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Japuary 21, 2003

Jorry Crockford, Project Mannger 1 /o 1 Calt siow
U:S. Burcau of Land Management

Las Vegas Field Office

4701 Torrey Pines Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89130-2301

Re:  City of Henderson Comments on the Draft Eavi ) Impact S nt for the
Ivanpah Encrgy Center.

Dear Mr. Crockford:

m%ﬁm("Ciq-)memnnﬁmwmmm
("Draft EIS®) for the Ivanpah Energy Centcr, 8 proposed 500 MW gas-fired electric power
genenating swrion in southern Clark County, Nevada, and is pleascd 1o provide the sttuched
comments on this document. The City is interested in proposals for development that have the
powntial o affect shared resources, such as air, in southern Clark County, since additional
sources of air pollution in this area may adversely impact the quality of life in Henderson and
other nearby communitics as well as consirain fumre oppormniries for growth in this area.

The City is concerned that this document may no! provide an adequare examinarion of the
proposed project’s envirommenal impacts on this area of Clark County. In gemeral, the Draft
EIS does not provide adequate information and demail, or use the proper analytical methods to
correctly evaluaw the individual and cumulative impacts of the new facility on air quality in the
arca of the development. The Ciry belioves thar the Draft EIS should be revised to properly
inform the public and other interested parties aout the potennial impacts of the propesed
project, in parmcular those impacts on 8ir quality.

The City’s general and specific comments on e air quality analysis in the Drsfs EIS are
presented i the anachmem to this leter.

Sineerely,

City Amomey
SMH kal
Eaclosure

CITY HALL 240 WATER STREET HENDERSON. Nv < 83018
702-303-2323
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M1.1

COMMENTS
M1 — City of Henderson
Page 2 of 7

General Comments

1. Emission cstimston and air dispersion modeling are the rwo main components of the air
quality analysic of the Druft EIS. The Draft FIS. however, docs not contain eacugh
informaton for reviewers to understand the basis of the calculatons gnd the assumptions
inhereat in the calculations. It appears that there are no air modeling or evnissions
estimarion appendices or any other section in which the details of these cajculanions are
presented. The applicant should provide this supporting information.

2. The analysis of air quality impacts for the Primm site in Sectian 5.2.12 is inadequate. The
entire analysis is only four paragraphs long, and conmind almost no quantitative
informarion abouz jmp from this ale ive | Tbe Draft EIS swteg that “(Dhe
flatter tevrain at the Primm site would result in somcwhat lower impacts than determined
for the Goodsprings site.” No supponing documentation or modeling results have been
provided ro verify this statemeat. To provide a frue basis for comparison, the Draft EIS
should be revised 10 include the same analyses for the Primm site that were performed for
the Goodspeings site.

Emissions Calculations

3. The Draft EIS states thar short-term, emission rates for wrbine start-up periods have been
taken from the Technical Support Docwment (TSD) for the Reliant Energy Arrow Canyon
air quality permir (page 5-84). It is not possible to tell whether the use of this data is
appropriate for the proposed facility, since the rypes of equipment used at the Reliant
facility, and the methods usad 1o determine startup emissions for that facility, are not
provided in the Draft EIS. Supporting documentation for starup emissions should be
provided based on efther source test data for a faciliry using similar turbings, or based on
dats supplied by the mamifacrarer.

4. Page 5-83 of the Draft EIS sutes that, for the purpose of cmisstans calculstions, 3 heat rae
of 6600 BTU/KWh has been assumed. Na supporting information has been provided for
tus assumption. This information should be provided 1o demonstrate that worst-case
emissions have been used in the air quality analysis for this project.

5. In the section on Toxic Chemical Substance (TCS) crissions, on page 5-81, the Draft EIS
states that “ammonia will be the only DAQM [Clark Counry Department of Air Qualiry
Managemen) regulated toxic chemical substance emined from the project.” This staterpent
igoores the fact that, in addidon o the 2) compounds reguiated as toxic chemical
subgtances, DAQM also regy the 189 Hazardous Air Polturtants (HAPs) limed in the
federal Clean Air Act (see DAQM Alr Quality Ragulation 12.2.18). The combustion
equipment 3t the proposed faciliry would cmit many HAPs, inchudimg formaldehyde and
benzene, among others. The Draft EIS should be revised 0 include an analysis of te
emissions of tese HAPs,

RESPONSES

General Response — Many of the comments imply that the level of
detail in the air quality analysis is insufficient to draw conclusions.
Support for this position is attributed to various air quality regulatory
requirements, both local and federal. The Draft EIS was prepared in
compliance with NEPA to be used in BLM’s decision to grant Right of
Way applications under FLPMA and MLA. While the DEIS examines
the environmental consequences of the IEC Project with regards to air
quality, the agency with jurisdiction on air quality issues is the Clark
County Department of Air Quality Management (DAQM).
Accordingly, the applicant has submitted an Application for an
Authority to Construct Certificate to the DAQM. The DAQM will
conduct its own thorough analysis of the potential air quality impacts
of the IEC Project and will not issue an Authority to Construct
Certificate unless all regulations are fully complied with. In addition,
the Certificate will contain appropriate conditions to ensure that all
requirements are met. While detailed information typically required to
obtain a permit may not be included in the DEIS, sufficient
information from the DAQM application is presented to reasonably
evaluate project impacts. It is also worth noting that no comments
were received from Clark County.

M1.1 Emissions estimates and modeling results discussed in the
DEIS were taken from the applicant’s Application for an
Authority to Construct Certificate. Detailed printouts of the
modeling described in the EIS are contained in that document.
The project cannot be constructed until a full analysis of the
application is made by DAQM and an Authority to Construct
Certificate is issued.
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M1.2

M1.3

M1.4

RESPONSES

The Primm site air quality analysis relies, in part, on the
modeling done for the Goodsprings site. This was
supplemented by professional judgment as to the
differences that might be seen at the Primm site. If the
Primm site is selected, it will be necessary for the
applicant to submit a revised application to DAQM
addressing that site specifically. Furthermore, the project
must be found to be in compliance with applicable local
and federal air quality regulations, and a permit issued,
before construction can begin. The permit itself will be
subject to full public review as required by DAQM and
federal regulations.

The type of equipment used for the Reliant facility is
stated on page 5-84 as being S01FD turbines, the identical
turbines proposed for the IEC project (p. 5-81). Start-up
emissions for this turbine have been evaluated in the
Technical Support Document (TSD) prepared by the
DAQM for the referenced Reliant project, as stated on
page 5-84.

As stated on page 5-83, an average heat rate of 5,983
Btw/kWh was calculated for the plant using the
Westinghouse Gate-Cycle Model, which was set up for
the Westinghouse 501 FD turbine and site specific
conditions. Thus, this model was specifically designed to
predict the performance of the proposed turbines at the
proposed site.  Table 5-13 shows a summer heat rate of
6,074 Btu/kWh based on the same analysis. The assumed
rate of 6,600 Btu/kWh allowed for an approximately 10
percent error, although the Gate Cycle model is quite
accurate. Thus, there is sufficient conservatism built into
the calculation to ensure that emissions are not
underestimated.  The 6,600 Btu/kWh rate and the
emissions presented in Table 5-14 and 5-15 were used in
the application to DAQM. It is expected that these
emissions will be reflected in the DAQM permit as the
maximum allowable.
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M1.5

RESPONSES

The commenter is correct that HAPs, including
formaldehyde and benzene, would be emitted by the
facility as a result of burning natural gas. Table 5-15a
(included as supplemental information to the FEIS
[refer to Section 4]) shows a full inventory of HAPs
emissions for the facility, including emission factors
and sources of those factors. Fuel use for these
calculations is the same as was used for criteria
pollutants. The total estimated emissions of all HAPs
are 6.38 tons/yr. This is less than the limits given in
DAQM Rule 12.2.18 of 10 tons/yr for a single HAP or
25 tons/yr for total HAPs. Thus, the requirements of
Rule 12.2.8 would not apply for this project. This
information is included in the application submitted by
the applicant to the DAQM.
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M1.8

M1.9

M1.10

COMMENTS
M1 — City of Henderson
Page 3 of 7

6. There is no information provided in the Draft EIS concerning the source of the ammonia
cmission rate of 25.8 Ib/hr provided on page 5-84. This emussion rate should be based on
an allowable ammonia slip raie that will be required of this project. The allowable
ammonia lip and the corresponding calculation of the ammonis emission rate should be
provided.

7. The discussion of constructioa phase impacts on page 5-84 of the Draft EIS is inadoquate.
This discussion conting 10 qQuARLWtive emission estimares of construction phase ernissions,
and 0o soalysis (qualitative or quantitative) of the impacts of these emissions on ambient air
quality. The secondary emissions from vehicle exhaust during coastruction are not
menrioned ar all in this discussion. This discussion contains the statament that “(p)oteatial
receptors are unlikely 1o be impactcd and resultant impacts are liksly to be pegligible.” No
suppaorting documentation of any kind if provided for this statement. The Draft EIS should
be revised 10 include an estimate of the emissions and resulting impacts from construction
phase emissions, inchoding vehicle exhaust emisejons.

Modeling - Genaral

8. The proposed project would be Jocared within ten miles of two nonatainment arcas: the
Las Vegas Valley (nonamaimmenr for PM10 and CO) and San Bernardino County,
California (nonamainment far PM10). As a result, USEPA reguladons require a
demmmﬁoyﬂmﬂnpwpowdpmjnuwﬂlnmmonomihﬂewaviduﬂmolme
NAAQS in cither of these areas, Sources haviag morc than a significant impact in any
nonamminment arca are considered to cause or conteibute 1 a violation of the NAAQS (see
40 C.RR. § 51.165(b)(2)). The imapacts reported in the Draft EIS are already considered
significant for PM,5. NOx, and CO, and these may be underestimated since startup
emissions 46 not appear (o have been included. The Draft EIS should be amended to
include 3 demonstration thal the project will not have significant impact on either of the
nearby nonattainment areas.

9. USEPA and DAQM reguiations require that thrée operating loads oust be modeled for
mddm;?gfmmedmuﬁsfym:equrmm(l)m:mmmm, (2) cxpectod load,
and (3) minirqum load. These three modes are requircd to be modeled because the
maximum 16ad may not represent the greatest tmpaces. From the modeling presented in the
Draft EIS, & appears that caly the maximum load was modeled. The modeling in the Drant
EIS should therefore be revised 1o satisfy USEPA and DAQM requirements,

lo.mmwhqpnmmmﬁciﬂmwwdmmﬁﬂdmmgﬂnmm.
_Inlﬂ!ral,l_!nsmndﬂlilwopmforus:inﬂﬁsﬂx It appears, however, thar the
inpurs used in the modaling were nor valid. Our comments on ISCST3 modeling mputs for
this project are deteribed below in subsequert comments. We would also like to note that
:helscsnmndztisnmar.hqmt:fmaﬂtypcsefmodeungmquirodtormhpmjcﬂm
will nead to be supplemented by the use of additional modcls. For example, visibility

2

M1.6

M1.7

M1.8

RESPONSES

Ammonia emissions are based on a slip rate of 10 ppmvd, a
level to which the applicant has committed in its application
to the DAQM. The stated emissions rate of 25.8 1b/hr per
stack are based on 10 ppmvd and full load operation of the
plant.

The document states on page 5-84 that “dust control
activities would be implemented under Section 94 of the Air
Pollution Control Regulations on mitigating impacts of
construction emissions.” Fugitive dust implications for this
type of project are well known, and conditions in the dust
control permit required by the DAQM are designed to limit
those impacts to acceptable levels. Professional judgement,
supported by the requirement for a dust permit and the fact
that equipment exhaust emissions would be temporary and
dispersed, has been used to make the determination that
construction emission impacts will not be significant.

The 24-hour and annual PMy, isopleth maps in Figures 5-19
and 5-20, respectively, clearly show the limits of project
impacts above EPA significance levels (defined as 5.0
pg/m® — 24-hr; and 1.0 pg/m’® - annual) during normal
operations to be contained within a few miles of the plant
site and well within the Ivanpah Valley (i.e., outside of the
Las Vegas Valley and San Bernardino County PM;,
nonattainment areas). Table 5-20 shows that the maximum
CO impacts for normal operations do not exceed the
applicable significance levels at any location, and thus also
do not impact the Las Vegas Valley CO nonattainment area.
As reported in the Las Vegas Review Journal on January 17,
2003, the CO standards have not been exceeded in the Las
Vegas Valley in four years. The DAQM has requested, and
expects to receive, a redesignation of the Las Vegas Valley
to a status of attainment for the CO standards. Regarding
impacts from start-up emissions, PM;, and CO were
modeled for the short-term periods that would be applicable
to start-un. Those results are shown in Table 5-20 based on
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M1.9

M1.10

RESPONSES

Cold-start emissions in Table 5-19. Although start-up
impacts for both pollutants exceeded the significance
levels, these levels were not exceeded in the Las Vegas
Valley or in San Bernardino County. NO, impacts during
start-up were not modeled because the NO, standard is an
annual average standard. The relatively small impact of
higher start-up emissions on an annual basis would be
offset by the lack of emissions during extended off-line
periods that must occur prior to start-up. It should be noted
that impacts on nonattainment areas will be evaluated by
the DAQM in the application review process.

The gas turbines used for this project are expected to run
only at full load. The plant would sometimes run at half
load by running only one gas turbine. In that case, impacts
would be approximately half of those predicted in the
DEIS because the turbines will exhaust to separate stacks
about 200 ft. apart. The maximum predicted impacts are
the result of adding impacts from both stacks, each of
which contribute essentially one-half to the total.

This general comment serves as an introduction to the
specific comments that follow. Responses to those
comments are given below.
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COMMENTS
M1 — City of Henderson
Page 4 of 7

RESPONSES

M1.11 The method of using ISCST3 with screening meteorological
M1.10 impacts on the Grand Canyon, & recommendad below, Will need o be determined by a data has been rgutinely apcepted by EPA and other .air
Contd roodel such as CALPUFF. regulatory agencies. It is clearly a more conservative
' Modeling - Meteorological Data approach than using a one or ﬁve—ygar period of actual
— meteorological data. As mentioned previously, Clark County
11. The Draft EIS conmins the results of an smbierx air quality analysis — did not comment on the modeling approach used.
mmﬂwumw;wmm&m According to the EIS, this modeling is
complisnce with Natienal Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and Clean Air i i
AL PED ek . The 105 AT s o g = In any eyent, a ﬁJll year set of modeling quality
Rppeopriate for use in this case, but the input data used in the modeling was not meteorological data in the Ivanpah Valley has recently
sppropriate. The Draft ETS states that the availsble mescorological data were docmed w be become available from the Primm Bighorn power plant site.
mrcpmmnﬁnof:hcmmrmmmmty.wlmmmgmofmmlnpw : 1 1
dama was developed 1 Sumilate worst<ase coaditions. This is inoonsistent with the This data set has undergone full quality assurance and quality
mﬁfm?.s.l.zi ht::h USEPA's Guideline on Air Quality Models (40 control (QA/QC) procedures and will be used by DAQM to
o " %k . evaluate the combined effects of the IEC plant with the
“Five years of represenmative metcorological data shonld be used when Bighorn plant, other point sources in the Ivanpah Valley,
esmanng concenmations with an 4ir quality model. Consecpr i
M1.11 most recent, readily available 5-year period are preferred. it from the Interstate 15, and the proposed. Ivanpgh Valle}f Airport. The
dS::’ may be data callected either omsite or ar the pearest National Weather results will be used by DAQM in making permitting decisions
ice (NWS) station. If the source is large, e.g.. a SOOMW p the i
e of S years of NWS i ks “i:: plasz, - regarding the IEC plant.
is coquired.” reoghl specific
i s = ) M1.12 Upon review, the commenter is correct in pointing out that the
o TS m, s ,&?ﬂﬁw&m o m::::"’k s ol screening meteorological conditions used in the modeling
data :nr one year of on-site data. DAQM Alr Qualiry Regulation 12.5.3 .2 also requires analysis do not exactly match the SCREEN3 array of
oLy Aryenits PPt tiscommte ‘;':I";‘:’:y” o el conditions. The array of conditions used was taken from
Eberdore be used for guidance on air quality modeling performed in the context of an EIS PTPLU, another EPA screening model. The range of
see 40 C.F.R. Part 1 - Appendix W, Section 1.02)). Thé modeling far this project iti is simi i
s B e e i it UL A R DA s . conditions used is 51m11a? to thosq use'd in the SCREEN3
' = model. In all cases, maximum project impacts were due to
12. The Draft BIS states on page 5-36 thar the combinations of wind N— very stable, lon wind speed conditions, speciﬁcally §t:ability
conditions used in the modeling for this project include all combinations used in USEPA’s class F and a wind speed of 1.0 meter/sec. This condition, as
M1.12 SCREENS model. This is not correct, tince the combinations used for this project (lissed well as all other stable, low wind speed conditions were
in Table 5-17) do not contain the following combinat i . . ; P e
SCREEN3 marmual; s e included in the data set that was used. The F/1.0 condition
was dominant because of the elevated terrain near the plant.
Maximum impacts in elevated terrain favor F/1.0 conditions
because those conditions result in the minimum possible
plume dispersion prior to interaction of the plume with
1 terrain.  There is no indication that higher impacts would
result from the additional meteorological conditions listed in
the comment.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
M1 - City of Henderson
Page 5 of 7 As mentioned in Response 11 above, the project will be
remodeled by DAQM with actual meteorological data.
DAQM will rely on those results in its permit review.
Since the DAQM cannot issue a permit that would
jeopardize air quality standards or PSD increments, the
T S project will not be allowed to have a significant impact
‘I (metersisecond) under the DEIS definition.
Ml.l’z B 35438
Cont’d. ; 1.0, 1'ir:"‘a-;'5- 80 M1.13 The use of an annual average temperature is reasonable
E 35,45 ] and generally accepted by EPA and other regulatory
F 33 ] agencies for screening analyses. In reviewing stack
. T ——— ol of e hat parameters used in modeling, it was discovered that the
could result from this project. If it were nccoptable 10 use ISCST3 with screcning dea in actual volume flow rate, an important component of the
this case, which i is not. all passible cosbinations of dap should be cvahuated. plume rise equation, had been underestimated by 17
13. Althouph a variety of wind speeds and stbility classes were used in the modeling prepared percent. Plume rise was calculated for all SCREEN3
for this F.:J'ﬁ- page j;“ of “@'{'ﬁ%ﬁ ﬁ:‘; xgém)wwﬁ n meteorological conditions to compare the results from
approximaely the anoual average temperumire in e project area.” The use of a constant stack parameters (1) as modeled, and (2) with the correct
mmw profie for s ar w(%lo;;uw e e ﬂ“‘;ﬂdix“% exit velocity and an ambient temperature of 100°F. The
e s Mpf;m :hm ‘:;wwﬂ . e puviioc vem “:; nn)l'rhao oF ::;n resulting p1ume heights were w‘ith‘in 3 percent for all
M1.13 ot 30 °F below 68 ';l; the Iappeutior tied in?:d n;dshng This 1:‘ significans since the meteorological conditions, and within 0.3 percent for the
. difference berween the ambient air temperamre temperature of (he stack exhsust are .- . .
part of the buoyast flux caleulations, which are used ia dispersion modeling to determine F/1.0 condition responsible for worst-case impacts. Thus,
Bow high the plume riscs. By misrepresenting plusme rise, the use of a constant use of a higher temperature, with the correct exit velocity,
mﬂ w:e:::m: waﬁnwﬁi Ny :::‘nmu’ e would have minimal effect on results presented in the
should be rerun, at a minimam, 8t the highest possible temperacures, aod at the lowest DEIS. Use of a temperature lower than 68°F would result
possible temmperatures. in a higher plume rise for either exit velocity because
Modeling — Class I Arees plume rise is enhanced by greater differences between
ambient and stack gas temperatures.
14. Impacts on Class I areas have not been evaluared at all in the Draft EIS. The report satcs
on pages 5-85 snd 5-86 thar 2 dewermination of these i i srad gince the :
closest Class I area (Grand Emrn o .0 ;“P"“ ;:’;;‘I'”M € o] M1.14 Although the Federal Land Managers may consider
from the site of the proposed project. PSD projects, however, are regularly required to projects more than 100 km from a Class I area, they are
consider impacts on Class [ arcas further than this distance. The Phase 1 guidance : :
developod by the Federal Land Maseger Aix Quality Relaied Valacs Wo 5 (FLAG) not required to dp S0 a}nd they have Qechned to make. sugh
is the applicable guidance for Class [ arca impacts as past of an EIS (see a request for this project. The National Park Service in
M" P:‘:‘: ot s :C'z'd);p?m s "“::’:mf:f" L'“:‘n Boulder, Colorado was made aware of the project in
M1.14 several Class I areas within this distance, including c,m.,c.,yl om National Park. Scquoia August 2001 and was specifically asked whether they had
ok sl ’:f“' hﬁ‘&‘:‘l‘ws T&Tﬁﬁ% rovised 1o . an interest in the project. The NPS declined to make any
ambienr air concearations, visivility impacts. and mo,; and m‘fzpmm' The ® request for involvement. The NPS is the responsible
Federal Land Manager for all three of the Class I areas
4 mentioned in the comment.
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M1.14
Cont'd.

M1.15

M1.16

M1.17

COMMENTS
M1 — City of Henderson
Page 6 of 7

exclusion of the Grand Canyon, in this case, i partcularly egregious. The Grand Canyon
is approxirately 160 kilometers from the project site, and s currently the subject of an
ingensive regional haze study, which includes sn evalnation of impacts from sources in
Clark Coumnty.

Modeling - NAAQS and PSD Increment Analyses

15. Since the proposed facility was predicted o cause a significant impact for at lcast onc PSD
pollmant, modeling of the facility plus other sources and representative background
concentrations is required to determine compliance with the Natlonal Ambiers Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and the PSD increments. According 10 Section IV.C of USEPA's
Dran New Source Review Workthop Manual, the sources modeled in a NAAQS and PSD
increment analysis should inchide all sources located within 50 kilometers of the impact
ares. To define the mpact area, a circle is drawn with a radius equal to the distance
berween the source and the furthest poing of significamr impact due 1o the facility emissions
alone. This cvaluation is critical to agsisting reviewcrs of the ELS understand to what
degree the proposed development impacts the potonrial for further developmens of the area
near the proposed profect, including scuthwestern Clark County,

The Draft EIS does not confain adequate information to detsrmine whether the list of other
sources included in the modeling was determined correcdy. As stated om page 5-88 of the
Draft EIS. a list of NOx and PM,, sources in the Ivanpah Valley was provided by DAQM
for use in this modeling. The area defined by the significant impact area phs 50 kv,
however, wauld axtand beyond the Ivanpah Valley, into other areas of Clark Counfy and
into California. The Draft EIS should be revised to specify which sources were included in
the NAAQS and PSD increment modeling analyses, and should be re-done if sources
ourside the Ivanpah Valley and within 50 km of the significant impact area were not
inchided in these analyses.

16. Although emissions and resulting impacts from turbinc starmp and shurdown are presemtad
in the Draft EIS, these impacts do not appeir to have been considered in the ambien: air
quality impacrs analyses. For example, Table 5-20 lists PM,, impacts from both normal
operarion and from cold starup. The NAAQS and PSD increment analyses (y Table 3-21,
however, reflect the impacts from normal operstions, even though the reportad starmp
impaces were higher. The PM,, modeling analyses in the Draft EXS should be revised o
include impacts from starmup periods, sinoe these clearly represenr wors-case conditions.

17. The Draft EIS sates on page $-88 that CO impacts from the facility are considered
insignificant, even rhough Table 5.20 shows CO impacis above the 1-Bour and 8-hour
significapce levels for cold startup conditions. This table states clearly thar further
modcling is required for CO, bur Table 5-21 and the text of the Draft KIS indicate thar no
NAAQS or PSD incremen: modeling was performed for CO. Thc modeling analyscs in the
Draft EIS shonid be revised 1o include a full analysis for CO, similar to what was done for

M1.15

M1.16

M1.17

RESPONSES

The modeling analysis in the DEIS was done in
consultation with the DAQM, who has the
responsibility to ensure that the project is in
compliance with all air quality rules and regulations.

As a worst case, one could add the difference between
PM;, impacts during baseload and start-up conditions
(1.5 pg/m’) to the “All Sources” impacts shown in
Table 5-21. This would not change any conclusions of
the DEIS. Therefore, additional modeling is
unnecessary.

A search of the EPA emissions database revealed only
two significant sources within 50 km of the CO
significant impact area. These included the Mirage
Hotel at 43 km and the Clark power facility at 47 km.
Annual emissions were reported as 28 tons for the
Mirage and 89 tons for the Clark facility. A
SCREEN3 calculation was made for the Clark facility
using a stack height of 50 feet with no plume rise. The
calculated maximum 1-hr impact at 43 km was 1.5
pg/m’.  Thus, neither of these sources would
contribute significantly (i.e. >2000 pg/m’) in the IEC
significant impact area.
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M1.17
Cont'd.

M1.18

M1.19

M1.20

COMMENTS
M1 — City of Henderson
Page 7 of 7

PM,, and NOx. This analysis should inciude worst-case impacts from operation during
staTp.

18, Table 5-21 of the Draft EIS reports NO, impacts that exceed the allowable Class I PSD
increment. The text smtes on page 5-89 (hat thesc impacts are almost entirely ataibutable
w0 emissions from the regional airport proposed for this area. The Draft EIS provides no
supporting documentation fo this smtcment. In addidon, it is not clear from the document
whether all locations where the NO, impacts exceed the allowable Class IT PSD incremens
were analyzed, or only te poim of maximum impact. Thercfore, the Draft EIS should be
revised w inclade modeling inpuz and outpus files ™ demonstrate that the proposed project
will not cause or contribuze 10 2 PSD increment violaton.

19. As noted above, the impacts from startup and shutdown periods do oL appesr to have been
used in e air quality analysis of short-term impacts, even though these periods result in
the highest facility emissions. Is is also unclear whether these emissions wers included in
the desermination of annual impacts from the facility. Page 5-84 of the Draft EIS siates
hat ideally there would only be two sarmup/shurdown cycles per year for routine
aintenance, although “market conditions could dictate a higher frequency.® It is likely
that two sartup/shardown cycles per year {8 a gignificant underesrimate for & merchant
power plant. Many recenly permiried power plants of the size of the proposed project
include up to 500 hours per year of operation in sarwp mode (e.g., . This accounts for
periods when a plant may expect 1o stutdown due to fucmarions m electriciry costs and
demand. The desired annnal smrtup hours should be used in esimaring anual emissions,
and thogld also be reflected as a permit condirion in the air permis for the proposed
facility. The Draft EIS should therefore be revised o inciude starnip emissions in
€stimating wovst-case Anmual 2ir quality impacts.

Pro-Construction and Post-Construction Manitoring

20. From the modeling results presented in the Draft EIS, it sppears that the project wiggers
the USEPA and DAQM requirement for pre-construction monitoring of CO asd pre-
construction apd post-constktion monitoring of PM,,. DAQM Air Quality Regulation
12.5.5.1 smtes thar the 24-hour modeling thresbolds for pre-construction and post-
construction PM,, manitoring arc 10 g/m’ and 16 g/m’, respectively. The 24-hour fasility
PM,, impacts reporied in the Draft EIS ace 16.8 g/m® (baseload) and 18.3 g/m’® (starmup),
Likewise, the threshold for pre-construction CO monitaring in the DAQM regulations is
575 gim’ as an 8-hour avcrage, and the 8-hour faciliry CO impact for smartup sondirians
teported in the Draft FIS is 869 g/m’. As a result, the facility should be required to
collect up o 12 manths of ambient PM,, and CO concentrations in the arca near the
proposed project location before an air permit application is submitted, The Draft EIS does
a0¢ mearion this requiremeat, 40 if this dita has already been collected, it should be
provided as part of the Draft EIS.

RESPONSES

The statement on page 5-89 was based on comparing
impacts from all sources to those from the airport alone.
Airport impacts were calculated in a separate ISCST3
model run in which only airport emissions were
included. From a comparison of this run to the PSD
increment run, it was determined that airport emissions
contributed more than 99 percent of the total PSD
increment NO, concentration of 31.6 pg/m’. It should
be further noted that the airport is not a legitimate PSD
source at this time because a complete application has
not been filed with the DAQM for that facility.
However, it was included due to Clark County concerns
that emissions from the IEC project could potentially
jeopardize future airport approvals.

The grid analyzed was designed to include not all areas
that might exceed the PSD increment, but only those
areas within the significant impact area for the project.
The significant NO, impact area for the project can be
determined from Figure 5-18. It is the rectangle formed
by the maximum extent of impacts above the
significance level of 1.0 pg/m’ to the north, east, south
and west. This definition of the significant impact area
follows DAQM guidance (Draft Guideline on Air
Dispersion Modeling - January 1996) (final never
issued). Figure 5-21 shows the impact of all PSD
sources on a concentration isopleth map. This includes
the Ivanpah Valley Airport (stationary, mobile, &
aircraft), at the request of Clark County, even though
the airport is not actually a PSD source since it is in the
early planning stages. No application has been deemed
complete and no permits have been issued. Figure 5-21
shows the PSD increment exceedance area (above 25
pg/m’) to be in the extreme southeast corner of the grid
(isopleth intervals are 5 pg/m®). Figure 5-18 shows that
project impacts in that area are well below
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RESPONSES

the significance level of 1.0 pg/m’. In fact, Table
5-21 indicates that the calculated project
contribution to the maximum PSD impact is 0.1
pg/m’, one-tenth of the significance level. By EPA
and County standards, this means that the project is
not a significant contributor to this calculated PSD
increment exceedance. It is clear from Figure 5-21
that the PSD increment exceedance area would
extend beyond the project significant impact area to
the southeast (towards the airport sources).
However, given the extremely small impact of the
project in that area, it is beyond the scope of the
EIS to review impacts of the airport to the east of
the area modeled. These isopleth maps are
sufficient to show that the project will not cause or
contribute to a PSD increment violation, even if the
proposed airport is considered to be a PSD source.

M1.19 Start-up conditions for affected pollutants having
short-term air quality standards were modeled for
the project only case. The results are shown in
Table 5-20 of the DEIS, although the text failed to
reference them. CO maximum impacts for the 1-
hr and 8-hr averaging periods were 2417 pg/m’
and 869 pg/m’, somewhat higher than their
respective significance levels of 2000 pg/m’ and
500 pg/m’. However, they are far below their
respective air quality standards of 40,000 pg/m’
and 10,000 pg/m’. Maximum calculated project
impacts exceed significance levels in a small area
to the west of the plant site. This area includes
about 0.04 sq. mi. for the maximum -hr impact
and 0.3 sq. mi. for the 8-hr impact, both due west
of the plant site. There are few sources of CO in
the Ivanpah Valley, the largest probably being
vehicular emissions on I-15. The Ivanpah Valley
is an attainment area for CO and is clearly much

April 2003 2-30 PARSONS

4]



Section 2 Response to Comments

RESPONSES

the Las Vegas Valley. Furthermore, the Las Vegas
Valley has not experienced a violation of a CO
standard in four years (see response to No. 8). Based
on this information and professional judgement, it
was concluded that the small contribution of the
proposed project to CO concentrations in the Ivanpah
Valley would not threaten exceedances of CO air
quality standards.

Start-up impacts for PM;, were only slightly above
those for normal operations (18.3 pg/m® vs. 16.8
pg/m’). Total PM,, impacts were not predicted to
come anywhere near air quality standards, and this
small difference would not change that conclusion.

Annual emissions for normal operations of the plant
were calculated based on 100 percent load for all
hours of the year. Any start-up emissions would have
to be preceded by a number of hours of down time
during which there would be no emissions. It was
presumed that the downtime lack of emissions would
make up for the additional start-up emissions. In any
event, maximum annual impacts were sufficiently
low so as to eliminate concerns that annual standards
could be exceeded due to occasional start-up
emissions. Furthermore, this is an issue that the
DAQM will have to resolve before granting a permit.

As stated previously, additional modeling will be
conducted by the DAQM based on updated
meteorological data to ensure that the project will not
endanger the attainment status of the Ivanpah Valley,
including when the Ivanpah Valley Airport is
considered.

M1.20 There are currently no onsite monitoring data at the
site. Monitoring requirements will be determined by
the DAOM in its review of the air application.
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