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TCEQ Public Meeting Form \ 4= \ LFB0le
June 14, 2012

Lower Colorado River Authority
Air Quality Permit
Permit Number 51770 and PSDTX466M3

PLEASE PRINT

Name: HV-H?_\/E\‘/ , Hﬁ\/fk

Mailing Address: 6199 /8/9&/9‘ RO, qu\,/._g')-)‘e\/;"i_t-?/ 7-“)( 73 ZVD

Physical Address (if different):

[ e O
City/State: FH—‘;/»QT’?‘-R\/ y L L2 ¢ { \[ Zip; 70 ? HD

«*This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email: ToTAL @ CueT¥, Cp 1 VvV

Phone Number: 7 "5]’7?’9‘-}7- 30 75 l/

» Arc you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? 3 Yes ﬁNo

If yes, which one?

Please add me to the mailing list. ‘/

™

ﬂ 1 wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting,.

'&l I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you. /p
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Name: g hﬂ,mz; :);h WSOH

Mailing Address: ‘3% O (&‘P&gld‘;m\ Cz\j

Physical Address (if different):

Gitysstate: _ Atshin, TX zip 1872/

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email: b eny et ﬂ.hm@ﬂjraf @/5'17(4{0}94(, Mfr v’
v
= -
Phone Number: (O ‘Qu) 70{ ! 1%’}{41 \/
s Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? @ Yes (INo

If yes, which one? [7] {COAPEA LE
y

0 Please add me to the mailing list.

ﬁ I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight's public meeting.

d 1 wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you. ?

<



Fayette Hearing Comments
1. The EPA's ruling of the Texas Flexible Permit as being in conflict with federal law was by all
means a call for companies to align their regulations with the pollution control standards
specified in the Clean Air Act. However, the first draft in the de-flex permit process does not
reflect this. In specific, the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) standards are not met,
neither are the Maximum Available Control Tachnology {MACT} levels for toxics, of which the
latter is now a federal requirement for ali coal-fired power plants. I'd to like ralse the question
as to how the LCRA and the TCEQ have tried to accommodate the different federal
requirements with regard to air pallution controls, and what in specific has prevented a
stringent adherence to the BACT and MACT standards, something that would provide a clear
gain for public health as well as the proximate environment?

2. The drafted de-flex permit is an opportunity to take a step up the environmental ladder with
regard to improving air guality through reduced emissions. The obvious necessity of trying to
improve our common air environment is further reinforcad by the EPA’s call for tougher
standards than those implied in the Texas Flexlble Permit that has been guiding emission limits
until now, Therefore, it is difficult to understand how both the limits for CO as well as for HCI
have increased, now allowing for a total of 3,932Ibs/hour of CO instead of the previous
3,738lbs/hour, and for HC, limits of 761lbs/hr instead of the Flexible Permit’s 6811bs/hour. Are i
there any obvious reasons for these increases that we should be aware of, and how are these
increases supposed to contribute to improving permit standards?

3. The Fayette Power Project has never relied on lignite as its main form of fuel, but rather been
fed with the cleaner types of coal imported from Montana/Wyoming. Still, the new permit is
authorizing a 100% burning of lignite and/ or subbituminous coal that would increase emissions
to hitherto unprecedented levels. In addition to being an implicit step back in terms of general
environmental standards of the plant, it will inflate prescribed emission limits, as those will he
based on estimated emissions that do not correspond to actual ones. The new permit should

e dirty kinds of coal extraction

4. In the case of chanhging fuel sources, a significant shift in emissions can be expected to follow
as a conseguence — emissions that should be adequately anticipated and accommeodated o
prevent subsequent worsening air quality standards. The TCEQ should require the LCRA to
provide comprehensive air dispersion modeling to properly anticipate any changes In particle
emissions that might affect the surrounding environment and general pubiic health standards.

5. Appendix A is currently the only place in which lisnits for toxic metals are included, but since
this sectlon remains unenforceable for cmzens the standards specified there hold no

6. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards {NAAQS) differentiate hetween different sizes of
particle matter, depending on the health risk they pose through inhalation, Here, PMzs, and
PMioare the two main types, and their impact to human health and the local envirenment vary
considerably. Nevertheless, the current drafted de-flex permit does not differentiate between
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the two types of particulate matter and hence creates room for higher emissions of the more
dangerous PMzs, than what is considered safe and free of risk ta public health. An improved
specification of these substances should-be followed by precise and adequate menitoring
systemns to ensure compliance. Will the TCEQ consider calling for improved specification of PM
emissions as well as for the monitoring that will enable a proper enforcement of regulations?

7. The differentiation between interim and final limits adopted from the previous permit seems
unnecessary and confusing now that all three scrubbers are installed and operational. The
interim limits were originally included to apply to the time preceding the installation of
scrubbers, where there was not the sare capacity for limiting emissions of S0x, NOx and PM.
Now that scrubbers are installed, finat limits should apply at all times and differentiation will be T
unnecessary. Witl the LCRA or the TCEQ elaborate on the motivation for including this now ‘
outdated division of limits?

8. The draft permit exempts the plant from meeting opacity limits during startup, shutdown,
upsets or maintenance. These are the periods, when emissicns peak and such exemption from
compliance will hence allow for unmonitored and unregulated emissions at important times of

- getivity and remains incompatible with the aim of securing an efficient permit that adegquately
protects public health and the surrounding enviropment. How wilt the LCRA and the TCEQ
ensure that emissions will not provide a threat to public health during periods of startup,
shutdown, upsets or maintenance? Opacity limits should apply at all times, exceptions should
not be allowed. “

9. In the letter sent to the LCRA on December 10, 2010, the EPA reguired a “thorough
examination of the facility’s permitting and operational history” to form part of any legitimate
de-flex permit application. Where in the current draft is such an examination included?

10. In what ways has the current draft been modified since the EPA's letter on May 20w 2011,
when the initial application was rejected? How does the draft correspond to the EPA’s
recommended process for carrecting iflegal Flex Permits?

Personal Note: How can the LCRA and TCEQ justify having so many bfatant discrepancies from
the federal requirements and warnings sent to them from the EPA {when they have already
been told they are required to lower the quantity of pollution emitted) in the newly drafted
permit that would allow for unprecedented levels of pollutants to be released from the Fayette
Power Project and refuse to match the legally required MACT standards for levels of toxics? It's
completely illogical and entirely against public interest and health. They are simply ignering
warning after warning sent to them and pressing to continue a process and usage of technology
already deemed illegal, while trying to cover it up through convaluted due process and legal
jargon. Additionally, my family and | are Austin residents paying the rates of the LCRA for the
power from Fayette; we are paying for the LCRA and TCEQ to regulate the emissions, but they
are not doing their jobs, We are paying for the companies to pollute our local envirenment,
degrading the environment as well as public health. | do not want that and neither does any
other Texas citizen cognizant of what really goes on in regulating agencies. And for those who
argue for these agencies and indusiries merely as job providers we need to develop the
alternative energy industries to take over supplying the work to those people, Otherwise, we
will never improve either our society nor the health and quality of the environment around us.
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Lower Colorado River Authority
Air Quality Permit
Permit Number 51770 and PSDTX466M23

PILEASE PRINT

Name: }/IJ/'jff’)féf/ LQQCA

Mailing Address: S5 8 S Mﬁl S Ifl i ¥ 4ﬁ o

Physical Address (if different):

City/State: La; - ran je 7’/;( Zip: 758 7 415

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**
Email: V. /€€Ch @ &:“n)fiej\

Phone Number: Ci 7 Cr‘ _ Gf ng — 5,‘2/2—«:@ v

e Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? A Yes [No

If yes, which one?

" Please add me to the mailing list. ,/

/ 1 wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting,.

@NN 1 wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.
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R A Customer Satisfaction Survey

v\%@‘q 2 Encuesta de Satisfaccion del Cliente
o - ]
eIl A\ Have we provided the service yon need?
AR PLERLIDRRERUTERATET] mirhedraalebebonlnn il éLe hemos dada elserv"cio que ustd nece@? M

___________________________________________ L] -

Please complete this survey and refurn to us—aor go pﬁhne i
<www.tceq.statefx us/goto/customersurvey=," - 2
-

Por favor complete esta encuesta y devuéhumosle —o vaya emhnga a
<www,Iceq.state.tx. us/gotolencuesiadeleliente™>. (,r} —
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1. Which customer type would you consider yourself: (mark cnly one) "',:.3 o

cCudl categoria de cliente considera gue Iz corresponde a usted? (marque sélo una) ;"'; —

WJ

0 Citizen, Caudadanoe 0 Industry/Association Representative

£ £
== = X Owner or Employee of Regulated Company Representamte de Indusiria o Asoctacion
Propietario o Empleado de wna Empresa Regulada 0 Neighborhood/Commmumity Representative

Representemte de Vecinos/Comunidad
QO Attorney/Consultant, 4bogado/Consuitor
0 Other (please describe):, Otro (faver de describir):

Environmmental Group Representative
Representanie de Grupe Ecologista

0 Public/Elected Official

Funcionario Piblice yio Elegido

SeX3] I [EIURIqUIV PEPIIRD 3P UOISIU0S

Ky1|zndh [PJUSQWUOIIAET UD UOISSIWWO) SEXDI Y

—_—
2. 'What county do you Hve in? r RV 15

{Please fold in thirds and staple to show retun address.)

5\t 3o

(Feavar de doblarls er ires y graperio, de mods gue se vea I direceidn,}

Thank you for completing our survey.

Gracias por complerfar nuestra encuesta.

I you wish ta file a complaint or comment in nore detail, please contact our Customer Service Represemative
at 1-800-687-4040 or send an e-mall message to custservi@tceq.state.tbe.us, or mail in your comments to
the Office of Public Assistance MC-108, TCEQ, P.O. Box 13087, Austm, TX 78711,

Si desen presentar una qugia o comentario con mds derails, favor de comunicarse con ruestro Representante de

Servicio al Cliente, ol teléfono I-800-687-4040, o ervie un correo electrénico a custserv@ceq.stale.rx.us, 6 envie
suy comeniarios por corres a la Oficina de Asistencia al Piblico MC-108, TCEQ, PO. Box 13057, Austin, TX 78711,

The TCEQ am equalopparmniy employes.The gy doesraf o dicssiandon o0 he bats ofrace clay, eligian, rioral ongin. se iy, 35e el arfernrnes, o veeran sns
L TCEC e miza, cobor de gl lpt, Grptm secranal, mivo, HHCApecided. cotach arieTEacain serolo
condeni fe verrane

3 rivtedon wsing basad e 2 imprere en pape nna vz,

cEn gué condado tiene su domicilio?

3. How did you find out about this survey? (mark only one)
(C6mo se enters de esta encuesia? (margue sélo una)

Q0 A letter I received 0 A TCEQ employee

Una carta que recibi Un empleado de la TCEQD
1 An ¢-mail I reccived 3 Surfing the TCEQ website

Un correo electronico que recibi Navegando en el sitio wel de la TCEQ
0 A TCEQ publication Other (please describe):

Una publicacion de la TCEQ Otvo (favor de describir):

éa...n/@(- bS] 16 .nvo/-/“/

TEEQ-10333 (12/10)
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Very Very ot Very Very Mot
Satisfied Dissatizifien  Applicsble Satisficd Dissatisificd Applicable
Miey Muy No My My No
Sarisfeeho Iusatisfeche  Apficable Sari.:fgcha Insarisfecho  Aplicable
Overall, £n Goneral X . Waehsita, Sitis Webh
How satisfied are you: How satisfied are you:
£ Qé tom satisfecho estd usted... o o _ } (Qué tan sarisfecho estd usted... A A )
4, 'With the Texas Commlssmn on Emn.rnnmcntal Quahty" 5 4 3 2 @ NiA 13. With the ease of finding infermation on our webslte" 5 4 3 2 @ NiA
«.Com la Comisién de Celidad Ambientol de Texas? L . o L . wCon la facilidad dg encontrar informacidn en nuesrs
5. That the TCEQ is attentive to customer cumplamts" 5 4 3 2 0 N/A . sitig web? | . . R
...Con la atencién gue la TCEQ brinda a las gquejas de los clientes? 14. With the usefulness ot‘ m.formatlon on our websne" 5 4 3 @ 1 NfA
...Con la utilidad de la informacion que hay en nuestro
TCEQ Employees, Empleados de la TCEQ :
sitio web?
How satisfied are you: .
JQué tan satisfecho esid vsted... . . o o Facilities, mstalaciones
i. That staff identified themselves adequatety" @ 4 3 2 1 NIA How satisfied are you:
. Con Ia forma en que eI_pmona] 3e zdgnrﬁca” . i . . o 0w tom satisfecho esté usted... . : . ..
7. That the staff is sufficientty knowicdgeable? 5 4 @ 2 1 NIA 15. With the appearance and l(n:atmu of our facﬂltms" 5 4 @ 2 1 N/A
. Con Ia suficiencia de conocimiento que fiene el personal? L . . o . wCon la cparienciay ub de maiastras instel ! . . .
8. That the staff is professional and courteons? 5 4 @ 2 1 NiA 16. With the accessibility of our facilities? 5 4 3 @ 1 N
.Con &l profesionalismo y cortesia del personal? - Con el accesa o nuesiras instelaciones?
Telophone Calls, Atencitn Telefénica .o . If You Filed a Complaint, Si Presents nna Queja
How satisfied are you: How satisfied are you:
£Qué tan satisfecho estd usted... &€ tan satisfecho estd usted.. L. . -
9. ‘With the handling of telephone calls 17. With the way your complaint was handled? 5 4 IO
you’ve placed to the TCEQ? 5 @ 3 z 1 N/A - Clori Ia forma en que sz mancjé su quefa? . . ]
-Con la forma en que se manejon las Namadas 18. 'W'ith the response you received regarding yoar camplmnt" 5 4 3 2 @ N/A
telgfBricas gue usted hia hecho a In TCEQ? -.Con la respuesta que recibid sobre su queja?
10. With the length of time you wait to reach 19. With the timeliness of staff in handling yoor comp]amt" 5 4 @ 1 1 N/A
the right person on the phone? 5 @ 3 2 1 N/A -.Con lo punitualidad con a que el personal de ia TCEQ
-..Con el tiempo de espera para que le atienda atendi) su queja?
{a persona adecuadu en ef teléfono? Other, 0
Whitton Information o tion, tin Escrita y Docg aokén 20. Do you have any other comments or concerns?
How satisfied are you: . . ' . G.Tiem: usted algun oire comentario o preocupacion?
£ tam satisfecho estd usted... L ) . T C E Q ‘e

rtimon s for protee 1"-”‘1 +Ae. ccondric cond,
11. With the accuracy/helpfalness of the written ?
information or decumentation you reccived? 5 4 3 @ 1 N/A J 'td"{e’ &\éhf’% o {‘e{w/ud {q M'{eax 0{ _ﬂt' ’{e‘z /-f/<
... Con I exactitud y wtilidad de Ia informacion ’FI\L n b [}(_ aq,\d( _(L o %‘Jfrﬂﬂ PR 7’}{’5 Aegdé
z ibic §

escrila y docHmentaston que recibic?

12. With the ease of understanding the written = o j“""‘z}'f -‘3—/ J&wa C
information or documentation you received? 5 4 3 2 @ N/A
wCon la fucilided con que se entiende lo informacién F] TCEQ staff may contact me if they have any questions. [} Eneed the TCEQ to contact me becanse X have further ftemy to discuss,
escrita o documentacién recibida? Elpersonal de la TCEQ puede comunicarse Necesito gque la TCEQ se comunigue conmigo porgue 1engs mds
canmigo si tienen alguna pregumia. asuntos para discudr. @ 3 ,?
Name: fZ»V =74} fZH"‘(‘f‘bADU$Q._ Phone Mumber: - T /
Nombre: ¢ Niimero de Teléfona:
E-mail LY AN o 1 f-fenkop gep 4{%’\7&:&(&., I8
Corrveo Elidirdnico: CT
Wotc: .u.ne-m-n-MermmhafmwulmMupm:amrmpmmuf i din ody i ol i rmot, b st el casos,
Soc moT earitled ta rxquest and review :hnrpcmnn] information that the ageucy gathers oo hs forms. They
mzy also have mymnmvhdri.nfamuuon wwmwd.‘:bm.:w such infbematian, contact us &t 312-239-3282.
Nota: Zines i dr wor lemthv el pilBlicn gae 4= piop pars el proplaita de idad @ confi-
1 - . - . " . danclal en Ja uayeria. pero wa odos, de Ins sacs. Poa mix 60 < stala.re. ~ Adems, incivichos dena d«:»u depedu—, c'.rummwmbrﬁ:nnaadb
: . i gut lo ggencia roine s furmaloeles. Tambidn fieven deretin e e se oo i crlguier ersae qun Ropo s cu b
. “ . * - 5 - 7 ‘con nosones ol SE-25%3262. ., A 5 - S » -
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Lower Colorado River Authority
Air Quality Permit
Permit Number 51770 and PSDTX466M3

PLEASE PRINT
Name: /'i'yﬂh }z“*“{_@ﬂ /{ 2RV B
/

Mailing Address: /30 3 S(":"\ /4"\”‘&0”""'9 /C;t 74“5’”6"’1/ T—X 7K70])
Physical Address (if different):

City/State: Aust AVINE X zipm (870

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

v’

Email: ryan. A Fen Ao e Q § el pferce. 0.9
A —7 7 _
Phone Number: S”I»Z ~37 - 7 7 S \/

» Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? Yes [ONo

If yes, which one? 7oA ! G eempeaca Tone.
5 ] i ,

B/ Please add me to the mailing list. \/

F_"i/ I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

| I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s publié meeting.

{(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you. /P



Coal plants put out a plethora of pollutants. Here is a look at the annual, estimated -
health impacts on Fayette County, and their associated costs, from Fayette’s emissions of
Sulfur Dioxide, Nitrogen Oxides, Particulate Matter, and Volatile Organic Compounds.

Note that estimated impacts from other pollutants, such as the potent neurotoxin

Mercury, or impacts on water, are not included in this summary. No other kind of electric
power has this level of negative impacts.
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Annual Mortality Due to . . .
Individua! Pﬁwevr plants @ . ' Source: Clean Air Task Force, Abt Associates.
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Impact on Local Farms

The pollution from this plant affects more than just
human health. Thousands of pecan trees throughout

* the region near the plant have been killed over the past
few decades due to the large amount of sulfur the coal
plant emits. Sulfur dioxide is the leading cause of acid
rain — and pecan trees are particularly susceptible to
this kind of damage.

Farmers who have relied upon their pecan groves for
generations have had their heritage, legacy and way of
life destroyed.

Harvey Hayek has lost 30% of his
pecan trees to damage from Fayette.

Water and Drought

November, 2011

The yearly average water
consumption of Fayette from
the Colorado Watershed is

5,759,402,359 gallons.

Texas has recently suffered severe drought and
will likely only see worse in the future. The
highland lakes (like Lake Travis} have not been at
full levels since 2005. There are many alternative
power sources that use little or no water.

For more information please visit: Austin

www, FayettePowerProject.com
www.AustinBeyondCoal.com
www.TexasPecanGrowersAlliance.org

campaign
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San Antonio coal plant to shut down

Will become first in state to close its doors
By Ramit Plushnick-Masti Associated Press
Monday, June 20, 2011

HOUSTON — A coal-fired power plant that has supplied electricity in San Antonio since the
1970s will be the first in Texas to shut down, the city and its electric company said Monday, an
announcement that could put pressure on other energy suppliers to take similar steps.

The move by San Antonio's community-owned gas and electric company, CPS Energy, comes as
many coal-fired plants nationwide face the prospect of stringent federal regulations on mercury
and other emissions.

Texas, meanwhile, is struggling to meet the energy needs of a rapidly booming population. Tt has
19 coal-fired plants, more than any other state, and plans to build nine more. The announcement
to shut down the Deely plant in 2018 could pressure the state's energy companies to focus their
efforts on alternative power sources,

The Deely facility was supposed to be retired in 2030, but to meet new highly anticipated
environmental regulations, CPS Energy would have had to install a $550 million "scrubber" —
equipment that helps decrease emissions,

The company decided the scrubber would not be a wise financial investment, opting instead to
close the facility and put its money in newer forms of energy, including natural gas, "clean coal”
and solar, CPS spokeswoman Lisa Lewis said.

"It was a decision really driven by expectations that we're going to face more challenging
environmental regulations," Lewis said, noting CPS and other power companies have to prepare
for a "low and no carbon" future.

Similar announcements are being made elsewhere in the country. In April, Washington state
moved to shutter its only coal-fired facility by 2025,

San Antonio Mayor Julian Castro said the idea is to link "green" job creation to the hunt for new
energy sources, Already, four new companies plan moves to the San Antonio area as part of the
city's alternative energy future, creating between 800 and 1,000 jobs by 2015.



"San Antonio understands the nexis between sustainability and job creation," Castro told The
Associated Press. "We're confident that we can achieve an economic and environmental gain.
They're not mutually exclusive."

About 16 percent of San Antonio's energy currently comes from the Deely plant, and CPS hasn't
decided yet how it will make up that 871 megawatts of energy, Lewis said. However, the
company has already reached a deal with a new "clean coal" facility in West Texas to purchase
200 megawatts of energy and is focusing on installing large, utility-sized solar panels.

CPS also has a wind portf()lio of 890 megawatts — one of the largest in the country — but
doesn't anticipate expanding that at this time, she said.

Environmental groups welcomed the announcement.

Some hoped it could put pressure on the Lower Colorado River Authority to close the Fayette
Power Plant, a coal-fired facility near Austin that also partially operates without a scrubber.
Environmental groups recently filed suit against the plant, accusing it of violating the federal
Clean Air Act. The groups suspect decades of sulfur dioxide emissions contributed to the deaths
of thousands of pecan trees, harming ranchers' business.

"San Antonio's decision to phase out the Deely coal plant signals the beginning of the end of the
coal-burning era and its associated air pollution and illness in Texas," said Eva Hernandez, with
the Sierra Club's Beyond Coal campaign.

© 2012 Scripps Newspaper Group — Online
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 6
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733
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Office of the Chief Clerk (MC-105)

Texas Commission on éﬁq‘/ %, JUN 1 8’ 2012 L -
Environmental Quality 0\/)( B % v :E‘ S
\¥ y 4 AR
P.O. Box 13087 /X 77 ™ 3
Austin, TX 78711-3087 =
Lo
RE:  Lower Colorado River Authority Sam Seymour Station, Fayette Power Plant, L&Gr.

i RE

Fayette County, Texas, Permit 51770, Regulated Entity 100226844, CN 600253837 .
-

70

To Whom It May Concern: 3

We have reviewed the proposed permit amendment to convert the existing authorization for the
Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA), Sam Seymour Station, Fayette Power Plant from an
air quality flexible permit (Air Quality Flexible Permit No. 51770) issued under 30 Texas
Administrative Code (TAC) Chapter 116, Subchapter G to an air quality permit issued under 30
TAC Chapter 116, Subchapter B. The purpose of this permit amendment was to administratively
finalize the conversion of the permit from Subchapter G to Subchapter B.

Our comments are enclosed. This letter is not a final position by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) concerning the disposition of the application and draft permit. We
request the TCEQ respond to the public comments and, if necessary, revise the permit to meet
the Texas State Implementation Plan approved rules and applicable federal regulations. In
addition, all related documents should be in the public record for this permitting action. If you
would like to discuss the enclosed comments please contact Stephanie Kordzi of my staff at
(214) 665-7520.

ipcerely yours,

Jeff Robinson
Chief
Air Permits Section

Enclosure

ce! Mr. Mike Wilson
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (MC-~163)
Mr. Erik Hendrickson
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (MC-163)

Internet Address (URL) « hitp:/Mmww.apa.gov
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Enclosure

Special Conditions (SC)

1.

Page 1, SC 3 — The permit condition states that LCRA will “voluntarily limit emissions
of nitrogen oxides (NOx) to 9,522 tons per year (tpy)... permit holder agrees to make the
9,522 tpy limits between Units 1, 2, and 3 federally enforceable with this permit
condition.” Why is the word “voluntary” written into the condition if it is listed as an
emission limif in Permit Number PAL2? Why was this emission limit for NOx the only
PAL emission limit referenced in this permit?

Page 3, SC 8, 9, and 10 — Minimization of dust emissions at coal stockpiles at the power
plant should include requirements for periodic monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
to demonstrate compliance with the requirements.

Page 4, SC 13 How does TCEQ plan to ensure compliance with new unit specific
emission limits for emission point numbers FPP-1N, FPP-2N, and FPP-3N? Please
discuss whether stack testing is required.

Page 6, SC 13 and 15 - For emission point numbers FPP-1N, FPP-2N, and FPP-3N, why
does the permit not establish ongoing periodic monitoring frequencies for carbon
monoxide (CO}, volatile organic compounds (VOC), and particulate matter (PM) to
ensure compliance with new individual emission limits? The draft permit only requires
continuous ongoing monitoring for NOx and sulfur dioxide (SO,).

Please ensure the permit defines each individual emission point for each applicable
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirement to demonstrate compliance with
individual emission limits.

On May 20, 2011, EPA Region 6 submitted a letter to TCEQ regarding this LCRA
facility. In the letter, we commented that the de-flex permit application did not
adequately justify whether the individually assigned limitations that were requested are
appropriate. Specifically, Tables 7-1, 7-2, and Sections 8 and 9 of the application only
compare proposed emission limits with legacy permit actions. The application did not
appear to contain information demonstrating whether the emission limits requested by
LCRA are the appropriate limits based upon an analysis of historical permit
authorizations which would include determining whether past authorizations should have
undergone New Source Review (NSR) review. A historical review and summary
organized chronologically listing the physical or operational changes that required case-
by-case NSR, permit by rule, standard permit authorization, qualified facility changes,
and any other changes authorized under the flexible permit that did not require individual
NSR authorization would be helpful. In addition, although Table 5-1 in the permit
application lists the emission points and associated PBRs (56 PBRs were used) it did not
contain a review to determine the resulting final emission limit for the units, considering
all PBRs relevant to the units. Specifically, did activities authorized by any PBRs revise



emission limits of emission units under the flexible permit cap? If not, a statement
should be made for the record that no emission units were affected. Did LCRA submit an
update to the permit application containing the information that the EPA requested after
the date of our May 20, 2011, letter? Please forward that information to our office if it
was submitted.

Are any of the emission units regulated under proposed permit 51770 also regulated

through any other Title 30 TAC Chapter 116 permit? If any emission unit is regulated
through another NSR permit, how do those requirements affect the emission limits in this
permit? '

How are startup, shutdown, and maintenance (SSM) emissions regulated at this facility?

Maximum Allowable Emission Rate Table (MAERT)

9.

10.

1.

12.

The permit should include explicit compliance cap calculation methodologies as a
separate condition or as part of the condition for each cap (i.e., method for calculating
compliance with the Interim and Final Compliance Caps for Units 1, 2, & 3). Section 8
of the permit application states that “For any pollutant for which the sum of the proposed
individual unit limits exceed the Flexible Permit emissions caps, compliance caps are
being established that are less than or equal to the current Flexible permit caps.” The
application states that individual emission limits for NOx, SO,, interim PM, H,SO4,
HCL, and HF were calculated without the 9% allowance originally included in the
flexible permit cap. If the individual numbers were reduced 9%, why does the sum of the
emissions for these pollutants exceed the flexible permit emission cap?

For clarity, we suggest the proposed interim and final compliance cap names reflect the
basis for the cap (for example, the “steam electric generator cap™).

‘The permit should reference how compliance caps comport with federal requirements and
are consistent with SIP requirements. The EPA suggests adding language in the
Maximum Allowable Emission Rate Table (MAERT) footnotes to state the basis for
setting cap limits,

'There does not appear to an analysis of how LCRA derived its proposed individual
emissions limitation for each emission unit that was covered under the flexible permit.
How do the individual hourly emission rates developed comport with the definition of
Potential to Emit found in TCEQ's Potential to Emit guidance? See

http://www.tceq.texas. gov/assets/public/permitting/air/Guidance/Title ‘V/pte.pdf.
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RE: Lower Colorado River Authority Sam Seymour Station, Fayette Power Plgnb, La Grange,

Fayette County, Texas, Permit 51770, Regulated Entity 100226844, CN 600253637

To Whom It May Concern:

We have reviewed the proposed permit amendment to convert the existing authorjzation for the
Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA), Sam Seymour Station, Fayeite Power lant from an
air quality flexible permit (Air Quality Flexible Permit No. 51770) issued under 3{ Texas
Administrative Code (TAC) Chapter 116, Subchapter G to an air quality permit iﬁsuec_l L'mder‘ 30
TAC Chapter 116, Subchapter B. The purpose of this permit amendment was to gdministratively
finalize the conversion of the permit from Subchapter G to Subchapter B.

Qur comments are enclosed. This letter is not a final position by the UL.S. EnviroX| .menttal
Protection Agency (EPA) concerning the disposition of the application and draft germit. We
request the TCEQ respond to the public comments and, if necessary, revise the peyrout 10 meet
the Texas State Implementation Plan approved rules and applicable federal regulafions- In
addition, all related documents should be in the public record for this permiiting tion. 1f you

would like to discuss the enclosed comments please contact Stephanie Kordzi of 1Y staff at
(214) 665-7520.

REVIEWED incerely yours, .
SN 13 20 “"*f”//ﬂ@“”/ .

o %p Jeff Robinson
Y Chief
Air Permits Section

Enclosure

ce: Mr. Mike Wiison

Texas Commission on Bnvironmental Quality (MC-163)
Mr, Erik Hendrickson

Texas Commission on Eavironmental Quality (MC-163)

Intarnet Addrass {URL) « hitp:/Awww.apa.gov i Q
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‘compare proposed emission limits with legacy permit actions. The appli

Page 1, 8C 3 — The permit condition states that LCRA will “voluntarily limit emissions
of pitrogen oxides (NOx) to 9,522 tons per year (ipy)... permit holder agreps to make the
9,522 tpy limits between Units 1, 2, and 3 federally enforceable with this permit

condition.” Why is the word “voluntary” written into the condition if it is

emigsion limit in Permit Number PAL2? Why was this emission limit fof

PAL emission limit referenced in this permit?

Page 3, SC §, 9, and 1¢ — Minimization of dust emissions at coal stockpilé
plant should include requirements for periodic monitoring, recordkeeping,
to demonstrate compliance with the requirements.

Page 4, SC 13 How does TCEQ plan to ensure compliance with new unit
emission limits for emission point numbers FPP-1N, FPP-2N, and FPP-3N
discuss whether stack testing is required.

Page 6, SC 13 and 15 - For emission point numbers FPP-IN, FPP-2N, an(
does the permit not establish ongoing periodic monitoring frequencies for
monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and particulate matte
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emission limits of emission units under the fiexible permit cap? I not, a gtatement
should be made for the record that no emission units were affected. Did [ICRA submit an
update to the permit application containing the information that the EPA requested after
the date of our May 20, 2011, letter? Please forward that information to our office if it

was submitt_ei

Are any of the emission units regulated under proposed permit 51770 alsojregulated
through any other Title 30 TAC Chapter 116 permit? If any emission unit is regulated

through another NSR permit, how do those requirements affect the emissi
permit? '

on limits in this

How are startup, shutdown, and maintenance (SSM) emissions regulated at this facility?

Maximum Allowable Emission Rate Table (MAERT")

9.

10.

11,

12,

The permit should include explicit comptiance cap calculation methodolo

bies as a

separate condition or as part of the condition for each cap (i.e., method for calculating

compliance with the Interim and Final Compliance Caps for Units 1, 2, &

3). Section 8

of the permit application states that “For any pollutant for which the sum ¢f the proposed
individual unit limits exceed the Flexible Permit emissions caps, compliance caps are

being established that are less than or equal to the current Flexible permit

caps.” The

application states that individual emission Lmits for NOx, 80z, interitn PM, H,80,,

HCL, and HF were calculated without the 9% allowance originally includ

ed in the

flexible permit cap. If the individual numbers were reduced 9%, why doeg the sum of the

emissions for these pollutants exceed the flexible permit emission ¢ap?

basis for the cap (for example, the “steam eleciric generator cap™).

For clarity, we suggest the proposed interim and final ecompliance cap names reflect the

The permit should reference how compliance caps comport with federal requirements and
are consistent with SIP requirements. The EPA suggests adding languagelin the
Maximum Allowable Emission Rate Table (MAERT) footnotes 1o state the basis for

setting cap limits.

There does not appear to an analysis of how LCRA derived its proposed itdividual

emissions limitation for each emission unit that was covered under the fle

How do the individual hourly emission rates developed comport with the
Potential to Emit found in TCEQ's Potential to Emit gmdance? See

cible permit.
definition of
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RE:  Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA) Sam Seymour Station Fayette Power Plant,
Fayette County, Texas - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit No.

PSDTX486M3 and Flexible Permit 51770 — Review of J anuary 31,2011, Permit
Amendment Application

To Whom It May Concern:

We have reviewed the permit application to transition the LCRA Fayette Power Plant
from a Subchapter G Flexible Permit No. 51770 to a Subchapter B permit. The permit
application is dated January 31, 2011, and was received in our office on February 15, 2011. It
was evaluated to ensure consistency with the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements and
also to ensure a transparent lookback record. EPA has consistently recommended an approach to
transition from a Subchapter G permit to a Subchapter B permit as laid out in an Agreed Process

Jor Transitioning Subchapter G Flexible Permits to State Implementation Plan (SIP) Approved
Permits. See hitp.//www.epa.gov/regiont/6xa/pdf/10-21-

10_epa letter to tha with_all transition_attachments.pdf.

The application submitted does not follow the recommended four step process referred to
in the previous paragraph. It is important that all historical permit transactions are evaluated.
We note that the first step of the process was not conducted by LCRA and instead they chose to
submit a Subchapter B permit application without amending the Title V Permit through a minor

permit revision to incorporate a term/condition assuring compliance with all federal applicable
requirements during the transition process.

In addition, the application does not adequately justify whether the individually assigned
limitations that were requested are appropriate. Specifically, Tables 7-1, 7-2, and Sections 8 and
9 of the application are inadequate in that they must contain information demonstrating whether
the emission limits requested by LCRA are the appropriate limits based upon an analysis of
historical permit authorizations which would include determining whether past authorizations
should have undergone New Source Review (NSR) review. The application must also include
a review and summary of all federal requirements under the CAA such as New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS), Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) Standards
and SIP emission limits as they apply to each individual unit covered under the flexible permit.

Internet Address (URL} @ hiip://www.epa.gov/ragions
Recycied/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Cil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper, Process Chiotine Free
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In addition, the analysis must summarize all permit by rules (PBRs) that apply to, or
authorize emissions from, emission units under the flexible permit cap. Title V Permit No. 021
issued September 21, 2009, incorporates by reference 11 PBRs. For each emission unit under
the flexible permit cap that also has emissions authorized by a PBR, a review should be
conducted to determine the total emission limit for the unit, considering all PBRs relevant to the
unit. Specifically, did activities authorized by any the PBRs affect emission units under the
flexible permit cap? If not, a statement should be made for the record that no emission units
were affected. '

We are also in receipt of the final Plantwide Applicability Limit (PAL) Separation and
Permit Alteration dated April 14, 2011, which affects Permit Nos. 51770, PSDTX486M3, and
PAL2. Itis intricately linked to this amendment application. A comment letter is currently
being prepared regarding that particular permit action and will be sent under separate cover.

We look forward to working with the TCEQ to resolve the issues identified in our
comments and to ensure that the permit, when it is proposed, is consistent with the requirements
of the Texas PSD State Implementation Plan (SIP). This letter is not a final position by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concerning the disposition of the application and the
subsequent draft permit. This concludes our review of the permit application as received. If you
have any questions, please contact Stephanie Kordzi of my staff at (214) 665-7520.

Sincerely yours,
W ‘Qé;ﬁ ~
Jeff Robinson

Chief
Aflr Permits Section

cc:  Mr. Steve Hagle
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (MC-163)
Mr. Erik Hendrickson .
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (MC-163)
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RE:  Lower Colorade River Authority (LCRA) Sam Seymour Station Fayctte Power Plant,
Fayette County, Texas - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit No.
PSEYTX486M3 and Flexible Permit 51770 - Review of January 31. 2011, Permit
Amendment Application

To Whom It May Concern:

We have reviewed the permit application to fransition the LCRA Fayette Power Plant
from a Subchapter G Flexible Permit No. 51770 to a Subchapler B permit  The permit
application is dated January 31, 2011, and was received in our office on February 15, 2011, It
was evaluated to ensure consistency with the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) reguirements and
also to ensure a transparent lookback record. EPA has consistently recommended an approach to
transition {rom a Subchapter G permit to a Subchapter B permit as laid out m an Agreed Process
Jor Transitioning Subchapter (7 Flexible Permits to State Implementation Plan (SIP) Approved
Permits  See hitpi/fwww.epa.goviregiont/oxamd/10-21-
10_epa lewtei 1o tha with_all transition_attachments.xdf.

The application submitted does not follow the recommended Lour step process referred to
in the previous paragraph. [ is imporiant that all historical permit transactions are evaluated,
We note that the first step of the process was not conducted by LCRA and instead they chose o
submit a Subchapter B permit application witheut amending the Titie V Permit through a minor
permit revision to incorporate a termseondition ¢ 'u:,surm;_., compliance with ail federal applicable

requirements durtng the transition process.

In addition, the application does not adequately justity whether the ndividually assigned
limitations that were vequested are appropriate.  Specifically. Tables 7-1. 7-2, and Sections 8 and
9 of the application are inadequate in that they must contain information demonstrating whether
the emission limits requested by LCRA are the appropriate Himits based upon an analysis of
historical permit authorizations which would include deternining whether past authorizations
should have undergone New Source Review (NSR) review  The application must also include
areview and summary of all federal requirements under the ¢’ AA such as New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS). Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) Standards
and SIP emission limits as thev appiv 1o each individual unit covered under the flexible permit.

mier.m Address [LIRLE @ hitpo//www.apa.goviregion@
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Received: May 20 2011 02:10pm
Mig';—;l 20 2011 1:57PM HF" ASERJIF Y FAX R .

]

In addition, the analysis must summarize all permit by rules (PBRs) that apply to, or
authorize emissions from, emission units under the fexible permit cap. Title V Permit No. 021
issued September 21, 2009, incorporates by reference {1 PBRs. For each emission unit under
the flexible penmit cap that also has emissions authorized by a PBR, a review should be
conducted 1o determine the total emission limit for the unit, considering all PBRs relevant to the
unit. Specifically, did activities authorized by any the PBRs affect emission units under the
flexible permit cap? If not, a statement should be made for the record that no emission units
were affected.

We are also in receipt of the final Plantwide Applicability Limit (PAL) Separation and
Permit Alteration dated April 14, 201 1. which affects Permit Nos. 51770, PSDTX486M3, and
PALZ. Itis intricately linked to this amendment application. A comment letier is currently
being prepared regarding that particular permit action and will be sent under separate cover.

We look forward to working with the TCEQ to resolve the issues identified in our
cominents and 1o ensure that the permit. when it is proposed. is consistent with the requirements
of the Texas PSD State Implementation Plan (SIP). This letter is not a final position by the U.S,
Environmenta! Protection Agency (EPA) concerning the disposition of the application and the
subsequent draft permit. This concludes our review of the permit application as received. If you
have any questions, please contact Stephanie Kordzi of my staff at (214) 665-7520.

Singerely vours,

ey Sl -

Jeff Robmson
Chief
Alr Permits Section

cer Mr Steve Hagle
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (MC-163)
Mr. Erik Hendrickson
Texas Commission on Envirommnental Quality (MC-163)
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TCEQ Public Meeting Form
June 14, 2012

Lower Colorado River Authority
Air Quality Permit
Permit Number 51770 and PSDTX466M3

PLEASE PRINT

Name: E_.\" A HETL

Mailing Address: 25100 Som Giabael [T 29208 Avshiv

Physical Address (if different):

S

City/State: A\’S‘Frw? L Zip:

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email: gvathet (@ A roal. cowm 4

.Phone Number: r’% |1 £ :?"6% D?SS /

¢ Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? M Yes [ONo

If yes, which one? Gt (T2 pLall
k|

(O  Please add me to the mailing list.

0 1 wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting,

{Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.

\)
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June 14, 2012

Lower Colorado River Authority
Air Quality Permit
Permit Number 51770 and PSDTX466M23

PLEASE PRINT

Name: ﬂmgff W?«Q @mﬂé

Mailing Address: /ﬂ. 0( fd{))( 5@ WM 7)6 Zé;?é 2

Physical Address (if different): X- %—g (z[ 6;%:7 4

City/State: L @“w,}r,o. Zip: JLE4S5

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email:

Phone Number: 47? ) ZQZZ" 577§ v

¢ Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? 3 Yes {Mo

If yes, which one?

[ Please add me to the mailing list. /

(2}~ 1 wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

{ I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.

N



