MIRANT COMMUNITY MONITORING
GROUP (MCMG) MEETING

AGENDA
Monday, April 3, 2006

Room: 2000, City Hall, 301 King Street
5:30 P.ML

5:30  INTRODUCTION OF MCMG MEMBERS AND ATTENDEES

5:40 STATUS OVERVIEW /MIRANT ISSUES AND UPDATES:
Ignacio Pessoa, City Attorney

. L.EGAL
s FERC/DOE
. FAA

6:00 CITY’S MEETING WITH EPA AND VDEQ (MARCH 7, 2606)
William Skrabak, Division Chief, T&ES

6:10  MODELING RESULTS: CURRENT OPERATING SCENARIO
Maureen Barrett, P.E., City Consultant

6:15 MIRANT'S FACILITY OPERATIONS:
s  EXISTING OPERATIONAL STATLUS
s  FUTURE OPERATIONAL STATUS AND PERMITS
Mike Powd, Enforcement Manager, and other VDEQ Staff
6:30 DISCUSSION: MCMG MEMBERS

7:00  MEETING ADJOURNED

Handouwts:
Issues Tracking Matrix

Recent Correspondence with EPA and VDEQ, and News Articles



Re:  Mirant’s Potomac River Generating Station
City of Alexandria, Virginia

Dyear Ms, Katz:

The City of Alexandria appreciates the opportunity to meet with EPA Region 3 and
represeniatives from Virginia Departinent of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) at vour
offices m Phil zzdeipf'\ia on Tuesday, March 7, 2006. We believe this meeting
accomplished our primary objective of holding an open ¢ fﬁsc:mssion with EPA and VDEQ
to Belp us understand the positions of the two regulatory agencie Asg g follow up o our

meeting, we submit the following comments for your immediate consic eration.

[t1s of utmost mlpox tance to the City of Alexandria and s zundmts mt any fiture
operation of Mirant's Potomac River Generating Station (PRGS), i1 at alf aliowed, must
be in compliance \s.-ith all applicable environmental regulations. The analyses undertaken
by the City to date, of both the complete unrestricted operation of the PRGS as well as
PRGS™ proposed opcrazion under Options A and B as outlined in their plan submitted o
the US. Department of Energy (DOE), clearly show that National Ambient Aw Qualily
Standards (NAAOS) will NOT be protected. We urge FPA Region 3 and VDE () to take
immediate steps to rectify this situation.

o  Enforcement of PM-2,3 NAAQS: Emissions of PM-2.5 from the PRGS, both

primary and secondary, are now and have always been of utmost concern 1o the
residents of the City of Alexandria. The City and Community are extremely
concerned io hear from EPA and VDEQ that no analvses have been conducted to
date by eithe agency Lo address this pollutant for which NAAQS were first
established by § PA in 1997, re-cstablished in 2004 upon court decision upholding the
1697 siandards, and adepted by VDEQ in 2004 under Regulation ¢ VAC 5-30-63. in
slanation that VDEQ does not currently have a PM-2.5 State

a1 (SIP), we would like to point out that even thou wh VDO alzo

FESPONSe 10 your
Implementation |
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ot inciuding secondary PM-2.5 enissions or emissions from other nearby sources.
See attached Table 1. We urge EPA and VDEQ to model the P\E»7’ 5 em ;sym tom
PRGS and evaluate the resuliing impacts. Kee mnh iﬁ mind that g
a non-atainment arca for PM-2.50 All the PM- i
pmi;caf.;ons including various PM-2.5 related r “'irch articles published in JAMA
(Journal of American Medical Association) clear E mdicates adverse health impacts
from PM-2.5 shorl und long ferm exposures in amv levels that exceed Ambient Air
Quality Standards. The Cily urges EPA that known single source confributors {(in thi
case Mirant Pcmmac Plant) that is causing mci contributing (o local exceedances,
because of downwash (not a regional non compliance), of these standards should not

be overlooked or given a pass by the regulatory agency such as EPA al the expense of
the public health of the neighbors of this facility.

‘i‘il\? ’QE'EF"’ :

research ciﬂd

Emissions of PM-2.5: As vou explained, VDEQ must prepare and submit a SIP for
PM-2.5 by April 2008 (pursuant to Section 110 of the Clean Air Act). Section
114{a)( 1)(D) of the CAA authorizes EPA to require Mirant (o conduct emissions
sampling for PM-2.5 in order to assist in the development of the SIP, while
Section iH(d){Z){B) authorizes EPA 1o perform this sampling itself. Furthermore,
Section 114(b}2) authorizes EPA to carryout these duties even if EPA has delegated
this authority (0 a State agency under Section 114(b)(1). The Metropolitan
Washington Air Quality Committee (MWAQU), the entity certified by the mayor of
the District of Columbia and the governors of Maryland and Virginia to prepare an air
quality plan for the DC-MD-VA Metropolitan Statistical Arvea under Section 174 of
the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 199¢ is currently preparing baseline PM-
2.5 inventory with deliverable date of September 2006, Therefore itis appropriate and
tmely to require Mirant to conduet PM-2.5 emissions sampling now so that it can be
addressed in SIP which is due in 2008, The City urges EPA to require Mirant to
perform emissions testing for PM-2.5 using an approved test protocol. The tests must
inciude emissions sampling before and after the control device (L.e., ESP), and w ith
and without frona injection. The tests should mcludn, monitoring of the appropriate
boiter and ESP operating parameters that are necessary 1o verify ESP performance |
{1 addition to supporting SIP development, these Ef:sis will provide PM-2.5 emissions
duia for EPA to use in dispersion modeling a;zd serve to resolve whether frona
njection will result in an increase in PM-2.5 cmissions.

Roles aed Responsibilities of EPA and VDEQ: We understand from the discussions
at the meeting that VDEQ has the primary responsibility o obtain, review and
approve dispersion modeling analyses conducted by the PRGS. However, we have
found that to date the process of obtaining, reviewing and approving these modeling
analyses has lacked ransparency. For example, we iind that PRGS i as submitted
modeling analyses without having an approved modeling protocol, PRGS has
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\ DIEQ appros ¢ intemaily reviewed and concurred with the
modehng 4 i op’w“”h”\ for aubéi comment, and there has been no

T \=‘ DEQ or EPA ndi
approval. We uaderstand that DOE has deferre PA o muke a determination of
whether PRGS’ pvf}““"cc Option A, under which D ,«E has awthorized PRGS (o
operate, complies with the NAAQS. It aapc;rs from the discussions during the
March 7 meeting that BPA and VDEQ have discussed PRGS™ modehing of Option A
and are comforiable that this option complies with the NAAQS, Y, to our
knowledge, there 18 no written COITESPOI Mwu, indicating EPA’s und VDEQ's
approval. The modeling conducted by the (_:-s; for Option A shows that it will NOT
comply with the NAAQS (see attached Tuable 2). As the stakeholder directly
responsible to the residents of Alexandria, hav sng & local Alr Pollution Program that
includes operating a network monitoring station, we request that the City be involved
in the review and approval process and be invited to participate in any discussions
between EPA and VDEQ regarding the modeling of PRGS’ emissions. We also
request that any comments on, and any approval of, the model ling analyses be
presented in writing and a copy be sent to the City. Furthermore, we request that the
City be made a party to the discussions between EPA and DOE regarding NAAQS
compliance demonstrations for any operating scenarlos under which PRGS is
authorized or ordered 1o operate.

written cotrespondence 10 Our KNoOWICGES ';*z'om ¢

EPA’s Letter to Mirant Dated December 22, 20080 This is regarding the letter you
sent to Mirant stating EPA’s conclusion (hat, despite VDEQ's directive to do so,
Mirant did not “immediately undertake ... action” in August 2005 1o protect human
health and environment after demonstrating violations of the NAAQS for SO;, NO;
and PM-10. First, we are deeply concerned that the City was never informed by EPA
or VDEQ of this letter. Sccond, while you referred to this letter during the meeling as
a Notice of Violation (NOV), neither do we find the term “NOV™ used in the letter
nor do we see the compliance, penalty and civil action provisions required under
CAA Sections 113(a)(1)(A), (8) and (C) included in the letter, This is in stark
contrast to the NOV you issued to Mirant on January 22, 2004. You said during the
meeting that EPA and VDEQ are currently in negotiations with Mirant regarding a
possible settlement agreement (related to violations of SO, NO, and PM-10
NAAQS) to ensure that the NAAQS are protected. You also me ationed during the
meeting that EPA’s primary focus was on SO, While we are pleased that EPA has
initiated such action, to date the City has not been pr;”v to anv of these negotiations.
We request that the City be allowed to participate in the settlement proceedings. We
also request EPA to ensure that any agreenients reached with Mirant do not
exacerbate the air qﬁaiit} problems associated with other air pollutants including, but
sob limited to, PM-2.5. While US EPA’s position is that it 1s constrained from
implementing the PM; s NAAQS because of that pollutant’s 51P status, that should
not pose any obstacle to VDEQ’s implementation of 9V AC 5-20-180, requirng
Mirant to reduce the level of operaiion o prevent a violation of any of Virgima's
primary ambient air quality standards, which include PMs <

LS



ontrol: You mentioned during the meeting that EPA is
a5 @ omeans o control SO: emis :“: ans from PRL;

considering ni%owii‘;u trona injection
m of 80 1o §5% control efficiency, and poss
1 of control. We would like to point out that ‘ea:mi

based on Mirants clal
emission himils based on this
on our research, 1o date there is very lttle experience with troma injection. Atthe
AREP's General Gavin Station in Ohio. rona is used to contral SO pm;sszom At the
Cherokee and Arapahoe Stations in Denver, rona injection achieves only 20% SO*
control, Furthermore, trona injection into the furnace al Progress Enez'gv s C ape Fe
Generating Station has shown slagging problems that could directly affect PM
emnissions, The cvaluation report for the Cape Fear facility (of which we gave you a
copy during the meeting) showed 84% reduction in PM meas: ured at the LS inlet
consistent with buildup of slag on upstream surfaces. The report also states that ESP
efficiencies tend to decrease with injection of a sorbent, such as frene, to a furnace.
We urge EPA to thoroughly evaluate trona injection prior o allowing its use for SO;
control at PRGS. In addition, we urge EPA to evaluate the effects of trona use on
facility-wide PM {(both PM-10 and PM-2.5) emissions. Our rescarch indicates that
haghouses, with their increased efficiency over ESPs for particulate control in the
smalier size ranges, are often required to effectively control PM emissions when
sorbent injection is used. Mass balance dictates that the amount of trona injected into
the flee gas must cither be released to the atmosphere via stack emissions or be
disposed offsite via truck transport. Therefore, there is a potential for significant
increases in PM emissions from the facility either from stacks or as fugitive dust,
Any increase in PM emissions must be evaluated to determunc app licability of major
New Source Review (NSR) under 40 CFR Parts 51 and 52, Mirant states 1n.10s
Tanuary, 2006 summary report that additional tests are necessary to evaluate why
trona must be injected at such high stochiometry rates; these proposed tests represent
an opportunity for US EPA to obtain these additional data.

T
I
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« Dispersion Modeling Data: It appeared from the discussions during the meeting that
EPA and VDEQ have not evaluated the effects of other nearby sources on air quality
in the vicinity of PRGS. In accordance with EPA’s modeling guidelines (40 CFR 51,
Appuuh\ W3, the City requests that any modeling conducted by EPA and VDEQ
include the ampac_ta ol other nearby sources, The City also urges that the fugitive dust
emissions resulting from coal and ash handling operations at tha plant be aduquaidy
and completely quantified for modeling purposes. The City has performed

calculations of the fugitive dust emissions from PRGS, and our anulvas shows that

ihcse ernissions have a large contribution to overall PM-10 and PM-2.5 impacts near
the plant. We would be glad to provide our analysis for your eva aluation.

As vou may be aware, the City holds meetings of the Mirant Community Meonitoring
Group (MCMG) on a regular basis at City Hall. MCMG membership inclug des
representatives from the City Council and the residents of Alg exandria. The meetings are
designed as an open forwn for discussion and are used to disseminate new information
and provide status reports. Representatives from Mirant are present at these meetings. In

pEe



the past, representatives from VDEQ have also attended these meetings. The City
invites vou and vour staff to attend our next MCMG meeting, scheduled to be held
on Monday, April 03, 2006, 5:30 pm. Your presence af ihe greeting is very
iportant to us and the community because of concerns regarding current
operations at the plant. Tt will also benefit the communify we are trying to protect
and will be appreciated by the MCMG members. The Iocatmn of the mecting is
Room 2000, City Hall, 301, King Street, City of Alexandria, VA 22314,

Again, the City appreciates the opportunity to meet with EPA and VDEQ ©© d%*
concerns regarding the continued operation of PRGS. As discussed above, ru;u\,st
vou to inciude PM-2.5 emissions from PRGS in your eve iuations. More nnpcndmi,,

also specifically request EPA to allow the City to participate in all future dsiibcmiiuns
pertaining to PRGS including copying the City on all cortespondence rel lated to Miram

Dotomac Power Plant. We lock forward to continued discussions on these issues.

Sincerely,

%,e%m/ Stk

William Skrabak, Chief]
Division of Environmental Quality, T&ES, City of Alexandria

Attachment

s
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The Honorable Jumes P. Moran

The Honorable Richard L Saslaw, Senate of Virginia

The Honorable Patricia S. Ticer, Senate of Virginia

The Honorable Adam P. Ebbin, Virginia House of Delegates
The Honorable David L. Englin, Virginia House of Delegates
The Honorable Brian J. Moran, Virginia House of Delegates
The Honorable Mavor and Members of City Council

James K. Hartmann, Alexandria City Manager

fgnacio Pessoa, Alexandria City Attoney

Richard J. Baier, Director, T&ES, City of Alexandria

David K. Pavlor, Director, VDEQ

Richard Killian, EPA, Region llI

David Cambell, EPA, Region ITI

Drennis Lohman, EPA, Region 11

Doug Snvder, EPA, Region Hi

Chris Piila, EPA, Region

Mike Dowd, VDEQ

Terry Darton, VDEQ

Ken MeBee, VDEQ

Lh



TABLE]

Maximum Ambient Impacts of Primary PM-2.5 from
Mirant’s Potomace River Generating Station, Alexandria, Virginia
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TABLE 2

Maximuom Ambient Impacts Bue to Operating Option A from
Mirant's Potomac River Generating Station, Alexandria, Virginia
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?"% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M g REGION Il
& 1650 Arch Street
» Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

MAR 29 2006

Mr. William Skrabak, Chief

Division of Environmental Quality, T & ES
City of Alexandria

P. . Box 178 - City Hall

Alexandria, VA 22313

Dear Mr. Skrabak:

Thank you for your letter dated March 17, 2006 to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) concerning the Mirant Potomac River Generating Station.

Let me first take the opportunity to thank you and your colleagues for meeting with EPA
and the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality on March 7, 2006 in Philadelphia. EPA
appreciates the time and effort you have put into this matter and has taken your comments into
consideration. EPA is currently reviewing and formulating a response to the comments and
concerns raised in your letter and hopes to forward our response on those issues in the near
future. However, I want to alert you to the fact that EPA will be unable to attend the April 3,

2006 meeting mentioned in your letter.

EPA appreciates hearing from citizens and local governments concerned about protecting
human health and the environment. EPA’s goal is to work with Mirant to provide clean air for the
citizens of Alexandria.

Y
Sir?’ceqeiy,

Judrth Katz, Director
Alr Protection Division

Enclosure

cc: VADEQ (David Paylor)
DOE (Bruce Diamond)

Printed on 100G% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.

o,
Le
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOKTATION
AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
P. 3. Box 178 - City Hall

alexandriava.gov Alexandria, Virginia 22313

Maych 31, 2006

David K. Paylor

Director, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 10009

Richmond, VA 23240

Re:  Mirant’s Potomac River Generating Station
City of Alexandria, Virginia

Dear Mr. Paylor:

On Tuesday, March 7, 2006, the City of Alexandria met with representatives from EPA
Region II and Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) at EPA’s offices
in Philadelphia. Our purpose for this meeting was to hold an open discussion with EPA
and VDEQ to help us understand the positions of the two regulatory agencies with
respect to the Mirant’s Potomac River Generating Station (PRGS). As a follow up to our
meeting, we submit the following comments for your immediate consideration.

It is of utmost importance to the City of Alexandria and its residents that any {uture
operation of PRGS, if at all allowed, must be in compliance with all applicable
environmental regulations. The analyses undertaken by the City to date, of both the
complete unrestricted operation of the PRGS as well as PRGS’ proposed operation under
Options A and B as outlined in their plan submitted to the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE), clearly show that National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) will NOT
be met. We urge VDEQ and EPA Region III to take immediate steps to rectify this
situation.

o Fnforcement of PM-2.5 NAAQS: Emissions of PM-2.5 from the PRGS, both
primary and secondary, are now and have always been of utmost concern to the
residents of the City of Alexandria. The City and Community are extremely
concerned to hear from EPA and VDEQ that no analyses have been conducted to date
by cither agency to address this pollutant for which NAAQS were first established by
EPA in 1997, re-established in 2004 upon court decision upholding the 1997
standards, and adopted by VDEQ in 2004 under Regulation 9 VAC 5-30-65. In
response to the argument that VDEQ does not currently have a PM-2.5 State
Implementation Plan (SIP), we would like to point out that even though VDEQ also




does not have an SO, SIP, EPA has chosen to enforce the SO, NAAQS because, as
EPA said, there is an imminent and substantial endangerment to heaith. We believe
that PM-2.5 presents the same danger to public health. The modeling performed by
the City indicates that PM-2.5 impacts due to PRGS’ emissions are in gross violation
of the NAAQS, even when modeling only primary PM-2.5 emissions from PRGS and
not including secondary PM-2.5 emissions or emissions from other nearby sources.
See attached Table 1. Furthermore, the Order by Consent issued to Mirant in
September 2004 clearly requires Mirant to develop a plant configuration that ensures
compliance with the NAAQS regulated under 9 VAC 5, Chapter 30, which inciudes
PM-2.5 NAAQS. Weurge VDEQ and EPA to model the PM-2.5 emissions from
PRGS and evaluate the resulting impacts, keeping in mind that the plant is located in
4 non-attainment area for PM-2.5. All the PM-2.5 related latest medical research and
publications, including various PM-2.5 related research articles published in JAMA
(Journal of American Medical Association) clearly indicates adverse health impacts
from PM-2.5 short and long term exposures in any levels that exceed NAAQS. While
Virginia’s plan to attain compliance with the AQQS at its monitored locations may
only now be developing, the City urges VDEQ that known single source contributors
(in this case PRGS) that are causing and contributing to local exceedances of these
standards, should not be overlooked by VDEQ at the expense of the public health of
the neighbors of this facility.

Emissions of PM-2.5: We understand that VDEQ must prepare and submit a SIP for
PM-2.5 by April 2008 (pursuant to Section 110 of the Clean Air Act). Section
114(2)(1)(D) of the CAA authorizes EPA to require Mirant to conduct emissions
sampling for PM-2.5 in order to assist in the development of the SIP. Furthermore,
under Section 114(b)(1), EPA can delegate this authority to VDEQ. The
Metropolitan Washington Air Quality Committee (MWAQQC), the entity certified by
the Mayor of the District of Columbia and the Governors of Maryland and Virginia to
prepare an air quality plan for the DC-MD-VA Metropolitan Statistical Area under
Section 174 of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, is currently preparing
a baseline PM-2.5 inventory with deliverable date of September 2006. Therefore it is
appropriate and timely to require Mirant to conduct PM-2.5 emissions sampling now
so that it can be addressed in the SIP which is due in 2008. The City urges VDEQ to
require Mirant to perform emissions testing for PM-2.5 using an approved test
protocol. The tests must include emissions sampling before and after the control
device (i.e., ESP), and with and without trona injection. The tests should include
monitoring of the appropriate boiler and ESP operating parameters that are necessary
to verify ESP performance. In addition to supporting SIP development, these tests
will provide PM-2.5 emissions data for VDEQ to use in dispersion modeling and
serve to resolve whether trona injection will result in an increase in PM-2.5
emissions.

Roles and Responsibilities of VDEQ and EPA: We understand from the discussions
at the meeting that VDEQ has the primary responsibility to obtain, review and
approve dispersion modeling analyses conducted by the PRGS. However, we have
found that to date within the current DOE proceedings, the process of obtaining,




reviewing and approving these modeling analyses has lacked transparency. While the
protocol development for the baseline scenario was an open process allowing our
comments, we find that PRGS has since submitted modeling analyses without having
an approved modeling protocol, PRGS has initiated operation of the facility under the
modeled scenario(s) without first securing VDEQ approval, VDEQ and EPA have
internally reviewed and concurred with the modeling analyses without opportunity for
public comment, and there has been no written correspondence to our knowledge
from either VDEQ or EPA indicating their approval of any of these recent modeling
or operational scenarios. We understand that DOE has deferred to EPA to make a
determination of whether PRGS’ proposed Option A, under which DOE has
authorized PRGS to operate, complies with the NAAQS. It appears from the
discussions during the March 7 meeting that EPA and VDEQ have discussed PRGS’
modeling of Option A and are comfortable that this option complies with the
NAAQS. Yet, to our knowledge, there is no written correspondence indicating
VDEQ’s and EPA’s approval. The modeling conducted by the City for Option A
shows that it will NOT comply with the NAAQS (see attached Table 2). Additionally
EPA’s own analysis of Option A, which was verbally described as a compliance
scenario was incorrectly premised on a sulfur dioxide emission rate that is likely far
too low. As the stakeholder directly responsible to the residents of Alexandria,
having a local Air Pollution Program, we request that the City be involved in the
review and approval process and be invited to participate in any discussions between
VDEQ and EPA regarding the modeling of PRGS’ emissions. We also request that
any comments on, and any approval of, the modeling analyses be presented in writing
and a copy be sent to the City. Furthermore, we request that the City be made a party
to the discussions between VDEQ, EPA and DOE regarding NAAQS compliance
demonstrations for any operating scenarios under which PRGS is authorized or
ordered to operate.

EPA’s Letter to Mirant Dated December 22, 2005: This is regarding the letter from
Ms. Judith Kath of EPA Region Il to Mirant and VDEQ stating EPA’s conclusion
that, despite VDEQ’s directive to do so, Mirant did not “immediately undertake ...
action” in August 2005 to protect human health and environment after demonstrating
violations of the NAAQS for SO,, NO; and PM-10. First, we are deeply concerned
that the City was never informed by VDEQ or EPA of this letter. Second, while this
letter was referred to during the meeting as a Notice of Violation (NOV), neither do
we find the term “NOV” used in the letter nor do we see the compliance, penalty and
civil action provisions required under CAA Sections 113(a)(1)(A), (B) and (C)
included in the letter. This is in stark contrast to the NOV, which EPA issued to
Mirant on January 22, 2004. It was mentioned during the meeting that EPA and
VDEQ are currently in negotiations with Mirant regarding a possible settlement
agreement (related to violations of SO, NO; and PM-10 NAAQS) to ensure that the
NAAQS are protected. It was also mentioned during the meeting that the primary
focus was on SO,. While we are pleased that EPA and VDEQ have initiated such
action, to date the City has not been privy to any of these negotiations. We request
that the City be allowed to participate in the settlement proceedings. We also request
VDEQ to ensure that any agreements reached with Mirant do not exacerbate the air




quality problems associated with other air pollutants including, but not limited fo,
PM-2.5. While EPA’s position is that it is constrained from implementing the
PM-2.5 NAAQOS because of that poliutant’s SIP status, that should not pose any
obstacle to VDEQ’s enforcement of 9 VAC 5-20-180(1), requiring Mirant to reduce
the level of operation to prevent a violation of anv of Virginia’s primary ambient air
quality standards, which includes PM-2.5.

Trona Injection for SO, Control: It was discussed during the meeting that EPA is
considering allowing trona injection as a means to control SO; emissions from PRGS
based on Mirant’s claim of 80 to 85% contro! efficiency, and possibly establishing
emission limits based on this level of control. We would like to point out that based
on our research, for these sustained rates of SO; control, trona injection remains an
experimental procedure. At the AEP’s General Gavin Station in Ohio, trona is used
to control SO; emissions. At the Cherokee and Arapahoe Stations in Denver, trona
injection achieves only 20% SO, control on an annual basis, allowing both facilities
ample operational flexibility in applying trona. Furthermore, trona injection into the
furnace at Progress Energy’s Cape Fear Generating Station, limited demonstration
tests, has shown slagging problems that could directly affect PM emissions. The
evaluation report for the Cape Fear facility (of which a copy is available at
www.icac.com/files/public/ICACO3 Ralston.pdf) showed 84% reduction in PM
measured at the ESP inlet consistent with buildup of slag on upstream surfaces. The
report also states that ESP efficiencies tend to decrease with injection of a sorbent,
such as trona, to a furnace. We urge VDEQ to thoroughly evaluate trona injection
prior to allowing its use for SO, control at PRGS. In addition, we urge VDEQ to
evaluate the effects of trona use on facility-wide PM (both PM-10 and PM-2.5)
emissions. Qur research indicates that baghouses, with their increased efficiency over
ESPs for particulate control in the smaller size ranges, are often required to
effectively control PM emissions when sorbent injection is used. Mass balance
dictates that the amount of trona injected into the flue gas must either be released to
the atmosphere via stack emissions or be disposed offsite via truck transport.
Therefore, there is a potential for significant increases in PM emissions from the
facility either from stacks or as fugitive dust. Any increase in PM emissions must be
evaluated to determine applicability of major New Source Review (NSR) under

9 VAC 5-80-1700 and 9 VAC 5-80-2000. Mirant states in its January 2000 summary
report that additional tests are necessary to evaluate why trona must be injected at
such high stoichiometry rates; these proposed tests represent an opportunity for
VDEQ to obtain these additional data.

Dispersion Modeling Data: It appeared from the discussions during the meeting that
VDEQ and EPA have not evaluated the effects of other nearby sources on air quality
in the vicinity of PRGS. In accordance with EPA’s modeling guidelines (40 CFR 51,
Appendix W), the City requests that any modeling conducted by VDEQ and EPA
include the impacts of other nearby sources. The City also urges that the fugitive dust
emissions resulting from coal and ash handling operations at the plant be adequately
and completely quantified for modeling purposes. The City fully evaluated fugitive
dust emissions from PRGS for the DOE scenarios, and our analysis shows that these




emissions have a large contribution to overall PM-10 and PM-2.5 impacts near the
plant and continue to violate PM10 and PM2.5 standards along the coal and ash yard
fence line. We would be glad to provide our analysis for your evaluation.

In addition to the above items discussed during the March 7, 2006 meeting, we would
like to bring the following to your attention pertaining to the operation of PRGS and its
ambient air quality impacts.

L ]

Toxic Air Pollutant Emissions: Based on City’s concerns expressed when Mirant’s
draft Consent Decree was issued, VDEQ assured the City (and later reassured us at
various public meetings) that its own staff would conduct a full hazardous air
Pollutant (HAP) analysis that includes modeling. To date, we have not seen any HAP
analysis performed by VDEQ. Due to the above-mentioned ongoing settlement
negotiations with Mirant, this has become a critical concern for the City. Therefore,
we urgently reiterate our request that VDEQ perform a modeling analysis of all
potential HAP emissions from coal combustion at PRGS, including dioxins/furans,
PAHs, trace metals and acid gases. The analysis conducted by the City, as provided
to VDEQ in August 2005, showed violations of VDEQ’s Significant Ambient Air
Concentrations (SAACs) for Hydrogen Fluoride and Hydrogen Chloride found in
Regulation 9 VAC 5-60-230 and -330. We believe that even under reduced operation
of PRGS, some of the SAACs will continue to be violated.

Methodology for Modeling PM-2.5 Emissions: The City understands that no explicit
EPA guidance is currently available for modeling PM-2.5. However, a suitable
approach can be developed to model PM-2.5 emissions from PRGS even in the
absence of explicit EPA guidance. Indeed, the EPA guidelines allow the
development of a “case-by-case” approach. For example, the modeling of primary
PM-2.5 emissions alone, using AERMOD is equivalent to the approach currently
recommended by USEPA for local scale assessment of PM2.5 impacts, and would
demonstrate the extent of PRGS’ violation of the PM-2.5 NAAQS. The State of New
Jersey routinely requires this exact approach for evaluating modifications to existing
and new sources. The results presented in the attached Tables 1 and 2 for primary
PM-2.5 emissions from PRGS were developed using AERMOD. Also, the City
developed a recommendation in our letter dated January 2005 to Mr. McBee to your
staff wherein the CALPUFF model could be used to account for both primary and
secondary components of PM-2.5 while retaining the downwash effects.

Dr. Jonathan Levy of Harvard School of Public Health has applied the CALPUEF
approach for power plants in [llinois as well as the DC area. In his article, “Using
CALPUFF to Evaluate the Impacts of Power Plant Emissions in Illinois: Model
Sensitivity and Implications,” J. Levy at al, Atmospheric Environment, v.36, 2002.
Mirant’s own consultant for modeling, ENSR, assisted Dr. Levy in reviewing this
CALPUFF approach,

Resolution of Modeling Discrepancies: The City has reviewed several of Mirant’s
modeling submittals to VDEQ in which they evaluated various operating
configurations of the PRGS. We have found discrepancies between their analyses




and the analyses performed by the City, and believe that some of their assumptions
either represent errors of are non-conservative assumptions. These include very low
PM-10 emission rate for the baghouses, unusually low silt loading used in estimating
roadway dust emissions, discrepancies in boiler and ESP building dimension for
downwash analysis, and potentially inadequate receptor coverage on public lands.
One such potential error pertains to the building downwash parameters used by
Mirant. Due to a glitch in the preprocessing software, i.e., BPIPPRM, the downwash
parameters were not identified in the most conservative manner. To resolve this
potential error, the user must combine squat buildings of same height that are located
adjacent to each other, i.e., PRGS’ boiler building and the ESPs, into a single
structure prior to running the preprocessing software. We can provide further details
on the discrepancies we have found. We urge VDEQ to carefully evaluate the
assumptions used by Mirant in its analysis.

The City requests a meeting with you to discuss these issues and community’s
concerns. By requesting this meeting, we hope to maintain the previous process
where lines of communications remain open, and interests of the citizens are
adequately protected. While we leave the date of the meeting to your discretion, we
would like to have the meeting before end of April, 2006. We look forward to
hearing from you regarding this meeting. Please contact me at 703-838-4334 to
discuss time and place for this meeting.

Again, the City appreciates the opportunity to meet with EPA and VDEQ to discuss our
concerns regarding the continued operation of PRGS. As discussed above, we request
you to include PM-2.5 emissions from PRGS in your evaluations. More importantly, we
also specifically request EPA to allow the City to participate in all future deliberations
pertaining to PRGS including copying the City on all correspondence related to Mirant
Potomac Power Plant.

Sincerely,

Drilloain, sl

William Skrabak, Chief,
Division of Environmental Quality, T&ES, City of Alexandria

Attachment

cCl

The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
James K. Hartmann, Alexandna City Manager
Jgnacio Pessoa, Alexandria City Attorney

Richard . Baier, Director, T&ES, City of Alexandria
Mike Dowd, VDEQ

Terry Darton, VDEQ

Ken McBee, VDEQ



TABLE 1

Maximum Ambient Impacts of Primary PM-2.5 from
Mirant’s Potomac River Generating Station, Alexandria, Virginia

T _ : _ . Modeled . Mpnitq;"ea_ I I R e
Operating | Averaging | Tnipact™ - Concentration®, "’{()"tﬁ_l_l_m?é'c_t_ S INAAQS -
Scenario™ Period Ciogem®y Ul g’y U egim®y (ne/m’) -

‘ 24-hr 107.7 39. 146.7 659

Option A 7
Annual 289 14.6 43.5 15

_ 24-hr 1204 39. 159.4 65

QOption B T

Anmual 19.3 14.6 339 15%

¢ay Modeled options are as described in Mirant's plan submitted to the U.S. DOE. Option A has been approved by U.S. POE and
Option B is currently being evaluated.

(b) Modeled impacts reflect only primary PM-2.5 emissions from the PRGS. No nearby sources were modeled. Secondary PM-2.5
emissions were not modeled.

(2) Monitored PM-2.5 concentrations are averages of three years of data from the Aurora Hills Visitor Center in Arlington County.

(d) EPA has proposed a lower 24-hr average NAAQS of 35 pg/m®, and CASAC has recommended a Jower annual AAQS for PM2.5
which is currently under consideration.

{¢) Values derive from the five-year average of the shori-term: and annual maximums for the period of 2000 through 20604.




TABLE 2

Maximum Ambient Impacts Due to Operating Option A® from
Mirant’s Potomac River Generating Station, Alexandria, Virginia

Modeled Monitored
Averaging Impact Concentration™ © Total fmpact NAAQS
Pollutant Period (ng/m’) (pg/m) (tg/m’) (ng/m’)
3-hr 915.0 238.0 1,153 1,308
SO, 24-hr 425.6 0.0 485.6 365
Annual 1138 16.0 1298 80
24-hr 3174 420 3594 150
PM-10
Annual 51.6 19.0 70.6 50
© 24-hr 107.7 39. 146.7 65
PM-2.5 - -
Annual 28.9 14.6 435 15
NO,"? Annual 57.3 45.0 1003 100
¢a) Modeled Option A i3 as described in Mirant's plan submitied to the U.S, DOE. This option has been approved by U.S, DOE.
(b} Monitored concentrations are representative values from nearby monitors. For PM-2.5, fhe listed values are averages over three
years. For other poliutants, the short term values are second highest concentrations while annual values are the highest over
three years. )
(¢} Even at the lower 24-hour S0; background concentration of 51 pug/ar that EPA appears to have recently approved for use in this
analysis, the NAAQS will be violated.
() Modeled impacts derive from the five-year average of the shorl-term and annual maximums for the period of 2600 through 2004,
(&)  EPA has proposed a Tower 24-hr average NAAQS of 35 ng/m’ and CASAC has recommended 3 lower annual AAQS for PM2.5
which is currently under consideration.
(fy  Includes application of the AERMOD 04300.5 ozone limiting methed algorithm using local ozone observations for the year

2004,
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DEC 2 2 2005
CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert G. Burniey, Director

Commonwealth of Virginia Depaniment of Environmental Quality
629 Fast Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 22319

Lisa D. Johnson, President
Mirant Potomac River, LLC

8711 Westphalia Road

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20774

Dear Mr. Burnley and Ms. Johnson:

u, are in receipt of the December 20, 2005 Order issued by the United States

We, hke yo
2(c) of 1he Federal Power Act addressing

Depariment of Energy (DOE) pursuant 10 Section 20
electricity reliability issues caused by the unavailability of Mirant Potomac River, LLC’s Potomac River

Generating Station. That order requires Mirant to develop and submit a plan to DOE that addresses

the reliability issues discussed in the order, while minimizing “any adverse environmental consequences
from operation of the Plant” In addition, that order makes it clear that DOE will consult with the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prior to approval by DOE of the plan submitted
by Mirant. We are, in tum, inviting you 10 work with EPA to ensure that Mirant’s plan adequately
addresses National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) issues in @ manner consistent with the

Clean Air Act, the DOE order, and the interests of the parties.

A concurs with Virginia's August 19, 2005 letter to Mirant, in
a Dispersion Modeling Analysis of Downwash from
Mirant’s Potomac River Plant conducted by Mirant demonstrate that emissions from the Potlomac
River plant yesult in, cause or substantially contribute to modeled violations of the primary NAAQS for
sulfur dioxide (SO,), nmitrogen dioxide (NO,) and PM,. Because of “the serious violations of the human

health-based NAAQS,” and pursuant 10 9V AC 5-20-180(1). approved and incorporated into
Virginia's State Implementation Plan (SIP) at 40 C.F.R. 52.2420(c). Virginia's August 19, 2005 letter

As we have stated in the past, EP
which VADEQ determined that the results of

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-4 38-2474
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directed Mirant to “immediately undertake such action as s Necessary i0 ensure proteciion of human

health and the environment, in the area surTounding the Potomac River Generating Station, including the
potential reduction of levels of operation, of potential shutdown of the facility.” (Emphasis in original.)

The EPA concludes that Mirans did not in fact “Immediately undertake such action” as directed

- in. Virginia's August 19, 2005 lener. and therefore contipued to produce emissions {rom the Potomac
River Generating Station that resulted ., caused, or substantially contributed 10 modeled exceedances
of the referenced NAAQS and (ailed 10 comply with requirements ol the Virginia SIP jawfully
established by Virginia's letier under regulations a1 § VAC $.20-180()). 40 C F.R. 52.2420(c).

We would like 10 meet with you or your representatives to discuss the plan Mirant is required
10 submit to DOE pursuant 10 jts order. By this jetter we ar¢ also requesting that Mirant submit a copy
of its plan directly 10 EPA Region J1I. Please have your stafi contact me at 215-814-2654 10 schedule

a meeting.
Sincerely.

- { ;’fg}__?/‘

N

Judith M. Katz, Direcior
Air Protection Division



Federal Aviation Administration Aeronautical Study No.

Air Traffic Airspace Branch, ASW-520 2005-AEA-2958-0E
2601 Meacham Blvd. Prior Study No.
Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520 2005-AEA-710-0R

Issued Date: 02/26/2006

MIRANT POTOMAC RIVER LLC
1400 N ROYAL, STREET
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22314

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION *+*

The Federal Aviation Administration has completed an aeronautical study under
the provisions of 49 U.5.C., Section 44718 and, if applicable, Title 14 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure Type: 8MOKE STACK UNIT 1

Location: ALEXANDRIA, VA

Latitude: 38-49-12.5 NAD 83

Longitude: 77-2-26.84

Heights: 214 feet above ground level (AGL)

247 feet above mean sea level (AMSL}

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial
adverse effect on the safe and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace
by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities. Therefore,
pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the
structure would not be a hazard to air navigation provided the following
condition(s}) is{are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure should be marked and/or
lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 70/746C-1 K,
Obstruction Marking and Lighting, 24-hr med-strobes - Chapters 4,6 {(MIWOL), &l2.

It is required that the enclosed FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Constructicn
or Alteration, be completed and returned to this office any time the project is
abandoned or:

X At least 10 days prior to start of construction
(7460-2, Part I)

X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height
(7460-2, Part II)

As a result of this structure being critical to flight safety, it is required
that the FAA be kept appraised as to the status of the project. Failure to
respond to periodic FAA inguiries could invalidate this determination.

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 02/26/2009% unless:

extended, revised or terminated by the issuing cffice.

the construction is subject to the licensing authority of
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and an
application for a construction permit has been filed , as
required by the FCC, within 6 months of the date of this
determination. In such case, the determination expires on

__-;Paga,l:




NOTE BEQUEST FOR EXTENSICN CF THE EFFECTIVE PERICD OF THIS DETERMINATI

MUST BE POSTMARKED OR DELIVIRED TS THIS OFFICE AT LEAST 1% DAYE FPRICR TO z
EAFIRATION DATE

This d te review 1f an interested

on or In the event a petiticn fo i 2L

must cont 13 a of the basis upcn which 1t is made and be
submitred 1 a er, Airvspace and Ruleg Division - Room 423,
Federal A Independence Ave, Washington, D.C. 205%%
This determinabion becomes final on April 7, 2006 unless a petition is timely
filed. In which case, this determination will not pecome final pending
dispogition of the petition Interested parties will be notified of the grant
cf any review

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoeing description which
includes specific coordinates, neights, freguency{ies; and power. Any changes
in coordinates, heights, and fregquencies or use of greater power will volid this
determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to
heights, power, or the additicn of other transmitters, reguires separate notice

to the FARA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes,
derricks, etc., which may be used during actual constructicon ©f the structure.
However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as indicated above.
Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires

separate notice to the FAA.

This determinacion concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and
efficient use of navigable airspace by ailrcraft and dees not relieve the sponsor

of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or regulation of
any Federal, State, or local government body.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and
proposed arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating
under both visual f£light rules and instrument flight rules; the impact on all
existing and planned public-use alrports, wmilitary alrports and asronautical
facilities; and the cumulative impact resulting from the studied structure when
combined with the impact of other existing or proposed structures. The study
disciosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse elfect
n alr navigation,

T

count of the study findings, asronautical objecticons received by the FAA
during the study {if ) he basis for the Fah's decision in this matter
o

an be found on the following pagel(s).

e
1

=

o

lat

A copy of this determinati
Commisegion if the structur

-

ion will be forwarded to the Federal Communications
e is subiject to their licensing authority.

If we can be of further agsistance, please contact cur office at (202)287-521%.
Cn any future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to

Aerconautical Study Number 2003-AEA-2858-0F.

Signature Control No: 435639-441411 (ONH )
Kevin P Hagoerty

Manager, Obstructlion Evaluation Service



Federal Aviation Administration Aaronautical Study Ro.

Aixr Traffic Airspace Branch, ASW-520 2005-AER-2958-0R
2601 Meacham Blvd. Prior Study No.
rort worth, TX 76137-0520 2005-ABR-710-0E

Tgsued Date: 11/G7/2005

MIRANT POTOMAC RIVER LELC
1400 N ROYAL STREET
ALEYANDRIA. VA 22314
‘wd PUBLIC NOTICE **

The Federal Aviation Adminiatration is conducting an aeronautical study
concerning the following:

Structure Type: SMOKE STACK UNIT I

Location: ALEXBNDRIMA, VA

Latitude: IE-49-12.5 NAD B3

Longitude: 77-2-26.94

Heights: 214.0 fmet above ground level {(ABL})

247 feet above Mmean sea level {AMSL)

The structure as described above excesds obstructicon gtandards. To determine 1iLs
effect upon the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace by sircraft and on
the operation of air pavigation facilities, the PAA is conducting an aeronautical
study under the provisions of 49 U.S5.C., Section 44718 and, if applicable, Title
14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, parc 771 .

In the etudy, comsideration will be given to all facts relevant to the effect of
the structure on existing and planned airspace use, air navigation facilities,
airports, aireraft operations, proc%dures and minimom £light altitudes, and the
air traffic control syetem. s

Interested persons are invited to participata in the aeronautical study by
submitting comments to the above FAA address, To bs eligible for consideration,
comments muet be relevant to the sffect the structure would have on aviatiom,
must provide sufficient detail to permit a clear understanding, must contain the

aesrenagutical study pumber printed in the upper xight hand corner of this notice,
and must be received on or before December 14, 2005.

This notice may be reproduced and circulated by any interested person. Airport
managers are ancouraged to pest this notice.

9PE REVERSE SIDE FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Figoatuie Control Xo: $35639-416126] (CIR)

Willigm Merrict
Specialist

Attachment (s}
additcional Information
Map

(X} Comments stated in attached letrer.
("} Ne comments submitted.
LLTY OF

ALEXANDORIA VA 19.-1% - 65

Signature & Title Representing Date

PRES WO ENT
HaL Beekar., INC

page 1
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CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA
COMMENTS
INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the City of Alexandria (*Alexandria”), Virginia I respectiully
submit these corments concerning the request by Mirant Potomac Raver, LLC
(*Mirant™), to increase the heighi of the emissions stacks at the Potomac River
Generating Station (“PRGS™) located in Alexandria, Virginia (Aeronautical Study
Numnber 2005-AEA-2958-0F). The PRGS is located 1.92 nautical miles south of
Washington Reagan National Airport (*DCA™) in an area of Alexandria known as North
0ld Town, a densely populated residential nei ghborhood. Alexandria has a strong and
unique interest in the safety and welfare of its residents, workers and guests.
Accordingly, for the reasons set forth below, Alexandria strongly opposcs any increasc in
the height of the PRGS’s emissions stacks.

The PRGS is a coa)-fired power plant that has been operating for more than 50
years. Duc to its age, the PRGS is not equipped with environmental controls that are
required at newer power plants, a situation that subjects Alexandria residents to serious
health risks. Currently, [our of the five generating units at the PRGS are not operating
due to a finding that the plant is in violation of federal and state air quality standards. To
alleviate this situation, Mirant is proposing a package of environmental mitigation
measures for the PRGS including, but not limited to, an increase in the plant’s stack
heights. Mirant ignores the air safety aspects of such a proposal.

The increased height witl have substantial adverse effects on aircraft operations
at, and near, DCA. Accordingly. the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) should
‘esue a Determination of Hazard to Air Navigation for the proposed stack height
increases.

L.OSS OF NAVIGABLE AIRSPACE

Aircraft operations in the airspace controlled by DCA are severely constrained by
restricted airspace and noise abatement procedures. Any further encroachment into that
airspace, such as the Mirant proposai, results in a loss of navigable airspace that would
affect the efficiency of operations at DCA The need for conserving airspace for safe and
efficient use by aircraft is emphasized in FAA Handbook 7400.2F, Procedures for
Handling Airspace Matters.

The initial FAA aeronautical study found that increasing the height of the smoke
stacks would require an increase in the climb gradient for departures from DCA runway
19 to meet required obstacle clearance standards. For the period from October 2004
through September 2005, the Washington Metropolitan Airport Authority reported
275,352 operations at DCA. The airport’s Noisc Compatibility Program cstimates that 40
percent of eperations use runway 19, approximately 110,140 opcrations. Departures

oos
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would account for 55,070, one half of those operations. This volume of departure traffic
affected by the increased climb gradient constitutes substantial adversc effect as
described in FAA Handbook 7400.2E.

Because of the large size of the smoke stacks, increasing their height has a high
probability of causing interference with the air traffic control radar, the VHI' omni-
directional navigational facility (VOR), and the runway 01 instrument landing system.
Degradation of these navigational tacilities would affect air traffie controllers” ability to
control traffic smoothly and efficiently, resulting in a reduction of operational capacily at
DCA.

Furthermore, the increased climb gradient could require commercial operators 1o
modify their minimum take off performance procedures for runway 19 departures. The
modified standards could require that, under certain conditions, aircraft could only take
off with lesser payloads, thereby reducing the amount of revenue that would otherwise be
received for those operations. The performance required to meet required obstacle
clearance standards in the event of partial loss of engine power is the most likely
condition that would require a modification of the procedures and a reduction in payload.

The increased climb gradient would likely result in an increase in aircraft noise
south of DCA. Greater engine power would be necessary for taking off and climbing in
order to comply with the higher gradient.

Penetration of objects into the navigable airspace is a challenge for FAA
specialists who design flight amival and departure procedures, and for air traffic
controllers in performing their responsibilities for conducting safe and efficient traffic
control. If the Mirant proposal receives a Determination of No Hazard, it could encourage
future proposals by Mirant to add more height to its smoke stacks, or encourage
proposals for construction projects by other cntities, thereby continuing the problem of
protecting the airspace surrounding DCA. In fact, AERO Engineering, Inc., an air quality
consultant hired by Alexandria, estimates that the PRGS must increase its stacks by a
minimum of 100 feet to achicve its stated environmental purposes. [tis inevitable that
Mirant will request additional stack height increases.

SAFETY ISSUES

There is a large volume of helicopter traffic in the arca. Some of this activity
operates on a charted route (Route 4) along the Potomac River approximately one-half
mile east of the Mirant plant. Other operations do not follow the charted route becausc of
the nature of their missions, ¢.g., emergency response. Both types of operations are
conducted at low altitudes and, when necessary, both are conducted in extremely low
visibility weather conditions. These helicopter operations are normally conducted at 200
feet above the surface or lower to avoid conflicting with fixed-wing traffic inbound to
runway 01 or departing on runway 19 at DCA. ‘The control tower at DCA estimates that
there were about 3300 helicopter operations in 2004.
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An increase in the height of the stacks would reduce the amount of airspace
available for such operations and, by compressing that traffic into the smaller area,
increase the risk of mid-air coilisions or collision with the smoke stacks. Alexandria is
concemed about this increased potential for mid-air collisions, and the resultant hazards
to persons and property on the ground from falling debnis in the densely populated arca
near the Mirant plant.

Another safety issue is the possibility for pilot distraction during a critical phase
of flight. The initial aeronautical study did not determine that the proposal would
increase the glide slope altitudes for arrivals to ranway 01; nonetheless, the proximity of
the higher smoke stacks could create 2 distraction to pilots when their flights are in the
final approach phase. Pilot distraction has been raised as a safety concern in other
construction proposals, further increasing Alexandria’s concern for the safety of the
residents and workers in the vicinity of the plant.

CONCLUSION

Tor the above reasons, Alexandria strongly opposes any increase in the height of
the emissions stacks at the PRGS. 1 thank you for the opportunity to comment on behalf
of the City of Alexandria. 1f you have any questions concerning these comments or need
additional information, please contact me at (703) 560-3588 or hal becker@att.net, or
John Britton at (202) 419-4218 or jbritten@schnader.com.

Respectfully submitled,

Haneld 10 Geelter

Harold W. Becker
President
Hal Becker, Inc.



S. C h n a d e r 2001 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON, B¢ 20006-1825

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 202.418.4200 rax 202.419.3454 schnader.com

March 23, 2006

John B. Britton

Direct Dial 202-419-4218

Facsimile 202-419-3454

Ematil address jbrittonéschnader.com

VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Lawrence Mansueti

Management and Program Analyst

Permitting, Siting, and Analysis Division

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20585-0119

Re:  Docket No. EO-05-01
City of Alexandria’s Supplemental Comments

Dear Mr, Mansueti:

Pursuant to the Department of Energy Order No. 202-06-1, and for filing in the above-
referenced proceeding, enclosed please find the Supplemental Comments of the City of
Alexandria, Virginia.

Respectfuily submitted,

SCHNADER HARRISON SEGAL & LEWIS LLP
Counsel for the City of Alexandria

Ignacio B. Pessoa

City Attorney

City of Alexandria
JBB/maj
Attachment
cc: Service List (via electronic mail)

Schnader Harrison Segal & Lewis w1p

KEW YORK PENNSYLVANIA CALIFORNIA WASHINGTON, DC NEW JERSEY







UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Emergency Petition and Complaint of )
The District of Columbia ) Docket No. EO-05-01
Public Service Commission ) Re: Order No. 202-05-3

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA’S SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS
RE: EMERGENCY ORDER

Pursuant to Section 313 of the Federal Power Act (“FPA™), 16 U.S.C. § 8251, and
Department of Energy (“DOE”) Order No. 202-06-01, the City of Alexandria, Virginia
(“Alexandria”) hereby submits these Supplemental Comments to its Application for
Rehearing (Re: DOE Order No 202-05-3), dated January 19, 2006.

L
BACKGROUND

On December 20, 2005, pursuant to section 202(c) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C.
§ 824a(c), Secretary Samuel W. Bodman (the “Secretary”) issued DOE Order No. 202-
05-3. The Order was the Secretary’s response to an emergency petition and complaint
filed by the District of Columbia Public Service Commission (“DCPSC”) on August 24,
2005. In his Order, the Secretary deemed the shutdown of the Potomac River Generating
Station (“PRGS”) in Alexandria, Virginia an “emergency” and directed the Mirant
Corporation (“Mirant™) to resume operation of the PRGS.

On January 19, 2006, both Alexandria and David K. Paylor, Director of the
Commonwealth of Virginia’s Department of Environmental Quality (“VDEQ™)
submitted requests for rehearing of the Secretary’s Order 202-05-3. The DCPSC
submitted a request for qualification or in the alternative, rehearing of the Secretary’s
Order. On February 21, 2006, Alexandria also submitted comments pursuant to the
January 20, 2006 Federal Register notice (71 Fed. Reg. 3279) concerning DOE’s
proposed Special Environmental Analysis (“SEA”) related to the Secretary’s December
20" Order. The Secretary extended until March 23, 2006 the time within which
interested parties may respond to the December 20" Order to afford additional comments
on issues raised in the rehearing requests and on the proposed operating scenarios
submitted to DOE by the PRGS.

The focus of Alexandria’s comments and request for rehearing is the failure of the
Secretary to (i) adequately evaluate short-term and long-term public health and
environmental issues related to the operation of the PRGS and (ii) identify and evaluate
alternatives for mitigating the deemed electricity reliability “emergency™ As stated in its
Application for Rehearing, the only resolution offered by the Secretary is the resurrection




of an outmoded, dirty coal plant in the heart of Alexandria’s residential communities.
Without evaluation and implementation of alternative electricity generation and
transmission and demand reduction programs, the full burden of the deemed
“emergency” unnecessarily falls on only one sector- - Alexandria and its residents. The
Secretary failed to evaluate any such alternatives and programs and determine their
viability on either a short term or long-term basis. Despite the local and adverse
consequences of his action, the Secretary assumes no liability for the health and welfare
of Alexandria’s residents and fails to impose any strict requirements on the other
stakeholders in the process, such as Mirant, the Potomac Electric Power Company
(“PEPCQO™), PJIM Interconnection and the DCPSC.

Alexandria reiterates its position that the Secretary’s Order lacks a
comprehensive, thorough, broad-based analysis, with respect to electricity capacity and
demand and health and environmental issues, to support the determination of
“emergency”. These Suppiemental Comments address (i) potential alternatives, albeit
not an exhaustive list, to mitigate the “emergency” and (ii) the proposed operating
scenarios for the PRGS.

II.
ALTERNATIVE ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION

If this is a true emergency, the Secretary should have identified and evaluated all
power generation and transmission alternatives to ensure electricity reliability in the
District of Columbia. The Secretary failed to do this. Transmission alternatives include,
but may not be limited to, the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (“AMTRAK")
and CSX Corporation (“CSX") railroad rights of way and transmission lines that enter the’
District of Columbia from the north, rail transmission lines approaching the District from
the South and Alexandria and currently existing but inactive transmission lines.

A. Railroad Rights of Way and Transmission Lines

The AMTRAK corridor between the District of Columbia and Boston traverses
several utility service areas including those of PEPCO, Baltimore Gas & Electric
Company, Philadelphia Electric Company and Consolidated Edison. AMTRAK owns
and operates major station properties in Washington DC, Baltimore, Wilmington,
Philadelphia, New York and Boston. AMTRAK also owns transmission lines and
transmission rights-of-way between these cities, which compose the geographical
backbone of three of the largest regional grid operators on the east coast.

AMTRAK obtains power from electric utility companies and transmits this power
over its own lines to serve AMTRAK activities. It resells any excess energy at its
disposal. Although the power used by AMTRAK is 25 HZ, it is converted from 60HZ to
25 HZ at points of need for AMTRAK. Utility companies own the frequency converters.
AMTRAK also owns the high voltage transmission line right-of way. Put simply,
transmission lines exist coming into the District of Columbia from other utility areas and



from other major grid systems -- a potential short-term and long-term source of additional
electricity for the District of Columbia.

The same situation may exist on transit lines coming into the District of Columbia
from the Dominion Power area south of Washington DC. In addition, CSX may own
inactive transmission lines that could deliver power to the District of Columbia. The
Secretary failed to explore and evaluate any of these potential alternative sources of
electricity.

B. Inactive Circuits to Virginia Power

When PEPCO sold its Virginia business to Virginia Power (Dominion Resources)
in 1991, one of the circuits was left open to provide emergency service to the Potomac
River substation from the Rosslyn, Virginia substation. In the past, based on certain
capacity requirements of the PRGS, electricity supply from northern Virginia has been
transferred to PEPCO. This connection may be an additional source of electricity for the
District of Columbia. In fact, in light of Virginia Power’s membership in the PJM grid,
PEPCO and Virginia Power could make this a permanent, even upgraded, connection.
The Secretary failed to evaluate any transmission alternative from Virginia Power.

111,
ALTERNATIVE ELECTRICITY GENERATION

There are other electricity generation sources in the District of Columbia which
the Secretary failed to evaluate in his determination of “emergency”. These sources
include Federal Government generators and Buzzard Point and Benning Road generation.
These generators are in the District of Columbia and may require simple interconnections
or switching of existing plant to energize inactive circuits and enhance electricity
reliability in the District of Columbia.

A, Increased Capacity of Government and Commercial Generators

The General Services Administration (“GSA”™), Smithsonian Institution, certain
universities located in the District of Columbia and the D.C. Convention Center may be
planning or have constructed cogeneration systems. For example, GSA cogeneration
includes two (2) SMW gas turbines and compressors and the Convention Center
generates 4 MW. The Secretary failed to evaluate the impact of any cogeneration
capability in or nearby the District of Columbia to increase electricity capacity on a short-
term emergency basis. f

B. Increase Capacity of Buzzard Point and Benning Road Generators

PEPCO Energy Services, a subsidiary of PEPCO Holdings, Inc., owns the
Buzzard Point Generation Station (“Buzzard Point”) and the Benning Road Generation
Station (*Benning Road”) with production capacities of 256 MW and 550 MW




respectively. These facilities are located in the District of Columbia and their generating
units are normally dispatched for emergency and/or peaking requirements.

The Buzzard Point generators could be connected, however, through two (2) 69
kV lines through the War substation in Virginia to the Potomac River 6% kV substation.
These circuits are presently open during normal daily PRGS operations. In the past,
when emergencies occurred at the PRGS bus, the Buzzard Point units would be
connected through the War substation to the Potomac River substation to supply
emergency power for the downtown DC area. Furthermore, this operational connection
could be upgraded and made permanent, another source of electricity reliability not
evaluated by the Secretary.

The situation for the Benning Road facility is similar to that of Buzzard Point.
The normally disconnected circuits between the Benning Road and Buzzard Point
generators could be connected allowing electricity flows from Benning Road to Buzzard
Point to the Potomac River substation. Although these units are peaking units similar to
those at Buzzard Point, these connecting circuits could be upgraded and made permanent.
The Secretary failed to evaluate any connection related to Benning Road.

C. I Street and Ninth Street Substations

District load normally served by the PRGS 69 kV bus could also be transferred to
other generators serving the downtown DC area. The 9" Street and I Street substations
load could be connected directly to the Buzzard Point generators and reduce the load
served by the PRGS generators at peak time by approximately 250 MW, Thisis a
significant amount of generation to mitigate the reduction of operatlon at the PRGS.

In addition, 138 kV and 230 kV high voltage transmission lines delwermg power
from the PEPCO ring to the Buzzard Point generator bus could also serve the 9™ Street
and I Street substation loads. This alternative would allow the PEPCO system to
accommodate electricity loads normally served by PRGS, and produce added redundancy
for PEPCQ’s downtown network.

IV.
LOAD REDUCTION PROGRAMS

The Secretary should have, but did not, identify specific, emergéncy and non-
emergency load reduction programs in the District of Columbia to compensate for
electricity generation or transmission reduction at PRGS. In his Order, the Secretary did
not rely on or refer to emergency or non-emergency load reduction plans or other energy
use management programs to mitigate the impact of the shutdown of the PRGS.
Particularly in light of the significant use of electricity by government customers, the
Secretary should have imposed certain levels of emergency load shedding or load cycling
for Federal and District of Columbia buildings. In this, the Secretary’s Order is totally

deficient.




Many large commercial and governmental customers in the District of Columbia
have already undertaken load reduction programs in non-emergency situations. The
Secretary failed to identify any of them and their capacity to reduce load on an
emergency or requested basis. On a smaller scale, a non-emergency load reduction
program undertaken by the District of Columbia is the Reliable Energy Trust Fund
Program developed by the District of Columbia Energy Office. Although of limited
scope, the program identifies conservation programs that DCPSC approves for usage and
load reduction and assists in implementing renewable energy resources. An “emergency”
situation would warrant a more targeted approach to implement these load reduction and
renewable energy programs to save energy, produce electricity at distributed loads and
ensure the public health and welfare.

Although these load reduction and management programs may not be individually
determinative, in combination with the utilization of transmission and generation
alternatives, they could have a significant, positive impact on electricity reliability for the
DC downtown area. Appropriate load levels and redundancies could be maintained
without the PRGS generation and transmission and without jeopardizing the health and
welfare of Alexandria’s residents.

V.
MIRANT OPERATING SCENARIOS

Shielded by the Secretary’s Order, the PRGS operated all five of its generators
during maintenance operations conducted by PEPCO on the two 230 kV circuits
connecting the Palmers Corner and Potomac River substations. This maintenance period
occurred in two stages from January 12, 2006 to January 20, 2006 and January 23,2006
to January 28, 2006. (See Pepco Holdings, Inc. letter of March 17, 2006 to The
Honorable Samuel W. Bodman.) According to Exhibit D of Mirant’s Supplement No. 3
to its Operating Plan, the PRGS used environmental controls--trona injection system--on
two of the generating units at least partially during this maintenance period. During this
time, however, PRGS recorded significant increases in opacity, up to three times over the
expected levels. Furthermore, with operations at near full load, the PRGS’s continuous
emission monitoring systems recorded levels of sulfur dioxide emissions at 0.8 1b. per
MMBtu and higher. Consequently, it is likely that the PRGS violated the short-term
ambient air quality standards by multiple factors. In light of the Secretary’s failure to
implement alternative mitigation measures in this “emergency”, the full-scale operation
of the PRGS operation at this time was an unacceptable, adverse public health burden on

the residents of Alexandria.

Mirant has proposed two operating scenarios for resumption of the PRGS —
Option A and Option B. The Secretary has authorized interim operations under Option
A. An ambient air quality analysis shows, however, that maximum short-term and annual
impacts for the criteria pollutants of nitrogen dioxide (“NO2"), sulfur dioxide (SO,”) and
particulate matter exceed the compliance standards by between 1.02 and 29 times. There




are also significant harmful levels of hydrogen chloride that would be emitted from the
PRGS under both Option A and Option B.

Furthermore, although Mirant is implementing a trona injection system to reduce
sulfur dioxide emissions, this will not bring the PRGS into compliance with the ambient
air quality standards. There are a number of problems with the use of trona. First, the
trona injection technology has very limited application and an almost non-existent track
record. Put starkly, there is no record of any significant, sustained reduction of sulfur
dioxide through the use of trona at an electrical generating facility. Second, there are
concerns related to the build-up of trona material on interior surface systems resulting in
reduced operational efficiencies and emissions control.

Finally, even more egregious than the poor operational and performance record of
trona, there is the potential for its use to actually increase pollutant emissions, particularly
of fine particulate matter (“PM,5). The use of trona will likely decrease the efficiency
of the heat exchangers, thereby requiring an increase in coal consumption and increasing
overall emissions. In addition, the injection of trona, a particulate sorbent, into the coal
combustion process at a rate of four (4) tons or more per hour necessarily results in a
substantial increase of particulate matter from each generator. There is no dispute that
inhaled PM, 5 significantly and adversely affects public health, an unacceptable harm and
sacrifice for the residents of Alexandria.



CONCLUSION

For the above reasons and those set forth in Alexandria’s Application for

Rehearing, Alexandria respectfully requests the Secretary to reconsider his determination

with respect to the operation of the PRGS.

Respectfully submitted,

e~

Jéhn B. Britton
Neil Thomas Proto

Schnader Harrison Segal & Lewis LLP
2001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20006-1825
Telephone (202) 419-4200
Facsimile (202) 419-3454

jbritton@schnader.com

Ignacio B. Pessoa

City Attorney

City of Alexandria

301 King Street, Suite 1300
Alexandria, Virginia 22314
Telephone (703) 838-4433
Facsimile (703) 838-4810

Ignacio.pessoa(@alexandriava.gov
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February 21, 2006

John B. Britton

Direct Diat 202-419-4218

Facsimile 202-419.3454

Email address jbritton@schnader.com

Mr. Lawrence Mansuet:

Permitting, Siting, and Analysis Division

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20585-0119

Re:  City of Alexandria, Virginia Comments Regarding Department of Energy
Emergency Order, Operating Plan by Mirant and Proposed Special
Environmental Analysis

Dear Mr. Mansueti:

The City of Alexandria, Virginia (“Alexandria”) hereby submits the following comments
in response to the notice of emergency action published in the Federal Register on January 20,
2006 by the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”) entitled “Emergency Order To Resume
Limited Operation at the Potomac River Generating Station, Alexandria, VA, in Response to
Electricity Reliability Concerns in Washington, D.C.” (71 Fed. Reg. 3279). Alexandria
incorporates by reference its objections pertaining to the DOE’s Emergency Order (“Order”) and
the Operating Plan submitted by the Mirant Corporation as set forth in Application for Rehearing
filed with the DOE on January 19, 2006 (appended hereto as Attachment 1),

The Application for Rehearing challenges the DOE Emergency Order and the Mirant
Operating Plan on the following bases: (i) there is no statutory basis for the Order, (ii) the Order
violates federal and state environmental laws, (iii) the Order fails to implement alternative
measures to mitigate electricity reliability concerns, and (iv) the Order fails to evaluate the public
heaith and environmental impacts of the Mirant Operating Plan. Put simply, the Application for
Rehearing challenges the validity of the Order and the efficacy and credibility of the proposed
Operating Plan for the Mirant Potomac River Generating Station (“PRGS”). ‘The comments set
out below address the DOE’s proposed Special Environmental Analysis (“SEA™).

BACKGROUND

The National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 e seq., requires
that, in the event of an agency action that may significantly affect the quality of the human
environment, the federal agency must prepare a detailed statement on: the environmental impact
of the action and alternatives to the proposed action. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(¢). The DOE did not
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prepare such a statement. Rather, it invoked the provision of the Council on Environmental
Quality (“CEQ™) regulations that accommodate an emergency federal agency action resulting in
signiticant environmental impact without first conducting a NEPA review. In such a situation,
the agency must consult with CEQ to determine alternative arrangements to a pre-action
environmental impact statement.

DOE consulted with the CEQ on December 20 and 22, 2005, and January 13 and 17,
2006 and memorialized its proposed alternative arrangements in an exchange of letters between
the two agencies on January 18, 2006. In its January 18, 2006 letter, the DOE stated that it
issued its Order despite “potentially significant environmental impacts” and “without observing
all of the normal provisions of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Requirements of [NEPA].” The DOE’s proposed alternative arrangements include (i) the
preparation by August 2006 of an SEA to determine the impacts of the Order and alternatives
and mitigation for future DOE action and (ii) the opportunity for public comments on the Order,
the Mirant Operating Plan and the proposed SEA.

SCOPE OF SEA

Alexandria disputes the emergency nature of DOE’s Order and the resultant reliance on a
post-hoc SEA to determine the impacts of the DOE’s action on the public health and the
environment, The DOL proposes to finalize the SEA in August 2006, only one month before the
DOE Order expires. Thus, there will be no public health and environmental analysis throughout
the duration of this Order. Any showing of adverse impact by the SEA will be after the
imposition of the harm. Pursuant to DOE’s Order, the PRGS’s emissions will continue to exceed
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards ("NAAQS”)--a violation of federal and state
environmental laws--before analysis and mitigation. The DOE’s timetable is woefully
inadequate for the protection of the health and welfare of the residents of Alexandria.

Furthermore, the scope of the proposed SEA is not sufficiently defined in the public
notice, In light of the significant environmental impacts of the DOE’s Order, the SEA should be
consistent with the requirements of a NEPA environmental impact statement including, but not
limited to (i) a comprekensive determination of the environmental impact of the Order, (ii) an
evaluation of alternatives to the Order, (iit) identification of mitigation for any adverse public
health and environmental effects, and (iv) identification of any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources related to the continuation of the Order. Also, the SEA should
consider and propose remedies, such as comprehensive demand response programs, installation
of temporary back-up electricity generating equipment and other administrative or regulatory
mechanisms to alleviate the DOE’s emergency, that allow compliance with all applicable federal
and state environmental laws, regulations and standards, and accommodate fully the health,

safety and welfare of the residents of Alexandria.
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PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Mirant PRGS is a sixty-year-old, obsolete, coal-burning power plant adjacent to and
nearby densely populated residential areas. Its continued operation will result in adverse public
health and environmental consequences. Accordingly, the SEA must include, but not be limited
to, the following:

Comprehensive Analysis of the Impacts of Al Criteria Pollutants. The Mirant
proposed Operating Plan focuses on limiting the emissions of only one pollutant--sulfur dioxide
{*“S02™). There are many other pollutants that negatively affect the environment and the health
of the residents of Alexandria. These include other criteria pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide
(“NO;™), carbon monoxide (“CO”) and particulate matter. Neither DOE nor Mirant has focused
on the broad impacts of any operating scenario proposed by Mirant. For example, the Mirant
Operating Plan completely ignores analysis of the PRGS’s fine particulate matter (“PMz57)
emissions, which have a serious detrimental effect on human health. In a June 25, 2005 report
entitled “Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter: Policy
Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information,” the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(“EPA™) identified a broad range of adverse health effects from both short and long-term
exposure to PM; 5, including an increase in pulmonary and cardio-vascular illnesses and diseases
and adverse effects on human development such as low birth weight and infant mortality. The
SEA must evaluate the impacts of all criteria pollutants, in particular PM; 5, emitted from the
PRGS, with particular attention to the downwash effects of the plant’s emissions caused by the

short emissions stacks.

Comprehensive Analysis of the Impacts of Hazardous Air Pollutants. Prior to the
shutdown of the PRGS in August 2003, air quality analyses showed elevated levels of hazardous
air pollutants (“HAPs”) emitted from the PRGS, in particular, the acid gases of hydrogen
fluoride and hydrogen chloride and the trace metals. The SEA should evaluate these and other
HAPs as set out in the EPA’s AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Factors for coal-fired utility
boilers burning bituminous coal.

It should be noted that EPA based its action to remove coal-burning power plants from
the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (*MACT?™) requirements for HAPs on
assumptions that are inapplicable to the PRGS. These assumptions include (i) overall reductions
of HAPs from new source performance standards and the NOx SIP Call Rule, all premised on
advanced technology that cannot be implemented at the PRGS, (ii) cap and trade programs used
effectively only by large power plants because of economies of scale and capital investment
issues, and (iii) the understanding that coal-fired plants are sited away from densely populated
residential communities. Furthermore, EPA has recently initiated a reconsideration of its
decision to remove facilities such as the PRGS from the MACT requirements, pending a review
of its public health thresholds. Accordingly, the SEA should evaluate HAPs impacts against the
significant ambient air concentration (“SAAC”) guidelines set out in the Virginia Code, that if
exceeded have the potential to injure human health, and anticipate proposed modifications to the
federal MACT regime.
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The SEA Must Determine Compliance with the Virginia State Implementation Plan.
As set out in Alexandria’s Application for Rehearing, the DOE Order violates the Clean Air Act
because Section 176(c)(1) of the Act requires that DOE’s action conform to Virginia's State
Implementation Plan (“SIP™). See 42 U.S.C. § 7506(c)(1). Virginia's SIP is an appropriate
measure of compliance with the law and a guide for the SEA process. Its purpose is to eliminate
or reduce the number of exceedances of the NAAQS for, among other things, SO,, NG, and
particulate matter. In light of Alexandria’s status as a non-attainment area for ozone and PMs s
the need to determine conformity is compelling. Accordingly, the SEA must fully analyze
whether the DOE’s action causes or contributes to any violation of the NAAQS.

The SEA Must Calculate the Deposition Metal Load to the Surrounding Watershed
and Soils. Due to the combustion of coal at the PRGS, the plant’s emissions contain arsenic,
beryllium, lead, chromium, cadmium, nickel and mercury. Due to its location immediately
adjacent to the Potomac River and other nearby tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay watershed, the
SEA must determine the level of aguatic impairment as a result of the PRGS’s emission of these
metals. Accordingly, the SEA should calculate total loads of these and other metals through both
wet and dry deposition to the nearby watershed. The reactivation of the PRGS also increases the
level of soil contamination. The SEA should include, therefore, a deposition analysis of the soil
in the vicinity of the plant site and in the nearby communities.

The SEA Should Thoroughly Analyze Mirant’s Use of Trona. Mirant’s proposed
Operating Plan relies on the injection info the coal combustion process of sodium
sesquicarbonate—Trona: T-200% (“Trona”) to reduce emissions of SO,. There has been no
analysis of the imipact of such extensive and sustained use of Trona in the coal combustion
process. The SEA must evaluate the impact not only on SO, emissions but also on the emissions
of all other pollutants, in particular PM, 5 and the acid gases. In addition, the unreacted Trona
itself may be a pollutant. Some portion of the unreacted Trona is expected to be silica, an
acutely toxic substance even in very small quantities and a federally regulatéd air toxic pollutant.
Trona use in other power plants indicates that slagging--the accumulation of unreacted Trona and
flyash upstream of the baghouse--occurs and is a serious operational problem. The SEA also
should evaluate the effects of Trona on the watershed and the environmental impacts of a
significant increase in truck traffic to the PRGS site for delivery of Trona and removal of any by-
product of the use of Trona.

Respectfully submitted,

,6’/6/47%%

ohn B. Britton
SCHNADER HARRISON SEGAL & LEWIS LLP
Counsel for the City of Alexandria

Ignacio B. Pessoa

City Attorney

City of Alexandria
JBB/maj
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Office of the Attorney General

Robert F. McDonnell 906 East Main Street
Attarney General Richmond, Virginia 23219
March 23, 2006 8()?—786-20?!

FAX 804-786-1991
Virginia Relay Services
BOO-K28-1120

7-1-1

Via Flectronic and Firsi-class Mail

Mr. Lawrence Mansueti

Office of Electricity Delivery and
Energy Reliability

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

Re: Docket No. EO-05-01
Dear Mr. Mansueti:
For filing in the above-referenced proceeding, enclosed please find the

Supplemental Comments of David K. Paylor, Director of the Commonwealth of
Virginia's Department of Environmental Quality.

Yours truly,

D. Mathias Roussy, Jr.
Assistant Attorney General

Enclosure

ce: Service List (via electronic mail)




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
)
Distriet of Columbia Public Service Commission ) Docket No. EO-05-01
)

SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS OF
DAVID K. PAYLOR, DIRECTOR OF THE
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Department of Energy (“DOE”) Order No. 202-06-1 issued February
17, 2006, David K. Paylor (“Director”), Director of the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality (“DEQ™), through his counsel Robert F. McDonrell, the Aftorney
General of Virginia, submits these comments concerning the operation of the Potomac
River Generation Station Power Plant (“Potomac River Power Plant” or “Plant”), owned
by Mirant Potomac River, LLC (“Mirant”) and located in Alexandria, Virginia.! The
Director also hereby incorporates all of the pleadings that he and his predecessor have
filed in this proceeding, including his Request for Rehearing and Clarification of Order
No. 202-05-3 filed on January 19, 2006.

The impending ozone season and summer electric peaks underscore the need for a

timely rehearing order that modifies DOE Order No. 202-05-3 in a manner that

! The Plant initially shut down after receiving an August 19, 2005, letter from the Director’s predecessor
indicating that failure to take immediate action necessary to ensure protection of human health and the
environment would result in a violation of Virginia law. See Motion of Director Robert G. Burnley,
Attachment A (Oct. 12, 2005). On December 20, 2005, the Secretary of Energy entered DOE Order No.
202-05-3 requiring Mirant to resume operations to address reliability concerns raised by the District of
Columbia Public Service Commission {“DC PSC").




recognizes the Commonwealth of Virginia has the authority to effectively implement
state and foderal laws designed to protect the health and welfare of its citizens. Should
the Secretary of Energy (“Secretary™) decline to modify his order pursuant to prior filings
made by the Director, the Secretary should nevertheless modify his order so that the
public health and welfare are preserved by all means available, including measures

discussed below.

II. COMMENTS

A. The Mandated Operation of the Potomac River Power Plant Continues to
Compromise the Public Health of Virginia Citizens.

DOE Order No. 202-06-1 specifically requests “comment concerning the
operation of the Potomac River [Power Plant] during the days in January 2006 when it
was required to operate pursuant to ordering paragraph A of Order No. 202-05-3.”
Ordering paragraph A of DOE Order No. 202-05-3 provides:

During any period in which one or both of the 230 kV lines serving
the Central D.C. area is out of service, whether planned or
unplanned, Mirant will operate the [Plant] to produce the amount
of power (up to its full capacity) needed to meet demand in the
Central D.C. area as specified by PIM for the duration of the
outage.

When producing electricity pursuant to this paragraph, Mirant shall
utilize pollution contro! equipment and measures to the maximum
extent possible to minimize the magnitude and duration of any
exceedance of the [National Ambient Air Quality Standards
("NAAQS")L

It is the Director’s belief and understanding that the Plant operated pursuant to ordering

paragraph A for approximately 21 days during January and that such operation posed a




- significant health risk to Virginians.” Every day the pollutant emissions from the Plant’s

operations exceed air quality standards the health of Virginians is placed at risk. This
harm will not subside until actions are completed that satisfactorily reduce and limit the

environmental hazards posed by operation of the Plant.®

B. The Potomac River Power Plant Should Not Unnecessarily Operate at Levels
That Can Be Mitigated Through Approved Transmission Upgrades.

The recent DC PSC Order granting approval of the Potomac Electric Power
Company’s (“PEPCO™) application to construct two new 69 kV circuits and two new 230
KV circuits to address Central D.C. reliability concerns is welcomed as both timely and
proper.’ Based on the current projected in-service date of July 1, 2006, it appears likely
that the two new 69 kV circuits terminating at the Blue Plains Wastewater Treatment
Plant (“Blue Plains™) will be in service before Order No. 202-05-3 expires, is terminated
by the Secretary, or is reversed by an appellate court.” Assuming this is the case, certain
statements made during the DC PSC evidentiary hearing about how the new 69 kV lines

will function raise an additional important issue for consideration on rehearing.®

? See Supplement No. 3 to Mirant’s Operating Plan, Revised Exhibit D: Mirant Potomac River Schedule of
Unit Operations (Feb. 16, 2006)(indicating the Plant operated pursuant to ordering paragraph A on January
7% through 19, 21 through 28").

* DOE Order No. 202-06-1 also requests “comments and information concerning the plant’s current
operational status.” With respect to the current status of the Plant when there is not an outage of the
existing 230 kV lines that supply the Central D.C. area, it is the Director’s understanding that two units
equipped with trona systems are regularly operating. See Supplement No. 5 to Mirant’s Operating Plan,
Revised Exhibit D: Mirant Potomac River Schedule of Unit Operations. The Director does not believe that
operation of these units equipped with trona systems has resulted in NAAQS violations.

4 Order No. 13895, In the Matter of the Emergency Application of the Potomac Electric Power Company
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Construct Two 69 kV/ Overhead Transmission
Lines and Notice of the Proposed Construction of Two Underground 230 k¥ Transmission Lines, DC PSC
Formal Case 1044 (hereinafter “DC PSC FC10447){Mar. 6, 2006).

5 See PEPCO and PJM, February 2006 Progress Report at 2, FERC Docket No. EL05-145 (Mar. 8, 2006).

¢ DC PSC FC1044.




A rehearing order should require that the new 69 kV circuits, once they are in
service, be used to mitigate the public health impact of operating the Plant pursuant to
ordering paragraph A of Order No. 202-05-3. The new 69 kV lines will be available to
reduce reliance on the Plant to generate power and provide system reliability. They will
offer additional sources of power available to Blue Plains and, thus, should be called
upon before — and in order to avoid ~ operation of the Plant in violation of state and

federal law.

The Secretary should not authorize the Potomac River Power Plant to operate at
unnecessary levels if the two 69 kV circuits recently approved by the DC PSC can
provide service to Blue Plains, and thereby mitigate the environmental harm caused by
operation of the Plant. In the PEPCO transmission line application filed with the DC

PSC, PEPCO stated that;

The construction and installation of these 69 kV circuits is needed as an
immediate measure to ensure that Pepco is prepared to meet the peak load
for the summer of 2006. It makes it possible to remove WASA's Blue
Plains Substantion from Pepco’s Potomac River Substation and resupply it
from Pepco’s Palmer’s Comer Substation in Prince George’s County.
This step would be taken during the summer 2006 load period to reduce
the Potomac River load to close to the 475 MVA PJM local load relief
warning threshold as described in Exhibit A. It also enables Pepco to
provide a reliable contingency supply to the Blue Plains Wastewater
Treatment Facility in the event that the electrical supply to this critical
customer is lost.”

In the DC PSC formal evidentiary hearing, however, a Company witness testified
regarding the 69 k'V circuits as follows:

That’s why we’re pushing to have that done by this summer so that we
have those lines, we have that ability to transfer Blue [Plains] over to

7 Emergency Application and Notice of the Potomac Electric Power Company, DC PSC FC1044 at 8-9
{Oct. 12, 2005}, :




anoth%r supply in the event that something was to happen at Potomac
River.

The 69 kV lines really are only focused on a specific location, Blue

[Plains]. We're providing additional support and backup to that facility

alone.
While comments subsequently filed in the related Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission proceeding appear to anticipate the proper utilization of the 69 KV circuits,
the above testimony in the DC PSC evidentiary hearing appears to contemplate using the
69 k'V circuits as a “backup” source of supply, serving Blue Plains during this summer

only if supply from the Potomac River Power Plant is not available.'® For this reason, the

Director seeks clarification of this matter.

C. To Clarify How the New 69 kV Circuits Will Be Used Requires the Secretary
to Modify the Scope of Order No. 202-05-3 With Respect to PJM and/or

PEPCO.

In clarifying how the new 69 kV circuits will be used, as requested above, it is
important to modify the scope of Order No. 202-05-3 to include an obligation on either
PIM Interconnection LLC (“PIM”) or PEPCO so that NAAQS exceedances allowed
under the order can be avoided or minimized.!" When one of the existﬁag 230 kV circuits
is not operational, ordering paragraph A currently requires only that Mi_rant must “utilize

pollution control equipment and measures to the maximum extent possible to minimize

8Ty, at 36, 11 18-22, DC PSC FC1044 (formal hearing Feb. 2, 2006) (emphasis added).

9 Tr. at 55, 1L 7-9, DC PSC FC1044 (formal hearing Feb. 2, 2006) (emphasis added).

 potomac Electric Power Company and PJM Interconnection, LL.C., Joint Reliability Plan, Attachment
A at 6, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Docket No. EL05-145-000 (Feb. 8, 2006)(public or
confidential version). _

' The Secretary of Energy’s FPA § 202(c) authority extends to the “generation, delivery, interchange, or
transmission of electric energy as in its judgment will best meet the emergency and serve the public
interest.” 16 U.S.C. § 824a(c){emphasis added).




the magnitude and duration of any exceedance of the NAAQS.” Because Mirant does not

own or operate the 69 kV lines, the rehearing order should clarify whose obligation it is
to ensure that the 69 kV lines are used to address D.C.’s reliability concerns and reduce
the need to operate the Potomac River Plant.

To the extent PEPCO lines — the new 69 XV circuits or other transmission
facilities — can be used to minimize the magnitude and duration of NAAQS exceedances
allowed under Order No. 202-05-3, the Director expects that obligation would fall to a
party other than Mirant. PIM is the transmission system operator. Nothing in the order,
however, requires PJM to consider impact on public health when conducting its security-
constrained econonic dispatch of generating units in the affected area. Therefore,
nothing currently requires PJM to utilize the new 69 kV circuits once they are in service,
even if such use would avoid or minimize NAAQS exceedances resulting from operation
of the Potomac River Power Plant pursuant to ordering paragraph A. Simularly, there is
no obligation on PEPCO to use its transmission facilitics to avoid or mifigate NAAQS
exceedances. Accordingly, the scope of the order should be modified so that PEPCO
and/or PJM are required to use the new 69 k'V circuits to avoid, or to minimize the
magnitude and duration of, any NAAQS exceedance resulting from the Plant’s operation
under the order.

I11. CONCLUSION

The Director submits these comments pursuant to DOE Order N%}. 202-06-1.
Operation of the Potomac River Power Plant that results in air poliutant .emissions in
excess of air quality standards, as authorized by ordering paragraph A of Order No. 202-

05-3, continues to place the health of Virginians at risk. If the Secretary continues to




require the Plant to operate, the Director requests that the Secretary clarify that PEPCO’s
new 69 kV circuits to the Blue Plains Wastewater Treatment Plant be utilized in the
future to mitigate the harm to Virginia’s citizens and environment caused by the Potomac
River Power Plant’s operation under ordering paragraph A. To that end, the Director also
requests that the scope of Order No. 202-05-3 be modified to obligate PJM and/or
PEPCO to use PEPCQ’s new 69 kV circuits to avoid, or to minimize the magnitude and
duration of, any NAAQS exceedance resulting from the Plant’s operation under the order.
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