has a burn
Pierce Co. Dept of ban and buming permits are under that agency's regulation.
Utilities

Response:
See responseto comment T19/13 (Page 3-30).

b...... , ,,, , ,,....

T1013 Comment:

Giddings,W. There is no reason to assume that national policy and international agreements will not include a carbon tax
Tahoma Audubon during the life of this project.
Society

Response:

L... Comment noted. ....
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T18/4 Comment:
Schullinger,S. You fail to recognize that increased industrial activity will certainly make it much more difficult for this area to
Greenpeace come into compliance with stricter air quality regulations.

Response:
The area has formallybeen designatedby WashingtonDept. of Ecologyand EPA as "marginal
non-attainment,"meaningthat ambient air quality standardsare exceeded by a small margin. The situationis
not severe, but plansare being developedand implementedto bringthe area back into attainment.

DiscussionswithWashingtonDOE duringEIS preparation indicatethat the dominantsource of air pollution
leadingto the currentnon-attainmentstatus is mobile sources (cars,trucks,buses, etc.), oSAPCA'sprograms
to reduce mobile source-relatedemissionsof carbon monoxideand ozone precursors(VOC and NO_),together
with its programrequiringstringentemissioncontrolson stationarysourcesand emissionoffsetsfrom major
stationarysourcesare expected _'/DOE to solve the marginal non-attainmentsituation.

The project includesvery stringentemissioncontrolsto limitCO, NOx and VOC emissionsand has been
determinedby PSAPCA to be in compliance with itsattainment plan to improveair quality inthe region.

T1911 Comment:

Herman, O. Cumulative air quality impacts are not evaluated in this DEIS. The potential for localized "hot spots" of high
Rebound concentrations of criteria and/or toxic pollutants must be examined.

Response:
See responseto comment T22/2 (Page 3-27).

T1912 Comment:

Herman,O. The PSAPCA and PSD thresholds are not designed for the determination of significant impact on air quality
Rebound for an EIS.

Response:
These thresholdswere developedby EPA, WashingtonDept. of Ecologyand PSAPCAto test the significance
of impactsof individualnew sourcesin non-attainmentand attainment areas. BPAbelieves that this is an
appropriateuse of established significancecriteriafor this EIS.

T1915 Comment:
Herman,O. The DEIS fails to provide background levels of CO in Table 6-2. Also fails to address how 100.5 metric
Rebound tons/year (91.2 tons/year) will not contribute to the already illegal levels.

Response:
The EIS text and tables have been revisedto includeCO monitoringresultsreportedby Ecology(1991)
measured in Tacoma, expectedto overestimateexistingconditionsin the projectvicinity: 19pglm_ 1-hour
maximumand 13pglm3 8-hourmaximum(see Table 4.4-1). The region is not in attainment of the 8-hour
ambientstandard (10 pg/m3). The project'smaximumCO impact underworst-casemeteorologicalconditions
has been found to be well below EPAJDOEsignificantimpact thresholdsfor CO, as reportedin Section5.4.2.
(See also Table 5.4-3 and AppendixG). Also see responseto commentT19/2 (Page 3-30) for discussionof
significancecriteria.

,....

T1919 Comment:

Herman, O. The E/S must address this project's contribution to the cumulative impacts and acknowledge that it will delay
Rebound the area's ability to attain compliance with PSAPCA's standards.

Response:
See responsesto commentsT22/2 (Page 3-27) and T18/4 (Page 3-30).

T19113 Comment:
Herman, O. Project is located within the boundaries of PSAPCA's No-Bum Zone for residential and land-clearing fires in
Rebound the Puget Sound region. This should be discussed in the E/S.

Response:
During constructionof the project,Tenaskawill complywith local and state regulationsconcerningany ban on
burningand land clearingfires.
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T20/7 Comment:

Tenaska Pg 5-10 Section 5.4.2 Para 3 & 4 - "Tenaska's air permit application was reviewed by PSAPCA & submitted
Washington for agency and public comment on August 11, 1993. No comments were received by PSAPCA" (Jay
Partner II, L.P. Wi//enburg, PSAPCA, pers. comm., September 15, 1993).

Response:
This informationhas been added to Volume I, Section5.4.1.

,, ,, ,, ,,,

T22/1 Comment:
Veit, K. Pgs 5-15 & 5-16-Proposed Tenaska project is not subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) -not
USEPA Region 10 entirely correct. Because project is defined as "synthetic mined' and is subject to Federal enforceable permit

conditions, it will not be subject to PSD.

Response:
Commenthas been noted and languagein EIS now reflectsthis clarification,in Volume I, Section5.4.2,
CompliancewithAmbient Standards.

T2213 Comment:

Veit, K. The Final EIS should reflect the latest emission limits and requirements of PSAPCA included in the air permit
USEPA Region 10 issued for the proposed project stated in terms of "potential" as opposed to annual averages.

Response:
Tables 5.4-1 and 5.4-2 reflectthe emissionratescurrentlystated in the air permitfor the project issuedby
PSAPCA. The titleof Table 5.4-1 has been modifiedto clarifythat maximumemissionsare expressedas
maximumpotential hourlyemissions. The text has been modifiedto reflect that the stated emissionslimitsare

............ 1.those set by PSAPCA in the air permitfor the project.

',iii!iiiii',ii!ii i ii!!ii i i i i iii iii ii!i!{iiiil!ii!i!i!il i l
PM8 Comment:
Abraham,C. Secondly, / wish to address the green-wash of natural gas which is not environmentally friendly like the
NoneStated industry would like us to believe. Nature/gas is roughly 80 to 95 percent methane.

Response:
BPArecognizesthat all generatingresources,includingcombustionof natural gas, produceadverse
environmentalimpacts. These impactswere studiedand evaluated in BPA's RPEIS, discussedabove.

BPAattemptsto addressthese concernsin the environmentalcostsassigned to all generatingresource
proposalsevaluated. Specific costsare assignedto the actual emissionsof such pollutantsas nitrogenoxides
and particulatematter. Because renewableresourcestypicallydo not emit these pollutants,environmental
costsfor gas-firedpower plants typicallyare higherthan for renewables. However,even after accountingfor
higherenvironmentalcosts,Tenaska WashingtonII remainscost-effective.

TenaskaWashingtonII willuse the most advancedpollutioncontrolequipmentavailable. Emissionsof
nitrogenoxideswillbe reducedto their lowestachievable level. Methane emissionswillbe minimizedto small
amountsfrom leakage in the system becausemast methane is combusted. Only trace amountsof particulate
emissionswillbe released because naturalgas has no solid particles. Finally, hydrogensulfideis removed
from naturalgas priorto deliveryto the pipeline. Pipelinegrade natural gas is the cleanestburningof all fossil
fuels; its use is encouragedby the Presidentin his ClimateChange Action Plan to help reduce air pollutant
emissions. Alsosee responseto commentT10/2 (Page 3-33).

,,, .... ,,, , ,,, ,,,,

PM9 Comment:

Abraham, C. Methane is a global warming gas; more than 60 times effective as CO2 at trapping heat in the atmosphere
None Stated over a 20-year span.

Response:
See responsesto commentsT18/3 (Page 3-33) and PM8 (Page 3-31).

,,, ,,, , ,, ,.......

PM17 Comment:

Lane, S. The common misinformation provided by the natural gas industry is that of natural gas being a clean-burning
None St_,ted fuel which is ridiculous considering that natural gas is 80 to 95 percent methane.

Response:
See responseto commentPM8 (Page 3-31).
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PM36 Comment:
Giddings,R. And of course, there's the global concerns.
NoneStated

Response:
Commentnoted. Alsosee responseto comment T10/2 (Page 3-33).

,,,,,,,,, i ,

PM49 Comment:
Holbrook,N. I believe somewhere in one of the BPA reports, they said, "Natural gas is benign." I just don't understand
GreenhouseAction that. There is, within the environmental community, even disagreement over pursuing fuel switching; this

needs to be evaluated.

Response:
BPAwas unableto verifythe quoted statement. The commentappeared to be made in the contextof CO2
mitigation;see responsesto commentsPM8 (Page 3-31) and T10/2 (Page 3-33)

PM57 Comment:
Giddings,W. Among the strongest objections to increased reliance on fossil fuel combustion as an energy source, is the
Tahoma Audubon concern for carbon dioxide's contribution to potential global warming,

Society Response:
Commentnoted. See responsesto commentsPM4 (Page 3-52), T18/6 (Page 3-33), and PM42 (Page 3-24).

PM58, PM60 Comment:
Giddings,R. The world's leading atmospheric scientists view global warming as the single greatest threat to the future of
None Stated humanity and the environment, far more important than any of the air pollutants currently regulated.

Response:
BPA is also concernedaboutthe potentialimpactsof globalwarmingand considersthis in its resource
decisions. See responseto commentT18/6 (Page 3-33).

PM63 Comment:
Schipper,M. What i'm talking about basically is the long-term costs of putting the carbon dioxide and the methane into the
None Stated air.

Response:
BPA recognizesthat all generatingresources, includingrenewableresources,produceadverseenvironmental
impacts. These impactswere studiedand evaluated in BPA'sRPEIS. That documentalso addressedthe
environmentalimpactsassociatedwith combustionof naturalgas. Also see responseto commentPM42 (Page
3-24).
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T1012 Comment:
Giddings,W. Among the strongest objections to increased reliance on fossil fuel combustion as an energy source is the
Tahoma Audubon concern for carbon dioxide's contribution to potential global warming.

Society Response:
Accordingto the President'sClimateChange ActionPlan (October 1993), EPA is encouragedto promotethe
use of naturalgas. Burningnaturalgas is considereda pollutioncontrolstrategyunderthe Clean Air Act
becauseit wouldlower the cost of combattingthe severe ozone pollutionproblemplaguingmany U.S. cities in
a way that also reduces greenhousegas emissions. The Presidentialplan directsDOE to work withthe
Federal Energy RegulatoryCommission(FERC) to continueto implementreformsthat will increase the
availabilityand use of natural gas. The Administrationrecognizesthe environmental,economic,and national
security benefitsof encouragingthe use of naturalgas.

The President'splan also recognizeselectricaltransmissionand distributionsystem lossesas a target for
reducingcarbondioxideemissions. Located near to existingand future usersin the southernPuget Sound
region, theTenaska Washington II projectwouldhelp to reduce electrical line lossesby servingnearby users.
To the extent that it displacesoperationof existingpowerplants, it wouldhelp to reduce greenhousegas
emissions. Thus, the proposedprojectwouldbe consistentwiththe currentNational ClimateChange Action
Plan on several countsin itsendeavorsto reduce greenhousegas emissionssuch as carbondioxide.

BPA needsto add gas fired CTs as part of itsfuture resourceacquisitionplans that includemultipleresources.
BPAwould be unable to meet its forecasteddeficitswithoutacquiringadditionalenergysupplies. By utilizinga
variety of energyresources,BPAretainssomeflexibility in cost and environmentalconsequences. Naturalgas
is one of manyresources BPAwill consider. As a naturalgas resource,the Tenaska WashingtonII plant
produces less carbon dioxideper BTU than other fossil fuel sources, and is more efficientin itsoperationsthan
most otherpower plants inthe United States.

Also see responseto commentPM42 (Page 3-24).

T10/4 Comment:
Giddings,W. Our concern is the global environmental impact of increased carbon dioxide emissions.
Tahoma Audubon
Society Response:

See responseto commentPM42 (Page 3-24).
,,,,, , ,

T18/3 Comment:
Schullinger,S. Natural gas is also 80-95% pure methane, a greenhouse gas twenty times more potent than carbon dioxide
Greenpeace over a lO0-year span and 60 times more potent over a twenty year span.

Response:
Most of the methanewill be burnedin the combustionprocess and convertedto CO2. See responseto
commentPM8 (Page 3-31). .... ,......

T1815 Comment:

Schullinger,S. / find it inconceivable that an issue as important and as vital to our common future as global warming should
Greenpeace be given such short attention as was demonstrated in the Draft E/S.

Response:
See responseto commentPM42 (Page 3-24).,,

T1816 Comment:

Schullinger,S. The/ntergovemmenta/Pane/on Climate Change has declared to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of man-
Greenpeace made greenhouse gasses, a global cut in emissions of more than 60% is needed.

Response:
The Clinton/Gore19.9_3ClimateChange ActionPlan calls for a returnof U.S. greenhousegas emissionsto
1990 levelsby year 2000 withcost effective domesticactions. One of the actionscited is to encouragethe us(
of naturalgas and discouragethe use of oil orcoal for energy production. BPA's energy acquisitionportfolio
includesconservation,wind, geothermal,hydro,and biomassresources,efficiency improvements,and gas fired
combustionturbines, all of which will assist in achievingthe emissiongoalsof the Action Plan.

, ...........
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T18116 Comment:

Schullinger,S. The Section on global warming should be broadened to include the recommendations made by the IPCC to i

Greenpeace reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 60 percent.

Response:
The EIS acknowledgesthe potentialeffects of globalwarming in Section4.4.4. See responseto comment
T18/6 (Page 3-33).

T19138 Comment:
Herman,O. The DEIS fails to discuss the possible contribution of this plant's massive steam discharges to global warming.
Rebound

Response:
See responsesto commentsT10/2 (Page 3-33) and T18/6 (Page 3-33).

T19139 Comment:

Herman, O. The EIS should also state whether Tenaska plans to mitigate the emissions of other gasses which contribute
Rebound to global warming, such as its criteria pollutants and its heated water vapor.

Response:
Other pollutantswill be emitted in minorquantitiescomparedto CO2. The facility'swatervapor emissionwould
have a negligibleinfluenceon atmosphericmoistureand global climate.

T24110 Comment:
Sheets, E. The discussion of global warming should be augmented to convey more fully the nature of the issue, as a
NorthwestPower potential envircnmenta/ impact.
PlanningCouncil

Response:
Due to the uncertain scientificevidence concerningthe effects of CO2, an extensive discussionof CO2, as
relatedto globalwarming, is not warranted. Also see responseto commentPM42 (Page 3-24).

T2416 Comment:
Sheets, E. Tenaska Washington//, is not likely to have a significant effect on resident or anadromous fish associated
Northwest Power changes in the operation of the hydro system. May ct_angeas additional gas-fired generation is integrated
Planning Council into the regional system.

Response:
BPAdoes not believethat the additionof the Tenaska WashingtonII plant to itssystem willhave any effect on
residentor anadromousfish relatedchanges in the operationof the hydrosystem. BPA recognizesthat
continuedadditionsof non-hydroresou=costo the system, in terms of matchingresourceswith load, could
result in an adjustmentto the timingand volume of flows. These changes mightaffect fisheries. BPAis
currentlyevaluating ways of operatingthe hydrosystem, and investigatingthe potentialeffects on residentand
anadromousfisheriesin the ColumbiaRiver SystemOperationsReview (SOR). The SOR processwill
determinethe operatingrequirementsnecessaryto serve the multiplepurposesof the Federal facilities,
includingpower generation,fisheries,recreation, irrigation,navigation,and floodcontrol. The resulting
decisionson the operatingrequirementswill apply to poweroperationsfor all BPAtransactions.

i
PM30 Comment:

Giddings,R. We did a core boring on an oak and came up with 120 years, -- and they were telling me tonight that maybe
None Stated we could save some of these oaks by changing the shape of the berm that goes around the oil storage tank.

Response:
See responseto commentT19/53 (Page 3-35).

T18114 Comment:

Schullinger,S. When the gas companies cut the first roads in a virgin forest, they are often followed by logging companies.
Greenpeace Once these roads are in, it becomes economical and practical for c/earcutting to commence. Ironically, while

the destruction of boreal forests that serves as a natural sink for the very pollutants that are emitted during
the drilling, processing, and combustion of natural gas is occurring, many companies consider "planting trees"
a worthy mitigation measure. What these misguided but doubtless well meaning corporations fail to realize is
that no plantation can ever take the place of a forest whose K must remain intact.

Response:
Commentnoted. See respunseto commentT18/12 (Page 3-41).
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T19153 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS should describe the status of the Pierce Co. and WDW review of these oak stands, and list several
Rebound potential mitigations to be provided by the developer for the loss of these trees.

Response:
The plantplot plan incorporatesthe standof the largestdiameter oak trees into the landscaping. Small
seedlingoakswill be transplantedon-siteor made available to the CloverCreek CommunityCouncilfor their
local streambank restorationprojects. PierceCountyhas been advised of the oak trees on the site.

T1718 Comment:
Harp, B The wetland area bordering the south side of 192nd Street East is the surface of the local groundwater table.
Tacoma-Pierce Co. Fluctuation in the water table throughout this area have been documented to be as much as 15 feet during a
Health one (1) year period.

Response:
Constructionand operation of the proposedproject is not expected to affect the wetland area south of the site.
Water table fluctuationsare typically1.3 to 1.5 m (4.5 to 5 feet) duringthe year (Volume I, Section4.3.1).

PM31 Comment:
Giddings, R I noticed some omissions in there that possibly could be on that property as far as birds and animals and so
None Stated on. They didn't mention the field mice when there's probably about five thousand million of them out there.

Response:
The listof speciesprovidedindicatesthose speciesor recognizablesignsobservedat the projectsite. A list of
"potential"species ormigrantswouldincludeseveralhundredspecies. The "field mice"R. Giddingsrefers to
are actually voles, and are referencedin Volume I of the FEIS, Section4.5.3.

, ........

PM34 Comment:

Giddings, R. The wildlife dies when they cover up the ground. -- it gets killed out in the street where all the animals are all
None Stated migrating away from the property -- and it just dies because there's no place for it to go. The habitat is furl.

Response:
See Section5.5.2, Impact BR2 and Impact BR4, for the anticipateddegree of these impacts.

T18113 Comment:

Schullinger, S. Gas companies are completely fragmenting and destroying the majority of the grizzly bear's habitat by putting
Greenpeace in seismic lines and cutting roads into the wilderness (reference to oil & gas exploration in Canada).

Response:
Commentnoted. See responseto commentT18/12 (Page 3-41).

,,,

T2018 Comment:

Tenaska Pg 5-26 Impact BR4 - It should be noted that this impact applies to the gas line, water line and sewer line
Washington corridor also.
Partner II, L.P.

Response:
This informationhas been includedinthe EIS text.

T1511 Comment:

Norwood, S. Table 4.5-1, page 4-19 - The state status given for Aster curtus is incorrect. Aster curtus is listed by the state
Washington Dept, as sensitive.
of Natural
Resources Response:

The EIS has been corrected to reflect that Aster curtus is listed as sensitiveby the WashingtonNatural
Heritage Program (1990)

,, , ....

T1512 Comment:

Norwood,S. Page E-5, (re: white.top aster) has a statement that no evidence of Idaho fescue was observed at the project
WashingtonDept. site. Contradictory to this statement, Table E-1 on the following page lists Idaho rescue as one of the plants
of Natural observed at the Tenaska Site.
Resources

Response:
The EIS has been correctedto indicatethe presence of Idaho fescue.
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T19154 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS should also reference WDW's most recent endangered and threatened species list and state the
Rebound presence of any habitat that potentially will be impacted by this project proposal.

Response:
The followingwas added to the EIS at the end of Section4.5.4. "inadditionto those sources listedabove, a
reviewof the WashingtonDepartmentof Wildlife publicationentitled"Management Recommendationsfor
Washington'sPriorityHabitatand Species"was reviewedfor potentialsensitivehabitat(i.e., habitatwhich is
either sensitiveand/or habitatwhich supportssensitivespecies)withinthe projectsite. No sensitivehabitat
was determinedpresentfor the projectsite. A reviewof sensitivespecies indicatedthat several species could
be associatedwith habitatfoundwithinthe projectarea. These species includethe Columbiawhite-taileddeer
(Odocoileus hemonius columbiannus), pUeatedwoodpecker(Dryocopus pileatus), western bluebird(Silalia
mexicana) and western graysquirrel(Sciurus griseus). Althoughthe projectsite supportshabitatfor these
species, it is unlikelythat any of these specieswouldrely on this area as prime habitat because of the
disturbednature of the surroundingarea and becausethe amountof forestedarea is small and relatively
isolated. The closestsitingof any of the species listedabove is that for the Western bluebirdwhich has been
sited roughly3.2 km (2 miles)west of the project site;however, these speciesare nesting in artificial nest
boxes and not in naturalcavities. The projectsite does not supportnatural cavities. It is highlyunlikelythat
any sensitivespeciesuse thisarea either for migration,nestingor as a primefeeding area and no sensitive
habitatsare locatedhere."

T2013 Comment:

Tenaska It should be noted that the Tenaska Washington II project is specifically included in the Draft Comprehensive
Washington Plan for Pierce County, June 1993.
Partner II, L.P.

Response:
This informationhas been includedin Volume I, Section4.6.1, PlanningBackgroundand Zoning Designations.

   i   ii i   i!!iiiii!iiiiiiii  i ii i   iiiiiiiiii!ii! iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiillii!ii!!iiiiii!!iiiiiliiiiiiiiiiiiii!iiii
PM13 Comment:
Abraham,C. / do not want this nature/gas plant anywhere near where / ire.
NoneStated

Response:
Commentnoted.

T811 Comment:
Whitlam, R. We have reviewed the National and State Registers of Historic Places and the Washington State
WashingtonDept. Archaeological and Historic Sites Inventories, and no resources are indicated in the identified project area.

of Community Response:
This informationhas been includedin Volume I, Section4.7.6.

PM22 Comment:

Schipper,M. I really question that this is the cheapest way to supply energy here in the NorthwesL
None Stated

Response:
In a competitiveresourceacquisitionprocess,this projecthas demonstratedthat itcan help to meet electrical
needsin the Northwestinthe mostenvironmentallyand economicallysoundmanner.

PM23 Comment:

Schipper,M. The fossil fuels industry in this country is subsidized with our tax money.
None Stated

Response:
Commentnoted.

PM61 Comment:
Giddings,W. I submit that society cannot afford this projecL
Tahoma Audubon
Society Response:Comment noted.
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PM62, T10/7 Comment:
Giddings,W. It is the ratepayers who are at risk for the potential costs of addressing the risk of further dependence on
Tahoma Audubon fossil fuels to be assumed by humanity and the global environment as a whole.
Society

Response:
BPAagrees that these risks are real and has examinedthem regardingthe expected currentand future cost of
operatingTenaska WashingtonII compared to alternativesources of power. BPA'ssystemconsistsof more
than 7200 aMW of firm hydroenergy, morethan 700 aMW of firm nuclearenergy, more than 300 aMW of firm
conservationenergy, and no naturalgas energy yet in place. In thiscontext, excessivedependence on the
use of fossilfuels does not appearto be a significantrisk.

.................. , ..... _ ....

PM64 Comment:
Schipper,M. And how can you figure cost without thinking about the global cost, the health care cost, and the cost of the
None Stated future?

Response:
BPArecognizesthat no power generationfacility is environmentallybenign. An exhaustiveevaluation of
environmentalimpacts and associatedcosts for differentkindsof power generationfacilitieswas completedfor
BPA's ResourceProgram EIS.

......... ,..................

T18/7 Comment:
Schullinger,S. While the E/S would have us believe that the proposed project will have a beneficial impact on the local
Greenpeace community (in terms of employment), this impact would obviously be minimal at best.

Response:
Anticipatedimpactsof the proposedproject on localemploymentare addressedin Section5.8.2.
Approximately23 to 24 permanent operatingstaffwouldbe expected to be hired from the existinglocal
workforce,resultingin a net positiveeffect on localemploymentconditions.

p ......................

TI 9/33 Comment:

Herman,O. The E/S must explain these costs (hookup of the proposed facility to the County sewer system), the needed
Rebound infrastructure improvements, and the possible impacts on other rate payers.

Response:
See responseto commentT19/27 (Page 3-39).

,..... ,....

T19156 Comment:

Herman, O. The EIS should consider, housing for temporary workers, the ability of communities to provide services,
Rebound source of the workforce (local vs. out of state), workers' pay and benefits, and the impacts to the state and

local community.

Response:
With the exceptionof workers'pay and benefits,which are outsidethe scopeof thisEIS, these concerns are
addressedin Section5.82 of the FEIS.

.................

T24/12 Comment:

Sheets, E. Section 3.6.2 states there is no evidence in the EIS to suggest that the proposed project is controversial.
NorthwestPower /mpact of the plant on the Columbia River Fish and Wildlife, global warming risks, effects of fuel oil and
PlanningCouncil ground vibration should be included.

Response:
The FEIS analyzes all knownenvironmentalimpacts potentiallyassociatedwith the proposedproject.

PM68 Comment:

Holbrook, N. Do we want a project taking up that much airshed providing what I would consider to be a handful of jobs?
Greenhouse Action

Response:
Commentnoted.

................

T1818 Comment:

Schullinger, S. Renewable resources can employ up to 5 times the number of people as can fossil fuels for every unit of
Greenpeace electricity generated.

Response:
The Tenaska WashingtonII Projectbest met BPA'sselection criteriafor environment,viability,and system cost
inthe competitivebiddingprocess.

.....
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T19/58 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS should address whether or not workers who have been trained through Washington State approved
Rebound apprenticeship programs will be employed in the construction of this project. I

Response:
Constructionworkerswill be trained by the contractorsinsafety and work practices. This trainingmay include
apprenticeshipprograms.

T2313 Comment:
Mork, E. Proposed construction schedule will generate 225 - 250jobs over 18 too. period. Permanent jobs in operating
EDB Pierce Co. plant are also of highly skilled variety with relatively good salaries. Operation will provide high quality jobs -

capable of supporting families.

Response:
Commentnoted.

PM21 Comment:
Lane,S. Wind, geothermal and solar energy, are currently economically viable if not forced to compete with an industry
NoneStated that is subsidized with our tax dollars to keep the price of fossil fuel artificially low.

Response:
Renewable resources suchas wind, geothermal,and solar are included in BPA'sresourceplanning. BPA is
activelypursuingcost-effectiveand environmentallysoundrenewableresources.

T2019 Comment:
Tenaska Pg 5-32 Para Impact SE2 -/t should be noted that the $1 million for property taxes and $1 million for a state
Washington gas use tax are ANNUAL amounts.
Partner II, LP.

Response:
The text of impact SE2 in Section5.8.2 has been modifiedto note that the estimatedtaxes would be annual
amounts, as follows: "Tenaska has estimatedannual taxes for the proposedprojectat approximately..."

T714 Comment:
Wienholz,W. The large fire flow requirement, provisions of foam fire protection and need to handle ammonia as a
Pierce Co. Fire flammable gas are not clearly identified in the Code.
PreventionBureau

Response:
See responsesto commentsT7/3 (Page 3-40) and T7/5 (Page 3-39).
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T715 Comment:
Wienholz,W. We feel that it is important to establish these needs (fire flow requirement, foam fire protection and ammonia
Pierce Co, Fire handling) for mitigation of fire protection/health and safety impacts,
PreventionBureau

Response:
The fire protectionsystem for the generationfacilitywillbe designedin conformancewith National Fire
ProtectionAssociation(NFPA) 8,50,RecommendedPracticefor Fire Protectionfor ElectricGeneratingPlants
and UniformFire Code. The system'sdesign willbe reviewedwith the local fire department to ensure
conformancewith applicable codes and standards. All equipment installed in the plantfor fire protectionwill be
compatiblewith the localfire department's firefightingequipment. The fire protectionsystemwill includea fire
water loopand monitors,CO_fire extinguishingsystemsfor the gas turbine, fuel oil tank foam system, sprinkler
systemsfor variousareas of the plant, and portable fire extinguishers.

A fire watersystem will be providedto protectplantfacilitiesagainst fire. The fire water systemwill be supplied
from the Tacoma Public Utilities watersystem. The systemwill includea fire water supplyloop, fire hydrants,
fire monitors,and hoseslocatedat appropriatelocations. Hose connectionsat hydrantswill be compatiblewith
the local fire department's firefightingequipment. Fire hoses will be sized for two-man operation.

The gas turbinewill be protectedby an automatically-actuatedcarbondioxide system. It will consistof
temperature-sensingdevices, spray nozzles,carbon dioxidetank, and all requiredinterconnectingpipingand
wiring. When actuated,an alarm or indication at the controlpanelwill be activated.

The controlroom,the battery room,coolingtower, turbinelube oil systems,and the motor controlroom will be
protectedby dry pipe-watersprinklersystems. Upon actuation,an alarm orvisual indicatorwillbe activated at
the controlpanel.

Portable fire extinguisherswill be provided throughoJt the plantand within buildings orstructures. The type
and numberof extinguisherswillbe determinedduringfinal engineering. Fire extinguisherswill be sized for
one-man operation.

All plant personnelwill undergoscheduledin-house basicfirefightingtraining to preparethem for emergency
firefightingduties. In case of fire or an emergency, the shift foreman willbe responsiblefor organizingthe fire
brigadeand for notifyingthe appropriate authorities. The plantwill be equipped to handle minor personnel
injuries by providinga first-aidstation and safetyshower-eyewash stations in strategic locationsin the plant.
Major personnelinjuries oremergencies will be handledby a hospital at Tacoma usingoutside ambulance
servicesto transport patients.

T19127 Comment:

Herman, O. The EIS should analyze in detail the environmental impacts of this and other utility construction work, and
Rebound outline the costs, the scope of work required, the sources of funding, and the impact to rate payers.

Response:
Section 4.11 describes the proximate locations of water supply and sewer facilities to the proposed project site.
Environmental impacts of utility construction work would be minimal as work would be performed in an existing
industrial area. Volume I, Section 5.112, of the FEIS notes that there is agreement between Tacoma Public
Utilities and Tenaska on the supply of water and funding from Tenaska. No impacts to ratepayers are
anticipated because costs of utility constructionwork,etc. is included in the purchase price for the resources.

T2611 Comment:
Eustace, J. Did not see any discussion in the DE/S regarding the fire contro/s through the use of appropriate sprinkler
U.A. LocalNo. 82 systems...considedng the use and storage of large amounts of natural gas, fue/ oil ammonia, and other toxic

materials at the power p/ant site.

Response:
See responseto commentT7/5 (Page 3-39).

....... , .....

T2612 Comment:

Eustace,J. We understand that a fue/ oi/ fire at a O'Brien Energy Power Plant back east ki//ed two workers. This
U.A. LocalNo. 82 #/ustrates the need to plan and discuss fire prevention measures such as spdnk/ers.

Response:
See responseto commentT7/5 (Page 3-39).
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PM19 Comment:
Lane, S. The community based around the proposed plant site should not be made to pay for the few jobs provided
None Stated with their health and their children's health.

Response:
Commentnoted.

, ,,,, ,,,, ,,,, ,

PM24 Comment:
Schipper,M. There will be accidents. It might not be right here. But if we're building more gas plants, there will be
None Stated accidents, there will be health care costs.

Response:
Accidents associatedwith gas-fired generationplants are not consideredto be more likely than accidents
associatedwith other fossil-fuelburningfacilities. Consideringthe projectwillbe new and will be requiredto
meet all currenthealth and safety regulations,accidentswould be preventedto the maximum extent possible,

,,,,,, ,,

PM51 Comment:
Iverson,E Mr. Iverson expressed deep concerns about the dangers and health and safety issues related to natural gas.
None Stated

Response:
The Departmentof Transportationoverseesthe natural gas pipelineindustryand has developed regulationsto
assure safety in the design,construction,testing,operation,and maintenanceof those facilities. The DOT
monitorscompliance throughinspectionplansand enforcementactions. The major cause of pipelineaccidents
is outsideforce damage from constructionor excavationequipment.

In the unlikelyevent of an accident, if significantquantitiesof gas are released into the atmospherefrom a
ruptureof a pipe wail, the gas willburn if ignitedand can explode in a confinedspace. Like other formsof
energy, natural gas can be dangerousif not handled properly. However, becausenatural gas is considerably
lighterthan air, it will rise and tends to disperserapidly. Consequently,naturalgas wouldnot form a cloud. In !
fact, naturalgas is routinelyand safely vented to atmosphereundercarefully controlledconditionsto allow
routinemaintenance of pipelines.

T711 Comment:

Wienholz, W. Our greatest concern is with /mpact HS3: "Hazardous substances used or generated during power plant
Pierce Co. Fire operations could be spilled and re/eased to the environment."
PreventionBureau

Response:
As noted inthe MitigationMeasures for this Impact,a SpillPreventionContainmentand CountermeasuresPlan
will be developedfor the project. The Planwill be developed in accordancewith local, state and federal
requirementsand guidelinesand willbe submittedto the appropriateagencies for reviewand approval.

T712 Comment:

Wienholz, W. The large rue oi/ storage tank presents the potentia/ for a serious fire problem requiring large quantities of
Pierce Co. Fire water for an extended period.
PreventionBureau

Response:
Tacoma Public Utilities(TPU), as partof the Certificate of Water AvailabilityIncludesfire water service. The
design of the final fire protectionsystemwill complywithPierce County Fire PreventionBureau regulationsand
requirementsand withinthe constraintsof water availabilityfrom TPU.

1"713 Comment:

Wienholz, W. The storage handling and use of other hazardous materials such as ammonia will ignite and burn, it will be
Pierce Co. Fire handled as both a corrosive and a flammable gas.
PreventionBureau

Response:
The storage,handlingand use of hazardousmaterialswillbe reviewedwiththe PierceCounty Fire Prevention
Bureauand otherappropriate agencies, Aqueous ammoniawillbe used for the project.

,,

T915 Comment:
Ordonez, R. Hazardous substances used or generated during power plant operations could be spilled and reeased to the
Pierce Co. Dept of environment.
Utilities

Response:
See responsesto commentsT24/I (Page 3-45) and T7/I (Page 3-40) .....
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T1315 Comment:

Evancho, J. Page 3-7, On-Site Fuel Storage - Given the highly permeable nature of the soils at this site, we would suggest
TPU the Department of Ecology Guidelines for spill containment be followed (encl) which calls for concrete diking

or impervious containment dike.

Response:
See responseto commentT1711 (Page 3-41).

- ,,.,. , , ,,,,,,.,. ,,, , ,, _ , ,,,

T1711 Comment:
Harp, B The secondary containment structures for the fuel oil storage tanks (35,000 barrels) should be designed to
Tacoma-PierceCo. contain a "worst case" spill.
Health

Response:
The secondary containmentstructuresare designedto contain a worst.casespill, whichconstitutesan entire
spillor failureof the fuel storage tank. Such a spillwouldbe containedwithina bermed area, sized to contain
the full content of the fuel oiltank plusone foot freeboard. An imperviousliningwill be placed withinthe diked
areas to prevent fuel from enteringthe soil. Normally,the diked area woulddrain clean stormwater runoff into
the stormwater bioswale If an oil contaminationoccurs,a valve will redirectthe runoff fromthis area into the
oil/waterseparator.

, ,,,,, j,, , , , ,,, , , ,, ,,,, __ ,, , ,, ,. ,

T1713 Comment:
Harp, B. Containment or monitoring features should be included to determine leakage by the fuel tank piping system.
Tacoma-Pierce Co.
Health Response:

The fuel oil pipingwithin the containmentberm will be above ground. Pipingfrom the berm to the plantwillbe
locatedin a concrete linedtrench withremovablecovers. The pipingsystemwillbe visuallymonitoredfor
_eaks.

, , ,,,, , ,

T17111 Comment:

Harp, B. A hazardous Materials Handling Plan and Spill Prevention Control and Counter Measure Plan should be
Tacoma-Pierce Co. submitted for review to this Department and approved by the appropriate agencies prior to final building
Hoalth approval or occupancy.

Response:
See responseto commentT7/1 (Page 3-40)

, ,,- .... ,,,,,,, L,

T18/12 Comment:
Schullinger,S. If a blowout should occur at any of the wells (natural gas wells in Canada containing H2S), tr_eeffect on a
Greenpeace densely populated area would be deadly.

Response:
Commentnoted. The Canadian Federal and Provincialenvironmentallaws and regulationsapply to gas
explorationand mining in Canada.

.......... , ,,, ,,, ,, ,,= ,,

T18115 Comment:
Schullinger,S. Recommendations for the Final EIS: 1) Cumulative impacts be broadened to include the upstream effects of
Greenpeace processing, transportation and exploratory drilling of natural gas: 2) The above impacts be considered and

studied before making the final assessment on the Tenaska II Washington Generation Project.

Response:
It is consideredinappropriateto adopt these recommendationspursuantto ExecutiveOrder No. 12114
regardingthe extraterritorialapplicationof NEPA, and DOE's guidelines for implementationof this order. 46
Fed. Reg. 1007-1010 (1981). Alsosee responseto commentT18/12 (Page 3-41),

,,,, ,,, ...... ,,.

T1913 Comment:
Herman, O. Any contribution to already unhealthy air pollution levels should be characterized as significant, especially on
Rebound projects where large tonnages of additional pollutants are involved.

Response:
BPA findsthat the project will not cause significantimpacts and that the projectis consistentwith PSAPCA
plans to improve regionaL/localair quality. See responsesto commentsT19/2 (Page 3-30) and T18/4 (Page
3-30).

.......
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T1986 Comment:
Herman, O. No discussion is contained in the DEIS regarding mobile sources (construction equipment, trucks, etc.) on the
Rebound aggregate pollution contribution of this project.

Response:
The FEIS has been revisedto reflectthe following: Vehicular/equipmentengine exhaustemissionswillbe
minorand temporaryduringconstruction.Air quality impactswillbe temporaryduringconstruction. The
projectwill notgenerate significantvehicletripscomparedto the existingtraffic levelsin the area. Vehicular
and equipmentexhaustemissionsduringprojectoperationswill, thus, have a minorincremental/cumulative
impact locallyand regionally.

,,,,, , ,,, , ,, , ,,

T19110 Comment:
Herman, O. /t appears from these studies that ANY increase in PM.IO and TSP levels will cause an adverse health
Rebound impact. This is a significant impact that should have been discussed in the E/S.

Response:
DEIS findingsshow insignificantimpact withrespectto air qualitystandardsand significancethresholds. These
standardsand thresholdswere developed to protectpublic heath. Alsosee responsesto commentsT19/2
(Page 3-30) and T18/4 (Page 3-30).

., _ ,,, ,, ,.,.

T19111 Comment:
Herman, O. The DE/S fails to mode/l-hr maximum concentrations of PM.IO. We suggest 1-hr concentrations be modeled
R¢bound because of the serious implication of increasing already elevated PM-IO levels, as shown by these recent

_,rudies.

Response:
Modeled 24-hour and annual impactsdemonstratecompliancewith all applicableambient standardsand
demonstrateimpactsbelow significancethresholds. Modelingof 1-hour impactswouldserve no further
purpose.

,, ,,.,,., _ ,,,,

T191t2 Comment:

Herman, O. Other sources of PM.IO and TSP from this project which should be discussed in the E/S: 1) construction, 2)
Rebound construction traffic, 3) cooling towers.

Response:
Constructionactivityand trafficwouldhave temporary localizedimpactsfrom onsitedust generation. Proposed
mitigationmeasuresto controldustgenerationare discussedin responseto commentT19/57 (Page 3-44).
The dustwillbe primarilynaturalsoil materialsand is not anticipatedto result in significantlong-termimpacts.
The proposedcoolingtowers wouldhave the potentialto emit up to 5 poundsper hour of dissolvedsolids
(minerals)in water mist, basedon conservativeestimatesof mist emissionsand dissolvedsolidscontentby
Tenaska and itsequipment vendors. Tenaska has committedto install"mist eliminators"to reduce the amount
of mistemissionsto the air. To the extent that mist dropletsremainsuspendedinthe air indry weather, some
of the mist willdry to small solid particulate matter. However,such particulatematter is not expected to have a
significantair quality impact. Coolingtowers are not consideredto be significantsourcesof particulatematter
by PSAPCA and the Developmentof Ecologyfor air qualitypermitting.,,

T191t5 Comment:

Herman, O. E/S fails to provide information regarding amounts (of ammonia release).
Rebound

Response:
Ammonia emissions(13.6 kilograms/hour[30 Ibs/hour]from the SCR "ammoniaslip")has been added to
Table 5.4-5.

T19/17 Comment:

Herman,O. The E/S should contain an analysis of a worst case controlled spill (ammonia).
Rebound

Response:
In orderto reducethe potentialrisk to public health relatedto the project,Tenaska has decided to use aqueous
ammonia, insteadof anhydrous,for inputto the proposedair pollutioncontrolequipment (NOx SCR). Aqueous
ammonia remainsa liquidwhen spilled/released;it can be containedand removedby normal spillprevention
and responseprocedures,and does not release significantamountsof gaseous ammoniainto the atmosphere,
comparedto the anhydrousform. Tenaska and its supplierswill complywith all applicableengineeringand
operationalsafety requirements. Thus, transportation,transfer, storageand use of aqueousammoniais not
expected to pose a significanthealth risk.

.........
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T19/21 Comment:

Herman, O. The DEIS omits any consideration of the possible consequences of transporting, piping, storing and emitting
Rebound hundreds of thousands of pounds of ammonia at this facility each year.

Response:
See responseto commentT19/17 (Page 3-42).

,, | ,,, _ , , , ,, ,, , , ,,

T19122 Comment:

Herman, O. The DEIS does not compute the likelihood of a truck accident (involving ammonia).
Rebound

Response:
The calculationof potentialaccidentsassociatedwith haulingammoniats not withinthe scope of this EIS. The!
truckingcompaniesmust complywith applicable regulations. The projectwill use aqueousammonia,thus
minimizingany hazards in theevent of an accident.

,,, ,, ,,, ,,,.,. .= ,,,, , ,,, ,,, ,

T19123 Comment:
Herman,O. The E/S for this project should discuss the use of ammonia in its aqueous form, rather than anhydrous
Rebound ammonia.

Response:
See responseto commentT19/17 (Page 3-42).

,..,. .,,, ,.,

T19124 Comment:
Herman, O. The DEIS fails to discuss a possible alternative project configuration that would include a NOx control system
Rebound that does not use ammonia.

Response:
Tenaska has considered and adoptedthe use of aqueous ammoniaas an alternative to anhydrousammonia.
Selective CatalyticReduction (SCR) has been found to be an efficient, reliable, and environmentallyacceptable
methodof controllingNOx emissionsfrom combined-cyclegas turbinepower plants at numerouslocationsin
the US and other countries. Earlier in itspreliminarydesign evaluations,Tenaska consideredother methodsof
NOx control, includingalternativegas turbinecombustordesigns, but found that these technologiesdid not
achieve the same high level of NOx controlas their proposedapproach. BPAfinds that Tenaska's reviewof
alternatives and selection of SCR is sufficientfor this EIS. See responseto commentT19/17 (Page 3-42).

T19/35 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS must fully discuss this concern regarding the area's present and future water supply (concerning
Rebound contamination by pollutants).

Response:
Tacoma PublicUtilitiesis responsiblefor water supplyplanning. VVastewatersfrom the proposedproject will be
conveyedto the Pierce Countysewagetreatment plant. Only unpollutedsurface water runoffwill be allowedto
percolateinto the groundwater

,., ,, , .... ,,,. ,,

T19143 Comment:
Herman, O. This configuration of storm water management has several negative implications which are not discussed in
Rebound the OEIS: fuel oil storage area is connected to an infiltration system.

Response:
This fuel storagearea drainsto a sump equippedwith a shut-offvalve which is normallyclosed. After a storm
water in the sumpwouldbe checkedfor presenceof oil. If uncontaminated,the waterwill be routedto the
infiltrationsystem. Otherwise, it is routed to the oil/water separatorand the PierceCounty sewer.

,., ,, ,,, ,,,,, , ,,

T19/44 Comment:

Herman, O. The DEIS does not contain an adequate discussion regarding treatment systems for oil and grease from this
Rebound site.

Response:
The plant will incorporatea systemof oil/waterseparatorsto collectwastewater for the removal of oil and
grease priorto any discharge. See the revisionsto Impact HY2, Section5.3.2 in EIS, for a more detailed
descriptionof the wastewatertreatment system....... - ...................

3-43



Comment
Information Comments and Responses

, , , ,
i ii i i iii1'1 i i i iiiii i

T19145 Comment:

Herman,O. There is no mention of special runo# handling considerations for areas containing toxic materials, such as
Rebound ammonia.

Response:
The plantwill incorporatea chemicalcollectionsump and neutralizationtank for the collection,handlingand
neutralizationof wastewater from chemicalstorageand containmentareas. See the revisionsto Impact HY2,
Volume I, Section5.3.2 in FEIS, for a more detaileddescriptionof the wastewatertreatment system.

,,,

T19161 Comment:

Herman, O. The EIS must identify and describe the use of appropriate chemical treatment of its cooling tower system to
Rebound stifle development of the relevant bacteria (concern about Legionnaires Disease).

Response:
The followingpracticesrecommendedby Betz Industrialwouldbe followed at the Tenaska WashingtonIi
GenerationProject: "BetzLaboratorieshas carefullyfollowedindustrial,institutional,and governmentalactivity
associatedwith the controland eradicationof Legionnaire'sDisease Bacterium. Althoughcoolingtowers have
not been linkedpositivelyto the transmissionof the disease, it seems prudentto minimizethe growthand
developmentof thisorganismand the accretionof otherspecies of microorganismsin recirculatingwater
coolingtowers,evaporativecondensersand in otherwater systems. The body of data generatedto date
suggeststhe followingrecommendedpracticesfor the operationof a coolingsystem:

1) Maintainconventionalslime and algae controlin accordancewithstandard,effectivewater
treatmentpractices. Maintainoverall systemcleanliness.

2) Thoroughlyclean and flushthe entire coolingwater loopon a regularbasis. Includea
halogen disinfectionbeforeand after cleaning.

3) Considerregularelevated halogenationat extendedcontacttimes. A minimumof 1.5/Jg/1
HOBror HOCI shouldbe maintainedfor 24 to 48 hours.

4) Since diversephysical,chemicaland biologicalconditionsthat may exist inoperating
coolingwatersystemscan affect bactericidalaction, it is recommendedthat the cooling
water systembe analyzed for the presence of L. pneumophi/a priorto and after treatment.

5) Maintain best available mist eliminationtechnologyin the coolingtower proper."
, ,, , ...........

T19152 Comment:

Herman, O. Greater description of the composition and effects of this chemical (DCL 500) is needed in the E/S, including a
Rebound reproduction of the MSDS for DCL 500.

Response:
A descriptionof DCL 500 is providedin Section5.9.2 in the EIS. Since DCL 500 is a stable, inertsynthetic
insulatingliquid used in undergroundelectric transmissionlines, the MSDS does not list any adverse health
risksunder normalconditions/use. A copy of the MSDS is includedin AppendixG inthe FEIS

L ,,,,,

T19157 Comment:

Herman, O. The E/S should address this project's implementation of best available control technology and construction
Rebound techniques in order to assure public health and safety and the mitigation of environmental impacts.

Response:
Text has been added to Section 5.4.2, ImpactAQI, explaining: The emission controlsproposedfor the power
generationfacilitymeet or exceed currentBACT. The high-efficiencyselectivecatalyticreductionunit propose_
to controlnitrogenoxideemissionsto 3 ppm is more efficient than devices recentlydeterminedto be BACT for
similarsources inWashington and itachieves control levelsspecified in verystringentLAER (lowest achievable
emissionrate) determinationsin otherstates. Furthermore,the oxidationcatalystproposedto controlCO
emissionswill also reduceVOC emissions. It satisfiesBACT requirements,as determinedby PSAPCA.

Section2.3.5 of Tenaska's air qualitypermitapplicationto PSAPCA describesemissioncontrolsproposedfor
the power plant. Tenaska will alsocomplywithany PSAPCA requirementsfor wateringto controldust at the
site duringconstruction. In general, the constructioncontractor(s)willbe requiredto water site roads and
active constructionareas wheneverdry soil conditionsand constructionvehicle/equipmentactivitylead to
significantvisibledust emissions. In addition,access roads and parkingareas willbe graveled to further aid in
reducingdustemissionsduringconstruction. Duringplant operations,main roads and parkingareas on the
propertywillbe paved.
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T2015 Comment:

Tenaska Pg 5-6 Sect. 53.2 fuel oil storage area will be lined with impervious material & bermed. Precipitation from
Washington this area will be checked for oil content & either routed to oil-water separator, if necessary, or to the bioswa/e
Partner II, L.P. & infiltration pond for disposal.

Response:
The clarificationhas been added to Section5.3.2, Impact HY1.

T2219 Comment:
Veit, K. Construction and operational-phase measures to prevent and clean up spills of petroleum products and
USEPA Region 10 chemicals should be better documented and stated as commitments in the Final EIS.

Response:
See responsesto comments PM33 (Page 3-19), T19145(Page 3-44), T22/7 (Page 3-23), T13/7 (Page 3-21),
and T19/37 (Page 3-23).

,,,,

T2411 Comment:
Sheets, E. The project in operation will employ potentially hazardous materials; on-site handling and disposition of these
Northwest Power materials will introduce possibly significant environmental risks to the site and surrounding region.
Planning Council

Response:
Eachof the potentiallyhazardousliquidmaterialsthat willbe used at the proposedproject willbe locatedwithin
structuresdesignedto containthe full capacityof thetank, plus 6 inchesto one footof freeboard. Process
oquipmentareaswill be surfaced and curbed,with drainsdirected to a sump. Sump pumpswillbe providedto
deliverwatercollectedin the sumpto either a neutralizationtank or an oil/water separator. Oil removedfrom
the water inthe separator willbe collected and disposedof by a qualifiedcontractor. Water from the oil/water
separatorwillbe collected in a plant sump. Water from the plant sumpwill be combinedwith cooling tower
blowdownand sent to the Pierce County sanitarysewer system. Water from the neutralizationtank will
dischargeto the coolingtower basin. An SPCC plan willbe preparedand submittedfor approval. Chemicals

used inthe operationof the plant willbe procuredfromcommercialsources. These vendorswillprovide,or will
contract,for transportationof these chemicalsfrom the supplier'sfacility to the plant. The vendoror contracted
carriersare licensedand regulatedby state agencies,and are liable for the safe and properhandlingand
transportof thesematerials. 1heir responsibilitiesendwith the r.:,livery and off-loadof these chemicalsat the
plantsite intoproperlypermitted on-sitestoragefacilities. Also see responseto commentT7/1 (Page 3-40).

T24/2 Comment:
Sheets, E. Serious groundwater and stream contamination could result from improper or accidental release of th,_se
Northwest Power materials.
rJlanningCouncil

Response:
Wastewaters fromthe proposedprojectwillbe conveyedto the PierceCounty sewagetreatment plant. Only
unpollutedsurfacewater runoffwill be allowedto percolateinto the groundwater.

, , , ....

T24/3 Comment:

Sheets, E. Element of the affected environment (soils, groundwater, surface waters, habitat, traffic and transportation)
NorthwestPower that could impact or be impacted by hazardous material releases should be described in Section 4.
P!anning Council

Response:
An analysisof potential impactsto the affectedenvironmentdue to release of hazardoussubstancesis
providedin Section5.9 of the FEIS.

,,

T2414 Comment:
Sheets, E. The scope of the analysis should be expanded to include possible soil, groundwater and surface water
NorthwestPower contamination and biological impacts.
Planning Council

Response:
An analysisof the po'_entialfor hazardoussubstancesto be released into the environmentis providedin
Section 5.9 of the EIS. Potential impactsand suggestedmitigationmeasures regardingsoil,groundwaterand
surface watercontaminationby the release of hazardoussubstancesthat wouldbe used duringconstruction
are outlinedinSection 5.9.2. Also discussedare the anticipated methodsfor storageof hazardoussubstances
associatedwith plantoperations. Materialswouldbe contained in a bermedarea if there is a release,
precludingimpactsto soil, groundwateror surface water. Additionally,Section5.3.2 discussespotential
dischargeof water pollutants. The text has been modified in order to clarify the off-sitetransportand handling
of hazardoussubstancesin conformancewith the standardsoutlinedin the Federal ResourceConservation

and RecoveryAct (RCRA). ....
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T2512 Comment:
Wilson,J. If ammonia is ultimately used, the plant should consider aqueous ammonia, rather than anhydrous ammonia,
LASER to reduce the risks from a release.

Response:
Aqueousammoniawillbe used for the project. The FEIS has been changedto reflect the use of aqueous
ammonia.

T2513 Comment:
Wilson,J. The DEIS fails to provide a risk assessment of the effects of a large release of nature! gas, fuel oil, acid,
LASER caustics, and ammonia. All these substances will be stored in large amounts at this site.

Response:
See responsesto commentsT19/45 (Page 3-44), T7/3 (Page 3-40), T7/1 (Page 3-40), and T24/1 (Page 3-45).

i

TI 9/48 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS must provide results of tests conducted on soil and groundwater samples, as well as detailed results
Rebound of the groundwater monitoring wells adjacent to this site.

Response:
Former land use and currentconditionsat the site do not warrantconcernfor potentialsoil or groundwater
contamination. Therefore,soil and groundwatersamplingwill not be conducted. For a more complete
descriptionof the groundwatermonitoringresults,see the reportprepared by ENSR Consultingand
Engineeringfor Tenaska, Phase 1 Site Assessment(ENSR 1993), and the Dames and Moore geotechnical
reports (1980 and 1993)

T19155 Comment:
Herman,O The E/S must discuss the proposed project's contribution and impact on these already intolerable levels (of
Rebound traffic), both during construction and operation phases

Response:
All potentialsignificantimpactsare discussedin this EIS

T201t0 Comment:

Tenaska Pg 5-45 Pare Impacts - /t should be noted that the plant will operate near capacity whenever it is running &
Washington that the output is not dependent upon the manpower on site
Partner II, LP

Response:
Volume I, Section5.10.3, ImpactT2, has been modifiedas follows: "However, because the proposedpower
plantwould runon a 24-hourschedule,several shiftswouldbe establishedfor power plant operation." The
followinghas been deleted: "...because differentamountsof power wouldbe producedat differenttimes of the
day...". It shouldbe noted that the plant willoperate nearcapacity whenever it is runningand that the output is
not dependent unonthe manpowerat the site.

il i l ............
PM15 Comment:
Lane, S. The fact remains that fossil fuel is a finite resource, and dependence on such forms of energy dictates that we
None Stated will also remain dependent on foreign imports.

Response:
BPAand other northwestutilitieshave a longhistoryof powerpurchaseagreements,exchanges, and other
transactionswith Canada. in all cases, contractualterms, internationallaw, and treaty provisionsprotectall
parties to the transaction. Nation-statesare interdependentfor goodsand services. Foreign importof fossil
fuel is only one example.

T913 Comment:
Ordonez, R. There is insufficient and inconsistent information which needs to be clarified about the types of waste to be
PierceCo. Dept of generated by the proposal and about the handling of the waste in regards to disposal and recycling.
Utilities

Response:
See responsesto commentsT9/8 (Page 3-51) and T9/9 (Page 3-51).
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T1113 Comment:
Schmauder,A. Can the steam be entered into a closed system/ Then the water could be reused. Heat could also be
CloverCreek removed and used for productive uses. Could a second steam turbin be added?
Council

Response:
See responsesto commentsT19/60 (Page 3-27), T19/61 (Page 3-50), T19/62 (Page 3-17), and PM53 (Page
3-52).

T20/11 Comment:
Tenaska Pg 5-64 Sect 5.17 The project will use approximately 1.3 million cubic meters (45 million cubic feet) of
Washington natural gas per day and approximately 6.8 million liters (1.8 million gallons) of water per day. Life of project
Partner II, L.P. estimates for resources consumed cannot be determined because total operating days not known.

Response:
This informationhas been includedinVolume I, Section5.17.

,,

T2418 Comment:
Sheets, E. The Draft EIS states that the consumption of natural gas and fuel oil cannot accurately be determined at this
NorthwestPower time. We believe that estimates of annual hours of operation on fuel oil can be made.
Planning Council

Response:
See responseto comment T20/11 (Page 3-47). Operatio:, on fuel oil is limitedto a maximumof 120 hours
annually;however, there is no scheduledplan to operateon fuel oil.

T24114 Comment:

Sheets, E. The first paragraph on page 5-13 draws a comparison with Texasplants which have never operated on fuel
NorthwestPower oil. The comparability of these plants is questionable.
Planning Council

Response:
See responseto commentT24/8 (Page 3-47).
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PM50 Comment:
Iverson,E. They're going to use 380,000 liters (100,000 gallons) of water a day; the people of Tacoma and Pierce County
None Stated will probably be on ration.

Response:
See responsesto comments T19/26 (Page 3-48) and Tll/2 (Page 3-20).

, , ,,,.,

PM52 Comment:
Schmauder,A. Council members are concemed about the amount of water that is going to be consumed by this project.
Clover Creek
Council Response:

Comment noted. Alsosee responsesto comments T19/26 (Page 3-48) and T11/2 (Page 3-20), Section5.11.2
in the EIS.

T11I1 Comment:
Schmauder,A. We are concerned about the 6.8 million liters (1.8 million gallons) of water consumed daily over 20 years.
Clover Creek
Council Response:

See responseto commentTl1/2 (Page 3-20).
,, ,,. ,,., ,,..

T1311 Comment:

Evancho,J. "Water supply needs would be met with the existing available resources from City of Tacoma Public Utilities."
TPU - should be clarified by adding the following: Additional facilities will be required to be constructed to bring

adequate supply to the site.

Response:
This informationhas been includedin the FEIS.

,,, ,,

TI 3/3 Comment:

Evancho,J. Page 5-47, 2nd paragraph - Suggest this be revised to indicate that water service is planned and is not
TPU presently provided.

Response:
Volume I, Section 5.11.2, Impact EU1, has been revised. Also see responseto commentT19/26 (Page 3-48).

......
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T1314 Comment:
Evancho,J. Page 7.2 Persons Consulted - Linda McCrea is employed with Tacoma Public Utilities, Water Division, not the
TPU Pierce County Utilities.

Response:
Section7.2 of the EIS has been changedto reflect this information,

T1318 Comment:
Evancho, J. Has the proposed facility integrated water re-use and other conservation techniques to minimize the need for
TPU public water supplies? Conservation features incorporated into your design should be detailed in the

Environmental Impact Statement.

Response:
See responsesto commentsT19/50 (Page 3-50) and T19/61 (Page 3-50).

T1716 Comment:

Harp, B. The public wells and water systems within the "4.8 kilometer (3 mile) radius" are individually owned or owned
Tacoma-PierceCo. by the private water system purveyors, not by the Tacoma Public Utilities Water Division.
Health

Response:
The text of the EIS has been changedto reflect this informationin Section4.3.1, Groundwater.

T19126 Comment:
Herman, O. The EIS should indicate when these peak hour consumption requirements (water usage) are likely to occur
Rebound and the impacts to other users and rate payers.

Response:
The peak hourwater consumptionrequirementsare most likely to occur when the ambient temperatureis
above85°F.

T19126 Comment:
Herman, O. The EIS should contain an analysis of the impacts that its water requirements will have on future
Rebound development.

Response:
This analy_,isis includedin Volume I, Section5.11.2, Impact EUI: "The City of Tacoma has indicatedthat it is
willing to continuesupplyingthe needsof Tenaska past the presentcapacitywiththe understandingthat
Tenaskawould help fund a new water supplyline to the area when and if needed. Additionalwatersupply
wouldbe providedwith the constructionof an additionaltrunk line from a localreservoirand possiblyfrom local
wells. If wells were used in the area, they wouldbe dug at approximately305 meters (1,000 feet) in depth, far
below localwells currentlysupplyingresidentsin the area and containedwithina separateaquifer. No impacts
to the shalloweraquiferare anticipatedfrom this action. In addition,use of these deeper wells wouldbe
primarilylimitedto periodswhen water supplyfromthe Green River and local reservoirswas limitedfor some
reason (e.g., rupture in the supplyline ordrought) (LindaMcCrea, City of Tacoma, pers. comm.,
March 29, i993). These sourcesare expectedto providesufficient water for expected development including
the proposedproject." Also see responseto commentT11/2 (Page 3-20).

.........i!.....U i+i+i+i!iiii+-++i....... .......!i ...................................................................i......................................
T91t Comment:

Ordonez, R. Operation of the proposed project could increase the discharge of water pollutants.
PierceCo. Dept of
Utilities Response:

See discussionin Volume I, Section5.3.

T912 Comment:
Ordonez, R. Currently there is a 162 meter (530 feet) extension of 25-centimeter (lO-inch) sewer extending north from the
Pierce Co. Dept of existing 61.centimeter (24-inch) sewer line in 192nd Street East towards the subject property in the future
Utilities proposed roadway identified as 50th Avenue East.

Response:
This informationhas been includedin the FEIS Volume I, Section 4.11.2

r

T9/4 Comment:

Ordonez, R. Will ah"pollutant stripping produce a wastewater discharge to the sanitary sewer?.
Pierce Co. Dept of
Utilities Response:

The air pollutioncontrolequipmentfor the projectdoes not utilize water; therefore,no wastewater willbe
dischargedfrom the air pollutioncontrolequipment......
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T916 Comment:
Ordonez, R. Any potential discharge (accidental or planned) of any of the items listed in the table may require pretreatment
Pierce Co. Dept of prior to discharge into the sanitary sewer system.
Utilities

Response:
See the revisionsto Impact HY2, Volume I, Section 5.3.2 in the FF:IS. The plantwill incorporatepretreatment
of potentialdischargesof the items listed in Table 5.9-1 priorto dischargeinto the sanitarysewer system.

, . , . .

T9110 Comment:
Ordonez, R. There is reference to aqueous wastes generated which would be discharged into the City of Tacoma sewage
Pierce Co. Dept of system. This is incorrect, it will be discharged to Pierce County's sewage system.
Utilities

Response:
The FEIS has been changedto reflect this informationin Volume I, Section 5.3.2, Impact HY2.

.........

T1712 Comment:
Harp, B. Water from the containment structure should be treated for disposal through the sanitary sewer system.
Tacoma-Pierce Co.
Health Response:

The storm watercollectionsystem for the fuel oil storagearea will be designedto dischargeuncontaminated
stormwater to the biofiltrationswale and infiltrationpond. If the stormwater is determinedto be contaminated
by fuel oil, it will be divertedto an oil/waterseparator. The clean water from the separatorwill be dischargedto
either the biofiltrationswale/infiltrationpondor plantwastewatersump. If the stormwater is too contaminated
by fuel oil to be dischargedto either the biofiltrationswale/infiltrationpond or wastewatersump, a licensed firm
experiencedin handlingand disposingof thistype of waste willbe utilizedto collect and dispose of the
contaminatedstormwater.

, , ,, ,..... , ,,

T19128 Comment:
Herman, O. The E/S requires a c/arification regarding the disposition of the 380,000 liters (100,000 gallons) of process,
Rebound cooling and sanitary waste water per day. Discharged to Pierce County sewage system or City of Tacoma

sewage system?

Response:
The plant wastewaterwill be dischargedto the Pierce County sewagesystem. See responseto comment
T9/10 (Page 3-49).

, , ,,, , ,,..... ,, , ,, ,,,

T19129 Comment:

Herman, O. The EIS must detail the pollution content of the waste water discharge for this project proposal. This
Rebound discharge may not comply with laws and regulations, which prohibit discharges of cooling water into the

Pierce County sewer system.

Response:
The plantwillbe designedand permittedto complywiththe Pierce County regulationfor wastewater
dischargesto the sewer system. Pierce Countyregulationsprohibitthe discharge of once-throughcooling
water to the sewer system. There is no dischargeof once-throughcoolingwater from the project.

, . ,, ......

T19130 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS must provide detailed account of these chemicals and explain how they will be treated and ultimately
Rebound disposed of.

Response:
The bromine includedin the list is used as a coolingwater algicide. The phosphonate/agolemixture is used as
a corrosioninhibitorin the coolingwater. These chemicalswill be diluted and added to the cooling tower to
controlcorrosionand algal growth. The coolingtower b!_wdownwill be controlledto meet the Pierce County
regulationsfor dischargeof wastewaterto the sewer system.

...... ,,,, ,,....... , ,, ,.,

T19131 Comment:

Herman, O. The EIS must address how the proposed facilityJ_ .,,aste water discharge will impact Tacoma's sewage
Rebound treatment system which currently is in non-compliance.

Response:
The proposedfacilitywill not dischargewastewaterto Tacoma's sewage treatmentsystem. The plant
wastewaterwill be dischargedto the Pierce County sewage treatmentsystem and will complywiththe Pierce
County regulationsfor wastewater discharge.
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T19132 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS must address the potential impacts (heavy metal pollutants) proposed project will contribute to the
Rebound Pierce County facility (sewage treatment).

Response:
The facilitywillbe designedand operatedto complywith PierceCounty regulationsfor the dischargeof heavy
metal pollutantsto the sewagetreatmentsystem.

T19150 Comment:
Herman, O. The device (a demineralizer) is not described in the DEIS and its waste stream is not estimated and
Rebound characterized.

Response:
The plant willutilize a demineralizer systemconsistingof carbonfilters,and anion, cationand mixed bed
exchange unitsto supply boilermakeup water. The demineraliz_.rsystemwillgenerate approximately227,000
liters(60,000 gallons)per day of wastewaterwhichwillbe dischargedto a neutralizationtank and then will be
used as part of the makeupwater supplyto the coolingwater. This is an example of water conservation
measuresincludedin the project.

, ,,, , ,

T19161 Comment:
Herman,O. The EIS should consider a water recovery method (used in Rhode Island) that treats and reuses its blowdown
Rebound water, rather than discharging this as effluent.

Response:
The plantwill incorporatewaterconservationmethods. This includesrecyclingthe demineralizer regeneration
wastewaterand boiler blowdownwater to the coolingtower. Also, the plant willoperate the coolingtower
systemat 15 cyclesof concentrationin lieu of the normalindustrypracticeof 8-10 cycles of concentration.
This substantiallyreducesthe quantity of makeupwater requiredfor the plant.

Systems like the referencedsystem located in Rhode Islandhave been used at sites withno alternative
acceptable receivingwaterbody orpublic sewagesystem. Such systemsgenerate solidwastes, reduce plant
reliabilityand are costly.

T2016 Comment:
Tenaska Pg 5-8 Impact HY2 - Please add: "The waste water discharge meets aft of the volume and effluent quality
Washington requirements of the Pierce Coun._ Utilities Sanitary Se.ver System. No need was found for additional waste
Partner II, L.P. water treatment or volume reduction through evaporation or reverse osmosis I.,;,_cesses."

Response:
This informationhas been includedin Section5.3.2, Impact HY2.

T2613 Comment:
Eustace, J. The discharge of storm water from the plant site will affect the county sewer system...the storm water will be
U.A. LocalNo. 82 discharged onto the ground through a swale system, it is likely that this storm water will infiltrate the county

sewer lines.

Response:
Sanitary sewage collectionsystemsare proneto inadvertentinfiltrationof stormwater in those areas where the
water table is perchednearor above the level of the sanitary system. The Tenaska WashingtonII projectsite
is, however, located in an area with highly permeablesoil and a water table which wouldbe lower than that of
the sanitary sewage collectionsystem. Therefore, no impactsfrom stormwater infiltrationon the sewage
systemare anticipated.

PM27 Comment:
Giddings,R. I'm concerned about the amount of water that will be recharged back into the ground. The problem with
NoneStated putting the sewers in here was that the water wasn't getting back into the ground to recharge the aquifer.

Response:
The majority of the stormwaterwhichfalls on the site will be dischargedthrougha biofiltrationswale and
infiltrationpond, where it will infiltrate into the ground......
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Tg/7 Comment:

Ordonez, R. Any materials discharged from outside of any proposed buildings would not be allowed to include storm water
Pierce Co. Dept of runoff.
Utilities

Response:
Uncontaminatedstormwater from the fuel oil storage tank containmentwill be dischargedand disposedof in
the biofiitrationswale and infiltrationpond. Contaminatedstormwater from the fuel oil storageberm will be
diverted to an oil/waterseparator. The cleaned waterwill thendischargeto either the wastewater sump or the
biofiitrationswale, if the stormwater is too contaminatedfor dischargeto either the biofiitrationswale or plant
sump, thena licensedfirmexperienced in handlingand disposingof this type of waste willbe utilizedto collect
and disposeof the contaminatedstormwater. Stormwater from the ammonia containmentwillbe discharged
to the chemicalwaste sump and then to the neutralizationtank. See the revisionsto impact HY2o

Tg/8 Comment:
Ordonez, R, Not enough information in the subject DEIS has been provided to determine the types and amount of waste to
Pierce Co. Dept of be generated for disposal and recycling. An appropriate mitigation to solid waste disposal would be the
Utilities development of a solid waste management plan.

Response:
Office wastes will be sortedfor recycling. This material includespackagingmaterial, officepaper, and
lunchroomwaste.

Other waste whichwill be handledon an individualbasis separate from the recyclingprogramincludeworn
equipmentparts, sedimentperiodicallycollected from sumps and basins, used lubricatingoils, and used
demJneralizerresins. Disposalof these infrequentand low volumewastes willbe contractedwith licensedfirms
specializingin the handlingand disposalof waste materials. Spent catalystfrom the pollutioncontrol
equipmentwillbe returnedto the manufacturerfor regenerationor disposal.

Tglg Comment:

Ordonez, R. The DEIS needs to clarify whether the proposed development intends to dispose of generated waste at other
Pierce Co. Dept of undesignated facilities out.of-county or in-county.
Utilities

Response:
The projectwill complywithPierce CoLJntyFlow ControlOrdinance (Ordinance #90-4) and other regulationsfor
thedisposalof solidwaste at approved solidwaste handlingfacilities. If certain specialwastes (i,e., used oils,
sediment,etc.) cannot be handledby Pierce County designatedfacilities,the projectwill complywith applicable
sections of the Flow ControlOrdinance for approvalof otherundesignatedout-of-countyor in-county facilities
for disposalof thistype of waste.

........

Tgll 2 Comment:

Ordonez, R. The Solid Waste Plan supports the recycling of such waste, not burning. An appropriate mitigation would be
Pierce Co. Dept of to recycle as much of the land clearing debris as possible.
Utilities

Response:
The reference to "burning and dumping" permits in Section 6.17, Permits, in Volume I of the FEIS has been
deleted. Land clearing debris will not be burnt. (See response to comment T19/13 [Page 3-30]). If
appropriate companies can be located that will accept the land clearing debris, the project will utilize their
services for the disposal of the debris.

T19/49 Comment:

Herman,O. The EIS should describe the destiny of the various solid wastes generated by this project subsequent to 1996,
Rebound including but not limited to the waste catalysts from the pollution control devices, which may contain

hazardous metals.

Response:
In additionto the wastes identifiedin Impact EU1 of the EIS, spent catalystswill be returnedto the
manufacturerfor regenerationordisposalas appropriate. Other wastes such as used lubricationand hydraulic
oils and sedimentfrom the coolingtower and plantwastewater sumpswillbe collectedand disposed of by
licensed firms handlingthis type of materials. Also see responsesto commentsT9/8 (Page 3-51) and T9/9
(Page 3-51).

..................
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T2415 Comment:

Sheets, E. Risks associated with handling and disposition of air pollution control catalysts should be assessed. These
NorthwestPower can be considered hazardous because of their heavy metal content.
Planning Council

Response:
Spentcatalyst from the air pollutioncontrolequipmentwillbe returnedto the manufacturerfor regenerationor
disposal.

T2515 Comment:
Wilson, J. This plant may be using a regeneration system to treat its water. These kinds of systems may involve
LASER backwash and the production of solid waste containing high concentrations of toxic materials. This should be

in the EIS.

Response:
See responsesto commentsT19/61 (Page 3-50), T19/29 (Page 3-49), and T19/50 (Page 3-50).
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PM53 Comment:
Schmauder,A. Consider either a second turbine to help use up some of that steam heat, and get that 6.8 million liters (1.8
CloverCreek million gallons) of water into a loop where we don't have to expend it; and in the process, remove the excess
Council heat and use it for industries and residential uses.

Response:
The existingsteamturbinefor the project is designedto exhaustto a condenserat 6.35 centimeters(2.5
inches)Hg at 42°C (108°F). A secondsteam turbine is not possible. Hot water or steam can be supplied to
other users.

See responsesto commentsT19/60 (Page 3-27), T19/62 (Page 3-17), and T19/61 (Page 3-50) re water usage
and steamsupplyto industry.

T19169 Comment:

Herman, O. The alternative of burying power lines associated with this project should be selected.
Rebound

Response:
The preferredalternativefor electric integrationof this proposedplant is the use of undergroundtransmission
lines from the plant to the South Tacoma Substation.

,,,,, ,,

T2014 Comment:

Tenaska "Tenaska Power Partners, Inc." should be changed to "Tenaska Washington Partners II, L. P." throughout the
Washington document.
Partner II, L.P.

Response:
"Tenaska PowerPartners, Inc." has been changedto "TenaskaWashington Partners II, LP." throughoutthe
document.

T2312 Comment:

Mork, E. The proposed Tenaska plant is in the center of the area that uses most of the power. Power generation at
EDB PierceCo. this location will be a very significant contribution in limiting potential voltage sag and economic curtailments

that would result from a transmission line failure.

Response:
i Commentnoted.

i
PM4 Comment:

King,J. No matter what technical arguments the natural gas industry can formulate in favor of this plan, the fact is that
None Stated gas is more polluting and much more expensive than the public is led to believe.

Response:
BPA'sResource ProgramsEIS includedan analysisof the environmentaltrade-offsamong a variety of energy
resources, includingconservation,renewables, cogeneration,combustionturbines,nuclear, coal, and clean
coal, as well as a comparisonof costs and operatingcharacteristics. Boththe potentialenvironmentaleffects
and the costs of gas-firedcombustionturbineswere considered in reachinga decisionto meet load obligations
througha mix of conservation,renewables, and thermalgeneration, includingcogenerationand combustion
turbines.
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PMtO Comment:

Abraham,C. I understand in your Section 6(c) report, the natural gas for this plant will be supplied by three Canadian
None Stated sources.

Response:
Commentnoted.

,,,,, , ,, , ,,, L ,,

PM11 Comment:
Abraham,C. From my understanding, about a third of natural gas from Canada is critically sour, meaning it comes out of
None Stated the ground containing more than one percent hydrogen sulf'_e, a deadly toxic gas.

Response:
See responsesto commentsPM12 (Page 3-53) and T18114(Page 3-34).

,, , ,

PM12 Comment:
Abraham,C. O.1 percent hydrogen sulfide is enough to cause instantaneous death in one breath. Exposure to 0.01 percent
None Stated is enough to cause death or serious illness in children or elderly people, if exposure lasts more than a few

hours.

Response:
The naturalgas deliveredto the site will contain lessthan one-quartergrain of hydrogensulfide per 100 cubic
feet of gas.

......

PM16 Comment:

Lane, S. There's only enough nature/gas to satiate current consumption rates in the United States for 16years.
None Stated

Response:
Natural gas supplyin the U.S. has been inconsiderablesurplusfor mostof the 1980s. As a result,exploration
and developmenteffortsfor new resourceshave been at a low level. The naturalgas surplus is now
diminishingand economicincentivesto explore for new reservesare developing. In addition,technological
advances, such as 3-D seismic,have helped locatenew reservesin existingfields. Other gas resources,such
as tight gas sands,will come into play to a greater degree as gas prices increase. Canada has an abundance
of naturalgas which is being exportedto the East coast,West coast, and Midwestportions of the U.S. BPA
believes there will be a supply of natural gas well beyondthe 16 year period mentioned.

........ ,, ,,

PM43 Comment:

Holbrook,N. Nowhere in this analysis is there a recognition of the cumulative effects of gas generation and its effect on the
GreenhouseAction Northwest

Response:
The EIS discussedcumulativeair quality impacts inthe FredericksonIndustrialArea in Section5.18. In
addition, BPA'sResourceProgramsEIS (February 1993) analyzed the potentialregional impactsof BPA
addingalmost 2000 aMW of gas-firedgeneration to the existingpower system. See responseto comment
T18/10 (Page 3-53)

T1811 Comment:

Schullinger,S. Greenpeace is opposed to the use of natural gas as an energy source, particularly when it is used inefficiently
Greenpeace in a combustion turbine.

Response:
Commentnoted. Also see responseto commentPM8 (Page 3-31).

T18110 Comment:

Schullinger,S. Those impacts that are addressed within the statement pertain only to localized impacts instead of those
Greenpeace upstream effects that occur with the transport, processing and exploratory drifting of natural gas.

Response:
BPA's ResourceProgramEIS includedan evaluationof these impactsfor resourcetypes available for meeting
expected load obligations,includingthe utilizationof naturalgas. See responseto comment T18/14 (Page
3-34).

T18111 Comment:
Schullinger,S. One-third of all natural gas found in Canada is sour.
Greenpeace

Response:
See responseto commentPM12 (Page 3-53).
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PM45 Comment:
Holbrook,N. We believe a more detailed description of the supply availability of No. 2 fuel oil is warranted. Each utility must
GreenhouseAction analyze its own specific situation for back-up fuel availabifity when needed for power generation.

Response:
Several terminalsare available for deliveryof no. 2 fuel oil inthe Tacoma/Seattle area. Fuel oil wouldbe
deliveredby truckfrom terminalto the site. Three terminalsin the Tacoma area and theirdistance from the
site are U.S. Oil - 19 kilometers(12 miles); ARCO - 35 kilometers(22 miles); and Texaco - 43 kilometers(27
miles). Since the projecthas contractedfor firm gas suppliesand firm transportation,fuel oil would be used in
the event of a gas pipelineshutdown,oran emergencyrestart from beingdisplacedas requestedby BPA.
Also see responseto commentT24/8 (Page 3-47).

_ ,,,,,, , ,,,, ,,,,,, ,, ,

T241t3 Comment:

Sheets, E. The final paragraph of page 5-10 implies that fuel oil will definitely be used for 120 hours annually. Not so.
Northwest Power Fuel oil is expected to be used ONLY as necessary.
PlanningCouncil

Response:
For modelingpurposes,some 120 annual hoursof operationon back-upfuel oilwere assumed. This covers
the eventwhere the plant might be requiredto operatewhen the gas-fuel supplyis unavailable. Also see
responseto commentT24/8 (Page 3-47).

T2419 Comment:
Sheets, E. Vibration as a potential consequence of combustion turbine combined-cycle power plant operation should be
Northwest Power assessed.
Planning Council

Response:
Mechanicalvibrationproducedby the drive-trainof the gas turbineshouldbe minimalto nonexistent. The
rotatingshaft and blades are extremelywell-balancedto minimizerequiredmaintenanceand to maintain
equipmentavailabilityand reliability. In unusual circumstances,due to electric transmissionsystem instabilities,
sometemporaryvibrationmay be inducedin the turbinegenerator. If this conditionis prolonged,electrical
protectionequipmentwill functionand the generatorwilldisconnectfrom the transmissionsystem untilthe
instabilityis corrected. In addition,some vibrationmay be associatedwithwater circulatingpumps,lubricating
pumps,etc., but nothingof significance. It is not expected that vibrationsfrom plant equipmentwillbe felt by
populationlocatednear the industrialarea.

PM54 Comment:
Schmauder,A. What will that look like in the wintertime? The steam plume? Will there be some visual effects that the
Clover Creek neighbors are going to be complaining about?
Council

Response:
The plume willbe visibleas a cloudrisingabove the coolingtowers. The plume will appear largestunderclear
skieswhen the air is cool and moist. Generally, cool, moist condilionsare associatedwithhazy, cloudy,or
foggy skieswhich willobscurethe visibilityof the plume

,,

T1211 Comment:
Schmauder,A. Will the plant produce a plume of steam? Will the steam have a visual effect in the winter during the cold
CloverCreek weather?
Council

Response:
The plant will release steam very infrequentlyand onlyduringabnormaloperating (upset) conditionsand
maintenance operations. Normallysteam stayswithinthe facility'sclosed loopsteam systems. Underunusual
circumstanceson the electric transmissionsystem whichrequiredemergency shutdownof the gas turbine,
some steam may be temporarilyvented to reduce steam pressurewithinthe turbinesystem. Also see
responseto comment PM54 (Page 3-54) regardingcoolingtowervisibleplume.

, ,

Tt 213 Comment:
Schmaucler,A. Will the plant produce a plume of steam?
CloverCreek
Council Response:

Yes, see responsesto commentsPM54 (Page 3-54) and T12/1 (Page 3-54),
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T2012 Comment:
Tenaska Tenaska will apply for a construction permit prior to the start of construction.
Washington
Partner II, L.P. Response:

Commentnoted.
,, ,, , , , , ,t, , ,,,,,, , ,,,, ,,,,,

T20112 Comment:

Tenaska Pg 6-11; Sect, 6.17 Permits. Add the five permits listed to this section,
Washington
Partner II, L.P. Response:Section6.17, Permits,has been revisedto includethese additionalfive permits:

I) Review per Section 309 of the Clean Air Act bythe EnvironmentalProtectionAgency.
2) IndustrialWaste Discharge Permit from the WashingtonDepartmentof Ecology.
3) NaturalGas Import Authorizationsfrom the FERC.
4) Determinationof ExemptWholesale Generatorfrom the FERC.
5) CriticalArea Review by Pierce County., , ,,, , ,, , , , , t, ,,,_,,, ,_--

: ,' , , ,, ,_,' , ,, , ,,, ,, , ,, , ,,, , ,,, , , , _ , ................
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3.4 COMMENT DOCUMENTS

3.4.1 Written Comments

Section 3.4.1 contains the comment documents used to prepare this Comment Report. All
comment letters and cards that were received as well as the transcript from the public meeting
are included. Comments from these documents are marked and annotated with the Comment
ID number for reference.

The letters and cards in Section 3.4.1 are consecutively ordered by document number (T7
through T27). The document number is annotated on the lower right hand corner of each

page of the document for easy reference. Comments within a document are consecutively
numbered. Table 3.4-1 precedes the letters and cards and lists the document numbers and the
corresponding authors.

3.4.2 Oral Comments

Table 3.4-2 precedes the public meeting transcript and lists the commenters and their
comments and location of comments by transcript page number. Comments in the transcript
are consecutively numbered (PM1 through PM62).
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TABLE 3.4-1

Written Comments Key

Document
No. * Author

T7 Pierce County FirePrevention Bureau- Wayne Wienholz
T8 Washington State Departmentof Community Development - Robert Whitlam
T9 Pierce County Departmentof Utilities - Robin Ordonez

TI0 Tahoma Audubon Society - William Giddings
Tll Clover Creek Council - AI Schmauder
TI2 Clover Creek Council - AI Schmauder
TI3 Tacoma Public Utilities - Jane Evancho
TI4 U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service - James Moore

TI 5 Washington State Department of Natural Resources - Sandy Nc,'wood
TI6 Daniel Meek

TI7 Tacoma - Pierce County Health Department - Brad Harp
TI8 Greenpeace- Sally Schullinger
T19 Rebound - Otto Herman

T20 Tenaska Washington Partners II, L.P.
T21 Tacoma Public Utilities - Richard Curtice

T22 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Kathy Veit
T23 Economic Development Board for Tacoma - Pierce County - Erlig Mork
T24 Northwest Power Planning Council - Edward Sheets
T25 LASER - Jim Williams
T26 U.A. Local No. 82 - James Eustace
T27 John Williams

* TI - T6 are written comments received during the scoping process and were addressed in the
development of the DEIS.
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_ Pierce CountyFire Prevention Bur_au WAYNE .6.. WIENHOLZ

._ F_e Marshal
2401 _ 35th Street
Tacoma. WasJgngton984097494
Roe)_t-723o•FaX(206)r_t._Zt

August13,1993 _et_..z_ _ ---_"

_:,_._rC_a_t<t_-7..-.2.
LYNN W. BAKER RE7-"
ACTING PUBLIC INVOL_ MANAGER _s 2o
P.O. BOX 12999

PO_, OREGON 97212 A_.J_" r.-.,._z_

RE: TENASKA WASHIN6-roI_ H GENERATION PROJECT
Fire' Prevention Bureau Comments

I

Dear Ms. Baker:.

%

We appn_'iatc the'opportunityto provide commeats on the draft envirommatal impact start for
the Tcaaska Geacration Project. With rcIezcacc to Section' 4.8.5. please note that the Fro=Pmvcatiun
Bureau is now a division of the Pie=co County Depaxtment of Fancrgency Management.'

Our grcaw_ concean is with Impact HS3: "Hazardous su_ces used or generated during power I T'//I
l_lant operations could be spilled and released to the environment." I

• Fuel oil storage:The large _ct oil storagetankpre_ats the potential for.a serious rite

i problem requiring largequantities of water for an extended period. At _ 6000 gpm,should "I"7/2
be provided for a period of not less than 6 hours, in addition, foam fire ,-- '_on shall be
provided in accordance with Section 79.510 of theUniform Fire Code

• Other hazardousmatm'ia]s: The storage,,handlinganduseof otherhaz_ +tcdal$_ch
as anhydrous ammonia, $ulfiuic acid, caustic soda and bromine,'_lfil be in ac_xdancd_with T7/3
Article 80 of the Uniform'Fire Code. Because ammonia wall ignite and burn, it will be
handledasbotha corrosive and a flammable gas.

The large timflow req_t, provisions of foam fire protection and need to handle ammonia as a T7/4
flammable gasare not clearly identified in the Code.. Thexefort we feel that it is importantto
establish these needs for mitigation of fire protection/health and safety impacts. T7/5

Ifyou haveanyquestions,you may call AssistantFireMarshalRussHendersonat(206)596-2754.
Our business hours arc from 7:30 AM to 4:30 PM, Monday through Friday.

Sincerel_ /_/;/_

Wayne/A. Wienholz _
Fire _arshai

WAW/RUl

¢_: Pk_c Counly FPD _7

AFM Russ llcr_crton @F._V,T F'n.E_TFJ_ ;_ S KA. RJ.. I I

T7



STATEOF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
OFFICEOF ARCHAEOLOGYAND HISTORIC PRESERVATION

t11 21_ AveraueS,W. • RO. Box 48343 . Olympia, VPashlnsfon98504..8343 "* (2063753-4011 • SCAN234-4011

EECEP_5BYBPA

August 18, 1993 Pd:." "C'_:,'..:!

_20 _m

Ms. Lynn W. Baker AREk ,.....-.T

Acting Public Involvement Manager
Post Office Box 12999

Portlan.d, OR 97212

Log: 081093-32-BPA
Re: BPA EIS - Tenaska WAII Generation

• Project
Dear Ms. Baker

We have reviewed the materials forwarded to our office for the

above referenced project. A search of our records, including the

National and State Registers of Historic Places and the TS/[
Washington State Archaeological and Historic Sites Inventories,
indicates no resources included in or eligible for inclusion in

the National Register of Historic Places have been recorded in
the identified project area.

.

These comments are based on the "information available at the time

of this review. Should additional information become available,

our assessment may be revised. In the event that archaeological
or historic materials are discovered during project activities,

work in _he immediate vicinity should be discontinued and this
office notified.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. A copy
of these comments should be included in subsequent environmental
documents. If I can be of further assistance, I can be reached

at (206) 753-4405.

Sincerely,

Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
State Archaeologist

RGW :aa



_ Pierce County DONALD T. PERRY, P.IF_
Department ot Utilities O_re¢lo+

9116 Gravely Lake I_ive S.W.
Tacoma. WasNnglon 98499-3190

(2os)ss3-,mso• FAX(20SlS¢?..9146

September 21, 1993 , ' ",-.-_.." ""',;.: :.,.T

u-360s5 _:- -aNs_z.g:3:

Lynn W. Baker, Acting Public Involvement Manager _"-_... .... ----_
P O Box 12999 r;:..,..cr
Portland OR 97212

Subject: Tenaska Washington 11Generation Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Site Address: 192nd Street East (Frederickson Industrial Park)
Parcel Number:. A Portion of 03-19-36-4-027

Dear Mr. Baker:.

The Pierce County Department of Utilities has a number of comments for inclusion in the final .....
environmental impact statement for the Tenaska Washington II Generation Project which must be
addressed to the department's satisfaction prior to issuance of sanitary sewer discharge permits. The
following is a list of comments that must be addressed:

..... 1. Page 5-8, Impact HY2, Operation of the proposed project could increase the discharge of
water pollutants - The waste stream from the facility could affect the County's ability to Tg/I
meet discharge standards.. Pretreatment of the facility's wastewater may be. required to meet
local limits for metals. Discharges of concexn would be demineralizex regeneration
wastewater (metals), boiler and cooling system cleaning wastewater (metals & biocides), and

air pollutant stripping equipment wastewaters (if any - was not discussed in the document).

2. Page 4-44, 4.11.2 Sanitary Sewer - There is reference to a 24-inch sewer line located at !
1,400 feet south of the proposed site. Currently, there is a 530 extension of 10-inch sewer T9/2

extending north from the existing 24-inch sewer line in 197.rid Street East towards the
subject property in the future proposed roadway identified as 50th Avenue East.

3. Page 4-44, 4. I 1.4 Solid Waste Disposal - There is insufficient and inconsistent information [
which needs to be clarified about the types of waste to be generated by the proposal and "!"913
about the handling of the waste in regards to disposal and recycling. Solid Waste

Plan/Recycling: Pierce County has adopted and the Washington Department of Ecology has
given final approval to the Tacoma-Pierce County Solid Waste Management Plan. The plan
sets a goal to achieve a 50% waste reduction and recycling rate by ! 995 and the County has
adopted and implemented a number of recycling programs to achieve that rate. Policies to
achieve that goal recognize that source separation of waste is a fundamental strategy and

Waslewalet

Waste

®
+.-r_*l u.
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September 21, 1993
Page 2

encourage industries to de_,elop waste management plans and implement recycling programs
for the waste they generate.

4. Page 5-17, Compliance with standards for air taxies - Will air pollutant stripping produce [

a wastewater discharge to the sanitary sewer?. If so, some type of an acceptable pretreatment ]']['9/4
device must be reviewed and approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology and
the Pierce County Department of Udlities prior to discharge into the sanitary sewer system.

5. Page 5-36, Impact HS3, Hazardous substances used or generated during power plant I

operations could be spilled and released to the environmenL Hazardous material may be [-i-9/5produced from air pollution control equipment and from wastewater pretreatment equipment,
if it is required for compliance with local limits. Pretreatment to remove metals would result
in metals sludges, which would most likely be a hazardous material "If contamination from
the fuel oil tank does occur,' the runoff can be redirected into the all/water separator for
eventual discharge into the sanitary system". If a discharge to the sanitary sewer system
were allowed, it would have to be directed to an enhanced coalescing plate oiVwater
separator.

6. Page 5-37, and 5-47, Table 5.9-1, Major Hazardous Substances Stored at the Proposed Power
Plant - Any potential discharge (_ccidental or planned) of any of the items listed in the table ['I"9/6
may require pretreatment pri.orto discharge into the sanitary sewer system." In addition, for T
any materials discharged from outside of any proposed buildings would not be allowed to ['1"9/7
include stormwater runoff. Ordinance 91-190S, Section 13.04.040, Unlawful Use of Public /

.. and Private Sanitary Sewer Systems, paragraph C, specifically prohibits the discharge of
storm drainage into the sanitary sewer system.

7. Page 5-38, Impact HS3, Mitigation Measures - There is reference to a Spill Prevention
Containn_ent and Countermeasure Plan could be instituted. Depending on the type of
connection to the sanitary sewer system and the spill potential into floor drains (if any are
proposed), the Department of Utilities will require the plan as part of the pretreatment review
process.

8. Page 5-48 & 5-49 Solid Waste Disposal - The document indicates that waste would "likely"
be collected by LeMay Disposal and disposed at the Land Recovery, Landfill which is the
Hidden Valley Landfill. There is no discussion with regard !o recycling programs add

indicates an intent to bum a potentially recy(:iable material. Not enough information in the I
subject DEIS has been provided to determine the types and amounts of waste to be Igenerated for disposal and recycling. An appropriate mitigation to solid waste disposal 1"9/I]
would be the development of a solid waste management plan and the implementation of a
source-separation recycling program. In addition, the State legislature amended RCW 19.27
to require that all new commercial/industrial and multi-family development provide outdoor
space for container storage of recyclable materials. There are a number of companies which
provide recycling collection service in Pierce County, including the franchised solid waste
collection companies. With regard to long-term disposal, Pierce County has entered into an

1"9



September21, 1993
Page 3

agreement to allow temporary transport of some waste out-of.-counzyby Land Recovery,
Incorporated,to extend the life of the privately owned HiddenValley Landfill. The County
has also begun a landfill sit'ing process for a County-owned Landfill. Pierce County has
adopteda Flow Control Ordinance (Ordinance #90-4) which provides for the designation of
solid wasm handling facilities and makes unlawful the handling of solid waste at facilities
other than those designated. The list of approved facilities is published each year. The
DEIS needsto clarifyif theproposeddevelopmentintendstodisposeof generatedwasteat J

other undesignated facilities out-of-county or in.county. Provisions within the Flow Control ["I"9/9
Ordinance require approval from the County of such activity.

9. Page 6-8, 6.16.2 Water - The initial paragraph states that a Spill Prevention Control
Countermeasure Plan is submitted to Ecology for review and to the Tacoma-Pierce County
Health Department for approval of compliance with regulatoryrequirements. It should be
pointed out that the Pierce County Department of Utilities may also b¢ included in the
review and approval of the spill prevention program if there is a potential for spillage to
occur into the sanitary sewer system. In the second paragraph,there is referenceto aqueous
wastes generated would be discharged to the City of Tacoma sewage system. This is Tg/I0
incorrect, it will be discharged to Pie.rc_County's sewage system. Both the County and
Ttnaska are responsible for compliance with the Clean Water Act not the City of Tacoma
since the electrical generatidn facility is regulated as a categorical industry under 40 CRF
423 with specific discharge standards.

10. Page 6-11,6.17 Permits - An Industrial Discharge Permit will be required for the i;acilityin
accordancewith the PierceCounty Department of Utilities Industrial Pretreatment Program.
There is also reference on this page for "burning and dumping"permits from the Washington

Department of Natural Resources. The proposed project is within the Puget Sound Air ITg/II
Pollution Control Authority's (PSAPCA) urban area which has a burn ban and burning !
permits arc under that agency's regulations. Land clearing debris is not identified in
previoussections as a generated waste although it is recognizedthat a certain amount of land
clearing will be necessary to construct the proposed facility. The Solid Waste Plan supports I

the recycling of such waste, not burning. An appropriate mitigation would be to _cycle a.s IT9/12much of the land clearing debris as possible. There arc a number of private businesses
whichrecycle/compost landclearing and other organic debris in the County and certain types
of source-separated land clearing debris can be accepted at the Landfill for composting in
the County's Yard Waste Composting Facility.

11. Page 7-2, 7.2 Persons Consulted - Jim Landon and Sally Sharrard's name are incorrectly
spelled in the document. Steve Elseth and Linda McCrea are not employed by Pierce |
County Department of Utilities. We believe they are employed by the City of Tacoma 1Water Division.

Z

!
This concludes our comments wiih reg_lrdto the subject Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement. The !
owner should also be aware that s;mitarysewer capacity is presently available for the proposed usage i
on the propeny. However, c;ip:_cityi_ limited im(I all rern;_initlgcapacity in the County's sanitary

..
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Page 4

sewer system will be sold. on a first-come, first-served basis at the dme the connection charges are

paid in full. The County cannot guarantee how long that capacity, will be available when the"owner
,. decidesto purchase it.

Should you have any questions or require any additionai information, you may contact me at your
earliest convenience..

ly yours, . ,.. ...
ROBIN R. O_X)NEZ.,. P.F_
M.anager of Engineering

R.RO/cmt_ _
Cors_JJ36055.RRO

cc: CharlesAlton,EnvironmentalCoordinator,Offic_ofEnergyReso.m'ces
RAE, P O Box 3621,PortlandOR 97212

I9
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Comments on Draft EIS, Tenaska Washington II

William Giddings September 8, 1993

My name is William Giddings, I reside at 12211 C Street South
in Parkland, and I am appearing on behalf of the Tahoma Audubon
Society. I teach environmental chemistry; however, the
university for which I work is in no way responsible for my
comments this evening.

The Draft EIS makes it clear that this is a project-speclflc
proceeding, not addressing explicitly any alternative means of
supplying energy which are higher in priority under the 1991
Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan: conservation and

efficiency improvements, renewable resources, and high efficiency
cogeneration. Despite testimony from public utilities and public
interest groups that the Bonneville Power Administration had T]O/[
refused to p_rtlcipate in conservation proposals at a lower cost
than this proposal, including one from Snohomish PUD for 240
megawatts equal in yield to this project, the Northwest Power
Planning Council on August ii adopted a Record of Decision that
this project is consistent with Section 6(c) of the Power Plan.
Although that .%ssue may appear to be settled, the EIS nonetheless
speaks to a number of the concerns involved in those proceedings,
making them still relevant to this evening's public hearing.

The required No-Action Alternative paragraph concludes that
unless BPA contracts for purchase of the power to be generated by
this project, it is unlikely that it will be built, unless
another customer for that much power should be found. Action on
the project cannot be taken until after the end of the comment
period for this EIS, so it is not too late foz" BPA to conclude
that no project, or a different project, would be preferable to _]0_
_his one. The testimony at the July 12 Northwest Power Planning
"Council showed in detail how Bonneville policle_ and procedures,
not questions of cost effectiveness or feasibility, have resulted
in failure to implement conservation and efficiency improvements
for more energy and at a lower cost than this project. Although
the environmental impact of this project may be considered "
"relatively benign" compared with a comparably sized coal fired
generating facility, there is no evidence that identifiable
conservation and efficiency projects would not be a better choice
environmentally.

Amdng the strongest objections to increased reliance on fossil I

fuel combustion as an energy source is the concern for carbon ITIOI2
I

TIO



dioxide's contribution to potential global warming. Although the

United States Congress did not enact a proposed energy tax this T|0/3
session, that is no reason to assume that national policy and

international agreements will not include a carbon tax during the
llfe of this project, or even before it comes on line. Whatever
the tax structure may do to the economic viability of the

project, the reason for our concern is the global environmental I_]0/4
impact of increased carbon dioxide emissions. Tenaska has I
recognized the importance of this question in its propo::ed carbon
sequestering offset program. A range of 7 to 50% of carbon
dioxide sequestering is proposed, depending upon the mix of
specific forest preservation and reforestation programs in the
Pacific Northwest, Russia, and/or Costa Rica. Looked at from the
other side, this means that from half to nearly all of the
plant's emissions would remain unmitigated. While we applaud the
approach, and Tenaska's willingness to address the problem, a 7% TI0/5
offset appears woefully inadequate. Offsets for criteria air
pollutants in non-attainment areas must exceed 100%. Many of the
world's leading atmospheric scientists view global warming as the
single greatest threat to the future of humanity and the
environment, far more important than any of the air pollutants .......
currently regulated. Before the final EIS is written, a more
conclusive commitment to an offset exceeding 50% and approaching
100% should be demanded. If that is found to be too expensive, I

submit that society cannot afford this project. The Oregon
Public Utilities Commission recently adopted a range for analysis

of $i0 to 40 per ton of CO_ emitted. It is noteworthy that I
insurance companies would not provide coverage against carbon ,_0/6
risks associated with this project, nor is Tenaska assuming the
risk -- it is the ratepayers who are at risk for the potential I

costs of addressing the risk of further dependence on fossil I_]0/7fuels assumed by humanity and the global environment as a whole.

_0

" III



_._.___._ o___o, _,, 2__ "-BonnevillePower Administration [ _ .. _

COMMENT FORM [
_z

PleasemalltoBPA PuBlicInvolvement,P.O. Box 12999,Portland,OR 97212

BPA would likeyourcommentsor questionsregm'd{ngtheTcnaskaIIproject

and thecontentofthcdaftEnvironmentalImpactSlmtcmcnt.You m-cwelcome

tofillinthisform,writea letter,oruseany otherformatappropriatetoconvey

your'ideas.The comment periodclosesOctober 4, 1993.

8_ _3

•

o_.i=,_o._ _ _ .....
M_ilingAddr=s /_ d02_ /olq_ _ F-

City "T",a.._gwtv_ State L_ _ Zip _OZ"_ _ .f'"

(g'mtgcommt.doc 9/'7/93)
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U. S.DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY _ 2 4
Bonneville Power Administration

_EA. .; '.;._

COMMENT.FORM

Please mail to BPA Public Involvement, P. O. Box 12999, Portland, OR 97212

BPA would like your comments or questions regarding ihe Tenaska II project

•and the content of the draft Environmental Impact Statement. You are welcome
to fill in this form; write a letter, or use any other format appropriate to convey
your ideas. The comment period closes October 4, 1993.

Mailing Address.•,/_eg- /02:_; J-_2_

City 7""_-09-,',,_ State /..¢./ff Zip _ ,,?g Y_/S_"

(g:mtgcomrat.doc 9/'7/93)
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Mark Cr|$sml

Tacoma I_
Public
Utilities _ ._th ._h Su_

P.O. Ik_ llOtli;'
Tac_mla.WA qtl.ll1410tr/

Divisions
Ugh,
Wals_r
Ikql Line

October1, 1993 SECE:'..-'__

RE."....

PublioIuvolvementManager ___.___ 1_ __
Departmentof Energy _[k o_,_
Bonneville Power Administration
PO Box 12999
Portland,Oregon97212

RE: Tenaska Washington HGenerationPmjec_ DraftEnvironmentalImpact
Statement

DearSin.

The WaterDivision has reviewed the Draft EnvironmentalImpactStatementon
the proposedTenaskaproject and has the following commentswith regardto the
discussion of water supply and water service:

page S-8 statement "Watersupply needs would be metwith the existing available I
resotwcesfromthe City of Tacoma Public Utilities." This should be .clarifiedby TI3/I
addingthe following - Additional facilities will be requiredto be con.qrtiztedto
bringadequatesupply to the site. Tenaska will be requiredto contributeto the
cost of this coustruction-

page4-6, 1stparagraph:".., thereare450 private and45"publicwater supply I

wells within a 4.8 kilometer (3-mile) radius of the proposedsite. These public
wells areunderthe authority of the City of Tacoma Public Utilities." This TI3/2
statementis not correct. These public wells are under the authority of a numberof
water purveyors.

page5-47, 2nd paragraph".. • The City of Tacoma has indicatedthat they are 1TI

willing to continue supplying the needs of Tenaska past the present capacity with
theunderstandingthat Tenaska would help fund a new watersupply line tO the 3/3
area when and if needed. These include: increased withdrawal from local

TI3



Public Involvement Manager
October 1, 1993

Page 2

reservoirs and the Green River and the development of new weU(s) from deeper
aquifer sour6,es. Additional water supply would most likely come _om looal
reservoirs.'*

Suggest this be revised to indicate that water service is planned and is not
presently .provided. Water supply options to meet the areas future needs should
also be clarified to read: "... The City of Tacoma has indicated that they are

willing to assure supply for Tenaska will be available _ith the'understanding that
Tenaska would help'fund a new water supply line to tae exen when and if needed.
Additional water supply to the area would most likely be provided with the

' construction of an additional trunk line from a local reservoir and possibly Erom TI3/3
local wells." - -

page 7-2 Persons Consulted - Linda McCrea is employed with Tacoma Public [

Utilities, Water Division, not the Pierce County Utilities. [T1314

Water Quality Impacts:
page 3-7, On-Site Fuel Storage - The proposal states that "fuel oil would be stored
on-site in an approximately 5,565 cubic meter (35,000-barrel) tank surrounded by
an earthen dike. The vohane enclosed by the dike would be sutficient to contain
the contents of the tank if it failed." The Water Division has had recent experience

with fuel oil spills in the Fredrickson area. Given the highly permeable nature of [

the soils at this site. We would suggest that the Department of Ecology Guidelines ITI3/5for spill containment be followed (enclosed) which calls for concrete diking or
impervious containment dike.

Groundwater Quality Monitoring: Will a groundwater monitoring program be ]

implemented, including adequate chazacterizafion of background conditions, to ITI3/6
identify any deterioration in groundwater quality which may result from the
construction and/or operation of the facility?

Aquifer Protection Area Development Regulations: Since the proposed project is /
located within an Aquifer Recharge Area designated by Pierce County under |

requirements of the State Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW), the ITi3/7

Tacoma Water Division will request that the Tacoma-Pierce County Health

Department impose, under authority of Pierce County Code Chapter 21.16

TI3



PubHoInvolvementManager
October1. 1993
Page3

(Aquifer_e Areas),m_ _ _u_¢lotherapp_dat_ .._3t7
mitigationmeasuresnecessarytoprot_tgroundwam.quality.

.andotherconservation_dmiquesto mmmnzemene_ _orpuon "I"13/8
supplies?We areawarethatcoolingwaterfortheproposedplantgoesthrough

• _nndtiplecycles. Thisandotherconsczvafionfcsmt'es'incozporz_'intoyot=
" design"shouldbe detailedin theEnvironmentalImpactStatemetiL ..

.

•Thankyou for the opportunityto_ommenton the sabjectdocumcat.Pleasefeel
freeto contactme at591-9738withquestions_ thesecomments.

Sincerelyyoun, .....

aneC.Evancho
ourcePlanning_ager

_cio_e

S_IG

co: SteveMarek,TPCt_
KenMerry

"n3
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Thi, LsoZ,t[oni._:y:_o °_co_pZi,h_d _y the ;,,_ oz co,c_Le, vr o,vh, ZL
bomin& a|ong with goading of the &round surlrac© to provide the dc_Ired

dc',Loa&e pat.terns. Caution; Asphelt le noc compmt,LbL_tvlt;b _olLne
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I
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(tl the &rad(nl_ _r surfacing of pote.t/al).y" contaminated _cbas. This may
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.For further LnEormati_n on the de_Bn dr._a_la of _$r,viLy-'_.),pe _par_or;|
refer to r.he .Dep_tment Of F,C)togy's "*OtJ£del_nes. rot th_lDesi_;n 0£ Ora-
vLCy OLL/_¢,tec Ceparatora.'° I

1"h_: effZuent, d(_¢her_.e,| £roa_ any eLL revtoval/_,rcal_ent.! £atf, Llt, y mu;t

re:it=in no vls(ble, oil alid no more than 15 paeL_ per tutti,on _oCat o|.l
n. a daily maxim,re. :.

Vllr;chc¢ L,n'ua_tolu.t of Lh_ ut.orm waLt, ri may be requJrnd d_:pex:dL,_ oft its
' eharacteristic_, the _ocatioss of bulk facility, "and t.l)e nature a,d

i.roxim_t,y _E bhe grouhd arid _u_Eace w_tera.

SP£CTAL CONTROL PROVISIOHS

In addib_-on to I:he _bove £eaLures, there arc SCVet'al azcl_S _herc specific

prov_sLons ar.e ava_eb|.e to control the Los_ o£ produc_. Some of the
fellahin& dea_&n or opeca_£o_ provLsLons arc Ccqui,ed_ _che_s arc only
reeoavaeeded, but all arc reasonable and practical mechod_ of control end
rent's Lament.

Above-Ground Tanks

Steel tanks a_e pcefe_'red_ buc are subject, to corl'osJon and elect.rolysis.
St.eel tanK_ must be per_od_calZ_/ tested to verify rise lhcegctr..y of the

"steel. Humber u_t'ls funk clearly asad /de.t_fy L,he prud_.ct type stored
_iLl|i_,

;
All L_::k_ should be located on a re_n(occed conc_etc p_d tha_. reata on a

well drained and compacted foocln$. Cu_:bin8 and £1oorln 8 should exLe,d
at leot_c tl:cee feet aroufld the product pump(s). Sptl}a_ ,,d spray from

tl_e pu_np should be Collocted por_odtca_ly and h_fldJed |.":n all acceptab)e
• . !

manlier.

Concrete, dikLzi_ uc wx_ Inlpux'viuu._concaLomcn_; disc, completely _UL'round_t_i_

:_t_ovc-crOu:_d st.or_sc conks, mu_c I)e'prov£dcd to Impouud :up£11agc f_om
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to keop the oily w, ter, and spill,,ke from enact'tag _h¢ waceca o[ the

It._ts. The dike muse Impound • m[nLazum VulUmc I:quallLu I;he volume 0.{
Ehc lergept atnEl_ tank inside t:ho dtko, pluz ZO petcen._ [o[ storm'wet¢r.
The tbnks should be'located no closer than five felet tO" Lh_ d|ke.:

F:xpansion Joints should be ©onsteucted out ot a material t.hat, ta compltLhle
-it.h the ,_ored product(*). ! '

A uump to uOllOC¢ the storm water ,lauuld be provided Inside the dike j,,,l
• ahead of a Lockable driLn valve. This drain lhould be. sized for rapl_

dra/.nlng oE the area. Tla_._ valve uhou[d be clo;ed w_en nor. being u_e;I
to drain the area. This ValVe ahot_ld be open o.ly tlll_rr close supervi-
sion. When the are_ is dr,£ncd, the valve should bb t-l.o,ed and locked

_'- | • "

l'vov;_lo,= ehould be made Lo dral, o££ tl,e ;l.orm waLe_ while pccvontL,_g

the escapement "of spilled prodtact. For example, a dow_ burned elbow
Incorporated in the _ump meets these provisions. :

High Level. alat'ms are available to help pl_eVunl; spill'.due bo ac¢ldenlral
nver-f_l.iln 8. _nttalled alarm systemg gllould be perlodL_t_lly _._t.cd to
e.nlu¢¢ that they funet, ion properly.

Be ].ow-C, ro-nd Tank_

If below-ground _anks ace used, a leak detection _yutem, such _ mo._to.rin_
wolls, ;hound be incorpora_ed In the f_cili_y. The te_£_n_ results shvylO

be recorded in _he l:lant'a operet[o_ and maintenance ,'_co_d_. .:

A] I below-g_'ound tank_, line.u, a,td pip|.g uhould be I)_vJded v|_:h ¢_Lh,)dsc

protec'ttu, prvvi_io_.

_tornfle tanks and lines must be routir,c-]y te_ted for J_t_._.rJ_y, _,s el..ec-

l,l'ulyl_il_ ulld eOl'rO_loll telld tO v_._k_lt tltU mt=_,al. KUUL_III" pce_ur_ or

vacuum Lusts should be pcrfoc,,_d vn _.he st, oz:age t.uk. a,d distribution
lines. The early decectio, o{ leak_ helps to reduce tb(" ]o_ of the

product and the contamination of _urt.oundln& lolls and _u_facc. and ground
watora •

Tl_nk Water DrI_W-O[_

W, tee drawn f,'om petroletml storage tanks ,lust be inspected [or oi.lbe'Inca
dtsCllaCglng. If the wotel:s are o$._y, _hoy should be routed ._ohro.sl_ a

l_r.vlLy uil/wa.tec" _l,aratoc befor_ rul_uuu. The w_Lut d_a_c-dovn valve.
.¢hould be locked and plugged ac all tlme_, except _hen tt is bei.g used.

W1_en open. the valve, must be manned at, oft times.

Bncre] Storage

llarre.ls used to 8tore pet_'olct*m pcoductls must be uct,ir,:ly st.oppcrud had
_:tored In an **pright positives. The stor. ge area sh_;uld be cover(:d _,,d
vurbed or othv,_'i_, c:onstt'ucted to cur,lain spillage; [)t'J.p pan_ _hut,|,l
l)l:used to cullect tlrl},_ [co,llall l)ut'vcl_. All ilII}',CI'ViOU_,floor _urro,nd_K
alld underneath the storage _,rea(s) musl. be provided to ret.ait_ the u_Iy

allo_,l ,l_:l,U,':,Ji_l'. uI_ b_,i] tTp¢', l_lu(Iutt tyl,c, _,lld dtl•,th to l::'ou_ld _'atcr.

5
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UNITED STATES SOIL 1_9Z3 CANYON ROAD EAST
I)E_PAR_ O_ CONSERVATION .PUYALLUP_ IDA,, 9_3T3
AGRICULTURE SERVICE F>HONE # (7-_6") 536-:ZSg4

DATE: October 1, 1993

To: Lynn Baker, Actlns Public Involvement Hanaser
P. O. Box 1Z999

Portlandf OR 9TZIZ

Thanks for t'he opportunity to review and make comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for The
Tenaska Washinston II Generation Project.

I have revlewed the DraCt Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Tenaska Washington Generation Prosect and I
have no comments. :- .

/TJames E." Hg_re _ .....

f __-_.
CC: Ron Shavllk_ AC, Olympi_,NA _ O_7_ICr

Ross R. Lahren, SRC, Spokane, WA

J

!
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STATEDEPARTMrr/qTOF

WASHI_N

Natural Resources
_ of F_c b_x_

October 4, 1993 KALEENC__TI_
-- S_
RECSwj)BYBPA

Lynn W. Baker eu_. _,':v_.'_v.E;n

Acting Public Involvement Manager _-_-_-:___T___ .
Bonneville Power Administration REr2._

PO Box 12999 'r_tSl
Portland OR 97212 I()1v_193

AREk _ .:.¢T

SUBOECT: Tenaska Washington II Generation Project - DEI.S

We have reviewed the DEIS for the Tenaska Washington II Generation Project and
have the fo]l owing comments:

-Tab]e 4.5-1, page 4-19. The state status given for _ turtus
is incorrect. _ curtus is listed by the state as sensitive. TIS/I
The Department of Natural Resources definition of sensitive is a
vascular plant taxon that is vulnerable or declining, and could
become endangered or threatened in the state without acttve
management or removal of threats.

- Page E-5, (re:.white-top aster) contains a statement that no
evidence of Idaho rescue (often associated with _ curtus) was
observed at the project site. Contradictory to this statement, _5/2
Table E-1 on the following page lists _ idahoensis (Idaho
rescue) as one of the p]ants observed at the Tenaska Site.

I hope that you will find these comments useful.

Sandy Nomvood, Environmental Review Coordinator
Washington Natural Heritage Program
Division of Land & Water Conservation
PO Box 47047
Olympia, WA 98504-7047
(-206) 902-1667

|I|| WASHINGION ST SE I _ BOX 41000 I OLYMPIA. WA 9&,.,_l-1000

Equal Opporlunily/Affirmolive Acliol, Employer ,,<,_po_ Ca

TIS



DANIEL W. MEEK
A'I-11"ORNE?t' & CONSULTANT

1935 N.E. CLA, CKAMAS STREET oee_:¢

•PORTLAND. OREGON 97232 (5o3) 28t.2=o!

October 4. 1993 _,_, =,,.=.62
RECF....., .."(CPA
"V: • :..'U..'L_.:F.;.r[

t'e,_," -R,..,,,.."l,. E

Public Involvement Manager It)/Oq/q3
Bonneville Power Administration _r_ OtSTmCT
Re. Box 3621
Portland, OR 97212

RE: Comment on BPA Draft EIS: Proposed Tenaska-Washington II
Generation Project (DOE/EIS-0194)

Dear BPA:

The following are,comments on the BPA Draft EIS: Proposed Tenaska-
Washington II Generation Project (DOE/EIS-0194) prepared for SESCO, Inc.

The Draft EIS is deficient in its failure to consider alternatives to the project,
such as increased conservation. BPA is not acquiring all available cost-effective
conservation. This issue is discussed in the enclosed two documents, which are to TI6/I
be included as part of these SESCO comments:

1. Testimony of Richard Esteves, vice-president, SESCO, Inc., before the
Bonneville Power Administration Task Force of the Committee on Natural
Resources, U.,£°.. House of Representatives, July 12, 1993.

2. Letter dated September 23, 1993, from Daniel Meek to Peter DeFazio, Chair,
Task Force on BPA, U.S. House of Representatives (with 3 attachments).

Please let me know how to obtain copies of comments filed by others on this
Draft EIS. Thank you.

TI6
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Letter from Daniel W. Meek was followed by four attachments. Interested parties may obtain

copies of these by calling BPA's document request line at 1-800-622-4520. The attachments

include:

1. Letter to Peter DeFazio, Chair, Taskforce on BPA, dated September 23, 1993, from

Daniel Meek.

2. Memorandum dated January 21, 1993, from Pam Brandis, Public Utilities Specialist,

Program Evaluation Section-RPEB (BPA), to Ruth Ann James, Public Utilities

Specialist, Resource Demand Section-RPED and Fev Pratt, Section Chief, Programs

Section-RM (both of BPA).

3. Journal Article: Joskow, Pauland Marron, Donald, "What Does a Negawatt Really

Cost? Further Thoughts and Evidence." The Electricity Journal, July 1993.

4. Testimony of Richard Esteves, Vice President SESCO, Inc., before the BPA

Taskforce of the Committee on Natural Resources U.S. House of Representativesl

July 12, 1993.



It_tc#_th_1_

KARENVIALLE, C_if - TacomaMayor
OOUG SUTHERLAND,Vice.Cheir- PierceCounty.Executive

TACOMA-Pz'_,RCECOf./NTY Directorof Health "-'--'----
JEIF.,,4Z,T//.D,r_ARTM]ZNT FEDERICOCRUZ-URIBE,MD, MF -R_--Poz,..:'."_O'.V(.(Nr

LynnW. Baker _-: -_ -

ActingPublicInvolvementManager IO/O _'/BonnevillePowerAdministration ------,-- --_b_,_ -
P.O.Box 12999 _ -_

PORTLAND, OREGON 97212 ' _...j_mA1_.:..T.nd

P,B: Te,naskaWashingtonHGenerationProjectDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatementComments.

DearMs. Baker:.

The Tacoma-PierceCounty HealthDepazlJnentis In receipt of the above noted document. After
reviewingthis document,theHcf.th Departmentwould like to offer the followingcomments:

3.1.2 Proposedlqacilitics

The.secondarycontainmentstructuresfor the fuel oil storagetanks(35,000barrels)should be ITlv/t
_v?gned to containa "wont case" spill., This includes stormwater collectioncalculations.

I

ater from 9e containmentstructureshouldbe treatedfordisposal throughthe sanitarysewer ITl7/2
system(useme sanitaryscw_systemtoeliminateanychanceofaspilldis6harglngthroughtheI

theStormfuelSystem)'tankpipingC°ntainmentsystem,ormonitoringfeaturesshouldbeincludedtodeterminelea1_¢by IT17/3
I

4.2.1C_mologyandSoil_

RegionallytheVashonTillactsasaprotectivelayerforde.@groundwatersourr_.However,
theSteiIacoomOravclatthis siteis 1_ underlainby VashonTill. The till unitin this arcawas ]T17/4
erodedbyrecessionaloutwashchannels.Thestratigraphybeneaththissiteconsistsof Vashon
Rcce,sstonalOutwashoverlyinga VashonAdvance Outwashunit.

4.3 r mL_W_g

Ground water flow direction within the Clover/ChambersCreek Basin is ROt toward
Comm_ccmentBay. Mostgroundwateroriginatingin thisbasinflowstoward"TimNarrows', [TI7/5
a narrowwaterchannelseparatingTacomafromthe Gig HarborPeninsula. I

4.3.1

The publicwellsandwatersystemswithinthe"3 mileradius"areaarenotownedby the I
TacomaPublicUtilitiesWaterDivision.Thesewellsareindividuallyownedorownedby IT17/6private watersystempurveyors.

Groundwaterqualityin thisarea k_ bccn undergoingdegradation. Documentationof this fact I

has bc_nongoing since approximately1985. !TI7/7
3629 SouthO Strcel • Tacoma.Washington98408-6897 0 206/591-6500

TIT



The wetland area bordering the south side of 192rid St. East is the surface of the local ground I

water table. Fluctuation in the water table throughout this area has been documented to be as IT!7/8much as 15 feet during a one (1) year period.

The Health Department agrees that this area has very little protection from potential ground
water contamination.

Oround Water Regulation_

Pierce County has adopted a "Critical Areas" designation which includes the area in mad around
this site. The designation is for an "Aquifer Rechm-g¢ Area" (Pierce County Code Chapter
21.16). The purpo_ of this chapter is to prevent furthe, degradation of ground water quality
through the control of land use activities. The Tacoma-Piereo County Health Department

requires submittal of a hydrogeologleal assessment, to determine the potential Impact to ground TI7/9
water resources, for every commercial facility proposed within the Aquifer .Recharge Area
boundary.

5.4.2 Impa_s and Mitigation Measures

The surrounding land surface and subsurface is composed primarily of sands and gravels. This
material has a negligible effect in remediating surface contaminants. What effect will
particulates and other combustion by-products have on the surrounding ground water recharge
area? Keep in mind that this region is a prime rechm'ge area for the City of Tacoma's wells mad TI7/10
other local water system wells.

6.16 Hazardous Was_

Agreed. A hazardous Materials Handling Plan and Spill Prevention Control and Counter]

Measure Plan should be submitted for review to this Department. Approval by the appropriate [T17/IIagencies should be required prior to final building approval or occupancy.

The Fredrickson area is extremely vulnerable to ground water contamination. This Department cannot [TI7/12
emphasize sufficiently the importanceof protecting this resoure,. Every effort mustbe made to control I
hazardous material spills, leakage, and all other possible sources of contamination.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (206) 596-2851.

Water Resources Section

ec: Jane Evoncho, Tacoma Public Utilities Water Division

TI7



ADELAIDE . AMSTER_M . ANCHORAGE - A_KLAND • BOSTON - BRUSSELS . BUENOS AIRES - CIIICAC_ • COPENHAGEN - DUBLIN
FORT LAUD[RDAL£ . GOTHENBERG . 14AMBURG • LEWES - U.K. • LONDON - LUXEMBOURG . MADRID . MONTREAL • OSLO - PALMA DE MALLORCA

PARIS- ROME • _N FRANC6CO . _N JO_ --COSTA RICA-_TLE • S1_KHOLM , SYDNEY • TORONTO . VANCOUVER - VIENNA
WASHINGTON • WORLD PARK BASE-- ANTIC TICA . ZURICH

GREE]rP EACE
Green_ace USA • 4649 Su_y$ide Ave N " _attle WA 98103 o _1 (206) 632-4326

• Fax (206) 632-6122 •

R_CEl'!_OEY_PA
FC.L • "VE_:;2;_[

Lynn W. Baker -_;'-_%_-_
Acting Public Involvement Manager

Portland, OR 97212 _ 01$_RI_

September 31, 1993

Dear Ms. Baker,

On behalf of Greenpeace, I am submitting comments on the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Tenaska II
Washington Generator. As the Northwest Energy/Climate Change

Campaigner for Greenpeace, I am deeply concerned about the
environmental impacts of this proposed project.

The following pages are written with the intent to provide BPA
with a more detailed analysis of those environmental impacts of
the proposal that have not been considered in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Specifically, these

impacts include the upstream effects of the exploratory drilling,
.......... - processing and transportation of natural gas. Additionally,

there are certain sections of the EIS that, in my opinion, fail

to address significant issues in the manner their gravity
warrants.

To begin with, Greenpeace is opposed to the use of natural gas as j

an energy source, particularly when it is used inefficiently in a ITI_/Icombustion turbine. While much has been said of the qualities of

natural gas that appear to make it a friendly, benign resource,
all of the negative aspects inherent in any fossil fuel are

routinely ignored. While it is true that co2 content is less in j

natural gas than oil or coal, the amounts are still significant iTl8/2enough to v concern. In fact, in Canada, the CO2 content in raw
gas has been estimated at 7-14%, a figure that the National

Energy Board admits is conservative.

Natural gas is also 80-95% pure methane, a greenhouse gas twenty i

times more potent than carbon dioxide over a 100-year span and 60 iTlS/3times more potent over a twenty year span. While the lifespan of
methane within the atmosphere is much shorter than that of carbon

dioxide, the cause for concern is much greater if one considers

that global warming feedback mechanisms will probably happen
within decades. Seen in this light, it is a wonder that natural

]
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gas has gotten such a clean bill of health. These are hardly the

only reasons gas is far from being the safe, environmentally
sound fuel; the cumulative impacts from the exploratory drilling
and the processing of raw gas are ingredients for a truly

destructive form of energy and an area I will address later in my
comments.

With regard to specific points made in the Draft EIS, I will

simply deal with each section in chronological order.

5.4. Air Quality

The proposed site for the Tenaska facility lies in a region that
has been designated as a nonattainment area for CO and Ozone.

While your figures show that the gas plant will not make an
individual contribution that exceeds current air quality
standards, you fail to recognize that increased industrial I

activity will certainly make it much more difficult for this area IT18/4to come into compliance with stricter air qual_ty regulations.

Impact AQ3 - Global Warming

! find it inconceivable that an issue as important and as vital . I

to our common future as global warming should be given such short 1118/5attention as was demonstrated in the Draft EIS. While admittedly

leadership on this subject has certainly not been forthcoming
from our present administration, there is no reason for a federal
body not tD show some initiative and address the threat of

...... climate change with the concern the issue merits.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), an
international body made up of 300 leading climatic scientists has

declared that in order to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of T18/6
man made greenhouse gases, a global cut in emissions of more than

60% is needed. In other words, the only way to truly halt
climate change is to prevent it; a move that will not be

accomplished by building yet another fossil fuel fired plant.

Carbon sequestration does not sufficiently address the problem I
that our addiction to fossil fuels has created. Planting trees ,_38/6B
in response to emissions is a simplistic and easy out for those
who cannot accept the responsibility to change their habits.

5°8 Socioeconomics

While the socioeconomic of a proposed project may not appear to

have any significant impact on what is commonly thought of as
environment (trees, rivers, cute and fuzzy animals), the issue

has a great deal to bear on the urban environment, a place in
which local citizens must live to the best of their ability. The

2
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effect such a project will have on the employment rate must be
one of first consideration, especially in a depressed economy.

The Draft EIS states that approximately 275 construction jobs and
30 permanent positions will be created with the proposed project.
Out of the 30 permanent positions there is the strong possibility
that half the workers will be coming in from outside the region. i

While the EIS would have us believe that the proposed project i

will have a beneficial impact on the local community, this impact IT|8/7would obviously be minimal at best.

In comparison, here are some statistics on the impacts energy

efficiency and renewable resources have on both our economy and

employment rates. Renewable resources have the advantage over
fossil fuels in the employment sector. They can employ up to 5 Itimes the number of people as can fossil fuels for every unit of T18/8

electricity generated. For every $i million invested in energy
efficiency and renewables, 20-30 job years are created. For

example, the Luz company built four 80 MW solar thermal plants
and generated approximately 500 job years. In operation, the
plant still continues to provide more jobs than does a gas fired

plant of equivalent size.

Clearly, a renewable plant can provide a local community with
more employment opportunity, zero emissions and would create no T18/9

i upstream develpment impacts. I do not see such an alternative
anywhere within the Draft EIS.

• 5.15 & 5.18 Significant Adverse Environmental Effects That
Cannot Be Avoided and cumulative Impacts

The Draft EIS fails to take into consideration the entire range

of cumulative impacts upon the environment that are associated

with this project. Those that are addressed within the statement

pertain only to localized impacts instead of those upstream _18/I0
effects that occur with the transport, processing and exploratory

drilling of natural gas. These effects cannot be avoided and are
significantly adverse. This is a grave oversight on the part of
the authors who wrote the report.

I will limit my remarks to the effects on Canada's environment,

as much of the gas we use in the United States comes from that

country. As you are no doubt already aware, there is currently a
burst of development in British Columbia and Alberta. Natural

gas reserves are estimated at 4 trillion cubic feet (tcf) in
Alberta and 10tcf in B.C. The pressure to exploit this resource
is enormous and to date, the National Energy Board has never

turned down a request for a permit to drill. However, evidence

proves that this surge is not in either provinces' best interest.

* 1/3 of all natural gas found in Canada is sour. This term is ITiS/j]
i

3
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used when the raw gas has a content of hydrogen sulfide (H2S), an
extremely toxic substance, over 5 parts per million (ppm). H2S

can be smelled at .'02 ppm and at 5ppm, depending on provincial
regulations, there are instant evacuation laws in effect for

local communities. At 200 ppm you lose your sense of smell, at
500 ppm severe respiratory distress occurs which can cause

permanent damage to the system, loss of reasoning and death
within 4 hours of continuous exposure, and at only l,O00ppm,
death is instantaneous.

In Calgary, Occidental Petroleum is seeking permits to drill just

outside the city limits for gas that is 35% H2S. If a blowout I

should occur at any of the wells, the effect on a densely iI]g/12populated area would be deadly.

* Most of the estimated reserves are located in the Northern

Rockies Ecosystem, a region that stretches from the border of

Montana, continues up through Alberta and ends in the Northeast
corner of British Columbia. This region is the habitat for a

wide variety of wildlife including the endangered grizzly bear.

By putting in seismic lines and cutting roads into the i
wilderness, gas companies are completely fragmenting and

destroying the majority of the grizzly bear's habitat. _8/J3

* When the gas companies cut the first roads Jn a virgin forest,
they are often followed by logging companies. Once these roads
are in, it becomes economical and practical for clearcutting to

commence. Ironically, while the destruction of boreal forests
that serves as a natural sink for the very pollutants that are

emitted during the drilling, processing and combustion of natural _8/14
gas is occurring, many companies consider "planting trees" a

worthy mitigation measure. What these misguided but doubtless
well meaning corporations fail to realize is that no plantation
can ever take the place of a forest whose K must remain intact.

These are only a few examples of the cumulative impacts that

occur because of our expanding use of natural gas. There are
many more equally substantial effects that were equally absent
from the Draft EIS.

In closing, I would like to make a few recommendations for the
Final EIS.

i. That your definition of cumulative impacts be broadened to
include the upstream effects of processing, transportation and

exploratory drilling of natural gas. _]8/15

2. That the above impacts be considered and studied before

making the final assessment on the Tenaska II Washington
Generation Project.

4
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3. That the section on global warming be broadened to include
the recommendations made by the IPCC to reduce greeenhouse gas _]_/|0
e_Isslons by 60%.

I cannot consider any EIS, final or otherwise, complete without
the Gonsideratlon of the above comments. Cumulative impacts must
inolude the efEects this proposal has on the environment as a
whole, not just our small portion of it. Global warming is not
the insignificant issue this'statement" would have us believe; We
mut not respond to it by continuing to rely on fossil fuels as
ot_ cain source of energy and ignoring the "viable alternatives of
renewables and energy efficiency. I urge you to take all these
c_mlents _to consideration when writing the final report; indeed
X flraly believe "it is your responsibility to tha citizens not
only of this _egion, but also of Canada, to do so.

If _o_'have any questions or would like further information,
please do not hesitate to contact me. I can be reached at the
regional office in Seattle at 206-632-4326. Thank you for YOur
_Ideration.

.:......... ...:

Greenpeace Energy/Climate Change Campaign

..
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October4, _

" I omR
Public Involvement Manager [ 10 " 12,'_ __Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 12999
Portland, OR 97212

.

Dear Public Involvement Manager:.

This letter'is submitted in response to your request for comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Tenaska - Washington 1I
Generatibn Project. REBOUND is responding on behalf of its members who reside
in the communities surrounding this proposed development and who will be
affected by the impacts created by this project.

Specific Comments

AIR QUALITY
1. Cumulative air quality impacts are not evaluated in this DEIS. Pollution plumes
from other nearby pollution sources, such as the Puget Power gas fired power plant,
_e Washington Natural Gas compressor station and other industrial activity either
currently in operation, onder construction or under permit review in the TI9/I
Frederick.son area; must be overlaid with the poUution plume from the Tenaska
proposal to determine the cumulative localized air quality impacts from the
operation of all the facilities. The potential for localized "hot spots" of high
concentrations of criteria and/or toxic pollutants must be examined.

2. The DEIS states that the project's air emissions of hundrecls of thousands of
pounds of pollutants annually will not be significant because the total will not
exceed thresholds established by the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Authority
(PSAPCA) or si_ ilar federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
thresholds.

Those PSAPCA and PSD thresholds, however, are designed to determine if the IT
project's air pollution emissions merit a more detailed level of review-for the 19/2q/purposes of determining the conditions of its air permit, and are not designed for

2700 Firs! Avenue. #103 Seatlle. Washinglon 98121 i.800-244-9178. (206) 441-7364 Or 441-0455
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the determination of significant impact on air quality for the purposes of discussion ]Tlin an EIS. Given the current air quality conditions for the proposed project area .j_ 9/2
(non-attainment tot CO and ozone), the definition of what constitutes a significant
impact should be conservatively construed. Any contribution to already unhealthy

air pollution levels should be characterized as significant, especially on projects 339/3
where large tonnages of additional pollutants are involved. --

The following must be considered significant and the EIS must contain an
appropriate discussion:

A. Ozone - This plant will emit over 130 tons per year of ozone precursors
(NOx and VOCs) in an area that already has unhealthy ozone levels. Table
5.4-3 contains a "Note," which states, "NO x is not included because it is not

currently considered to be an ozone precursor." Nitrogen oxides, however, J

react with hydrocarbon pollution and sunlight to produce low-level ozone. ITI9/4This premise regarding NO x must be re-addressed in the EIS.

. The DEIS is deficient for not even mentioning NO x in the formation of

ozone and completely omitted this in its Table 7-1. The emission of 98.9 tpy
of NO x is nearly 99% of the PSD/PSAPCA threshold of 100 tpy.

. Thi,'. plant will emit 37 tpy of volatile organic compounds (VOC), which is
93% of the PSD/PSAPCA threshold for this pollutant.

B. This plant will emit 91.2 tpy of CO, which is 91.2% of the PSD/PSAPCA
threshold for this pollutant. Currently, air quality standards for this

contaminant are in non-attainment for this area. The DEIS fails to provide ilTI9/5

representative background levels of CO in Table 6-2. It also fails to address
how 91.2 tpy will not contribute to the already illegal levels of air pollution
for this particulate.

C. No discussion is contained in the DEIS regarding mobile sources I
(including truck traffic from suppliers and commuter traffic from plant [employees) and construction equipment on the aggregate pollution 339/6
contribution of this project.

D. In addition, even by the Air Pollution Authority Standards, this project
will emit a significant amount of SO 2, according to Table 5.4-4, which shows
an exceedance of the 3 hour and the 24 hour limit for SO2 emissions under
certain conditions.

S02 emissions from this project may also have a significant adverse impact on |

Mt. Rainier National Park. "Fable 7-4 shows a maximum SO 2 impact at Mt. _FI9/'/
Rainier of .4 ug/M 3 as a 3 hour average, ai_d .1 as a 24-hr. _verage] These

2
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levels either exceed or approach the National Park Service's significance. IT]threshold for a24 hr. SO2. average, which is .07, compared to the pr0ject°s a. 9/7
impact of .10, and for a SO2 3 hr average, which is .48, compared to the
project's impact of .4. 1

E. The facility will emit about 4 kilos/hour of VOCS. TAPs are a subset of
VOCs. Table 5.4-5 of the DEIS, a list 6f TAPS emitted by the project, accounts
for less than 1 kilo/hour of these VOCs. The EIS must explain what ]

pollutants make up the other 2 kilo/hr of VOC.s. ITI9/8

F. The DEIS states on page 5-15, that the proposed facility will not contribute
to a delay in the area's ability to attain compliance w_th PSAPCA's ambient
air quality standards. There is no factual or analytical basis /or this
condusion. However, the EIS must address this project's contribution to the

cumulative impacts and acknowledge that it will delay the area's ability to T19/9
attain compliance with PSAPCA's standards.

3. This plant will emit over 50 tons per year (tpy) of PM-10 from its exhaust stacks.
PM-10 is fine particulate that is capable of being drawn deep into the lungs and is
highly damaging to human health.

Recently published studies2 demonstrate that PM-10 and total suspended particulate
(TSP) are more harmful than previously considered. In one study of the Seattle
area, days of high particulate concentrations in the air were correlated with
increased hospital visits for asthma. In another series of similar studies, days of
high particulate concentrations were correlated with days of high death rates in
Santa Clara, California; Steubenville, Ohio; Birmingham, Alabama; and
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, among seven separate studies on this topic Recently,
particulates have been convincingly implicated in harm to pulmonary function.

Some important conclusions from these studies are that harmful health effects
occur even when particulate concentrations are far, far below the legal limits. There
is no apparent particulate threshold for adverse health effects, and harmful health
effects are apparently caused by very minor increase in particulate concentrations.

It appears from these studies that _ increase in PM-10 and TSP levels will cause an
adverse health impact. This is a significant impact that should have been discussed TI9/10
in'the EIS.

A. The DEIS fails to model l-hr maximum concentrations of PM-10, _/Tlg/ll

1 SO2 significance levels for the NPS taken from 5/20/91 letter from NPS to

EPA's Bill Lamason.

2 "Particulate Air Pollution and Hospital Emergency Room Visits for Asthma in

Seattle." Schwartz, 51ater, Larson, Pierson and Koenig. __ Reyiew of

F_n-_pji3[_Le_:y__p_i_r__S_._,V. ] _7, pp. 826-831. !993.
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supplying 24-hr averages instead. We suggest 1-hr concentrations be modeled |

because of the serious implication of increasing already elevated PM-10 levels, _Ell9/lias shown by these recent studies.

B. In additio_ to the power plant exhaust, there are other sources of PM-10
and total suspended particulate (TSP) from this project which should be
discussed in the EIS:

• Construction will create about I ton of TSP per acre of disturbance per
month. Given 7 acres of disturbance on the average, an additional 100

tons of TSP will be emitted during 1.5 years of construction. Tl9/12

. Construction equipment, truck and car traffic related to this project,
both in the construction and operation stages, will be an additional PM-
10 and TSP source.

• In addition, the cooling towers are PM-10 and TSP sources, to the
degree which the cooling water contains solids, which are emitted from
the cooling tower exhaust as particulate. A large power plant using
water high in solids content can emit many tons of PM-10 and TSP per
year.

C. The DEIS states that this project may need a burning permit from the
Washington State Department of Natural Resources for elimination of site
clearing debris." This proposed project, however, is located within the
boundaries of PSAPC.A's No-Burn Zone for residential and land-cleaxing fires
in the Puget Sound region. This should be discussed in the ELS. TI9/13

AMMONIA

The proposed power generation project will use, handle and transport large
amounts of anhydrous ammonia. Table 5.9-1 indicates that anhydrous ammonia
will be stored in a 12,000 gallon tank at the plant site.

Ammonia is included in the EPA's list of extremely hazardous chemicals. It is
highly toxic and can form a lethal, ground-hugging cloud if spilled. Under certain
conditions, it is highly explosive.

The proposed power plant will be located in a known earthquake high risk area
which is rated as a seismic Zone 2. Possible earth shaking in the project area could I

occur (DEIS p. 4-3 and p. 5-4). These conditions compound the concern regarding the [Ti9/14potential for an ammonia release.

1. The DEIS states on page 5-17, that the proposed plant would "...emit some
ammonia," but fails to provide information regarding amounts. This should be [
addressed in the EIS. ]Tl9/15



2. The DEIS states on page 5-17 that modeling utilizing the ISCST2 dispersion model
on ambient ammonia concentrations resulting from'plant operations was
conducted. The EIS should state the parameters and criteria upon which the models
were based, including consideration of dispersion during pbor air quality and "['19/16
temperature inversion conditions during the winter months.

3. The EISshouldcontainan analysisof aworst caseuncontrolledspill,including [T19117
theamount ofareathatwould be impactedby a deadlyconcentrationofammonia
vapors the time requiredto reach thosedistancesunder worst casecaimatic
conditions.

4. The cumulative impacts of this and other ammonia sources in the area which _9/18
contribute to an ambient ammonia level should be included in the EIS. The V"
discussion should evaluate the possibility of the ammonia threshold being exceeded
under adverse air quality mixing conditions. In addition to the computation of a 24-
hour possible ammonia concentration that is contained in the DEIS, the EIS should
also include a 1 hour, short term ammonia concentration created by the plant's
emissions, in combination with emissions from other sources in the area.

5. The DEIS states that ammonia concentrations emitted at this facility will not be
detectable as an odor. However, it also indicates that ammonia will be emitted at 10

part s per million (ppm). This area is in non-attainment for NO x and CO, which

inhibits dispersion rates. The EIS should correlate emissions, ambient ]concentrations and dispersion factors with an odor threshold. Ti9/19
I

6. The DEIS completely fails to address the conversion of ammonia emissions to the Iformation of NO x. There is evidence that ammonia released into the atmosphere wTI9/20
quickly combines with other elements in the direct cr..eation of NO x molecules.

Thus, the release of ammonia at 10 ppm is synonymous to the emission of 10 parts
of NO X per million parts of ammonia. This must be thoroughly addressed in the e

EIS, as well as the impact of ammonia emissions in relationship to the project's total
NO x discharge, and a comparison to PSD/PSAPCA threshold limitations should be
provided.

7. The DEIS omits any consideration of the possible consequences of transporting, I

piping, storing and emitting hundreds of thousands of pounds of ammonia at this 1"1"19/21facility each year. Table 5.1-1 fails to include a reference to ammonia as a hazardous
substance. Discussion under Impact HS3 is cursory, at best. There is no safety and
control factor in Section 5.14, and there is no other discussion of ammonia
contained in the Public Health and Safety section of the DEIS. The EIS for this
project should include a full evaluation of ammonia impacts and mitigation
measures, including, but not limited to, a risk analysis and an emergency
contingency plan.

8. According to data analyzed from the U.S. Department of Transportation's
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Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System from 1982 to 1991, transportation
related incidents ih .'olving spills of anhydrous ammonia were reported to number
584 nationwide. Two deaths were related to these incidents, as well as 81 injuries
and 3,125 people were evacuated. ('America's Poisons on the Move". The Los
Angeles Times. 9/20/92.)

However the DEIS for this project does not compute the likelihood of a truck _il
accident. There are no comments on the nu'a_ber of truck trips bearing ammonia, /9/22
the possible size of any ammonia releases from a truck accident or the
neighborhoods and businesses that would be threatened by a release. These must be
addressed in the EIS.

The EIS should also detail the surface transportation routes along which tanker
trucks delivering ammonia will travel, as well as alternate routes to minimize
health and environmental hazards.

9. When spilled, anhydrous ammonia, a liquefied gas, turns very quickly into a gas
that rapidly, in a ground-hugging cloud, travels downwind. Aqueous ammonia, a
liquid solution, releases less gas into the air.

In 1991, Southern California Edison, in conjunction wi_ California's South Coast
Air Quality Management District (AQMD), conducted a study which concluded it
would be safer to store ammonia in its aqueous form because it is a substantially
lower risk. Edison's application for ammonia was precisely the same as that
required for the Tenaska project proposal. Water was removed from the solution as
it is being injected into the catalytic system. Subsequent to the study, the AQMD
began to require the use of aqueous ammonia on all future selective cat._lytic
systems.

To adequately address public safety concerns, the EIS for this project should discussthe use of ammonia in its aqueous form, rather than anhydrous anunonia 19/23

The EIS should also provide alternative ammonia storage methods.

10. The DEIS fails to discuss a possible alternative project configuration that Would
include a NOx control system that does not use ammonia. There are several in the 119/24
pollution control marketplace.

One procedure is known by the trade name SCONOx, for instance. EPA certified
tests have show that this system can reduce NOx and CO emissions to below 2 ppm
NOx and below .5 ppm of CO. It relies on oxidation and an adsorber system of
specially designed carbon pellets and coated alumina beads. (|ournal of Commerce,
July 16, I993, p. 6B). An additional advantage to a system of this nature is that it
does not produce a hazardous waste in the form of spent catalyst, as does the
pollution control system proposed for the Tenaska project.

6
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The EIS should provide a thorough evaluation of such alternate pollution control
technology..

WATER USE AND WASTE WATER DISCHARGE
1. The DEIS states that the water use requirement for this project proposal will be 1.9
million gallons per day. However, in its application to the City of Tacoma Public
Utilities, Tenaska indicates a peak day consumption of 2.25 million gallons per day,
along with an additional 120,000 gallons per hour for f_re protection.. The EIS ]

should indicate when these peak hour consUmption requirements are likely to [T19/2.5occur and the impacts to other users and rate payers.

2. The DEIS also fails to place this extremely high water use in context. The Tenaska
plant alone could use about 5% of the Tacoma Uffli_s water. It could use as much

water as nearly 7000 households of four. s The EIS should contain an analysis of theimpacts that its water requirements will have on future development. ?/26

3. This large water demand will require extensive construction by Tacoma Public
Utility in order to service this proposed plant. The EIS should analyze in' detail the [
environmental impacts of this and other utility construction work, and outline the
costs, the scope of work required, the sources of funding, and the impact to rate 9/27
payers.

4. The EIS requires a clarification regarding the disposition of the 100,000 gallons of iT19/28
process, cooling and sanitary"waste.water per day. Page 5-8 of the DEIS states that it I

will be routed to the Pierce County sewage system, while page 6-8 states that it will
be discharged to the City of Tacoma's sewage system.

5. The EIS must detail the pollution cor_tent of the waste water discharge for this
project proposal.

T19/29
6. There are indications that this discharge may not comply with laws and
regulations, which prohibit discharges of cooling water into the Pierce County sewer
system, as. illustrated in the following memo:

"Non-contact once through cooling water is generally, not allowed to be
discharged to the sanitary sewer." (Memo from Pierce County Department of .

•3 This is assuming Tenaska's maximum water use of "2.25 million gallons per

day, taken from Tenaska'*_ letter to Tacoma Public Otil_ties dated 5/6/93, and

also assuming water use for a household of four as 348 gallons/day, which is

taken from Standard Handbook of Environmental Engineering, McGraw-Hill, 1990,

p. 5.1. In fact, since Tacoma households have cut their water use drastically

because of recent drought, our estimate of Tenaska's water use vs. household

watec use may be conservative. We arrived at Tenaska using 5% of Tacoma's

water by comparing the 2.25 million gallon per day (MGD) figure with _acoma's

average daily use, minus the demand of the Simpson Paper mill, which was a

daily average of 45,44 HGD for "general" water use.

7
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Utilities' Steve Thompson to Tacoma Utilities' Jane Evancho, September 22,
1993)

The HIS must explain how this conflict between the DEIS' declaration that cooling
water will be discharged to the sewer and the applicable regulations which prohibit
this type of discharge will be resolved.

7. The above quoted memo al_ states that most cooling water has inhibitor and
algaecide chemicals added, but the DFJS' list of water treatment chemicals (Table 5.9-
I) does not contain any reference to inhibitors or algaecides. The HIS must provide I

detailed account of these chemicals and explain how they will be treated and [T19/30ultimately disposed oL

8. The HIS must provide the status on the litigatio n by Washington State
•. Department of Ecology and the Environmental Protection Agency against the City of

Tacoma sewaFe treatment system regarding its non-compliance with biological T19/31
. oxygen demand requirements and how this proposed facility's waste water discharge

will impact this situation.

9. Pierce County has experienced ongoing problems regarding the accumulation of
metal pollutants in its treatment plant sludge. The Federal EPA has, in the past,
submitted strong objections to the County regarding this sludge and has threatened
to hold up issuance of new water permits to the County over this and other issues.

ThetotheEISpiercemustCountyaddresSfacility.thepotential impacts that this proposed project will contribute [1"19/32I

10. The hookup of the proposed Tenaska facility to the County sewer system will
require a large capital expenditure by the County. The EIS must explain these costs, {_

the needed infrastructure improvements, and the possible impac_ on other rate _9/33payers.

11. Des.pite the serious threats to the County's current aquifer status, this project
will add a very large demand on the City's water supply. This urban area is on the
verge of requiring additional well drilling and the possible drawdown of this sole
source aquifer, even without this project proposal (DEIS p.4-44). This very large
water demand may hasten the depletion an.d/or degrading of the aquifer. The EIS Ti9/34
should analyze this issue.

12. Regarding the current City well system, well 12-A is a Superfund site, and 4
other city wells (2-B, UP-10, Tide Flats, and Dash Ft.) have all been tested as
exceeding the maximum coataminant level for one or more pollutants in their i

water. The EIS must fully discuss this concern regarding, the area's present and IT!9/35future water supply.
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GROUNDWATER

1. The underlying soils are extremely permeable, meaning any release of _r19/36
objectionable substar_ces would be rapidly conveyed into the groundwater. (DEIS, I
p.4-4) This is a potentially serious problem since the County derives the majority of
its drinking water from the aquifer, which is awaiting dassification as a sole source
aquifer, and is already designated as a Groundwater Management Area (sections 4-6
to 8).

There is no discussion of th_ use of separators or other treatment measures in the

DEIS under Impacts HY2 and HY3. The EIS should contain greater detail regarding lTI9/37
mitigation plans, rather than simply state that various actions "could" be taken. !

GLOBAL WARMING

". 1. The DEIS fails to discuss the possible contribution of this plant's massive steam IT19/38

1

discharges to global warming. Heated water vapor is widely recognized as a I

contributor to the global warming problem (California Energy Commission, .1991).

2. Tenaska proposes to mitigate only from 7 to 50% of the CO 2 emitted by this
project, and fails to enumerate the sequestration methods. The EIS should also state.
whether Tenaska plans to mitigate the emissions of other gasses which contribute to Ti9/39
global warming, such as its criteria pollutants and its heated mater vapor. If such
mitigation is planned, the methods to be used should be presented and discussed.

EROSION AND RUNOFF

1. Erosion from" 7.2 or more acres of cleared, bared ground can be a significant
problem during the 1.,5 year period of construction. Over one million gallons or rain
may fall on this exposed site in an average November alone. 4 So-called "standard"
erosion measures such as silt fencing, straw bales, and temporary seeding are
suggested. During construction, equipment may be tarped, supplies kept in covered
areas, and fuel and oil stored in above ground tanks over impermeable surfaces.

However there is no discussion in the DEIS of how these theorized mitigations will 1

be enforced at the construction and production jobsite, nor is there discussion of the _19/40
efficiency of these purported methods, or discussion of more efficient alternatives,
in the face of this very large rainfall. These factors must be fully analyzed in the EIS.

2. Erosion may not create mud slides at this site, but the EIS must include a _[9/41
discussion regarding the potential for the deposition of solids as silt is washed from I"
the project site into normally permeable soils due to erosion.

3. The DEIS does not describe the status of the project application for a stormwater _19/42

4 7.2 acres Limes 326,000 gallor_s per acre foot _imes ._8 foot (5.7 inches is

the average :-,_Inf,ll] in No,J_-;zn!)er,4-'9)
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NPDES permit, nor does the DEIS provide information regarding the typical .JTI9/42
conditions of a stormwater NPDES permit for this type of facility. The stormwater
NPDES may allow a certain amount of degrading of groundwater quality.
Stormwater NPDES conditions should be described in the EIS so that the public can
ascertain the permitted adverse impacts from stormwater runoff.

4. The DEIS clams that stormwater from the site will be discharged to the surface
through a roof drain infiltration system, a fuel oil storage area infiltration system,
and a bioswale and retention-infiltration pond for the rest of the site.

This configuration of stormwater management has several negative implications

which are not discussed in the DEIS: T19143

• If the fuel oil storage area is connected to an infiltration system, then any
leaks from the fuel oil tanks could be released to the surface.

. Contaminants, such as oil spills from the fuel oil storage area, debris from
the project roofs, and oil, grease, and solvents from vehicles or maintenance
activities conducted on the remainder of the site, may all be discharged to the
surface through the proposed stormwater management plan. The DEIS does
not contain an adequate discussion regarding treatment systems for oil and TI9/44
grease from this site (DEIS F. 5-8).

• There is no mention of special runoff handling considerations for _13areas containing toxic materials, s,ich as ammonia. 9/45

. Since the stormwater would be channeled to a small area for discharge, there
would be a resulting concentrated, swift flow to this spot, thus increasing the
downward flow to groundwater, as opposed to having this flow diffused over "I"19146
a large area and the slow infiltration which occurs under natural conditions•
If there is a concentration of this runoff, there may not be an attenuation of
contaminants in the vadose zone.

An EIS for this proposed project is incomplete without a thorough evaluation of the
above concerns.

5. The DEIS suggested that an impervious liner will be placed in the bioswale. This I

liner could not be totally impervious; otherwise there would not be seepage from ITI9/47
the swale into the groundwater at all. The EIS must contain a clarification and an
engineering description of this liner.

HAZARDOUS WASTE

1. Hazardous wastes have been found at sites and in groundwater very close to the
location of the proposed power plant (within one mile). Nearby land uses include
industrial and n'_anufacturing facilities which utilize a vaiiety of hazardous waste

I0
"I'19



substances, such as solvents, metals, arsenic, oils, and possibly PCBs. These facilities
include a power plant, substation, compressor, a refined petroleum products
pipeline and natural gas line, wood products facilities, The Boeing Company, a
plastics composite plant, and truck and rail traffic.

Because this site is located within an industrialized area, toxic materials may have
been dumped there, or transported to this property by wind and water movement
after nearby spills and releases. A Tacoma Utility official has stated there was a toxic
spill near the plant site in the last year.

The DEIS provides little inciication of site examination, other than a brief document
review. The EIS must provide results of tests conducted on soil and groundwater [

samples, as well as detailed results of the groundwater monitoring wells adjacent to [Ti9/48this site (DEIS pp. 4-34, 6-10).

2. The DEIS noted that the existing area landfill is operating under a 5 year
extension, which is due to expire in 1996, or about the time this power plant comes
on line. The EIS should describe the destiny of the various solid wastes generated by
this project subsequent to 1996, including but not limited to the waste catalysts from Ti9/49
the pollution control devices, which may contain hazardous metals.

3. This plant will use a demineralizer, which may generate waste materials. The ] 9device is not described in the DEIS and its waste stream is not estimated and T! /50I
characterized (DEIS p.5-47). This must be detailed in the EIS.

LEGIONNAIRES DISEASE '

The DEIS table of materials stored on site did not list any biocides known to be
effective against Legionnaires Disease. This disease breeds in moist, warm climate,
including cooling towers such as those to be used in this project proposal. This
disease has been known to spread through the discharge of steam from cooling
towers, s The EIS must identify and describe the use of appropriate chemical [

treatment of its cooling tower system to stifle development of the relevant bacteria. IT19/51

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The DEIS mentions a chemical called DCL 500 that is used during placement of L_

underground power lines. Greater description of the composition and effects of this _19/52

5 "Legionella in Power Station Cooling Waters." Bonnell and Rippon. Lanc_r.

August 10, 1985. pp. 327-8.

"Prevalence of Antibodies to Legionella Pheumophia Among

Workers Exposed to A Contaminated Cooling Tower". Buehler, Kurritsky, Gorman,

Hightower and Broome. /ir_lhi_v__ 'r n _ _ . July/August 1985.
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chemical is needed in the EIS, including a reproduction of the MSDS for DCL 500, so L._

that the public can evaluate any threat from this material..J.!19/52

HABITAT MITIGATION

The DEIS fails to describe possible mitigation measures for the destruction of
potentially critical Oregon oak stand habitat (4-16). The EIS should describe the
status of the Pierce County and Washington Department of Wildlife (WDW) review TI9/53
of these oak stands, and list several potential mitigations to be provided by the
developer for the loss of these trees. The EIS should also reference WDW's most --

recent endangered and threatened species list and state the presence of any habitat T19/54
that potentially will be impacted by this project proposal.

TRAFHC MITIGATION

The construction and operation of this facility will increase already congested traffic
in the nearby area. (DEIS p.4-41) There is currently an "E" traffic level of service in !

this area, which is characterized as "intolerable delay." The ELSmust discuss the Iproposed project's contribution and impact on these already intolerable levels, both T[9/55Iduring construction and operation phases. The EIS should address alternative
mitigation measures, such as road improvement, additional mass transit, and car
pooling assistance. If one mitigation includes the payment of mitigation fees to
Pierce County, the EIS must outline how these fees will be applied.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS

The EIS should contain a discussion of socio-economics, which should consider the
impacts of this proposed project on human issues, both during the construction and

operational phases, and should include, but not be limited to: the availability of Ti9/56
housing for temporary workers; the ability of communities to provide services
(social, health and emergency services) and estimated mitigation fees; whether
workers will be hired locally or from out of state; whether or not workers will be
paid area standard wages and benefits; and the fiscal impacts to the communities
and to the State of Washington.

The EIS should address this project's implementation of best available control _I3
technology and construction techniques in order to assure public health and safety 9/57
and the mitigation of environmental impacts. Quality control is a factor of
employing workers who are highly trained, skilled and reliable. The EIS should
address whether or not workers who have been trained through Washington State [TI9/58
approved apprenticeship programs will be employed in the construction of this [.
project.

POWER LINE ALTERNATIVE

The alternative of burying power lines associated with this project should be .[TI9/59
xV
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selected. _9159

ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES

The following technology alternatives have not been addressed in the DEIS. A
thorough evaluation should be conducted and a discussion presented in the EIS.
Given the potential human and environmental benefits of employing these
technologies in this project proposal, it would be totally insufficient to disregard
consideration of these processes as unfeasible. Rather, an extensive environmental
benefit and resource preservation analysis should be presented and weighed against
the economic impacts to the project.

1. Air Cooling Alternative. This alternative configuration would mitigate the .
global warming, water.use and water discharge impacts of this project proposal.

There are several power plants, including two plants currently in operation and one
that is permitted and under construction, in Wyoming, and one operating plant in
South Africa, which use extensive air cooling mechanisms to recondense their
steam back into water for reuse in their power ?_ant cycle.

Tenaska's water usage could be reduced thro_tgh the installation of an air "cooling _]1
system as an alternative to simply discharging steam into the open air through 19/60
cooling towers.

2. Water Recovery Alternative. This alternative would follow the example of an I

operating power plant in Rhode Island that treats and reuses its blowdown water, ITI9/61rather than discharging this as effluent. If this alternative configuration for the
handling of blowdown water were installed at this proposed project, considerable
water could be saved and effluent reduced.

This water would then be available for re-use in the plant, or for recharging the
aquifer.

COGENERATION ALTERNA .'UVE

The DEIS fails to discuss any reason why the Tenaska power plant could not be sited |

next to an industrial host which would serve as a customer for this plant's spent _9/62steam. If the Tenaska II Generation Project was to pipe its steam to an industrial
facility, after utilizing the steam to spin its turbines, that steam customer facility
would be able to use the steam (which is currently proposed to be released into the
atmosphere) for its .production or heating processes. That facility's boiler operation
would be curtailed, thus creating an environmental benefit.

In fact, Tenaska's current power plant at the British Petroleum refinery near
Ferndale, is a cogeneration facility. This demonstrates that cogeneration is a-feasible
and economic technology in the Northwest region for this particular developer.
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The DB_S, however, does not present an afternative configuration of this project,
involving a different site for the plant that would allow it to be a more efficient, Ti9/63
environmentallybeneficialcogenerationfacility.Thisisa major flawwhich should
be overcome in the EIS.Discussionofprojectalternatives,such as an alternative
cogenerationsite,istheheartoftheEISprocess.

REBOUND appreciatestheopportunitytocomment on thisDEIS.Pleasecontinueto
send REBOUND copiesof furtherenvironmentaldocuments and noticesof public

proceedingsregardingthisproject..

Sincerely,

Director

opeiu8
afl-cio
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TENASKA WASHINGTON PARTNERS L.P.
!

4o7Northtt7Street Tel.qi)lva_(402)Wt-g._K)

Omaha. NE68154 October 1, 1993 I_EC_X:_'J}8YSPA-"
;'- ;"I_.'.VEV_T

_--; :.a2_S._ "Z-20

Lynn W. Baker nCL.".:

Acting Public Involvement Manager Io 112.}¢__.%
BonneviUe Power Administration _ OIS_"
P. O. Box 1.2999
Portland, Oregon 97212

SUBJECT: Tenaska Washington H Generation Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Ms. Baker:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Tenaska Washington IIDraft
Environmental Impact Statement. First, a few general comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

The discussion on NPDES should be updated for recent events. Tenaska filed a Notice of
Intent for coverage under the Storm Water Baseline General Permit with the Wasklngton
Department of Ecology on August 2, 1993. After a review of the application the DOE r20/l "
determined that the operation of our facility will not require an NPDES storm water
permit. Attached is the DOE response of August 30, 1993 discussing the NPDES. Tenaska -
will apply for a construction permit prior to the start of construction. T20/2

It should be noted that the Tenaska Washington II project is specifically included in the
Comprehensive Plan Draft for Pierce County, June 1993. T20/3

The following are comments on specific items in the Draft EIS:

First Page Para Abstract

"The plant would be developed, owned and operated by Tenaska Power Partners, Inc."

"Tenaska Power Partners, Inc." should be changes to 'q'enaska Washington Partners II, L. [P." This change should be made throughout the document. Tenaska Washington Partners ,1"20/4
II, L. P. is the entity named in the Power Agreement attached to the Letter of Intent
between Bonneville Power Administration and Tenaska Power Partners, L. P.

T20
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m TENASKA
October'1, 1993 _ '
Page2

Pg 5-6 Section 5.3.2

The.desaiptioq of the fuel oil drainage system in the third paragrap .hcould be clarlf,ed by T20/5
noting that the f_el oil storagearea will be lin_ with impe_ous material and bermed.
Precipitation from this area will be checked for oil content and either muted to the oil-
water separator, if necessary, or to the bioswale and infiltration pond for disposal.

Pg 5-8 Impact H_ |

_0

The foQowing statements should be added: "The waste water discharge meets all of the
volume and effluent quality requirements of the Pierce County Ufftities Sanitary Sewer . /6
System. No need was found, for additional waste water treatment or volume reduction
through evaporation or reverse osmosis processes?

Pg 5-10 Section 5.4.2 Para 3 and 4 I

The following statement should be added: "Tenaska's air permit application was reviewed lT2017

by PSAPC.Aand submitted for agency and public comment on August 11, 1993. No
comments was received by PSAPCA." (Jay Willenburg, PSAPC_ pen. comm., September
ZS,Z_3).

pg5-26ImpactBR4 1"20/8
It should be noted that this impact applies to the gas line, water line and sewer line
corridor also.

Pg 5-32 Para ImpacZ SE2
T20/9

[t should be noted that the $1 million for property taxes and $1. million for a state gas use
tax are .ram,ual amounts

Pg 5-45 Para Impacts

The second sentence gives the impression that the power generated would vary by the time 1"20110
of day and the amount of staffing. It should be noted that the plant will operate near
capacity whenever it is running and that the output is not a function of the manpower on
site.

T20



CommentsonV ms TENASKA
October 1, 1993
Page 3

Pg 5-64 Section 5.17

Although the amount of resources consumed over the life of the project cannot be
accurately dete.m_ed at this time because the total operating days cannot be detezmined T20/II
it can be noted that the project will used approximately 45 million cubic feet of natural gas
per day and approximately 1.8 million gallons of water per day.

Pg 6-11 Section 6.17 Permits

The llst of permits should be expanded to include:
k

Review per Section 309 of the Clean Air Act by the Environmental Protection
Agency

Industrial Waste Discharge Permit from the Washington Department of Ecology T20/12

Natural Gas Import Authorizations from the Federal F.nergy' Regulatory Commission

Determination of Exempt Wholesale Generator from the Federal _ Regulatory.
Commission

CzidcalArea Review by Pierce County

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this document. Please feel free to call me
with questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Thomas E.Hendricks
VicePresident

At_chmcnt

9310013z.b

T20
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

P.O. BOX47600 ,, Olympia, Waskington 98504-7600 * (206)459-6e

August 30, 1993

Mr. Michael C, Lcbens
Tenaska Washington Parmersr_L.P.
407 N llTth St

Omaha, NE 68154-2570

Dear Mr. Lebens:

RE: Notice of Intent (HOI) for Coverage Under the Storm Water Baseline
General Permit

Fact_ty_ite Name: .Frederick_n Generation Project
Address: Tacoma, WA

The Washington Department of Ecology has reviewed your application (Nor) for
coverage under the Storm Water Baseline General Permit. Based upon our
interpretation of federal regulations, your fact-fity/site is not required to apply for
coverage for the reason(s) indicated below:.

The operations of your facility will not require an NPDES storm
water permit. However, ff more than five acres is clJsturbeclduring
construction, a notice of intent for construction _..,-_ivitymust be
submitted to the Department of Ecology 30 days prior to the start of
construction.

Regardless of our interpretation, if you wish to have your facRity/dte covere0
under the permit, please notify us by letter, or call (206) 438-7614.

Unless you contact us at the above telephone number, we will consider your
appficat/on withdrawn. Please be aware that you are still respons_l¢ for
compliance with other water quality laws and regulations, such as Water Quality
Standards. Therefore, you should take reasonable measures to reduce the
potential for surface water or ground water pollution caused by your facility/site.

If conditions at your facility/site change (for example, a change of primary
industrial activity), you should re-evaluate whether you need to apply for coverage

under this permit.

T20



Mr. Michael C. Lcbeus
August 30, 1993
Page 2

Plea_ call us at the same telephone number listed above if you have any
questions.

Sinc,.,rcly,

Edward O'Brien, Supervisor
IndustrialStorm Water Unit
Water QualityProgram

Euclosure

T20



NOTICE OF INTENT ............
USINo.

_ For Baseline General Permit to Discharge OOR,o.
Storm Water Associated with

_) Markardyoneitem' ' ' ' '_";' ' ' " I.. Q F..d=tl_Fidlity

_.c, L. _ _' Industrial Activity 2-_ ,.._.=Jtv..... ,-,.-.,-,'-'-" 3. Changeof Inloematkm
(Please pdntIn Ink or type)

L OPERATOR P _w_! [[_ II. OWNEFUREPRESENTATIVEOFFAClUTY
NIme"='_='w='_='='_'4. - "' "'"'" ' ....... ' .......:_e ""

Teuaska WaslL£us;ton 2arcuers II, L.P. Same As Operator
-MailingAddress Mai,ng/U_dress

/,07 .Notch 117¢h Street
' City Zip+ 4 C_, Zip+ 4 • .

Oau_a, Nebra.skJ_ 68154-2570
, ContictPerson PhoneNo. ConradPerson PhoneNo.

Ktc:hae! C. Lebens (402), 691-9515 .... ."

_,,_._:_urI'Y AOORE_ ' IV. BILLINGADDRESS: .

_,_ N=.............. i ........i o--, ,, . o_.,=,,,oe,,,,_ 00hr _.,ow)
StreetAddress Name

Same As Operator
City 231)+ 4 PhoneNo. Address

County City 7;p+ 4 PhoneNo.P,'¢,'c_"
[ L_g=lr_scdl_on ('dnoaddressfo¢site)

Parcel 60-3/Yreder£ckson lndust:_£al Area, P£erce County, _rash£ngt:on

ece.nnxGWATERI.r-ORMA_O. " . .
, _ ,od_'=stom_w=t.t,=_, to:(d..=kd _,t =p_y)

Stormsewersystem;nameo(storm=_wmr _em (ol:Ntmtor): . L "

_1 2. I_ DkeeUyto'=uda_-ewatemo(W_shk_gton=t_te(e.g.,dver,lake.=e'ek,ed_._)
3. [_ Indi,mgyto=uda_ water=olWashlngton=ate
4. _] Dtre¢_ytogroundWater=ofWuhingtonstate: 0 dn/well IX] dndnfield [_ other

e. Name(s)_,_,1_ water(,):

creml.m_e.istoan unnamedr_vin9 water'/ 0 Yes ['_ No

-c. Loc=Uo_o(_.(s):
i,, =_.'% Ouarter SE ' Section 3.6 Township 19 North Range 3 E=sC

,At.Acnv_ _.Vo.MA_o.

['_'tl_ Code(s)(PostPRIMARYSICInNo' 1) I' ! B. Typeof business

I'_!,__ 2_ _.ii.__j '111__ __! _o_i__o.=_H__ioo..•
• C, Areaswilh inclus_alac_viUo_attacflih/:(checkallthatapply) .

1.0 Manuf_cturirm.Butld'_ G.[_ Appr_atlo_orDisposalo!Wa_,,owatms
! 2. [_ Malodal HandfirK:j 7. _ S(or.-_o & Mainlon.lnco of Malodal H.')n_E_j Equ_mont

I 4. 0 Hazardous Was|e T¢ealmerd. $1orege, o_r Oi_'po_al 9. _ INACTIVE Areas Where Sk:Jrt_card Malodals Remain
, (Rofocs to RCR_. Su_t_Je C Facilitle,s Only) !0. _ Accer_= Roads & Rml Line= foe Shippir_j & Roceiving

( 5. [_ Waste Trealmont, Stocago, or Olsposa! l 1, C_ OU_o_ _. _lrl(] Pouel _" C__n_.lc;'tt:.'j.out

...... I'20



AddltionatInlofmaticn Needed:

Tolal size el sitewith industrial activity (in acres} 9
Totalimpervlousarea (includingrooftops) (in ac_es) 2.5
Has I stormwater pollutionpreventiort'plan heen developed? (Prel:LmJ, oac'y) [_ Yes [_ No

Ate storm waterdischarge data available? Q Yes _ No
Ate data evadable on impact ol stormwater on water qualityo4"sediments? [_ Yes _ No

I. MATERIAL HANDLING/MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Types o( materials handled and/or stored outdoors:(checkall that apply}

1. [_ So,vents 4. _r_ PlatingProducts C. [_ Paints/Coatings
2. [_ Scrap Met= 5. t_J Pesticides 9. [_ WoodtreatingProducts
3. _ Petroleum or Petrochemical Products 6. [_ Hazardous Wastes 10. _ Other Toxic=(Please list)

7. (_ Acidso¢Alkalies Anhydrous Ae,,,,OtLt.a

• Identi/yexisting management practices employedto reduce po41utantsin Industrial stormwater discharges:

(check airthat apply)

1. _ OiVWater Separator 4. [_ Surface Lear.hate Collection 8. I_ InfiltrationBasins
2. {_ Co¢ltaJrvnent 5. [_ Overhead Coverage 9. [_ OperationalBMPs
3. (_ Spill Prevention 6. _ Recycllng/Source Reduction 10. [_ VegetationManagement

7 m O.=,n"onF,,_,., 11%__.t_=os'j S,,al_

/tlLI REGULATORY STATUS (check all that apply)

,. (_ NPOES Permit C. {_ All Notice o( ConsL,-uction.Permit. o¢Order

; PerfnitNo. Agency: l_uget: Sound A_r Pollution
Control Agency

L [_ State Wute Discharge Pmmtt D. [_ State/USEPA Hazardous Waste I0 No.
•" Permit No.

X, STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POUCY ACT (SEPA) (AppUes only to NEW INDUSTRIAL FACILR1ES)

SEPA review beencompleted? _ Yes (_ No [_ Exempt

_jencybrsuingONS. FinaJEIS. orExemptio_ 3onnev-ille Pover A,4m;n'I-.=t:rar.:[On & l=_i.e¢ce Co_LtxtTT
3ate el DNS or FmaJEIS: Ant:::j.ctpat:ed - Hatch 1994

X. PUBIJC NOTICE (Apptte= only to NEW INDUSTRIAL FACIUTIES) _'.

1Attachedaffidavitof TWO I:,Jbl'matiocts? E] Yes [_ No

XL CERTIFICATION OF PERh'Ci'TEE(S)

1 cer_ undarpenal_ of law that this document and an attachments were prepared unclermy direction _su .pen__ . -
a_ce wi_ a system designed to assure that quallfied personnel propedy galher and evaluate the _tonnaeon subm:qco.
Based on my inquiry of _.e p_rson or,persons who manage the system, or those persons directly respons_le kx"g'athering the
klformatJon,the [nfon'nation submitted is. to the best ot my knowledge a[_dbelief, _lue, accurate, a_! complete. I am aware that
there _re significant penaJtJes lot"submitting raise in/onnat/on, including the possib_lhy of _qe and imprisonment forknowing
violations."Tenaska Washington Partners ll, L.P.

By: Tenask_ gashington II, L.P. Ha_aging Partner
. •

By: Teuask_ll, Inc., Hanaging Partner. (If Co-Permit:tee)

0Peratods PrintedName': I_L_chael C, Leben$ Owner's Printed Name: ""

'"l

Signature: --- ":-',_ Sicjnature:

_tlo: V'/_-3;: ,'_.-.,_._.._'_._'.-"_ Date __2../._.._ T;'Je: Date

STA;_" USE OtJLY:

T20



Tac.o_na M,_ Cd.on

PUDI#C
Utilities

36_ So,_a3_h Su_
• PD.6ox,O07

Ta_mM,WA _411-000_

D_
u_
W,t_r

October 4, 1993 _u_

: 'Jst_._r_c._...-Jl I

Publ tc Involvement Manager
Department ofEnergy

Bonnev|lle PowerAdministration _ Io_ IP. O. Box 12999
• Portland, OR 97212

Dear Str: _ -

SUBJECT: DRAFTENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEHENT
TENASKAWASHINGTONII GENERATIONPRO3ECT

Both Ltght and Water Divisions have reviewed the subject request.

The Ltght Dtvtsion has rep]]ed under separate cover on October.l, 1993.

The Water Otvtston has no coments.

Sincerely, '"

Rtchard W. Curttce
Real (state ManagementSupervisor

_C/c;Ik
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_,_ _"_e_ REGION 10
1200 Sigh Avenue RE_W_C6Y 5_ _]

Seatt_. Washington 98101 _EL. ;;(_.V_.E_f !

0CT 41993
^WN OF..WD-126 i RE_IPl _TE I

Acting Public Involvement Manager _ ' DIS_I "
P.O. Box 12999

Portland, Oregon 97212

Re: Proposed Tenaska - Washington IS Generation Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Ms. Baker:

The EnVironmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the

Proposed Tenaska - Washington II Generation Project Draft EIS.
The Draft EIS evaluates the proposed development of a

privately-owned 240 megawatt gas-fired combustion turbine power
generation plant in Pierce County, Washington. The Bonneville

Power Administration (BPA) would purchase electrical power from
the proposed facility. Our review of this proposal is conducted

in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
and EPA's authorization under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to

comment on the overall environmental acceptability of federal
actions subject to NEPA.

Resource acquisition program alternatives were previously
evaluated by BPA in the 1993 Resource Programs EIS. The

alternative identified' in the Record of Decision for that EIS was
"emphasize conservation,,, under which one-third of the future

power acquisitions would come from combustion turbines. The

Tenaska project, evaluated in the subject Draft EIS, would
provide one quarter of the total acquisitions from combustion
turbine projects.

The principal environmental issues associated with the

proposed Tenaska project, about which we are providing comments,
below, are impacts to air quality and ground water resources.

The project's air emissions will cause an Incremental cumulative
impact to air quality, and the possible infiltration of

pollutants from the project site during construction and

operations may ultimately impact ground water resources. We have
requested additional information to assist in the assessment of
those impacts.

As indicated in the Draft EIS, the project area is not in

compliance with the ambient air quality standards for carbon

monoxide (CO) and ozone. Both CO and volatile organic compounds

_ P;_n#¢,d On ReCV¢Iccl P._De_"
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(a precursor to ozone) emissions are subject to the significant
impact threshold criteria for new sources in a non-attainment

area, administered by the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control
Agency (PSAPCA). The air quality impact analysis indicates that
these project emissions will approach (but not exceed) the
applicable thresholds (Draft EIS, page 5-13 and Table 5.4-3).

The Draft EIS indicates on pages 5-15 and 5-16 that the
proposed Tenaska project is not subject to the Prevention of

• Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations because the project
will not have the potential to emit more than 100 tons per year
of anyalr pollutant. This is not entirely correct since, the
project does have the potential to emit over i00 tons per year of _22/I
nitrogen dioxide, which would normally make this project subject
to PSD review. However, in this case, because the project is
defined as a "synthetic minor", and is subject to federally
enforceable permit conditions, it will not be subject to PSD
review.

Sulfur dioxide concentrations (3 hour and 24 hour) from the
project also approach the a_bient standards thresholds (for
attainment'pollutants), as indicated in Table 5.4-4 of the Draft
EIS. Although regulatory public health standards would not be
exceeded by the proposed project, the project, as a result of the
above and other.emltted pollutants, will be a contributor to
overall cumulative air pollutant emissions in the affected
airshed. The Final EIS should describe the cumulative air

quality impacts of the proposed Tenaska project and the existing
power plant in the vicinity of the project site. This T22/2
information can probably be obtained from the PSAPCA permit
application.

The Final EIS should reflect the latest emission limits and

requirements of PSAPCA included in the air permit issued for the
proposed project. Emissions should be stated in terms of F22/3
"potential" emissions as opposed to annual averages.

An inconsistency appears in the Draft EIS between page 5-10, |

and Table 5.4.2 in reference to the number of "hours" vs. "days" _2/4fuel oil would be utilized (should apparently be 120 hours).

_round Wat_

The Draft EIS indicates on pages 4-7 and 4-8 that a petition
for designation of the Clover-Chambers Creek Basin aquifer system
(within which the proposed project site is located) as a Sole

SourceAquifer has been submitted to EPA. The designation _["/2/SB
currently under review covers the larger area encompassing the
Central Pierce County Aquifer System. We expect a final decision
on that designation next month.

T22
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Page 4-8 of the Draft EIS states that EPA review (i.e.,

under the Sole Source Aquifer program) of the project is required

since BPA is "considering purchasing power from the proposed
project." If a sole source acquifer designation is approved, EPA I

may review and comment on the project pursuant to Section 1424(e) [T22/5of the Safe Drinking Water Act. If EPA does review this project,
we would want to review the prevention, contingency, and spill

response plans listed at the top of page 6-8, as well as the
storm water plan. More information on these controls should be
reflected in the Final EIS as discussed below.

Page 4-8 contains a factual error in the second to last [

sentence of the first paragraph. The July 1993 event that was [T22/6
noted was not a public hearing, but rather an informational

meeting. Official public comments were not formally taken as
indicated.

Water quality impacts are discussed on pages 5-6 through 5-9
and pages 5-34 through 5-38 of the Draft EIS. As indicated in

the Draft EIS, the soils of the site are highly permeable. This
raises concerns about the potential for ground water

contamination resulting from the infiltration of contaminants F22/7
associated with plant construction and operation: a 4iscussion

of these potential impacts should be included in the Final EIS.

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit

from the Department of Ecology will be required for storm water
discharges. Adverse impacts to the underlying aquifer should

not occur if all federal, state, and local regulatory measures
are implemented regarding storm water management, storage of
hazardous wastes, and disposal of wastewater to the sewer system.

The Draft EIS provides little detail on those mitigation measures

and design features, thereby precluding a complete assessment of
their effectiveness. The type of information required to support [

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System application,
including storm and process water flow schematics and control T22/8
measures and best management practices should be reflected to the
extent possible in the Final EIS.

Construction and operational-phase measures to prevent and
clean up spills of petroleum products and chemicals should be T22/9
better documented and stated as commitments in the Final EIS.

The Draft EIS indicates that a Spill Prevention Containment and
Countermeasures (SPCC) could be instituted. The SPCC plan, if
not included in the Final EIS, should be better described, as

should the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act procedures

which will apply to the proposed project. All measures necessary |

to prevent potential adverse impacts to ground water resources _22/[0should be stated as _anagement commitments.

T22



4

Based on our review we have rated the Draft EIS EC-2
(Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information). An

explanation of EPA's EIS rating system is enclosed for your
reference. To summarize, the primary basis for our concerns is
the incremental regional impact of project-related air emissions
and the potential (i.e., subject to implementation of appropriate
mitigation) for infiltration of pollutants at the site during
construction and operations. The additional information.we have
requested in our comments would further assist in the assessment
of those impacts. "A summary of our comments will be published in
the Federal Register.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. We
would be pleased to provide assistance in addressing our
comments. Rick Seaborne in the Environmental Review Section is

the lead contact person for this review and can be contacted at
(206) 553-8510.

Sincerely,

Kathy Veit, Chief
Program Coordination Branch

Enclosure

T22



SUMMARY OFTI_ BPA FIATIHG
DRAFTB_VIRONI_E_AL mm_i" STATEMEN1PS:

The EPA rev_Yw_ _ Id_tH'ted tny i)o((md4d_r_tal h/tl)ects r_ I_:_t_ntivt d_lttOe4 to _ prol:)o4;d.
revle_ rn_ have dL_losed oppoctun_s kx _Gon of rr_doe _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _e _
rr_n_ ch_u_es to the pcoposal.

EC--G_onmer_! Coeoam_

The EPA reviewhlLsIden6fied _tal imi:_c_ that should be svo;d In o<¢1_to fully i_otoct the envitonmenL Coer_
measures may requ_e _ to the Ixe(a_red e_temat;veo¢ _opGcatloe o( rr_ga_0c_ me_es that c=n mduoe the
envL-onmentaJImpact. EPAwould _;keto work with the lead agency to reduce these Iml:_l_

The EPA rev_w has Ideneied s_gn_ant en_in_nmentalimpels that must be _ded In e_le¢ to _ ,dequ_te Ixotec_ion
(or the envlronmenL CoffecOve rues.sumsmay requ;re subslantial ch_mges to the fxefetred idt_rn_ve o_¢omk:letaJk_ of =ome
other wo_ec_eftemat;v_ (;nc_udlng the no aclJonallernat_ve o¢• new IdtemstJve). EPAintends to _ w{th the hid _gency to
reduoe these impacts.

The EPA reviewhas identified 8dverseenvimnmenlaf impact= that i_reof suf/k:lemtmagnitude thtt 1hey we unsatiMa_ (men
the =bmdpolnt o( pubr¢ heid_ o¢ waffle (x env{mnmen_ query. EPA intends to wod( with the Jead agency to reduce these
Impacts. ff the potential uns_Gsfacto_,imp_s are not ¢c_ecCed at the fired EIS _tcoe.th_ pmposil _'11be _eoommended Icx
referral to the CEQ.

,_:lequac_of _._ tmp_ _t_

C_tego_ _--,a,_equ,_ze

EPA believes the draft E_ adequately set= forth the env_roc_mental_'nl:)act(s)o1t_e prefected alte_tive and th_ of the
alternatives rea_..._ablyavsu'lableto the Wo_'¢t, or ec_;o_ No further axtalys_so_ date o0Hecth_nis ne_essauy,but the re,v(ewer
may suggest the addit_:_nof da.,Ffy_nglanguage o_ inh_-matio_

Categocy2-_'_u_-_ In_xrnaSoe

The drill Ei$ does riot o_nt_n sufficient Infom_t;oct for EPAto fully issess envi¢onmeflUdimpil_s that should be tv_id in _rdet
to fullyprotect the env_o_,rnent,o_ the EPAreviewe( ha=;ide_ldf_Ndnew re_ _va4"lable=lt=rnallvesthat we _Udn the
spectrum of altematlves etud_zed in1he draft EI$, which oould reduoe the ecwinxtn_nUd impacts of the _ The identified
edd_l;onalin_ownaUon,data, analyser,,o¢ discussionshould be included in the f'malEIS.

Catogo_y _,aqu=te

EPAdoes not bel;eve that the d_'a_EIS adequately assesses potentlelly s;gnif_'..antenviconment,ldirnp,tcts Q/the a_[k)n, or Ihe
EPA rev;ewer has identified new. re_sona_y tvailable alternatives that ate out_do of the s_ o( alters analyzed in the
draft EIS,which should be analyzed in o_de¢to roduce the potentially tJgnH'K:antenv_romllentalimpacts. EPAhal;eves 1hat the
ident;fied add;t;onal infonnnation,data. 8nelyses, o4"di_ are o( such a magnitudethat they should htve lull put_c review
at a draft stage. EPAdoes not believe that the drsft EIS is adequate fo_ the purposesof the NEPA,r_Io_ Section 3O9 review.
and thus shouldbe fo(mally revised and made available foe public comment in a supplemental o4'revised d(att EIS. On the
beds of the potential significant impacts involved, this Wopos,_d(x)uld be a cand'_ate fol'reletl'al to the CEQ.

"From EPA Manual 1640 policy and Prooedures lot the I'_view of Federal Actions impacting the Env_onment.
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CONCURRENCE PAGE

subject: Tenaska project DEIS

bcc: Author File - Seaborne
Reading File
official File

HQ - OFA
Ray Nye - AT-082 •
Scott Downey -WD-133

Date: 9130193
WordPerfect 5.0
File Name: F:\USER\FSEABORN\TNSK.DEI
New Addresses: " " •
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.¢ . ... _

_,zm,,_mc,,-w T.E_._'EOBYBPA "_
i..L. INVOI.VE_,.'.. !

September 23, 1993 -'_-2.-7_._ ,I
RECEIPTDATE: ' "]

!
Acting Pubfic Involvement Manager o: , i
Bonneville Power Administration |
P.O. Box 12999 J
Portland, OR
97212

Subject: Comments on the Teaaska Washington II GenerationProject Dzaft EIS

Dear .Ms.Baker,

The mission of the Economic Development Board of Tacoma-Pierce County (EDB) is fairly
obvious"from our name. The EDB is a partnershipbetween private business andthe publiz sector
with a goal of increasing the quality and number of'jobs as well as spurring capital invesUnmt
within the county. Retention of existing jobs and businemes is likewise an import_ facet of our
activity. The EDB believes that the Teoaska powergeneration project1_ forthe
Fredericksonarea of Pierce County would be an important additionto the county's infi-amucture
and will contributeto continued development of our area. Oursupportof this project is based upen
the following specific reason.

1. The Region Needs New Electrical Power Generation

All forecasts of the electrical load oomparedwith the genentting capacity (load/resource balance)
indicatesthat the Regi_ is already shortof power in the amezzt year. Rzquiraments to reserve
water for the Endangered Salmon will exacerbate this imbalance. BPA has sought projects that "['2311
will generate 300 average mega watts ofenergy. The Tenaska project is expected to generate 240
average me_ watts. Failure to provide for ¢_ztinued growth of electrical demandis a recipe for
ecenomicstagnation.

2. The ProjectWill ReducetheVoltageSag Issuein the PugetSoundBasin

The majorityof theelectricpowerusersintheState,,re locatedontheWestsideof theCascade
Mountains,yet mostof the generatingresourcesarein EasternWashington.This load/resource
distributionpatternrequiresan extensiveset of power transmissionlinestoberun acrossthe
mountainpasses to supportthe electrical load. Previousstudieshave shown that failure of one or
more of these lines during the peak winter demand period (also the most likely time for a winter
storm capableof damaging the lines) would result in a serious powerdisturbance in Puget Sound
with possible "brown-outs". This issue is serious enough that many of the West Side Utilities have
put emergency plans into place to curtail industrial and other business activity on an instant's
notice to preserve the clectrical system stability.

950PacificAvenue• Suite410' P.O.Box 1555• Tacoma,WA98401
PHONE(206)383-4726" FA×(206)383-4676
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BonnevillePowerAdminisIraIion September23,1993
CommentonTcnaskaPowerGenerationE[5

Of the alternativesavailableto addressthis issue, increasingthe electricalpowergenerationnear
the loadcenters is the mosteffective. The proposedTenaskaplant locatedat Fredericksonis in the i

centerof the areathat usesmostofthd power. Powergenerationat this locationwill bea very IT'23/2

significantcontribution in limiting thepotentialvoltagesagandthe economiccurtailments that
would result from a transmissionlinefailure. Moreover,buildingthe Tenaskaprojectmayallow
thedelayof othermeansof addressingthe voltageissuethat havemoreseriousenvironmental
damagepotential.

3. The Project will Generate Construction and PermanentHigh Quality Jobs

The proposed construction schedule will generate 225 to 250 jobs over an 18 month period. Most
of these jobs will come from the local area. Companies that furnish trucks, backhoes, bulldozers,
cranes and other heavy equipment are likely to benefit. Workers skilled in welding, steel rigging,
concrete pouring, wiring, and insmaneatation will be required. These are high paying, high quality
jobs, the kind that any community would seek. r23/3

The permanent jobs in the operating plant are also of a highly skilled variety with relatively good
salaries. Therefore from a community point of view, both the construction and the on-going plant
operation will providehigh quality jobs that are capable of supporting families.

4. The Project will have a Minimal Environmental Impact

The Frederick.sou site is intended for industrial development. There is an existing Puget Power
electrical generating plant located within 600 meters ofthe proposed site. There are existing high
voltage transmission lines and a major electrical Switching Station within 500 meters of the

location. It would be hard to find a more ideal site for the project. ]'2314

During operation, only 14people will be at the site during the peak activity hours, which is
expected to be on the day shift. On the off-shifts only a handful of'people will be on the site.
Traffic.loading is expected to be trivial, especially since it will be dwarfed by the already approved
Boeing plant next door. The project meets all environmental requirements and has gone through an
extensive BPA screening of the potential generation project candidates.

Thereforewe at the EDB stronglyendorsetheconstructionof the TenaskaWashington I1project IT23/5
locatedat Frederickson.Thank you for this opportunityto comment. I'

Sincerely,

Erlin-O_. Mork "
President

EconomicDevclopmcl_tBoardof Tacoma-PicrccCounty Page2
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Bonnevftle Power Administration . IO l t% )q
P.O. Box 12999 ^RF_ OISTRICT
Portland. Oregon 97212

Dear Ms. Baker:

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Tcnaska Washington II Generation Project.

Important environmental issues associated with this project include
cumulativeairqualityeffects,risksassociatedwith hazardous materials,noise,

............. releaseof"greenhouse gasses,and possibleenvironmentalconsequences of the
interactionofthisprojectwiththe balanceofthe regionalpower system. W1flleall
environmental impacts of potentialsignificanceshould be identifiedin the
environmentalimpact statement,we believethatitisparticularlyimportantthat
the key issuesbe highlightedand receivecomprehensive,In-depth assessment,
Severalofthecomments thatfolloware intendedtohighlightenvironmentalissues
we believetobe among themost importantforTenaska Washington If.

Hazardous Materials:The project,inopcration,willemploy potentiallyhazardous

materials(Table5.9-1}.The procurement, transportation,on-sitehandling and TR4/I
dispositionof these materials will introduce new and possibly s_gnificant
environmentalriskstothe siteand surrounding region.Seriousgroundwater and- -
stream contamination,he.althimpacts and biologicaldamage could P_sultfrom

improper or accidentalrelease of these materials.These risks will be presentnot T24/2
Justat tlie:plant site,but along transportationroutes and at procurement and
disposition sites, as well. This issue was raised durin_ the Council's Section 6(c}
review of Bonncville's acquisition of Tenaska Washington If. Because these risks
were not fully assessed in Bonneville's Record of Decision or in subsequent
testimony, the Council. in its Record of Decision (ROD, p.7, enclosed), stated its
expectation that the risks associated with hazardous materials would be assessed
in the Environmental Impact Statement. While some discussion of on-site storage
and handling of hazardous materials is provided in Section 5.9, the draft lacks a
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annual average hours of operation on fuel oil can readily be made. FueliTconsumption can then be estimated. 24/8

Vibration: The issue of grotmd-transmitted vibration was raised in the course of
the Council's Section 6(c) review of Bonneville's acquisition of Tenaska Washington
II. During that review, Bonneville supplied evidence convincing to the Council that
vibration would not be a problem (ROD, p.28). While the Council concluded that
vibration is unlikely to" be a problem at Tenaska VVashington II, vibration as a L

potential consequence of combustion turbine combined-cycle power plant [F24/9operation should be assessed.

Global Warmiag: The contribution of Tenaska Washington II to potential global
climate change was a topic of considerable discussion during the Council's Section
6{c) consistency review. The global warming issue is very briefly discussed in
Section 4.4.4, and receives some additional discussion in Section 5.4. This issue

is not mentioned in the Smmrmry, even though it is one of the major issues in
current discussions of energy policy. The discussion of global warming should be
augmented to convey more fully the nature of the issue, the potential contribution

of this plant, emerging international and federal policies, planned mitigation, and ]'24/10
further mitigation opportunities, if ultimately needed. Global warming should
appear ha the Smammry, as an unresolved issue (S.6.3), and as a potential
environmental impact (Table S- i).

Other:

• The last paragraph on page 3-4 states that air pollutant emissions will be

minimized using Best Available Control Technology (BAC'T). We understand T24/]I
that the proposed nitrogen oxide control will be Lowest Achievable Emission
Rate (LAER). The last paragraph on page 3-4 should be modified to convey this
fact.

• Equivalents of Tables 5.4-5 and 5.4-6 should be provided for firing on fuel off. IT24/III_

• Section S.6.2 states that no evidence has emerged in preparation of the
Environmental Impact Statement to suggest that the proposed action is
particularly controversial. To the contrary, the Council, in its Section 6(c)
review of this acquisition, encountered substantial environmental controversy.
Issues raised during that proceeding include the impact of the proposed plant T24/12
on the Columbia River Fish and Wildlife Program, global warming risk, location
in an ozone non-atta/nment area, environmental effects of fuel oil operation and
ground-transmitted vibration. These issues should be identified in Section
S.6.2. Discussion of these issues is provided in the Council's Record of
Decision.

• The final paragraph of page 5-10 states that the plant would burn natural gas[

"for all but 120 days each year when fuel oil would be used." Fuel oil burn will _T24/13be limited to approximately I20 bow's per year. as controlled by cumulative
releases of sulfur dioxide. Moreover, the statement implies that fuel oil will

!"24



comprehensive, in-depth discussion of t.h/s issue. The following additionaL
material is needed:

• The definition of the "affected environment" should be expanded to include

procurement sites, transportation routes and disposition sites establL_hed
specifically to serve this plant.

• Elements of the _ffected environment (softs, groundwater, surface waters, ]
habitat, traffic and transportation) that could impact or be impacted by JT24/3
hazardous matcfled releases should bc described in Section 4. I

• Regulatory requirements applying to hazardous material procuren_nt,
transportation, on-site handling and disposition should be described.

• The analysis of the potential for environmental releases of hazardous materials
should be expanded to cover procurement, off-site transportation and

disposition. The scope of the analysis should be expanded to include possible IT24/4
soil, ground water and surface water contamination and biological hnpacta. I

• Risks associated with handling and disposition of air pollution control catalysts I

should be assessed. These can be considered haz_dous because of their heavy []'24/5
metal content. I

Regional Power System Impacts: As discussed in the Council's Record of
Decision (p. 15), addition of dispatchable gas-fired resources to the regional power
system has the potential to modify the seasoned pattern of hydropower system
operatipn in a manner dctrimented to the objcct.ivcs of the Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wfldiffe Program.
Tenaska Washington II, as the first dispatchable gas-fired resource on Bonneville's
system, is not likely, taken by itself, to have a significant effect on resident or j

anadromous fish through associated changes in the operation of the hydro system, i]T_4/6The final EIS should establish this fact. The EIS should also acknowledge that as] -
additional gas-fired generation is integrated into the regional system such an effect i
may result, as a cumulative environment_ impact associated with the operation of
this type of plant While this is an issue that deserves further consideration in

Bonneville's planning for longer-term additions to the power system, it should not
be ignored here. The nature of the issue, its long-term implicatlons and a
proposed approach to monitoring and assessing the possible emergence of this
impact should be discussed in this document.

Cooli_g Tower _: Chlorine and other biocides found in the plant cooling water[
may be released to the atmosphere in the form of cooling tower drift. Deposition of IT24/7

these chemicals in the area surrounding the plant may affect surface water and[
vegetation. These potential impacts should be assessed.

Irreversible Commitment of Rcaourcee: The draft EIS states that the[

consumption of natural gas and fuel oil cannot accurately be determined at this[T24/8
time. We believe that reasonable estimates of the likely capacity factor, ands
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definitely be used for 120 houx_ annu;dly. Not .';o. l,'u(:l oil is ext)cctcd to be 11"24/13
used only as necessary. _[

The first paragraph on page 5-13 draws a comparison with q_xas plants which
have never operated on fuel oil. The comparability of these plants is I'24/[4
questionable. First. ff near the Gulf Coast. the Texas plants are located at a
natural gas source and within a dense pipeline network. This contrasts with
the Frederickson situation, where the plant is sea-red by a single gas pipeline.
many hundreds of miles from the gas fields. Second, the Texas plants operate
in a summer-peaking electrical system, non-coincldent with the winter peaking
gas system. Again, this contrasts with the Tenaska Washington II situation
where the plant will operate in a winter-peaking electrical system, coincident
with the winter-peaking gas system. These factcrrs suggest that Tena.ska
Washington II is more Likely than its Texas counterparts to encounter situations
where operation on fuel off is necessary.

Thank you for the opportuniky to review and comment on this draft. We
intend these comments to be constructive and look forward to the final document.

Questions concerning these comments can be addressed to Jeff King of our staff.

Yours truly.

Edward W. Sheets
Executive Director

Enclosure

cc: Dick Watson

Jeff King
William Hannaford
Council Members

I )'1
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3 MR. CLARKE: If we could get people in the back to

4 come up and take a seat, I think we can go ahead and get the

5 formal part of the meeting started.

6 I'm Stuart Clarke and I'm basically here to

7 facilitate the meeting tonight, and I work for the Bonneville

8 Power Administration. And I brought along a lot of other

9 people that have a lot more knowledge about the Tenaska

10 Project than I do to answer questions that the people here

ii tonight may have.

12 I hope when you came in, everybody took the time to

13 register, and then that gives us knowledge about who was here

14 tonight, and also if we have to get back to you to clarify

15 something that we heard, we'll have that opportunity.

16 This meeting tonight is being recorded by a Court

17 Reporter, Bill Chun. We' re in such a -- it's a good room and

18 has good acoustics, and we've got a fairly small crowd; so, I

19 didn't put a microphone out in the audience. But if for some

20 reason we need it, we have that ability.

21 I hope everybody picked up an agenda when they came

22 in, and if you'll just take a look at that for a minute. You

23 know, for the last hour, basically, we had an open house. I

24 hope most of you got a chance to walk around and look at some

25 of the displays, maybe talk to some of the people that are
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4

1 here tonight from BPA and Tenaska and some of the consultants.

2 If you had some particular items you really wanted to get some

3 in-depth discussion about, they were here for that purpose.

4 And some of us are up here at the front of the room

5 and we' re going to try to answer your questions. If we need

6 help, we' Ii call on some of the other people in the audience.

7 But I'd like to go ahead and ihtroduce the people that are

8 here with me up at the front.

9 At the far end of the table, we have Ron Holeman

I0 who's the Project Manager for BPA. Then Tom Hendricks, who's

ii a Vice President with Tenaska Power Partners. And next to Tom

12 is Phil Pinard who's with Pierce County. And Pierce County --

13 Phil will talk about their process and what happens and how

14 they' re working with BPA in their process. And then, right

15 next to me here is Nandranie Tuck who is the Project EIS

16 Manager.

17 And they're all going to have a little bit to say

18 here in the first 30 minutes of the program where we're going

19 to try to give you a little background about the project, and

20 then for the last hour and a half, we'll open up the meeting

21 for your comments and also your questions and answers.

22 One more little housekeeping item before we really

23 get into this just to let everybody know -- the school asked

24 us to use the restrooms that are down by the gym. So, when

25 . you go out here, you take a right, you go through the double
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1 doors and they' re just off to the left a little bit.

2 I guess the only things that I wanted to say tonight

3 -- and I've already sort of referred to them-- is that the

4 purpose of this meeting is to discuss this project, to talk

5 about the environmental effects and the mitigation measures

6 that may be associated with this project. We' re here to take

7 your comments. We want to listen to you_ concerns; have a

8 dialogue about the issues.

9 We did this about a year ago, actually, in our

I0 scoping meeting that was here, and I was at that meeting, and

Ii we actually had a very good discussion with the people that

12 were here. We got a lot of good comments about air emissions,

13 we got comments about water, comments about noise. People

14 were concerned about traffic during construction and traffic

15 during the operation of the project and those types of things.

16 And, you know, we were able to tell them what we thought was

17 going to happen and address some of those issues. And it

18 helped us very much in terms of putting together the Draft

19 Environmental Impact Statement which came out last month,

20 because, you know, that told us what we needed to look at and

21 what people were concerned about.

22 So, we' re back here tonight. We hope that you've

23 reviewed our material, and if there are some issues that you

24 want to talk to us about that are in the Draft EIS or not in

25 the Draft EIS, that's what we want to hear.
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1 I guess the last thing that I would like to talk

2 about before I ask Nandranie to talk a little bit about the

3 EIS, is that -- you know, Bonneville is in a situation right

4 now where we are deficit in terms of resources. And actually,

5 let me back up just a little bit because I did have one person

6 ask me about who is the Bonneville Power Administration.

7 Well, the Bonneville Powef Administration is a

8 Federal Agency. We' re actually part of the Department of

9 Energy. And what we were basically created for was to market

I0 the power that's generated at the dams on the Columbia River.

ii So, we build a transmission system and we deliver that power

12 to utilities and large industries that then use that power.

13 But we also now have a responsibility under a law that was

14 passed in December of 1980 to acquire resources to meet the

15 needs of our utility customers. We have power sales contracts

16 with them which -- where they can place their load on us.

17 And in working with those utilities and working with

18 the Power Council, when we look out to the future over the

19 next ten years, we believe that we're going to need about 1500

20 megawatts of power to meet the loads that these customers will

21 place on us. And we have looked at that, and the way we've

22 decided to try to acquire those resources is -- the first

23 thing we're going to do is try to acquire about 660 megawatts

24 from conservation measures. So, that's the first goal.

25 Then there's about 120 megawatts we can acquire
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1 through system efficiencies on the transmission system and

2 also at the generators that were built some years ago on the

3 Columbia River.

4 So, that gets us up to 780, 800 megawatts. And the

5 rest of it we think we're going to have to go out and acquire

6 resources, and we will do that through a number of ways. We

7 will have utilities through billing credits, offer resources

8 to us, and we will acquire them; and then another way that

9 we' re going to do it -- and this is where Tenaska comes in--

I0 is we went out and asked people to bring projects to us, and

II offer their capability to us, and this was under a competitive

12 proposal -- a request for proposal; and we had over I00

13 projects that were proposed to us, and it was over 5,000

14 megawatts; and actually, the project that we've selected to

15 proceed on is this Tenaska Project.

16 And so that's how we've sort of gotten to this

17 situation that we're in now. Now, there are other projects

18 that we' re also proceeding on now. Some of them are -- for

19 example, there's the Cowlitz Falls Hydroelectric Project which

20 is down in Lewis County. We' re also looking at some other

21 combustion turbines under our option program, and we're

22 looking at some cogeneration projects that we want to bring on

23 line. That's sort of how we got to this position that we' re

24 in now and why we're looking at this project.

25 So, I just wanted to go over that to give you a
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1 little regional perspective on how we got here.

2 Anything else I need to cover? Can you think of

3 anything?

4 MS. TUCK: I think you've done a pretty good job.

5 MR. CLARKE: Okay. Well, I guess with that, I'll go

6 ahead and turn it over to Nandranie. I know she had a few

7 things that she wanted to say about the Environmental Impact

8 Statement.

10 MS. TUCK: Thank you, Stuart. Good evening. I'd

ii like to pick up from where Stuart left off.12 One distinction I would like to make is that

13 Bonneville's proposal is to acquire the power from this

14 proposed project. The project owner is Tenaska Power

15 Partners. They would be responsible for construction,

16 operation and maintenance of this project.

17 As a Federal agency, we have responsibilities to

18 comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. That is to

19 discuss fully the environmental effects arising from the

20 construction and operation of this project; and to look for

21 feasible mitigation measures; to work closely with the

22 developer in developing mitigation.

23 So, when our Administrator -- the Bonneville

24 Administrator is ready to make a decision whether or not to

25 acquire power from this project, he's making that decision

i
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1 fully cognizant of the environmental issues involved and

2 the environmental impacts.

3 You will notice if you have read the literature

4 we've put out including the Environmental Impact Statement,

5 that we have a proposed action and a no-action alternative.

6 As I said, the proposed action is to acquire the power. The

7 no-action alternative is to not acquire power from th'is

8 project. And normally, in a NEPA process, you will look at a

9 reasonable range of alternatives and look at the tradeoffs

I0 among those alternatives.

ii We did that in what we call a "programmatic EIS. "

12 It's called a "resource program EIS. " And that document was

13 concluded in February of this year, and we have an 18-page

14 summary. If you' re interested in reading that, give us a

15 call. We can send it to you. If you would like to read the

16 document itself, it's I think two or three volumes. It's

17 quite hefty. We'll be happy to send that to you as well.

18 In that document, we discuss and we describe the

19 various resource types that are available to us, and the

20 environmental tradeoffs among the various resource types.

21 Conservation was the resource of choice in that

22 environmental study. And combustion turbines fall very

23 closely with that. It is among our preferred alternatives,

24 because we recognize that conservation alone cannot fully meet

25 our demands for energy.
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1 Stuart mentioned to you that we had a competitive

2 bidding process earlier -- no, it wasn't earlier this year, it

3 was two years ago, and we received 102 proposals. Quite a few

4 of those were conservation proposals.

5 We have taken all the cost-effective conservation

6 projects from that competitive bid, and the Tenaska Project is

7 one of three generating resources. And this project best met

8 our criteria for being environmentally sound, cost-effective

9 and viable.

I0 Many of those proposals that we evaluated had a lot

ii of strengths but none of them had all the ingredients that the

12 Tenaska Project had. There are a lot of variables. Many

13 things must come together. You have to have water resources,

14 you have tO be accessible to gas, you have to make sure that

15 you are not impacting threatened and endangered species or

16 critical habitats or sensitive habitats, and we were fortunate

17 to have this project.

18 There are other actions that are mentioned in the

19 KIS. If, for some reason, Bonneville decides not to purchase

20 power from this project, we do not have an alternative

21 project. That's competitive. The competitive bidding program

22 has closed.

23 What we would do is resort to other actions, and we

24 have a diverse portfolio of different resource types; we have

25 a geothermal pilot project; we have a wind program; we have an

i
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1 RCP which is a resource contingency plan. So, there are many

2 programs that Bonneville is running at the same time-- at the

3 same time looking at all different resource types. Because we

4 recognize that we have to consider things like water and the

5 air shed and wetlands habitat, and you cannot concentrate all

6 your resources in one resource type.

7 A year ago when we held the scoping meeting, as

8 Stuart said, we had a very lively discussion. We heard from

9 the audience issues that were important to them, concerns that

i0 they had about the environment. We used that as a guide for

II how to structure the EIS, what our discussion should really

12 focus on; and we came up with things that you see on the

13 board. They were mainly air quality, hydrology, water

14 quality, vegetation, noise impacts and so on.

15 And we hope that we have done justice so that we

16 think we heard what you have said, and we have explored those

17 issues fully in the EIS.

18 In fact, we were faced with an interesting problem

19 in the EIS. Normally, NEPA tells us to focus only on

20 significant impacts, and we began to work very closely with

21 the developer from the very beginning in the project design

22 phase; and a lot of mitigation measures were built into the

23 project from the very beginning. We have a developer who's

24 very concerned also about environmental effects, and wherever

25 possible, have incorporated mitigation measures in the design
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1 itself. So, I was faced with this dilemma as we were writing

2 the EIS, that we did not have unmitigated significant impacts.

3 However, because we heard those serious concerns from the

4 community, we went ahead and discussed them.

5 So, we end up with sort of a lopsided discussion

6 where we describe the affected environment in detail, and one

7 would expect, if you are really familiar with how an EIS i§

8 normally structured, when you come to read the environmental

9 impacts, you would expect that they would be big or

I0 significant impacts for some of the things we raised -- fOE

ii example, archaeological resources, and there were no

12 significant impacts. So, if you're wondering about that,

13 because those issues were raised in the scoping meeting, we

14 have taken them seriously and we have discussed them in the

15 EIS.

16 What would really be useful for me is, if you find

17 that there are deficiencies or inadequate discussions in the

18 EIS, I really would like to hear about that now. I'd prefer

19 to hear about it now than when we have completed the final

20 EIS, because the next step from here would be to take the

21 comments we hear tonight, and our comment period closes on the

22 4th of October, letters and phone calls that come in to us --

23 we will utilize those comments in making a final document. If

24 we need to change the text, we will do that.

25 Typically, what would happen, we will have an
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1 appendix in the final EIS that has a comment response format.

2 So, comments and issues that we have heard, we will state

3 comments, and below that we will have our response to it, and

4 that will be in the final EIS.

5 We expect that final EIS to be completed by early

6 next year, perhaps a little bit earlier; and a Record of

7 Decision shortly after that.

8 Phil will tell you about Pierce County's role.

9 Pierce County has been working closely with me and I've

10 reviewed the preliminary draft documents, and have given me

ii some preliminary feedback, and we've incorporated that because

12 Pierce County will have a very important role to play in

13 making decisions pertaining to permits and other approvals.

14 And with that, I'll turn it over to who is next.

15 MR. CLARKE: Ron. I think what we'll do at this

16 point, we'll go ahead and make our little presentations

17 because we don't have too much more to do, and then we'll have

18 questions. If you have some direct questions about this, we

19 could have them at the end of that.

20 So, Ron, did you have something you wanted to say

21 about the technology?

22 MR. HOLEMAN: Just a few words.

24 MR. HOLEMAN: Good evening. The technology that was

25 proposed to us by Tenaska Power Partners was a combustion
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1 turbine combined cycle unit, single unit. Combined cycle --

2 there's a diagram over to your left -- as opposed to a simple

3 cycle unit. A simple cycle unit like the peaking units that

4 Pacific Power operate_ on 192nd Street, are just the gas

5 turbines connected mechanically to an electrical generator.

6 Combined cycle -- what you do is capture the exhaust

7 gases, have water loops that capture that heat, send it

8 through a steam turbine and steam turbine generator, to get

9 additional energy. A combined cycle unit is about 50 percent

i0 -- 46 to 50 percent efficient -- and this unit in the

ii combination will produce about 248 average megawatts.

12 The comment that Nandranie made about the features

13 that have been added to mitigate some of the environmental

14 emissions, are some catalytic conversion in the HRSG that

15 reduce the NOX emissions as well as some catalysts to reduce

16 CO and S02s.

17 And I' ii let Tom speak about some other features and

18 some other aspects from their perspective.

20 MR. HENDRICKS: Nandranie asked if I could give kind

21 of an update going back to the scoping meeting that we held

22 back here in this room in September of last year, just to

23 bring everybody up to date on what Tenaska's been doing.

24 We've had a couple of meeting, you know, since then with the

25 Fredrickson-Clover Creek Community Council, kind of giving

i
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1 some updates. I don't think they've had meetings over the

2 summer. They kind of recessed their group and didn't meet

3 over the summertime. So, when they get back into the swing of

4 having meetings again, I think we'll be back in having

5 sessions and updates with them.

6 Most of the work that we've been doing since the

7 scoping meeting has been to provide information on the design

8 of our plant to the environmental consultants that are working

9 for Bonneville in preparing the EIS. We've also helped

i0 putting together some of our permits and coming up with some

ii answers to the questions that came up during the scoping

12 me e ti ng.

13 I One of the questions that came up in the scoping

14 session was, has Tenaska looked at underground transmission

15 lines for interconnecting this project? And as a result of

16 that question, we went back and did some work -- took a look

17 at the cost and how much extra it might cost to put an under-

18 ground transmission line in as a preferred alternate for

19 Tenaska; and as a result of that, we've gone back to

20 Bonneville and said that it would be our preference to go

21 ahead with an underground transmission line to make this short

22 interconnection over to the BPA switchyard. And I think it's

23 being presented as an alternate, and there's two alternates

24 of an above-ground and a below-ground. And our preferred

25 alternate would be to go ahead and spend the extra dollars
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1 and put the thing below ground.

2 Another item that came up in the scoping meeting, we

3 had photographs taken of a site from different vantage points

4 around the Fredrickson industrial area, actually tethered a

5 balloon and launched a balloon to be the height -- simulate

6 the height of the tallest structure in our facility. And when

7 we took those pictures, we had the balloon at I think a 125-

8 foot height, and then we could show the neighbors around the

9 site whether they could see it or not, and from a lot of

i0 vantage points you simply couldn't see it, but there were some

Ii where you could.

12 Since then, in the detailed work we've been doing

13 with our air permit, in terms of the modeling and -- air

14 modeling studies -- one change that's been made from then is

15 that we've lowered the stack height by 20 feet so that the

16 tallest structure now will be i00 feet instead of the 120 that

17 was in those pictures that some of you may have seen. I think

18 that height now is probably less than some of the transmission

19 towers -- electric transmission towers that are in the area

20 that go into the switchyard. Some of those are over 100 foot.

21 So, we're now below that. So, that's one change that has come

22 up since then.

23 I think as part of the scoping meeting or maybe some

24 discussions that followed shortly after the meeting, there

25 were some comments about the trees that are on our property.
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1 There ale some aerial photos that we've got here and had at

2 the scoping meeting that show, you know, the stands of some of

3 the firs and some of the Oregon white oaks. And what we' re

4 going to do is work with some of the folks who have some

5 knowledge about the Oregon oaks and see which of those,

6 particular some of the small ones, that could be transplanted

7 out of our site area -- either put them into the landscaping

8 plan for our facility o_ put them _into some of the projects

9 that the Clover Creek restoration group is doing in terms of

iO their tree-planting programs.

ii There's also a couple of larger diameter oaks

12 towards the middle of our property and we're taking a look at

13 whether we can just realistically build around them and leave

14 some of those oaks there, and we think it's probably possible

15 to do it. We' re going to have to do some more studies to take

16 a look at whether some facilities can get moved one direction

17 or the other. But we'll work -- again, we'll work with the

18 folks that are interested and see what we can do to keep some

19 of those trees. But we've tried our best to locate in areas

20 where we wouldn't have to cut trees down and leave a lot of

21 trees up for screening. But there are going to be some oak

22 trees that are going to be there that we' re going to have to

23 look at to taking some other measures.

24 Since then, we've sent some information that I think

25 -- most of that information is in the Draft EIS, but we've
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1 sent some information on to the Pierce County Sanitary Sewage

2 District about how we intend to hook up to the sanitary sewer,

3 and have given them some ideas of the direction that we'd

4 interconnect with the sewer line.

5 We've given some information to Tacoma Public

6 Utilities that they've used in preparing their certificate of

7 water availability for the facility, and also put £ogether

8 information in our air permit with PSAPCA, Puget Sound Air

9 Pollution Control Authority, and I think you'll find a lot of

i0 that data has been included in the Draft EIS. So, if people

ii have questions reading through that, we have people here that

12 can help answer those questions. We have our consultant who

13 worked on the air permit here that can answer some questions,

14 too.

15 I think those are the main activities. There hasn't

16 been a lot of detail design going on becacse you want to get

17 all the input from this process before you do your detail

18 design work. We won't have those final plans for several

19 months, until all the feedback comes in from the permitting

20 in the Draft EIS process.

21 MR. CLARKE: Okay, thanks, Tom. Phil, do you want

22 to tell us about the Pierce County process?

24 MR. PINARD: Good evening. I get the opportunity to

25 talk to you about how this affects the local government and
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1 what our involvement will be.

2 If you noticed on one of the panels when you came

3 in, the Fredrickson area here is zoned M-2 which is -- it's a

4 manufacturing designation. We have determined that this

5 proposed use is compatible with that zoning so there will not

6 be a public hearing process on the land use issue; so that the

7 public hearing process, as far as the County's involvement, is

8 limited to the environmental process that's being gone through

9 now.

I0 Our intent -- the County's intent will be to adopt

ii this environmental document as the official County's

12 environmental review. When we do adopt that document, then

13 the proponents, Tenaska, can come to the County and apply for
.'

14 building permits for this particular project.

15 As far as when building permits are applied for,

16 there will be seven or eight County departments that will then

17 review the building permit application for compliance with the

18 land-use regulations that they're responsible for, such as,

19 Engineering will look at this project for storm drainage, for

20 roads, flood plains and things like that. Utilities will

21 review it for sanitary sewers; Health Department will look at

22 it for water quality" issues and things like that.

23 So, the County's review will be limited as far as

24 their land-use regulations at the time of building permit

25 application.
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1 That's basically the process. If there' re any

2 questions again, I'll be glad to answer them in the question

3 and answer period.

4 MR. CLARKE: We do have somebody going to check on

5 the noise.

6 (Laughter)

7 MR. CLARKE: So much for the good acoustics in this

8 room. Before the noise started, could everybody hear what was

9 going on? Okay.

10 We' re actually doing a lot better than we did last

Ii year. Last year, we didn't confine our comments to 30

12 minutes, so this year we did a much better job.

13 Anyway, the rest of the meeting is really your part

14 of the meeting. This is the part wh_ie you can provide

15 comments or ask us questions and, you know, we'll try to

16 answer those questions to the best of our ability that we can

17 tonight.

18 When people came in, there were -- I had five people

19 that indicated that they had comments; that they sort of had a

20 formal comment that they wanted to make. And what I'm trying

21 to do now is get information on how many people have comments

22 and then how many people want to participate in a Q & A

23 session. And the five people that said they had comments were

24 Jill King, Clark Abraham, Steve Lane, Matthew Schipper and

25 Roxy Giddings.

i
,, J
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1 Now, are there other -- Nancy, you have some? Okay.

2 And the gentleman in the back. Is there anybody else that has

3 a comment? Okay. So, we've got maybe eight or nine people.

4 What I would propose that we do--what I think

5 would be a good thing to do is go ahead and let those people

6 make their comments, and then we can go into a Q & A, and

7 we'll have a dialogue. And if somebody has another comment,

8 if you think of something, that's no problem. You know, get

9 up in the question and answer period and make a comment, too.

i0 We're a small group. We don't have to be real formal here.

II So, with that, and because we don't have too many

12 people, I'm not going to go ahead and set a time limit. If

13 it's obvious that somebody's using a little more time than

14 they should, we may ask them to defer some of their comments

15 and let other people have an opportunity, and then we'll get

16 back to them. Okay.

17 So, with that, I guess I would go ahead and ask Jill

18 King -- do you want to make a comment?

19 MS. HOLBROOK: Stuart, is it possible for people to

20 find a seat, if they have material they want to bring up and

21 have a microphone on a table?

22 MR. CLARKE: Sure, I can move.

23 MS. KING: I can just stand here, if that's okay.

24 MR. CLARKE: That's fine. Go ahead.
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1 MS. KING: I have it written down so I won't ramble

2 on too long.

3 First of all, I just want to mention that there's

4 obviously already an air-quality problem developed in the PM|

5 area. I know you guys probably live in the area, and if you

6 ever watch for Mt. Rainier, as I do every day, you can-- on

7 some days there's a little brown area around the mountain

8 which is obviously smog, and some days when it's completely

9 clear, there's not a cloud in the sky, you can't see the

i0 mountain at all. So, that's the kind of thing that's evident

ii to me about the air-quality problem that's already developing.

12 My name is Jill King and I live on Dravis Street in

13 Seattle, and I came to voice my opposition to the proposed

14 Tenaska Plant.

15 It's my understanding that the State has made an

16 official commitment to conservation and renewable energy
PM2

17 resources. Building a gas-fired plant is clearly in

18 contradiction to this policy. I don't claim to be a rocket

19 scientist, but I'm familiar enough with the issues to know

20 that if we're planning for the future, not five or ten years [

21 down the road, 20, 50 and i00 years down the road, we've got [PM322 to begin moving away from fossil fuels as a primary energy

23 source.

24 No matter what technical arguments the natural gas I

¢25 industry can formulate in favor of this plan, the fact is tha
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1 gas is more polluting and much more expensive than the public I

2 is led to believe. IPM4
3 The main question I have for BPA is, do we want to

4 continue along the path of dirty, expensive fossil fuels, or

5 do we want to abide by the Northwest Energy Conservation plans

6 and plan for the r_ext generation?

7 I'm in favor of investing more in conservation

8 programs and renewable energy sources. We all know that these

PM5
9 methods would be extremely clean and efficient and create more

0

10 jobs that would stay local.

Ii I also realize the question of renewable energy

12 sources is a political one and not a question of technology.

13 Please consider the true environmental impact on j
,PM6

14 this community as well as finding lasting solutions for the

15 future.

16 I'm not really sure how far along this plan has

17 come. I know that it's been developing for a while. The

18 rumors that I've heard is that this is a done deal, and I

19 really hope that just by coming here to voice my opinion that

20 people on the decision-making committee will listen to what

21 myself and other people of the same thoughts have to say.

22 Thanks.

23 MR. CLARKE: Okay, thank you, Jill. Clark Abraham?

25 MR. ABRAHAM: Yes, "V name is Clark Abraham; I'm
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1 from Seattle and I oppose the building of this plant. And

2 first, I would like to say that the technology for renewable PM7

3 energy resources such as wind and solar is available and can

4 be implemented rapidly. And secondly, I wish to address the

5 green-washing of natural gas which is not environmentally PM8

6 friendly like the industry would like us to believe. Natural

7 gas is roughly 80 to 95 percent methane, and methane is a

8 global warming gas; more than 60 times effective as CO2 at

9 trapping heat in the atmosphere over a 20-year span, to quote PM9

I0 the inter-governmental panel on climate change. It may be

ii almost 70 times more powerful than greenhouse gas in CO2,

12 monlecule for monlecule, over a 20-year timeframe.

13 And I understand in your Section 6(c) report, the IIPMI0
14 natural gas for this plant will be supplied by three Canadian i

!

15 sources. From my understanding, about a third of natural gas I

16 from Canada is critically sour, meaning it comes out of the PMI|

17 ground containing more than one percent hydrogen sulfide, a

18 deadly toxic gas. Exposure to 1,000 parts per million or 0.I

19 percent of hydrogen sulfide is enough to cause instantaneous

PMI2
20 death in one breath. Exposure to i00 parts per million, or

21 0.01 percent, is enough to cause death or serious illness in

22 children or elderly people, if exposure lasts more than a few

23 hours.

24 Then, by definition, critical sour gas contains

25 10,000 parts per million of hydrogen sulfide, which is much

h
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1 more than the required dose for instantaneous death if

• I2 breathed. And I do not want this natural gas plant anywhere PMI3

3 near where I live.

4 Thank you.

5 MR. HENDRICKS: Just one comment on the hydrogen

6 sulfide if it helps you in understanding what happens. Gas

7 that has any hydrogen sulfide is going to be treated there

8 locally in the gas fields, and the hydrogen sulfide is going

9 to be removed. So, when it comes through pipelines through

i0 the States of Washington and Oregon, like it does today, those

ii hydrogen sulfide constituents have been removed. In fact, the

12 gas that comes into your home, they often have to add

13 sulfur-bearing compounds to make it smell just so it gives an

14 odor in case you have a leak in your home. So, sulfides have

15 been removed up at the well head or up at the field, if that

16 helps any of your concern there in the sulfides.

17 MR. CLARKE: Okay, thank you.

18 The next person who signed up to make a comment was

19 Steve Lane.

21 MR. LANE: My name is Steve Lane. I live on Dravis

22 Street in Seattle, and while I find it laudible that the

23 future needs of power for the region are being addressed, 11
!

24 find it reprehensible that these needs are to be answered with

25 a gas-fired power plant. IPM|4
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1 Contrary to the stated goals of the Northwest Power

2 Act of 1980, specifically that priority be given to

3 conservation and renewable energy sources, the fact remains PMI5

4 that fossil fuel is a finite resource, and dependence on such

5 forms of energy dictates that we will also remain dependent or

6 foreign imports.

7 The United States has less than 4 percen£ of the

8 world's proven natural gas reserves, according to the American

9 Petroleum Institute. Even including Canada's and Mexico's

i0 reserves, there's only enough natural gas to satiate current I

ii consumption rates in the United States for 16 years. 'IPMI6
! I

12 The common misinformation provided b_ the natural I I
I

13 gas industry is that of natural gas being a clean-burning fuellPMl 7

14 which is ridiculous considering that natural gas is 80 to 95 I

15 percent methane.

16 The truer picture for the future of gas-fired plants

17 is one of coal-fired plants with natural gas providing i0

18 percent of the fuel and coal providing 90 percent in the

19 combustion process.

20 By the way, current estimates of U.S. coal reserves

21 show enough coal to provide centuries of unrestrained

22 consumption.

23 The next thing you know, we're going to be hearing

24 that coal is actually a clean energy source.

25 The lack of true visionary leadership is at the

BILL'S RECORDING SERVICE * Beaverton, Oregon



27

1 heart of the problem. The community based around the proposed I
[

2 plant site should not be made to pay for the few jobs provide_ PMI9
I

3 with their health and their children's health. Someone with j

4 courage would put their foot down and lead us toward a

5 sustainable future, and further acquisitions of gas-fired PM20

6 resources would be set aside for the development of renewable

7 sources such as wind, geothermal and solar energy, which are

8 currently economically viable if not forced to compete with anlPM21

l9 industry that is subsidized with our tax dollars to keep the

i0 price of fossil fuel artificially low.

II The ability to build a sustainable future for our

12 children is being sacrificed in the name o_ short-term

13 profits, and when the last drop of oil is squeezed out of the

14 last rock and the last vapor of gas disappears into our

15 atmosphere, and when coal is being fed us as our next clean

16 energy source, the public will know that the wool has been

17 pulled over their eyes once again. And the ones who led us

18 down this path of unsustainability will long since have

19 retired with money made at the expense and the health of the

20 citizens they would have been serving, leaving a legacy of

21 environmental degredation.

22 Again, I call for true leadership that will serve in

23 the public's best interest, not in the interest of

24 shareholders and profit margins.

25 MR. CLARKE- Okay, thank you. The next person is
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1 Matthew Schipper.

3 MR. SCHIPPER. You said it right.

4 I'm Matthew Schipper and I guess the number one

5 reason I'm here tonight is, basically I'm going to be a father

6 in January, you know, and I challenge you guys. I really

7 question the fact that you're saying that, you know, this is IPM228 the cheapest way to supply energy here in the Northwest and

9 still be within the realms of not polluting our community and

10 everything else.

ii Like he pointed out, basically, the fossil fuels PM23

12 industry in this country is subsidized with our tax money, and

13 if that wasn't going on, and if you look at long term -- I

14 think if you' re looking 20 years, 30 years down the line, not

15 ten years down the line, you know, it's evident that, number

16 one, we're saving on health care costs, we're saving on the

17 cost of bringing this stuff-- transporting it. There will b_

18 accidents It might not be right here. But if we' re buildin

19 more gas plants, there will be accidents, there will be healt

20 care costs. You know, that's just part of the reality. It,sPM24

21 happened in the past and it will happen again. I
I

22 Things like solar power, wind power, conservation,
PM25

23 energy efficiency, all are for the long term. They might not

24 be, for you guys sitting up there, money in the bank in the

25 short term. You know, coming from the aspect of thinking of
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1 my kids and my future and everything else, in the long term,

2 that is something that I challenge you guys to plan for and

3 take your positions of sitting there and planning this, and

4 your positions of working for Bonneville which is a Federal

5 agency which is paid for by my tax money; and plan long-term

6 future for our kids and for everyone, and not for basically

7 short term.

8 And that's what this country's been doing for years

9 now, and it's going to be -- most of the people in this room

I0 aren't going to see the consequences of it. So, that's my

ii concern, you know, and I guess it's a challenge, because you

12 guys have a responsibility. You're sitting there and you have

13 a responsibility to-- not ju_ right now, but to people

14 coming 50, i00 years down the you know.

15 So, I'm against it. I think we should be planning

16 for the future of this country. We should be using our

17 science, our technolo%F, to be coming up with ways of creating

18 energy while not using fossil fuels.

19 Thanks a lot.

20 MR. CLARKE: Okay, thank you. Roxy Giddings?

21 Do you want to come up here?

22 MS. GIDDINGS: Yes, I'll just stand up here. I've

23 got some stuff in this pile of stuff. I confess I have not

24 read this whole document.
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1 MS. GIDDINGS: I'm Roxy Giddings. I live at 12211
I

2 "C" Street out in Parkland, and I'm really concerned a lot]P_426

3 about the groundwater, the aquifer underneath all of this,l and

4 I read the EIS for the Fredrickson plants and they've .put in a

5 lot of stuff that will hold even water in case of a fire in

6 their building which they had; and any pollutants that are

? spilled inside their buildings go into tanks under the

8 buildings and the water from the fire goes into the tanks

9 under the buildings so that it can be treated before it ever

i0 would get into the aquifer. And I trust that all of the

ii things that they say they're going to do they' ii do in this

12 one.

13 I'm concerned about the amount of water that will be

14 recharged back into the ground. The problem with putting th_
i

15 sewers in our here was that-- one of the things you talked |PM27
I

16 about was that the water wasn't getting back into the ground I

17 to recharge the aquifer, and the New Growth Management Act has

18 the aquifer almost totally inside the urban area. Just a few

19 hundred feet _)f it are outside of it.

20 So, we' re going to be in a lot of trouble if we I
I

21 aren't paying a lot of attention to how much water we get back
I

22 into the aquifer. IPM2_

23 The reason that I didn't get further through this

24 than I thought I would was that I'm going along and I came to

25 this little thing in here about the water. It says under
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1 "Soils, " Page 4-4, "Surface water percolates downward due to

2 the gravelly structure of the soil, making protection of

3 groundwater supplies from above-ground contaminants a

4 concern. "

5 And then it says, "The overall direction of

6 groundwater movement in Central Pierce County is to the north

7 or northwest towards Commencement Bay in Puget Sound. The

8 aquifers of Central Pierce County are recharged almost

9 entirely by infiltration from direct rainfall.

I0 "The impermeable nature of the consolidated rocks

ii along the south and east margins precludes the possibility of

12 movement of large quantities of water into Central Pierce
PM29

13 County from the mountains or foothills beyond. "
I

14 So, I said, well, that sounds kind of wierd, because
I

15 I've always heard that we got our water from melt -- the deep I

16 aquifers are melt water from the glaciers, and it moves slowly

17 through the ground until it gets to Puget Sound, and it goes

18 right under us_

19 And then I turned to Page 2-4-6 and got -- they' re

20 talking about the City of Tacoma providing water to the area,

21 including the Fredrickson industrial area. Now, in this

22 little thing here-- this little summary -- it says, "The City

23 does not plan to develop new groundwater wells specifically to

24 meet demand imposed by the proposed Tenaska Project, " but it I
I

25 says here, "The City's water supply is derived from the Green
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1 River, a surface water resource area located in the north of

2 King County, as augmented by groundwater.

3 "There are approximately 450 private and 45 public

4 water supply wells within a three-mile radius of the proposed

5 site. These public wells are under the authority of the City

"Wait hold on6 of Tacoma Public Utilities." And I'm going, , .

7 What is all this about?" And so I called up the Tacoma Public

8 Utilities and they said they don't have any public water

9 supply wells out there and that they are going to drill a test

10 well and it's going to be deep, over 400 feet, they said.

ii They said it would be -- in fact, the guy's name is Craig

12 Gibson and he's a Water Supply Manager -- that it's not

13 correct; that there are no wells under the authority of the

14 City of Tacoma there, and that they have a Sound --

15 Richardson, Bethel, Spanaway, and he listed off some other

16 water purveyors that are around within probably that three-

17 mile radius. But that the City of Tacoma has a 60-inch line

18 down on 128th Street. I'm not exactly sure where it is --

19 maybe Canyon or something like that. But they would have to

20 bring in a second line because there will be so much

21 development in this Fredrickson area.

22 So, to say that they're not bringing in a well or to

23 bring in more water specifically for Tenaska, is probably

24 stretching it a little.

25 I think he said two million gallons per day or
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1 something like that was what they can bring in. Anyway,

2 they're going to have a test well to find out if they can just

3 plain suck water out of our aquifer for the use of all these

4 industries out in this area. And he said that it would be

5 below the one that is used by the main body of the community,

6 which is our drinking water. There's like 170,000 of us

7 drinking water out of the ground. So, we have to be paying

8 attention to it.

9 So, I called up my local -- Parkland Light & Water

i0 -- and I said, "Do we have any wells near or within three

Ii miles of the plant?" And he said, "No, but, " he said, "the

12 wells that Parkland Light & Water have are between 30 and 640

13 feet deep. So, unless they' re below 640 feet, they' re going

14 to be taking water out of the aquifer we use. "

15 He also said that, "We presume that the water comes

16 from Mt. Rainier underground, and that we have a 150-foot well

17 that rises in elevation 25 feet four to five weeks after the

18 rainy season starts. " So, if it started raining like now,

19 four to five weeks from now, this well would show a rise of 25

20 feet.

21 So, what they assume is that the groundwater does go

22 down through this soil and gets in there. And he also said

23 that there's something called -- that the aquifers are joined

24 by what they call "windows" to each other under the ground.

25 And I know that the top aquifer down in Parkland was
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1 contaminated years ago. They had to drill deeper wells

2 because the E-coli was getting into the first one. But they

3 know they're connected so they really test all the time, and

4 you know, it's really tricky. This whole groundwater thing is

5 really tricky, because the glaciers didn't lay it all down in
i

6 nice little even layers for us so we can keep them separated
,.

7 by a hard pan which we would all prefer.

8 That's on the water.

9 About the property itself, we went out and looked at

i0 it, and all these good folks -- there are some nice people

Ii here. There are some very nice trees out there and the EIS

12 says they are much younger than they, in fact, are. We did a

13 core boring on an oak and came up with 120 years, and that wa_

14 without boring to the center of the tree and losing about this

15 much (indicating) of the first part of it. So, we counted 120

16 rings that wasn't truly -- I mean, it's older than that, but

17 we can't figure out how much older. And that's the oak. And

18 that's probably the biggest oak out there. PM30

19 And they were telling me tonight that maybe we coul_

20 save some of these oaks by changing the shape of the berm that

21 goes around the oil storage tank; because the fire department

22 requires a certain amount of oil deal to be spilled within

23 this berm area so it won't get away. And there's your ground-

24 water again.

25 If anybody knows what this is, I sure would like to
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1 know what this is. It's a pod of some kind of a flower and

2 I've never seen it before, but it's growing out there

3 underneath the oak tree. And the fact that I 5aven't seen it
%

4 before doesn't mean a whole lot, because I don't know all

5 about them all, but I notice some omissions in there in what
!

6 possibly could be on that property as far as birds and animlals

7 and so on. I mean, they didn't mention the field mice when
PM31

8 there's probably about five thousand million of them out

9 there.

i0 These things -- these mitigation measures-- it says
I

II the stormwater runoff could be controlled, blah, blab. It IPM32

12 could be that they'd store the tanks or the fuel and oil

13 during construction over impermeable surfaces -- cover them or

14 something, I don't know, and use tarps and all that.
I

15 I'd just like to say this, that I looked at a lot of

16 construction sites, and these so-called curtains -- something

17 said something about curtains -- to keep soil from running off
I

18 the property, or being where it isn't supposed to be -- didn't
I

19 work. They do not work. Don't trust them. You go out there I

20 after a big rain and the soil will have filled up over there PM33

21 and just pushed them down and they'll just be running right

22 down onto the neighbor's property or somewhere where you don't

23 want it. So, I don't like those. Don't try them. They don't

24 work.

25 Also, in these things, we say, "The wildlife will be
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1 displaced and we hope it will come back, " blah, blab. Just

2 forget it. Don't put that stuff in an EIS. We don't believe

3 it. It's not true. The wildlife dies when they cover up the

4 ground. Everything dies underneath what was there. And if

5 you don't believe it, just go out and look. Because if it

6 doesn't get killed by the machinery running over the top of it

7 and getting covered up, it gets killed out in the street where

8 all the animals are all migrating away from the property or

9 back to their property thinking they can come back for some

10 reason or other. And it happens all the time. We run over it
i

ii with our cars. And it just dies because there's no place forPM34
I

12 it to go. All the habitat is full. And so, there's already
i

13 something there. And if it tries to go there, that something

14 will probably either chase it out or eat it. So, no way.

15 It says, "There will be 7.2 acres of impervious

16 surfaces. " That's quite a bit. And if the staging area can
I

17 someday be put back into some kind of a condition where it's
i

18 not an impervious surface, that would be certainly a request
I

19 that I would make.

20 That's it. I'm really concerned about that PM35

21 groundwater, and of course, also there's the global concerns.IpM36
I

22 It would be a lot cheaper if we just took the natural gas and
I

23 ran it into our house and heated our water or our -- whatever
i

24 we need to use it for. It would be a lot cheaper for us tolpM37

l25 just use the natural gas in the way it comes out of the
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1 ground, in our homes or in the industrial processes. It might

2 not be as clean as if you cleaned it up and put it into

3 electricity, but -- do you see what I mean? It's probably

4 cheaper, too.

5 MR. CLARKE: Thank you very much. It°s obvious that

6 you've spent a considerable amount of time looking at the EIS,

7 the Draft EIS, in researching some of your concerns. And I

8 guess I was wondering, do we have anybody here that can talk

9 about some of those water issues? Are there any comments that

I0 anybody wants to make about that, or is that something we just

II need to look at further?

12 MR. HENDRICKS: I think some of the comments you

13 brought up about the groundwater treatment and protection of

14 the groundwater, are items that get addressed in a lot of

15 great detail in the spill prevention and control plan, and are

16 going to also be addressed in things like the hydrological

17 survey that go to Pierce County. And what we've told folks at

18 like the Fredrickson-Clover Creek Community Council, is that

19 as this information gets available, we're going to have

20 meetings and have more discussions with neighbors; and we know

21 people that have the same concerns that you've brought up, and

22 we're going to go over and review those plans with you, talk

23 about them, make sure you' re comfortable with the things that

24 we're doing. You know, you have some experience with what

25 went on at the Boeing facility; you know some things that have
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1 worked well there; and we're going to be talking to people

2 just like we have in the past. We've had a series of meetings

3 and we can plan to continue on doing those.

4 MR. CLARKE: Okay. Nancy, did you want to come up?

5 Nancy Holbrook.

6 MS. HOLB ROOK: Yes.

7 _B_ _ _ __ __

8 MS. HOLBROOK: Thanks. I need the microphone. I

9 came over from Whidbey Island and ever since I crossed through

I0 Seattle into Tacoma, I've been clearing my throat and losing

Ii my voice, and it must have something to do with that brown

12 haze I saw covering the base of Mt. Rainier.

13 I'm the Policy Director for Greenhouse Action which

14 is a nonprofit organization concerned with global warming and

15 climate change issues. We have a technical advisory committee

16 of atmospheric scientists and biologists in academics,

17 including members of the National Academy of Science's Global

18 Warming Task Force.

19 I guess I have to say, "Here we go again, anothe I

20 cheap fix." Where have I heard this before? The Northwest I isPM38

21 about to embark on a fossil fuel-based energy future,

22 utilizing what one prominent government energy official refers
I

23 to as Lne "crack cocaine of the electric utilities. " We are I

24 referring to natural gas -- a fuel source that steers us _PM3925 toward ratepayers footing the bill for mitigation of yet
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|
1 another cheap fix for our energy needs.J_

2 There are three main issues which we feel deserve

3 more evaluation than they were given in the Draft EIS:

4 Impacts of carbon dioxide regulation and who will pay those PM40

5 costs, the developer or the ratepayer; the actual need for the
o

6 power; which pool of customers is Tenaska Power intended for;

7 how will future DSI contracts affect this need '_- DSI being
PM41

8 direct service industries such as the ,_luminum companies; and

9 how is the region's fuel switching potential going to offset

I0 the need for large, gas-fired generation?

ii In 1990, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel

12 on Climate Change warned that more than a 60 percent cut in

13 carbon dioxide emissions would be needed immediately to avert

14 rapid climate change.

15 In his Earth Day '93 address, President Clinton

16 announced that he was committing the United States to reducing

17 greenhouse gas emissions to their '90 levels by the year 2000.

18 In addition, other cities and states have more

19 ambitious goals or are considering setting more ambitious

20 goals.

21 Portland, Oregon has a C02 reduction strategy which

22 calls for a 20 percent reduction in carbon dioxide emissions

23 below the '88 level by the year 2010. Despite all of this, J

24 plans by Northwest utility companies could increase carbon _PM42
25 dioxide emissions 8 to 20 percent by the year 2013, by thei
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1 concentration on natural gas turbines for electrical i

2 generation.

3 Spending a million dollars for carbon mitigation

4 works out to about 4 cents per ton of C02. A much more

5 appropriate cost would be the $i0 to $40 per ton that the

6 Oregon Public Utility Commission is requiring utilities to use

7 when analyzing their cost_

8 I0 mills per kilowatt hour at the minimum would be

9 more realistic. Remember, Clinton won the election, not Bush.

i0 And guidelines for the goal of stabilization of CO2 at '90

Ii levels by the year 2000 are forthcoming. BPA needs to speak

12 to this.

13 We understand -- let me go on and say that nowhere

14 in this analysis is there a recognition of the cumulative PM43

15 effects of gas generation and its effect on the Northwest.

16 We understand that Tenaska's developers have been

17 unable to obtain insurance against the risk of future CO2
PM44

18 regulation. Does the insurance industry know something

19 Bonneville does not?

20 In California, developers are required to absorb

21 these costs. BPA should require no less. The public interest

22 mandates this protection.

23 In addition, we believe a more detailed description|

24 of the supply availability of No. 2 fuel oil is warranted. IPM45
25 The Electric Power Research Institute or EPRI's study on
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1 natural gas supply issues raises several questions as to the

2 future price stability of this oil and states, "Back-up

3 supplies of low sulfur residual fuel oil will most likely De

4 expensive and difficult to obtain from U.S. refiners."

5 Therefore, utilities will probably have to seek these

6 incremental supplies from sources overseas.

7 Clearly, electric utilities face substantial

8 uncertainty, both global and domestic, about having the

9 appropriate back-up fuel available when needed for power

i0 generation. Each utility must analyze its own specific

ii situation.

12 We believe that the extreme cold weather conditions

13 under which the plant would burn oil could also be periods of

PM46
14 air quality emergencies. How would this be treated? Has an

15 exemption for burning during these episodes been obtained?

16 If interruption of power is likely, what are the costs

17 associated? Is BPA proposing a reserve to cover such

18 emergencies?

19 Fuel price risk of two mills and a one-mill

2u adjustment for environmental costs in inadequate.

21 Need for power -- your recent edition of the Journal

22 -- this is BPA's Journal they put out once a month -- notes

23 that Reynolds Metals Company will shut down two potlines a_

24 the Longview facility. The cutback will reduce Bonneville's

25 firm power load by close to i00 megawatts. We believe other
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1 aluminum company cutbacks are likely given the current status

2 of world markets.

3 The assumption that additional DSI contracts will be

4 renewed is premature. What rate pool is Tenaska being

5 acquired for?

6 Fuel switching: Last year's report from the White

7 House Office of Management and Budget estimated that 248

8 megawatts, which is the equivalent of a Tenaska, could be

9 obtained by converting 500,000 homes from electric to gas

10 water heating at a cost of $150 million, far below Tenaska's

11 cost of $925 million.

12 With your own, BPA's, fuel choice program scheduled I
I

13 to run through 1995, why not at least compare the possible IpM47
I

14 benefits of gas-fired generation with fuel choice optioDs? I

15 We will be submitting lengthier written comments

16 before the close.

17 I. have to comment on two more things. Surely by now

18 Bonneville must understand the problems of after-the-fact

19 mitigation. If that wasn't made clear by what we' re dealing

20 with with the nuclear projects and the waste that's being

21 stored at facilities that nobody has anything to do with,

22 surely the salmon crisis and the amount of money that's going

23 to be required to go back and fix that, should bring the point

24 home. And we believe C02 mitigation costs are yet another IPM48

L25 cost that the ratepayers are at the risk of having to pay for
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1 as they are having to pay for the short-sightedness of

2 building dams without fish passage and constructing nuclear

3 projects, when they were not needed.

4 I believe somewhere in one of the BPA reports, I

5 saw, they said, "Natural gas is benign." And I just-- I

PM49
6 don't understand that. There is, within the environmental

7 community, even disagreement over pursuing fuel switching. We

8 take the position that fuel switching needs to be evaluated.

9 The other thing I would like to comment on with

i0 regard to the comment made on the hydrogen sulfide and the

ii sour gas in Canada -- while it may be true that it is not

12 delivered to Tacoma with the sulfide in it, I believe there

13 are some concerned citizens in Alberta where the gas is being

14 removed, that would beg to differ that it's not a problem.

15 The upstream and downstream benefits, or I should

16 say costs, of fossil fuel projects simply have to be included

17 in this analysis.

18 Thank you.

19 MR. CLARKE: Thank you, Nancy. The other people

20 that raised their hands, I don't know your names. And before

21 we go on, one thing that I would like to emphasize that Nancy

22 referenced is that Nandranie said the comment period is open

23 until October 4th. So, this is not your only opportunity to

24 make comments. We'd like to hear your comments and questions

25 tonight but if you think of something after tonight, you know,
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1 take one of our comment forms and fill it out and mail it in

2 or just put a letter together and, you know, mail it to us at

3 our address. Or if you have one of the fact sheets, there's a

4 number of telephone numbers on there also. You can call us up

5 if you have some questions. So, I just wanted to make sure

6 everybody understands, this is not the last opportunity.

7 QUESTION: I thought it was October 24th.

8 MR. CLARKE: October 4th?

9 MS. TUCK: October 4th-- 45-day review period.

10 MR. CLARKE: Okay, the gentleman here in the yellow

II sweater had some comments.

12 MR. IVERSON: My name is Iverson.

13 MR. CLARKE: Could you give us your name again?

14 MR. IVERSON: Earl Iverson.

16 MR. IVERSON: I read this over, and according to

17 this, it's only good for i0 or 20 years, and they're going to

18 use I00,000 gallons of water a day and they're going to get

19 first choice; the Simpson pulp mill will get the second PM50

20 choice; and the third choice will be the people of Tacoma and

21 Pierce County, which will have to probably be on ration.

22 I'm not so concerned about that as I am about the

23 gas itself. Now, the gas comes out of the ground and it's the

24 same kind of gas that they -- when they take coal down in the

25 mines, it's the same kind of gas that explodes and it will
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1 explode on top just as well as on the bottom.

2 Now, I talked to those two gentlemen there when I

3 first came in, and I told them what I thought of this project.

4 If an accident happens which anything manmade can happen, itI

iI
5 will blow this project sky high to smitherings, and it wil

6 knock the valves off. He says there are back-up valves. That

7 gas -- electric gas would go back up through that pipe and

8 knock those valves out just like that; and all the natural gas

9 that's coming from Canada would go up in the air and form a

i0 cloud, and if it gets big enough it will drift to Boeing and
i

ii kill 11,000 people inside of a few hours; and if it comes this
I

12 way, it will kill all the people in this school and throughout

13 the environment in just a matter of hours.
PMSI

14 Now, I'm against this completely, and I'm going to

15 take all the action I can to stop it. I don't want the City

16 of Tacoma or Pierce County to go into this with their eyes not

17 open. It's a dangerous thing. It really is. And any time

18 you have gas -- I don't care where it is -- when I was about

19 30 years old, there was a fellow working underneath a house

20 and trying to repair the gas line, and they dragged him out

21 of there dead as a doornail. Gas will kill anybody. It

22 doesn't show favoritism.

23 So, they're not after the money because they've got
i

24 $281 million, the paper said, so they've got money enough to
I

25 buy all the groceries, all the cars and all the houses thatl
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1 they want for the rest of their lives. They're not after

2 money. What they' re after is to get power to Bonneville.

3 Bonneville, like you say, is covering the deal, and

4 they're in debt right up to their ears in debt to Uncle Sam.

5 So, I'm against this i00 percent. I will take all

6 the action I can as a person to stop it, for only one reason,

7 and that's the gas; because the gas is deadly. It would kill

8 everybody in this room or the kids in this room; kill everybod3

9 in Boeing; kill everybody that -- if it's going that

i0 direction, kill everybody within four or five miles; and the

ii same way in the other direction.

12 You're working with a lethal thing here, and I don't

13 like it, and I'm going to do everything I can as a person to

14 stop it.

15 Now, I don't know how everybody else feels about it.

16 Would you like to see your family wiped out in just a matter

17 of a few hours? That's what can happen. Gas. I know because

18 I saw this fellow that was dead.

19 MR. CLARKE: Thank you very much. We understand

20 your concern with the safety related to gas.

21 The gentleman in the back? Yes, sir.

22 Sit here or stand?

23 MR. SCHMAUDER: Oh, I think I'll stand up. I got a

24 good voice.
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1 MR. SCHMAUDER: My name is A1 Schmauder. I live in

2 Parkland, and a lot of my time is spent trying to work with

3 the Clover Creek Watershed trying to enhance it; and working

4 with the salmon and all the aquifers and the wetlands that go

5 along with our watershed.

6 Frankly, I've been very impressed with Tenaska's

7 willingness to work with the community and to try to come out

8 and seek issues on how we can resolve things. And this

9 meeting tonight and the discussions going on, I think it's

i0 very open and healthy and I'm really happy to see that going

Ii on in a public forum like this because, well, we all have a

12 lot at stake in this.

13 As far as our concerns in our watershed, our council

14 members have real concern about the amount of water that's

15 going to be consumed in this process. About 1.9 will be used

16 and we keep the hundred. Apparently, about 1.8 million

17 gallons a day are going to be released into the atmosphere and

18 consumed.

19 The City of Tacoma is going to provide the water, P_452

20 either out of the Green River which is where they get some of

21 the water now, or else through wells. They said they've got

22 5-million-gallon pipeline coming out. Half is consumed now,

23 another two million goes to Tenaska. We've got about one

24 million left. I'msure the Port is going to need way more

25 than a million gallons to take care of the rest of the /
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1 expansion out here, so all of this project won't require them

2 to drill wells.

3 In the future, we are setting ourselves up for a lot

4 more water use requirements. And Pierce County is not very

5 healthy when it comes to water. Most of our county officials

6 view water use as the biggest single thing affecting us in the

7 future -- how we're going to provide drinking water to the

8 citizens and to the residences.

9 So, over 20 years with 1.8 coming someplace out of

i0 the ground or out of the river, is a real concern to me

ii because of the future demands coming down the road. And I

12 believe our aquifer will be considered the sole source --

13 probably designation this year, which places other

14 requirements on how we deal with it.

15 So, I think Tenaska, being the good company they I
I

16 are, and the bright technicians and engineers I see coming out
I

17 -- why not push them even further yet to see if we can't take

18 that 1.8 million gallons and put it into some kind of a closed

19 loop. I'd consider either a second turbine to help use up

PM53
20 some of that steam heat, or try to get that water into a loop

I
21 where we don't have to expend it; and in the process, remove

22 the excess heat and use that-- spin that off to other

23 industries in the port or off into other even residential uses

I
24 perhaps. Pump it over to the residences and use that to heat

25 homes.
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1 I think -- I hate to be wasteful. I'm a CPA and

2 that stands for one of the "cheapest persons around. " And if

3 I see any energy being wasted, I start looking for -- you

4 know, we don't have money to waste. So, a lot of heat in 1.8

5 million gallons going up. If there's a way to run that heat

6 into your loop, into the steam in there, get her off, save

7 some of that water, maybe we can retrieve at least 75

8 percent of that water and then use that heat for other things.

9 We've got ideas in mind how that heat could be used,

i0 maybe for other things to enhance our watershed, and we'll

ii discuss that later. But I would really like to something done

12 with that water.

13 And I also don't know what the-- I think the EIS

14 could be improved when you work on the comments. Give us a

15 little more information about how we're going to mitigate this

16 use of water. And also, the plume-- steam plume now -- I

17 didn't see anything in the EIS that says, "What will that look

18 like in the wintertime?" Is that going to be -- like Simpson,

19 we know has a craft mill down on Chambers Bay, and it's a

20 year-round steam plume. Now, are we looking at something

21 similar, more or less? Will there be some visual effects that

22 the neighbors are going to be complaining about? Is Ken going

i
23 tO be crying out there because his shop's in the shade half

PM54
24 the winter already because of the clouds and the plume?

!

25 So, we probably should address what that's going to I
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1 do. But let's see if we can do something with that water

2 usage. Thanks.

3 MR. CLARKE: Okay, thank you. Was there anybody

4 else? Yes, sir.

6 MR. GIDDINGS: My name is William Giddings. I live

7 in Parkland, and I'm appearing on behalf of the TaComa Audubon

8 Society. I teach environmental chemistry; however, the

9 university for which I work is in no way responsible for my

i0 comments this evening.

Ii The Draft EIS makes it clear that this is a project-

12 specific proceeding, not addressing explicitly any alternative

13 means of supplying enerc_] which are higher in priority under

14 the 1991 Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan --

15 namely, conservation and efficiency improvements, renewable

16 resources and high-efficiency cogeneration.

17 Despite testimony before the Northwest Power

18 Planning Council from public utilities and public interest

19 groups that the Bonneville Power Administration had refused toI
I

20 participate in conservation proposals at a lower cost than

PM55
21 this proposal, including one from Snohomish PUD for 240

22 megawatts equal in yield to this project, the Northwest Power

23 Planning Council on August llth adopted a Record of Decision

24 that this project is consistent with Section 6(c) of the Power

25 Plan.
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I

1 Although that issue may appear to be settled, the

2 EIS nonetheless speaks to a number of the concerns involved in

3 those proceedings making the_ still relevant to this evening's

4 public hearing.

5 The required no-action alternative paragraph in the

6 EIS concludes that unless BPA contracts for purchase of the

7 power to be generated by this project, it's unlikely that it

8 will be built, unless another customer for that much power

9 should be found.

i0 Action on the project cannot be taken until after

ii the end of the comment period for this EIS, so it is not too

12 late for BPA to conclude that no project, or a different

13 project, would be preferable to this one.

14 The testimony at the July 12th Northwest Power

15 Planning Council showed in detail how Bonneville policies and

16 procedures, not questions of cost effectiveness or

17 feasibility, have resulted in failure to implement

18 conservation and efficiency improvements for more energy and

19 at a lower cost than this project.

20 Although the environmental impact of this project

21 may be considered "relatively benign" -- it's in the EIS --

22 compared with the comparably sized coal-fire-generating
!

23 facility, there is no evidence that identifiable conservatio_

24 and efficiency projects would not be a better choice _DM56
25 env ironmental ly.
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i

1 Among the strongest objections to increased relianc_
I

2 on fossil fuel combustion as an energy source, is the concernl

3 for carbon dioxide's contribution to protential global PM57

4 warming. I

5 Although the United States Congress did not enact a

6 proposed energy tax this session, there's no reason to assume

7 that national policy and international agreements will not

8 include a carbon tax during the life of this project, or even

9 before it comes on line. Whatever the tax structure may do to

i0 the economic viability of the project, the reason for our P_&458

ii concern is the global environmental impact of increased carbon

I
12 dioxide emissions.

13 Tenaska has recognized the importance of this

14 question in its proposed carbon sequestering offset program.

15 A range of 7 to 50 percent of carbon dioxide sequestering is

16 proposed, depending upon the mix of specific forest

17 preservation and reforestation programs in the Pacific

18 Northwest, Russia and/or Costa Rica.

19 Looked at from the other side, this means that fro_

20 half to nearly all of the plants emissions would remain PM59

21 unmitigated, i

22 While we applaud the approach and Tenaska's

23 willingness to address the problem, a 7 percent offset appears

24 woefully inadequate. Offsets for criteria air pollutants in

25 non-attainment areas must exceed i00 percent. Many of the

h
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I

1 world's leading atmospheric scientists view global warming asI
I

2 the single greatest threat to the future of humanity and the IPM60
I

3 environment, far more important than any of the air pollutants
I

4 currently regulated.

5 Before the final EIS is written, a more conclusive

6 commitment to an offset exceeding 50 percent and approaching

7 100 percent should be demanded. If that is found to be too
PM61

8 expensive, I submit that society cannot afford this project.

9 The Oregon Public Utilities Commission, we've just been told,

I0 recently adopted a range for analysis of ten to forty dollars

ii per ton of carbon dioxide emitted.

12 It is noteworthy that insurance companies would not

13 provide coverage against carbon risks associated with this

14 project, nor is Tenaska assuming the risk. It is the

15 ratepayers who are at risk fo_ the potential costs of

16 addressing the risk of further dependence on fossil fuels to PM62

17 be assumed by humanity and the global environment as a whole

18 MR. CLARKE: Thank you. Do we have anybody else

19 that wants to make a formal comment at this time?

20 (No response)

21 MR. CLARKE: Okay. I guess then we would move into

22 the question and answer period. If there are people that have

23 some questions about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

24 that they would like to ask and we could talk about tonight?

25 Yes, sir? Could you state your name?
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1 MR. WALSH: My name is John Walsh. I live up in

2 Everett.

3 MR. CLARKE: Thank you.

4 MR. WALSH: Stuartw you mentioned earlier that you

5 felt that BPA needed, for future use, something like 6,000

6 megawatts?

7 MR. CLARKE: 1"500.

8 MR. WALSH: Oh, excuse me, 1500. Is that-- are you

9 calculating by -- is that with more efficient equipment or ks

10 that by old standards, or how did they come up with that

ii figure, do you know?

12 MR. CLARKE: Well, what we're doing there is we're

13 looking at our forecasted loads and our resources, and so

14 we're looking at the difference between our current resources

15 and what we forecast the loads that our customers are going to

16 place on us.

17 MR. WALSH: Okay. Can you turn around to the

18 customers and say, "Well, we'd like you to use the energy more

19 efficient so that we don't have to meet these demands"?

20 MR. CLARKE: Our plan is to acquire, you know, 660

21 to 700 megawatts through conservation programs, and the way

22 those programs would be implemented in most cases is through

23 our utility customers, and also at some of the industries and

24 those types of places. So, yes, we would work closely with

25 them to get them to implement conservation programs; and of
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1 course, our customers are utilities, and where the real

2 savings occur is at the end use -- the point of end use. So,

3 that's at homes and at commercial establishments and

4 industries. So then, those utilities go out and work with

5 their customers, and that's where the real savings occur.

6 Now, utilities can save energy on their own system

7 and BPA believes that we can save about 120 megawatts through

8 improving our generators and making some improvements maybe in

9 our transmission system and also at our substations, at the

10 transformers, and those types of things.

ii There are some utilities that are also looking at

12 those types of programs, too.

13 MR. WALSH: Okay. I was just curious. You know,

14 you say you' re going to be saving 660 megawatts in

15 conservation. Are you talking about mostly from industry or

16 from private?

17 MR. CLARKE: I don't recall the exact breakdown.

18 MR. WALSH: Is that like -- you know, I was talking

19 to some people that work for the utilities around here, and

20 they say through conservation they save about -- I think it

21 was 27 megawatts a year to go into, you know, insulating and

22 things like that; and yet, the Commission has decided that

23 this isn't worth it anymore and to stop this program. And

24 yet, the people within the program feel that they can do

25 better.
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1 MR. CLARKE: Okay, you're talking Snohomish County

2 PUD, because you're from Everett. Yes, it is true that we

3 negotiated with Snohomish County PUD for a long time about

4 implementing a conservation plan. I mean, we've been doing

5 conservation with Snohomish County PUD since the early

6 eighties, and we were unable to reach terms and conditions

7 that were satisfactory to both BPA and Snohomish County, and

8 so Snohomish County basically made a decision to dismantle

9 their conservation plan.

I0 There are still conservation programs being

ii implemented in Snohomish County because there were some things

12 that were left over that needed to be done, and also, in some

13 instances, BPA is still working with industries up there where

14 there may be lost opportunities. In other words, if we don't

15 do the conservation right now, we won't have an opportunity to

16 do it in the future.

17 Now, you know, a lot of the conservation will be

18 there to go get in the future and we would certainly hope that

19 we could work with Snohomish County tPUD to put a plan into

20 place to go get those conservation megawatts.

21 You know, BPA has had an active conservation program

22 through the eighties, and I think we've acquired about 330

23 megawatts of conservation throughout the eighties. So, we

24 think the 660-megawatt plan is quite aggressive when you

25 compare it to our efforts through the eighties.
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1 MR. WALSH: Well, I guess my only comment -- I thank

2 you for answering my question. I can see the local people are

3 concerned about water, and that is becoming a big issue. Not

4 here but all over the place. And I think it would really be

5 important for you to consider conservation instead of putting

6 these people in the position of not having water for their

7 homes. That's my only comment, I guess.

8 MR. CLARKE: Okay, thank you. Yes?

9 MS. HOLBROOK: Is it realistic that Bonneville will

10 address fuel switching in the final EIS, under "Alternatives"?

Ii MR. CLARKE: Nandranie, do you want to ---

12 (interrupted)

13 MS. TUCK: I don't believe so. This document is

14 tiered to the resource program EIS in which we have fully

15 discussed alternative resources, and--- (interrupted)

16 MS. HOLBROOK: But you never discuss fuel switching

17 even to begin with.

18 MS. TUCK: We have a policy now in place for that,

19 and I do not think it's within the scope of this EIS.

20 I want to say something to address a general comment

21 that I hear about conservation and renewable resources. I'd

22 like to remind you that this is one project. Earlier I

23 mentioned that we have various energy acquisition programs.

24 This is only one of them. Through the competitive acquisition

25 program which was open to all sources which means that it
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1 included conservation, we received several conservation

2 proposals and we took all of those that were cost-effective.

3 Someone has to pay for them. And are ratepayers willing to

4 pay a higher price? And if you have been following

5 Bonneville's business, you will know that there was a lot of

6 controversy when we tried to increase rates just recently.

7 So, someone has to pay the cost.

8 I would also like to address geothermal and wind

9 resources. We have a very difficult time trying to site wind

i0 resources. To some, it appears as if they are benign. They

Ii are a renewable resource. Bonneville is a leader in the

12 nation in trying to site and develop wind resources, but

13 because of habitat issues or cultural resources issues or

14 aesthetic issues r it's been very difficult to site one of

15 those to date, and we're still persisting -- still working on

16 that.

17 Geothermal is sometimes thought to be a benign

18 resource. Perhaps it might be to some extent. Again, it

19 relates to location. It depends on where the geothermal

20 resource is. And there are impacts associated with that.

21 The bottom line is, there are no resources without

22 costs -- financial costs and environmental costs. It all is a

23 balancing act. And what Bonneville is trying to do is to

24 diversify our portfolio.

25 We all know the impacts of hydro and nuclear. At
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1 the present moment, we have various proposals in different

2 stages of development and we have small hydro, we have

3 biomass, wind, geothermal and combustion turbines.

4 Somebody has a question here.

5 MR. SCHIPPER: My question is, how can you honestly

6 talk about costs when you' re stilling coming from the aspect

7 where you' re saying this is one -- this is only one plant, you

8 know. And the fact is, what a lot of people here are talking

9 about -- what I'm talking about is basically the long-term PM63

i0 costs of putting, you know, the carbon dioxide, the methane

II into the air. These are not costs that can be figured right

12 now. The cost it's going to cost to decommission the plant,

13 the cost it's going to cost to all people if we continue to

14 rely on fossil fuels. That's not in the EIS. That's not

15 figured in here.

16 You know, you' re saying you're taking -- you know,

17 you took these different plans and figured all the costs to

18 the taxpayers and the ratepayers. Hey, I' ii pay more now than

19 having, 50 years down the line, having to spend billions of

20 dollars to clean up the messes that we're making now. And

21 that's what happens. And if you look back at WPPSS, if you

22 look back at what we've done -- you know, if you look back

23 with fossil fuels, period, that's what we' re doing. And how

24 can you figure cost without thinking about that the global PM64

25 cost and the health care cost and the cost of future
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1 generations-- that's there. You can't ignore that.

2 MR. CLARKE: Did you want to reply?

3 MS. TUCK: I cannot see how you can say that we are

4 ignoring that cost. It is a cost to society. My point was

5 not that it is necessarily cheaper, it's that we do pay a

6 price for any type of resource. None of the resources are

7 benign, not even conservation. We can only get sO much

8 conservation. When we drive our cars to work, when we use

9 our lawnmowers, we are polluting the atmosphere. Let's look

i0 at our lifestyle. Everything we do, we utilize a lot of

ii energy, and we do cause environmental destruction. When I

12 build a new home, I cause environmental destruction.

13 The point I want to make is that we -- whatever we

14 do, there are consequences to it. And what Bonneville is

15 trying tO do is to balance it out. And the fact that we are

16 interested in purchasing the power from this project doesn't

17 necessarily mean that we're going to populate the entire

18 Northwest or theUnited States with plants of this type. We

19 are concerned about the consequences. We are concerned about

20 the CO2 and its effects.

21 So, I would like for you to look at it from that

22 perspective as well.

23 MR. SCHIPPER: Oh, I understand what you' re saying.

24 MR. CLARKE: Okay.

25 MR. SCHIPPER: Still, that doesn't really change
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1 what I've said about --- (interrupted)

2 MS, TUCK: I understand. Yes, it's a small comfort

3 to you.

4 MR. CLARKE : Okay. Nancy ?

5 MS. HOLBROOK: I'll try to be brief. Cost is

6 important and what we' re saying is that you haven't accurately

7 factored in realisticaily the costs. I mean, one'-- I thinklPM65

8 most people would agree with that.

9 Number two, in terms of Bonneville's commitment to

I0 resources, I have a lot of letters that have crossed my desk

ii from utilities that are very frustrated with Bonneville's

12 inability to work with them on conservation programs. I mean,

13 there's just a ton of them out there waiting to offer

14 conservation, and the process is difficult. It's cumbersome

15 and it's difficult, and I think your own agency is working

16 through that right now, and has acknowledged that.

17 In terms of the commitment to renewables, I must say

18 that that is proceeding at a snail's pace. Part of the reason

19 I think siting acceptability is difficult right now is that

20 there isn't enough education going on or dollars being spent

21 on that. There are descriptions in the Power Plan of wind-

22 monitoring stations that all they do is they just -- little

23 machines that sit up there and assess the wind velocity

24 through the seasons.

25 Now, there's supposed to be at least, I believe, ten
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1 to fifteen of those. I think there's five of them right now.

2 So, that's a specific that's not being fully funded, and

3 that's a confirmation agenda item of the Council.

4 The geothermal demonstration projects-- there's

5 three. Bonneville has proceeded slowly to fund what was

6 required to get the EIS off the ground at the Newberry
f

7 Project.

8 I think everybody here would agree there's trade-

9 offs.

i0 I have to say that I served as a member of the State

ii Energy Strategy Committee appointed by Governor Gardner two

12 years ago, and we-- there was a poll commissioned on this

13 whole issue of willingness to pay. It was very clear. We

14 asked this question at all of our public hearings as well --

15 "Would you be willing to pay more and how much more for

16 renewables, " and it's in the majority every time. People say

17 they're willing to pay more. And it isn't-- it isn't too

18 much longer when you finally factor in true environmental

19 costs of fossil fuels that those renewables are in a level

20 playing field anyway. So, the question always bothers me as

21 though it's a given that renewables are always going to be

22 more expensive.

23 But I think --you know, I heard a lot of talk at

24 the public hearings I attended of people talking about their

25 kids, their grandkids, and what about the future. And that
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1 has been our basic problem in energy policy in this region is

2 that we don't look towards the future. And I have to i

3 recognize-- I know Stuart pretty well. I think he's one of

4 the good guys, by the way, at Bonneville, and I don't know you

5 very well, but you probably are, too. And I hope the message

6 that you guys are going to deliver to the people on top-- and

7 that would be Sue Hickey and Randy Hardy -- is that there a_e

8 some people, at least at this one little meeting, that had

9 some serious concerns, and nobody showed up to say they were

10 in favor of this project.

ii MR. CLARKE: Yes, sir?

12 MR. LANE: Along those same lines, just a brief

13 comment and then a question. I believe that education is the

14 key, and if someone that is truly looking after the best

15 interests of the public were to evaluate the situation, they

16 would realize that education of the public and what natural

17 gas the cheap alternative, quote-unquote, actually costs you

18 through your tax dollars, because it is subsidized through

19 your tax dollars to keep the price low.

20 I think that if the public is educated as to what

21 the actual coat is, as she said, renewables are on a level

22 playing field then, and I think that the public will accept --

23 I mean, I-- like, the people that I know and the people that

24 I talked to are all willing to accept a higher expense now to

25 protect the environment in the future.
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1 I oon't necessarily believe that the expense is

2 going to be higher either. But I think that, you know, we' re

3 pretty much run by the oil industry.

4 One question I have though is, how do current air

5 quality measurements compare with the Clean Air Act, and how

6 is a gas-fired plant going to do anything but exacerbate the PM66

7 situation in this region that's currently not meeting up to

8 standards, and isn't in the foreseeable future going to be

9 able to?

i0 MR. HENDRICKS: I think there's a pretty extensive

Ii section in the Draft EIS that would walk you through the air

12 emissions from the facility, and how, under the worst

13 conditions the emissions from the plant would compare to all

14 of the PSOPCA and Federal standards, and show you how far

15 below all of the incremental standards, in comparison to all

16 the significance levels--- (interrupted)

17 MR. LANE: I didn't see methane gas theret is it?

18 MR. HENDRICKS: Well, there's basically no methane

19 emissions from the plant. I don't know what methane emission

20 you'd be thinking of. There would be a small amount of --

21 trace amounts of unburned methane, but I think those would all

22 be addressed.

23 As far as the critical pollutants, the volatile

24 organic compounds, the NOX, carbon monoxide -- all those that

25 are regulated by PSOPCA, I think are addressed in pretty great
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I

1 detail.

2 You know, if you have questions on them, we can walk

3 through -- we have air consultants that can help you

4 understand what some of those terms mean. But I think you'll

5 see that all the emissions and all of the impacts from the

6 facility are far below the standards.

7 MR. CLARKE: Yes, sir?

8 MR. SCHIPPER: I don't know if I heard what he asked

9 right, but I thought that he was saying that, you know, not so

i0 much the plant specifically but the whole region is above

11 standards; and by adding a plant, we're just going to be

PM67
12 increasing the amount of pollution that we' re dealing with.

13 MR. HENDRICKS. I don't think there's any question

14 that we're increasing the pollutants. I don't think there's

15 any way that that's going to be avoided. I think the rules

16 and regulations are set out by PSOPCA for meeting all the

i? health, and safety standards for the air quality, and I think

18 you'll see that the rules that are set up by PSOPCA are there

19 to insure that air quality meets all. the standards that are

20 required.

21 You know, we have some folks from PSOPCA that can

22 talk about it with you in more detail, but --- (interrupted)

23 MR. WALSH- Are we in compliance with the Clean Air

24 Act, then?

25 MR. HENDRICKS. It's currently a non-attalnment area
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1 for ozone. Moderate non-attainment.

2 QUESTION: And carbon monoxide?

3 MR. HENDRICKS: And carbon monoxide.

4 MS. HOLBROOK: And if you look at those numbers that

5 he's talking about in terms of how close they come to being a

6 major source, it's like a major source is I00 tons, it's like

7 98.9. I mean, they're really bumping up against it. And if

8 they get to 100, they have to get offsets which I don't think

9 anybody thinks you can get in this area.

10 My discussion with the air quality people that I had

11 a few days ago was, the whole question of cumulative impacts,

12 and nobody's taken a look at this. I mean, there could be a

13 couple of more projects sited, and if they all just bump up

14 -- you know, what are the cumulative impacts of that? I mean,

15 my understanding of non-attainment status is that at some

16 point you have to say you' re going to be in attainment; and

17 there's got to be a plan to arrive at that point. And I would

18 like to see a little more attention paid to that in the final

19 EIS, if possible. I think that is of serious concern.

20 I would also venture to say that with -- you can

21 correct me if I'm wrong, but it seems to me that the long-term

22 work force of this project is 25 to 30 people?

23 MR. HENDRICKS: 25 to 30.

24 MS. HOLBROOK: Okay. So, I guess I would say that I
I

25 the community needs to be more aware of, do we want a project_
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1 taking up that much airshed providing what I would consider Ito
!

2 be a handful of jobs. I think that that's not appropriate to
!

3 the EIS, but I think it's a question for the people in the IP_&46_
I4 community to ponder.

5 MR. HENDRICKS: Yes, I think there's a corollary to

6 that, too, that one of the concerns that Bonneville has

7 expressed, and I think other utilities in the Region have

8 expressed, is that in this area, Tacoma, Seattle, west of the

9 Cascades, there's a real serious problem, because almost,

10 what, probably two-thirds of your power actually gets imported

ii into the region. You don't really produce it here. You're

12 importing the power into the Seattle-Tacoma area through

13 transmission lines, and there's a great deal of risk about

14 the interruption and loss of the power supply by not having

15 generation located here west of the Cascades. So, there's two

16 sides to it.

17 I don't want to diminish your concerns, but there's

18 also another concern about the liability of power and getting

19 power into the region. So, it's --- (interrupted)

20 MS. HOLBROOK: I have to speak to that, because as

21 Stuart knows, I served on the Puget Sound Area Electric

22 Reliability Sounding Board with a grdup of people from Grays

23 Harbor Commissioners and Power Council members and various

24 other people. And one of the -- that certainly was a

25 consideration.
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1 But one of the options we came up with which,

2 forgive me, I feel was a tad bid downplayed in the final, was

3 fuel switching. And shortly after that study, the fuel

4 switching study that originally started at Bonneville just got

5 killed. Now, it's been resurrected with Randy, which is good,

6 but I think there are certainly other ways to consider dealing

7 with voltage stability. I think that's one more -- I would say

8 that is one more reason to take a good close look at fuel

9 switching, and I am distressed it is not going to be more

i0 fully evaluated.

ii MR. HENDRICKS: Also, just for your information, the

12 Northwest Power Planning Council staff is putting together --

13 at least are collecting data right now about fuel switching,

14 and one of the things they're asking people for input on is,

15 what are the emissions from home heating appliances when you

16 switch them over to gas. And it's really not a real clear-cut

17 answer, because I think under a lot of cases, when you switch

18 home appliances over to gas, you' ii find that there's more

19 pollutants through home furnaces than going through

20 electricity, even through the conversion of gas into combined

21 cycle power plants and into heating devices. And the Power

22 Planning Council asked us for some input and we found some

23 data from the American Gas Association on pollutants from home

24 furnaces and supplied it to them, so they'll be doing some

25 studies to show all the impacts, and it's --- (interrupted)
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1 MS. HOLBROOK: Yes, I know. I'm sitting on one of

2 those committees, the Gas Advisory Committee, and I know

3 that that is ongoing. I believe what needs to be compared

4 there, because we've seen studies to our energy strategy

5 committee, that -- well, everybody has a study, I mean, and

6 somebody needs to come up with "the study."

7 The critical point there is that you're using so

8 much more gas to get 240 megawatts in a CT than if you

9 directly use it, that I would submit that you compare the

10 amount of gas you use, that you' re still coming out with a net

ii environmental gain with a fuel switch. But I would concede

12 that the jury may be out on that.

13 MR. CLARKE: You know, one of the things we' re

14 hearing here is when-- of course, you make this decision on

15 this particular combustion turbine, it has a much broader

16 effect. We' re dealing with the whole environment and there

17 are a lot of tradeoffs. And I think we' re getting a little

18 bit off base here. I mean, these are all related issues. I

19 just want to give anybody an opportunity, if they have

20 something really specific they want to talk about in the Draft

21 EIS, to bring that up.

22 MR. STEINER: One suggestion in response to your

23 comment about cumulative impacts. Of everything that's going

24 on in the basin for air quality, probably the best and most

25 thorough study that's being done is for the State

BILL'S RECORDING SERVICE * Beaverton, Oregon



7O

1 Implementation Plan. Talk with PSAPCO about what they're

2 doing, what plan are they developing too. They're required by

3 the Federal Clean Air Act to attain the standards that are

4 currently being violated for CO and for ozone. Talk with them

5 about the plan that they're developing. They have to consider

6 all projects going on. They have to consider the automobile

7 -- all sources.

8 MS. TUCK: I'd like to say something about that,

9 too. Nancy, I agree with you. I share your concern about

i0 cumulative impacts. We have looked into whether there are

ii other viable projects that will be occupying this airshed, and

12 there is none at the moment. If any is to follow us or if we

13 were to be interested in a project within this airshed, then

14 we will have to analyze cumulative impacts. As of now, it's

15 not relevant in this particular situation.

16 MR. CLARKE: Yes?

17 MS. GIDDINGS: The other power plant that's out

18 there-- Puget Power's -- what do they emit? And that's one

19 question. And the other one is, the other power plants that

20 are in the works for that property out there -- I'm wondering

21 if anyone has come to the County yet to talk about it. I know

22 there's another one -- at least one that they're talking about

23 putting out there, and maybe more than one. There's nobody

24 here from the Port that--- (interrupted)

25 MR. CLARKE: I don't know what the emissions are
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1 from Puget Power's plant. It is a peaking plant. It can only

2 operate-- I think it's up to 1500 hours a year. That's its

3 maximum limit. I think that's correct.

4 MR. HENDRICKS: I would think that the Puget Plant

5 doesn't have the catalyst controls put on it that our facility

6 has, so I would imagine on an hourly basis that they're going

7 to be several orders of magnitude higher -- maybe five to ten

8 times higher, because of the removal we've got. Now again,

9 it's a peaking plant, less efficient plant, more expensive to

i0 run. So, they don't intend to run it very often. On an

ll annual basis--- (interrupted)

12 MS. GIDDINGS: If they ran it, we would be in our

13 worst air problems. Just like that other comment about if we

14 have to switch to the oil, we'd probably be at the worst time.

15 MR. CLARKE: Do we have any analysis on that yet?

16 MR. HENDRICKS: No.

17 MR. CLARKE : Okay.

18 MR. STEINER: Now, the impacts of burning oil have bee_

19 considered in the--- (interrupted)

20 MS. HOLB ROOK: Right.

21 MR. STEINER: And it combines the worst case impacts

22 while burning on oil with the worst case measured air quality

23 in the region. That's a very conservative thing to do, but as

24 you pointed out, there's a chance that the two can happen at

25 the same time. Probablistically, it's a very low probability.
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1 But if it happens, it's been addressed in the EIS.

2 MS. HOLBROOK: But now, if there's another power

3 plant brought in our there--- (interrupted)

4 MR. HENDRICKS: Phil, has anybody approached Pierce

5 County ?

6 MR. PINARD: If there's discussions about other

7 power plants, they haven't filtered down to the s_aff yet.

8 (Laughter)

9 MR. STEINER: That's a good point about how

i0 cumulative impact analyses work today. We did a thorough

11 review of all proposed projects and we screened them to make

12 sure that they were fOE real projects. They had to be -- they

13 had to have an active permit going on and they had to have

14 realistic chances of being permitted. Anybody that passed

15 that screening got included in a cumulative analysis. There

16 weren' t any.

17 But the next person that comes along that proposes

18 one will have to consider this plant's emissions together with

19 theirs and do a cumulative analysis.

20 MS. HOLBROOK: Okay. So, we're considering the ones

21 that came from Puget Power's then, on this--- (interrupted)

22 MR. STEINER: They're in the measured base line.

23 They're in the air quality mo_'itoring --- (interrupted)

24 MS. HOLBROOK: Yes, that's what I understood. Part

25 of the reason the area's non-attainment, I would imagine.
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1 MR. STEINER: Part of the reason, yes. The auto-

2 mobile that we all drove to the meeting tonight.

3 MS. TUCK: And lawnmowers-- they do emit a lot.

4 Bill, do you have any figures on that? I was rather alarmed

5 when I read about how much pollution they emitted, and it's

6 something that I wasn't very aware of before.

7 MR. STEINER: And the point that Tom made earlier --

8 it really needs to be emphasized. A lot of people are

9 concerned about converting back to direct use of natural gas

i0 in the home because, you're right, it uses less gas. It's

Ii more efficient to use it at home, but it creates a lot more

12 air pollution. You can't afford to put the kind of emission

13 controls that you can afford to put on a power plant like this

14 at home. It would drive you out of business real fast.

15 MS. HOLBROOK: Well, I think we decided the jury's

16 out on that. I think the definitive study that everybody

17 could point to and go, "yes, " is not really out there yet. At

18 least our State Committee, which was a pretty high-level

19 committee, really took a shot at trying to get that figured

20 out, and we couldn't.

21 Do you agree with that, Stuart? You sat in on some

22 of those meetings.

23 MR. CLARKE= Yes, that's true.

24 Okay, other -- yes?

25 MS. KING: First of all, I don't envy any of you
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1 guys in your job. I don't envy you having to sit up here and

2 deal with us tonight. But I know that you want specific

3 questions on the EIS, and I'm totally opposed to the whole

4 project to begin with, and I know that any issue of this sort

5 comes down to cost. That's always the bottom line. And you

6 have to deal with that.

7 And forgive me i_ I'm not quite as knowledgeable as

8 I should be about all the details, but why is BPA in deficit

9 at this point? Do you have any --- (interrupted)

10 MR. CLARKE: In terms of our resources?

ii MS. KING: In terms of dollars.

12 MR. CLARKE: The load resource balance?

13 MS. KING: Obviously, I'm in support of renewable

14 energy resources, and right now what I'm hearing is that the

15 costs are too high. And so I'm wondering why --- (inter-

16 rupted)

17 MR. CLARKE: Well, there's a couple of reasons we're

18 in deficit. Number one, there have been a number of major

19 power plants that have been shut down over the last few years.

20 Most recently, the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant which produced

21 over 1,000 megawatts. BPA got about 330 megawatts out of that

22 plant.

23 The changes that are being implemented on the

24 Columbia River System -- the hydroelectric system of BPA gets

25 about approximately 90 percent of their power from the dams on
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1 the Columbia River.

2 Those changes that we're making to help the salmon

3 recover, that's causing us to lose some ability to produce

•4 as much power as we have out of the past from those dams. And

5 there is some controversy about how many megawatts that is,

6 but there's definitely an effect on our ability to produce

7 megawatts.

8 So, we've had a loss of resources to begin with --

9 ones that we've had there for years, and we've been depending

10 on.

II And then the other one is that there's a lot more

12 people in the Pacific Northwest. We've had increasing

13 populations which has led to load growth, and this has

14 happened even though, if you went and looked at, say, average

15 residential consumption back in the early eighties or late

16 seventies and compared it to today, you would find that the

17 average residence is consuming a lot less kilowatt hours per

18 household. But the fact that we've added so many more

19 households and commercial buildings-- we haven't probably

20 added that much industry, so I won't say that -- but that just

21 created more load growth. And so, people use more

22 electricity.

23 And so, BPA currently supplies about 45 percent of

24 the electricity that's used in the Pacific Northwest, and so

25 when those loads go up, when the demand for power goes up, we
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1 have to figure out a way to supply it. So, we' re getting hit

2 from both sides.

3 MS. HOLBROOK: Can I say one more thing, Stuart? I

4 have to say it.

5 MR. CLARKE: Sure.

6 MS. HOLBROOK: In terms of the cost of why they' re

7 in trouble, you understand that a large part of what they

8 serve is aluminum companies. I don't know the exact number.

9 Stuart probably does. But what they pay Bonneville for the

I0 power is tied to the world aluminum market prices which are

ii very low right now. Russia is dumping a lot of aluminum, and

12 will for the foreseeable future.

13 So, when aluminum prices are low, the amount of

14 money that the DSIs, the direct service industries, pay

15 Bonneville is low. So, there's a loss of revenue there. When

16 the world aluminum market goes up, they pay more. So, it

17 takes a hit.

18 MR. CLARKE: That's true, right. At the particular

19 time, that's true. We have what's called a "variable rate,"

20 and it's tied to the price of aluminum, and it is true right

21 now that the price of aluminum is down, so what we charge the

22 DSIs, that price is at the bottom of that rate. But also,

23 it's true that if you look at the whole period that that rate

24 has been in effect, we have collected about the same number of

25 dollars as if we just had a rate that had been set and not
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1 varied; because when we first put that rate into effect, the

2 price of aluminum was high, and we were actually getting more

3 money than we would have charged if we had just established a

4 fixed rate.

5 But right now -- and Nancy's absolutely right, most

6 people believe it's because of the Russians dumping aluminum.

7 And the other thing that's happened, 25 percent of the power

8 that we sell to aluminum companies is what's called "nonflrm

9 power." So, it's power we don't always know if it's going to

10 be there, and it's dependent on how much water we get coming

11 down the Columbia River.

12 The past year -- actually, the past six years have

13 been very poor water years, and this past year has been

14 extremely poor because we went into the year with low

15 reservoirs. And we've had to curtail service to these large

16 industrial companies. And what I mean by that is, we just

17 have not been able to serve their needs because we don't have

18 the nonfirm power. S,o, it is a big part of our load, and we

19 have an obligation under our contracts to provide that

20 service.

21 HS. KING: As far as the Trojan plan, who eats

22 the cost with that? I remember reading in the news that it

23 was a question _of whether ratepayers would eat the cost for

24 the plant closing, or would it be the shareholders or --

25 what's the latest update on that?
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1 MR. CLARKE: That's Portland General Electric's

2 plant. It's in Oregon. I haven't followed it that closely.

3 I don't know if anybody--- (interrupted)

4 MS. HOLBROOKz I think that's sort of in process.

5 The concern is that PGE will go under if they have to eat all

6 that, and nobody wants PGE--well, most people don't want PGE

• I_7 to go under So, it's not going to just be PGE, m sure.

8 The ratepayers will absorb some of it, I would imagine.

9 MR. CLARKEz Okay. Again, I think we're getting a

I0 little off center here from what we're here to talk about.

Ii MS. KING _ I realize that, and that' s a question

12 -- it's all related.

13 MR. CLARKE: That's okay. We' re about at 9:00

14 o'clock. Do we have any other questions related to the Draft

15 Environmental Impact Statement?
t

16 (No response)

17 MR. CLARKE: Okay. I guess once again I'll just say

18 one more time, the comment period closes on October 4th. If

19 you have additionai comments, you can pick up one of the

20 comment forms that gives you the address to mail it into. If

21 you filled out one while you were here, just leave it back at

22 the registration desk on your way out.

23 I'd like to thank everybody for coming tonight and

24 providing the comments and questions and answers. I think

25 that we learned some things from this dialogue and hopefully
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I we can address some of the issues in the flnal EIS.

2 And the other thing is that, you know, if you do

3 have some far-ranging questions that you would like to talk to

4 somebody about, I'm sure most of us would be wi11Ing to stay

5 here for a reasonable amount of time and just talk to you

6 after the meeting.

7 So, with that, l' ii close the meeting. Thank you.

8 (Thereupon, at 9s02 o'clock p.m., the hearing was

9 concluded. )
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