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NOTATION

The following is a list of acronyms and abbreviations, chemical names, and units of
measure used in this document. Some acronyms used only in tables may be defined only in those
tables.

GENERAL ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AERMOD AMS/EPA Regulatory MODel
ARB California Air Resources Board

BACT best available control technology
BLM Bureau of Land Management

CAA Clean Air Act
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CWA Clean Water Act

DEIS draft environmental impact statement
DOE U.S. Department of Energy

EA environmental assessment
EAX Energiá Azteca X, S. de R.L. de C.V.
EBC Energiá de Baja California
EIS environmental impact statement
EKMA Empirical Kinetic Modeling Approach
EMF electric and magnetic fields
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FEIS final environmental impact statement
FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact
FR Federal Register

HC hydrocarbons

ICAPCD Imperial County Air Pollution Control District
IID Imperial Irrigation District

LAER lowest achievable emission rate
LNG liquefied natural gas
LRPC La Rosita Power Complex
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NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAFTA North America Free Trade Agreement
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

OZIPR OZone Isopleth Plotting Program Revised

PM10 particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 10� ���������
PM2.5 �	�
���	
���	

�����
��	���	��	������	������	��
���������� ���������
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

ROG reactive organic gas
ROW right-of-way

SCR selective catalytic reduction (system)
SL significant impact level

TDM Termoeléctrica de Mexicali
TDS total dissolved solids
TMDL total maximum daily load
TOG total organic gas

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey

VOC volatile organic compound(s)

WTP wastewater treatment plant

CHEMICALS

CO carbon monoxide
CO2 carbon dioxide

HC hydrocarbons
HNO3 nitric acid

NH3 ammonia
NH4NO3 ammonium nitrate
NOx nitrogen oxides

O3 ozone

UNITS OF MEASURE

ac-ft acre-foot (feet)

°C degree(s) Celsius

°F degree(s) Fahrenheit
ft foot (feet)

km kilometer(s)
kV kilovolt(s)

m meter(s)
m2 square meter(s)



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

vii December 2004

m3 cubic meter(s)
mph mile(s) per hour
MW megawatt(s)

ppb part(s) per billion
ppm part(s) per million

t metric ton(s)

yr year(s)

� microgram(s)
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ENGLISH/METRIC AND METRIC/ENGLISH EQUIVALENTS

The following table lists the appropriate equivalents for English and metric units.

Multiply By To Obtain

English/Metric Equivalents

acres 0.4047 hectares (ha)
cubic feet (ft3) 0.02832 cubic meters (m3)
cubic yards (yd3) 0.7646 cubic meters (m3)
degrees Fahrenheit (�F) –32 0.5555 degrees Celsius (�C)
feet (ft) 0.3048 meters (m)
gallons (gal) 3.785 liters (L)
gallons (gal) 0.003785 cubic meters (m3)
inches (in.) 2.540 centimeters (cm)
miles (mi) 1.609 kilometers (km)
pounds (lb) 0.4536 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 907.2 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 0.9072 metric tons (t)
square feet (ft2) 0.09290 square meters (m2)
square yards (yd2) 0.8361 square meters (m2)
square miles (mi2) 2.590 square kilometers (km2)
yards (yd) 0.9144 meters (m)

Metric/English Equivalents

centimeters (cm) 0.3937 inches (in.)
cubic meters (m3) 35.31 cubic feet (ft3)
cubic meters (m3) 1.308 cubic yards (yd3)
cubic meters (m3) 264.2 gallons (gal)
degrees Celsius (�C) +17.78 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (�F)
hectares (ha) 2.471 acres
kilograms (kg) 2.205 pounds (lb)
kilograms (kg) 0.001102 short tons (tons)
kilometers (km) 0.6214 miles (mi)
liters (L) 0.2642 gallons (gal)
meters (m) 3.281 feet (ft)
meters (m) 1.094 yards (yd)
metric tons (t) 1.102 short tons (tons)
square kilometers (km2) 0.3861 square miles (mi2)
square meters (m2) 10.76 square feet (ft2)
square meters (m2) 1.196 square yards (yd2)
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1  PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

On May 14, 2004, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a Notice
of Availability in the Federal Register (Volume 69, page 26817 [69 FR 26817]) for the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) evaluating the impacts in the United States of
constructing, operating, maintaining, and connecting two transmission lines from two power
plants in Mexico. In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations, the
DEIS was distributed to interested agencies, organizations, and the general public to allow them
to provide oral and written comments. The May 14, 2004, date marked the beginning of a 45-day
comment period, which was to end on June 19, 2004. However, at the request of the plaintiff,
(Border Power Plant Working Group), the comment period was extended to July 30, 2004
(A Notice of Comment Period Extension was published in the Federal Register on May 26, 2004
[69 FR 29934].)

This volume contains the comments received during the review period and DOE’s
responses to those comments. All comments received were considered in the preparation of the
Final EIS (FEIS).

The remainder of this chapter contains an overview of the public review process and
summarizes the main revisions made to the DEIS.

1.1  OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

The DEIS was also made available in its entirety on the project Web site
(http://web.ead.anl.gov/bajatermoeis/index.cfm). E-mail notification was sent to those on the
project Web site mailing list. Stakeholders were encouraged to provide comments on the DEIS
during a 78-day review period, from May 14, 2004, until July 30, 2004.

To facilitate public involvement, stakeholders could submit comments on the DEIS via
telephone, letter, e-mail, or the project Web site.

DOE and BLM held two public hearings during the review period in the City Halls at
El Centro, California (11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.), and Calexico, California (6:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m.), on July 14, 2004. The dates and times of the public hearings were announced on the
project Web site and in local newspapers. The hearings on the DEIS were an important
component in the agencies’ continuing efforts to provide the public with opportunities to
participate in the decision-making process. The hearings included a presentation by DOE, a
question and answer period, and an oral comment session where attendees were invited to
formally enter comments into the public record. Transcripts of the public hearing proceedings
were recorded by a court reporter and are available on the project Web site and in this EIS
(Chapter 2 of this volume of the EIS).
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1.2  COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DOE received 4,804 comment submissions. These submissions came from individuals,
Federal and State agencies, local governments, and nongovernmental organizations, such as
environmental groups. Of these submissions, 4,696 took the form of mass e-mails and facsimiles
based on one of five different campaign letters. Eighty-two of the comment submissions were
individually drafted letters, and 26 were transcripts of oral testimony from individuals.

Chapter 2 of this volume provides an index of the commentors as well as copies of the
actual letters or other documents containing public comments on the DEIS that were submitted to
DOE (including comments extracted from the transcripts of the public hearings). Each
submission was assigned a document number. For those documents containing comments, each
individual comment was delineated and assigned an identification number. This ensured that the
comment tracking system tracked each comment, not just the document itself. It also provided
DOE with greater detail regarding the number of comments submitted and the number of
documents received.

Chapter 3 discusses key issues that were mentioned in various comments on the DEIS
and provides responses to those specific issues. Individual comments (about 375) and
corresponding responses are presented in Chapter 4. Each response indicates whether, and if so
where, changes have been made in the EIS in response to the comments. Individual responses in
Chapter 4 often refer the reader to the key issues discussed in Chapter 3. Chapter 5 is an
alphabetical listing of all the references cited in this comment and response document.
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2  COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter contains copies of the transcripts from the July 14, 2004, public hearings
that were held in Calexico and El Centro, California, and images of comment documents
received by DOE on the DEIS. Comments on the DEIS were received by e-mail, fax, mail, or as
oral statements at one of the public hearings from individuals, nongovernmental organizations,
and government agencies.

DOE received 4,804 comment submissions. These submissions came from individuals,
Federal and State agencies, local governments, and nongovernmental organizations, such as
environmental groups. Of these submissions, 4,696 took the form of mass e-mails and facsimiles
based on one of five different campaign letters. Eighty-two of the comment submissions were
individually drafted letters, and 26 were transcripts of oral testimony from individuals.

Each person who provided comments at one of the public meetings and each individual
comment document were assigned a distinct document number. A few individuals spoke at both
hearings or spoke at a hearing and later submitted a written comment document. In those cases, a
different document number was assigned to each submittal.

Document numbers from the Calexico hearing begin with CAL; those from the El Centro
hearing begin with EC. Individual comment documents are numbered sequentially, beginning
with 0001. Comment documents 0001 through 0026 are generally multipage letters; many of
them are from organizations and government agencies. Individual comments within these
documents are also numbered sequentially and are indicated by vertical lines in the right margin
(e.g., CAL01-1, CAL01-2, 0001-1, 0001-2).

Four index tables precede the documents. Table 2.1 is an index of commentors by
organization. Table 2.2 is an index of documents by document number. Table 2.3 is an index of
individual commentors by last name (excluding campaign letters). Table 2.4 is an index of
campaign commentors by campaign and commentor’s last name.

The vast majority (98%) of commentors submitted what is referred to here as campaign
letters. Five campaign letters were identified during the comment period; they are document
numbers 0022, 0029, 0030, 0030a, and 0086. Document 0022 represented 65% of the campaign
letters, with documents 0029, 0030, and 0086 representing 24%, 9%, and 2%, respectively. One
example of each letter, with the commentor name removed, is printed. The names of individuals
who submitted campaign letters can be found in Table 2.4. Documents 0029 and 0086 are
actually shortened versions of document 0022. Document 0029 consists of paragraphs one, two,
six, and seven from document 0022; document 0086 consists of paragraphs one, two, three, four,
and seven from document 0022. Document 0030 expresses the same general ideas as
document 0022 but in a different order and format. Document 0030a is a slight variation on
document 0030; the response is the same.

DOE has responded to each of the five campagin letters. Some commentors chose to
modify a campaign letter by adding their own, usually anecdotal, information. If the added text
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was not substantive (i.e., not considered a comment), the letter was treated as the campagin letter
and was not given its own distinct document number. Other commentors chose to modify the
campaign letter by deleting portions of it and/or rearranging text. These comment documents
were assigned a document number and printed separately if their changes resulted in a response
from DOE that differed from the response to the campaign letter that they had modified. DOE
has included in the Administrative Record copies of every individual submission, including
4,696 campaign letters.
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TABLE 2.1  Index of Commentors by Organization

Organization Name
Document
Number Page

Air Resources Board Scheible, Michael H. 0019 2-188
American Lung Association Hernandez, Lucy 0011 2-151
Baja California Power, Inc. (InterGen) Murdock, Eric J. 0018 2-166
Border Power Plant Working Group Powers, Bill 0004 2-127
Border Power Plant Working Group Powers, Bill CAL08 2-76
California Department of Fish and Game Nicol, Kimberly 0013 2-153
California Department of Transportation Orso, Mario H. 0014 2-154
California Energy Commission O’Brien, Terrence 0020 2-195
California Legislature, 80th Assembly District Garcia, Bonnie 0012 2-152
Clean Air Initiative Perez, Vivian 0010 2-150
Clean Air Initiative Perez, Vivian EC09 2-114
County of Imperial Public Works Department Jones, Timothy B. 0002 2-126
Edison Electric Institute Fang, William L. 0023 2-201
El Centro Chamber of Commerce Popejoy, Frank EC05 2-107
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District Birdsall, Stephen 0007 2-142
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District Poirez, Brad EC03 2-103
Imperial Valley Association of Governments Ham, Robert EC04 2-106
International Boundary and Water Commission, United States
   and Mexico

Waggoner, Sylvia A. 0017 2-165

Planning/Building Department Imperial County Heuberger, Jurg 0006 2-140
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Crawford, Crystal 0015 2-155
Sempra Energy Resources Simoes, Octavio M.C. 0016 2-156
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter Smokoska, Kenneth CAL06 2-71
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter Smokoska, Kenneth M. 0025 2-210
Southwest Center for Environmental Research and Policy
   (SCERP)

Van Schoik, D. Rick 0001 2-125

U.S. EPA, Region IX Manzanilla, Enrique 0021 2-196
U.S. Geological Survey Devine, James F. 0003 2-126
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TABLE 2.2  Index of Documents by Document Number

Document
No.a Name Organization Page

CAL01 Mendez, Godofredo 2-65
CAL02 Menvielle, John Pierre 2-66
CAL03 Fliner, Bob 2-66
CAL04 Orozco, Pablo 2-67
CAL05 Collins, Kimberly 2-69
CAL06 Smokoska, Kenneth Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 2-71
CAL07 Yruretagoyena, Carlos 2-72
CAL08 Powers, Bill Border Power Plant Working Group 2-76
CAL09 Dawson, Denine 2-90
CAL10 DeNecochen, Margarita 2-90
CAL11 DeNecochen, Robert 2-92
CAL12 Aquilar, Norma 2-92

EC01 Filner, Bob 2-100
EC02 Maruca, Joe 2-100
EC03 Poirez, Brad Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 2-103
EC04 Ham, Robert Imperial Valley Association of Governments 2-106
EC05 Popejoy, Frank El Centro Chamber of Commerce 2-107
EC06 Giorgino, Mike 2-108
EC07 Hurley, Marilouise 2-111
EC08 Weldon, David 2-112
EC09 Perez, Vivian Clean Air Initiative 2-114
EC10 Dawson, Larry 2-114
EC11 Garcia, Bonnie 2-116
EC12 Acuna, Carlos 2-118
EC13 Massey, Susan 2-119
EC14 Petree, Patricia 1-120

0001 Van Schoik, D. Rick Southwest Center for Environmental Research and Policy
(SCERP)

2-125

0002 Jones, Timothy B. County of Imperial Public Works Department 2-126
0003 Devine, James F. U.S. Geological Survey 2-126
0004 Powers, Bill Border Power Plant Working Group 2-127
0005 Powell, Christine 2-139
0006 Heuberger, Jurg Planning/Building Department Imperial County 2-140
0007 Birdsall, Stephen Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 2-142
0008 English, Paul 2-147
0009 Collins, Kimberly 2-149
0010 Perez, Perez Clean Air Initiative 2-150
0011 Hernandez, Lucy American Lung Association 2-151
0012 Garcia, Bonnie California Legislature, 80th Assembly District 2-152
0013 Nicol, Kimberly California Department of Fish and Game 2-153
0014 Orso, Mario H. California Department of Transportation 2-154
0015 Crawford, Crystal San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2-155
0016 Simoes, Octavio M.C. Sempra Energy Resources 2-156
0017 Waggoner, Sylvia A. International Boundary and Water Commission, United

States and Mexico
2-165

0018 Murdock, Eric J. Baja California Power, Inc. (InterGen) 2-166
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TABLE 2.2  (Cont.)

Document
No.a Name Organization Page

0019 Scheible, Michael H. Air Resources Board 2-188
0020 O’Brien, Terrence California Energy Commission 2-195
0021 Manzanilla, Enrique U.S. EPA, Region IX 2-196
0022 Campaign Letter 0022 2-200
0023 Fang, William L. Edison Electric Institute 2-201
0024 Magruder, Marshall 2-205
0025 Smokoska, Kenneth M. Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 2-210
0026 Doyle, Mark 2-212
0027 Levenson, Carole 2-213
0028 Pleasant, Martin 2-213
0029 Campaign Letter 0029 2-214
0030 Campaign Letter 0030 2-214
0030a Campaign Letter 0030a 2-215
0031 Wooldridge, Kent 2-216
0032 Brazel, Gary 2-217
0033 Ozesmi, Stacy L. 2-217
0034 Richards, Ron 2-218
0035 Roth, Casey 2-218
0036 Cousin, Merril 2-219
0037 Shirley, B. Todd 2-219
0038 Powell, Christine 2-220
0039 Lattimore, Maureen 2-220
0040 Fowler, John 2-221
0041 Gayda, Karen 2-222
0042 Vanderkamp, Robert 2-222
0043 Kelling, Rudy 2-223
0044 Ball, Jason 2-223
0045 Chally, Barbara 2-224
0046 Fraser, William E. 2-224
0047 Downing, Mac 2-225
0048 Francisco, Barbara 2-225
0049 Burdick, Marilyn 2-226
0050 Matthews, Thomas 2-226
0051 van Calcar, Sandy 2-227
0052 Vines, Sarah F. 2-227
0053 Ulmer, Gene 2-228
0054 Wilson, Olive 2-228
0055 Wold, Matthew 2-229
0056 Pulfer, Robert 2-229
0057 Miller, Brad 2-230
0058 McKinney, Cheryl 2-230
0059 Kraus, Neil 2-231
0060 Roy, David E. 2-231
0061 Le Boeuf, Marie 2-232
0062 Warren, Mary 2-232
0063 Curtis, Teddi 2-233
0064 Pinter, Vanessa 2-233
0065 Goodwin, Carol S. 2-234
0066 David Weldon 2-234
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TABLE 2.2  (Cont.)

Document
No.a Name Organization Page

0067 Wyberg, Bryan 2-235
0068 Lamberti, Cindy 2-236
0069 Howe, Joan 2-237
0070 Sklensky, Diane 2-238
0071 Saecker, Jan 2-238
0072 Dain, Ernest 2-239
0073 Woodcock, Charlene M. 2-239
0074 Drayton, Rick 2-240
0075 Lamb, Alexandra 2-241
0076 Forsberg, Alan 2-242
0077 Parker, Kathaleen 2-243
0078 Howell, Jann 2-243
0079 Heaney, Michael 2-244
0080 Freiberg III, Harry A. 2-244
0081 Post, Dianne 2-245
0082 Dunn, Joanne 2-245
0083 Fickeisen, Karen, Frank and

Dana
2-246

0084 Chary, Lin Kaatz 2-246
0085 Edgington, Will 2-247
0086 Campaign Letter 0086 2-248

a CAL = Calexico; EC = El Centro.
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TABLE 2.3  Index of Individual Commentors by Last Name (excluding campaign letters)

Name Organization
Document

No.

Ball, Jason 0044
Birdsall, Stephen Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 0007
Brazel, Gary 0032
Burdick, Marilyn 0049
Chally, Barbara 0045
Chary, Lin Kaatz 0084
Collins, Kimberly 0009
Cousin, Merril 0036
Crawford, Crystal San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 0015
Curtis, Teddi 0063
Dain, Ernest 0072
Devine, James F. U.S. Geological Survey 0003
Downing, Mac 0047
Doyle, Mark 0026
Doyle, Mark 0066
Drayton, Rick 0074
Dunn, Joanne 0082
Edgington, Will 0085
English, Paul 0008
Fang, William L. Edison Electric Institute 0023
Fickeisen, Karen, Frank and Dana 0083
Forsberg, Alan 0076
Fowler, John 0040
Francisco, Barbara 0048
Fraser, William E. 0046
Freiberg III, Harry A. 0080
Garcia, Bonnie California Legislature, 80th Assembly District 0012
Gayda, Karen 0041
Goodwin, Carol S. 0065
Heaney, Michael 0079
Hernandez, Lucy American Lung Association 0011
Heuberger, Jurg Planning/Building Department Imperial County 0006
Howe, Joan 0069
Howell, Jann 0078
Jones, Timothy B. County of Imperial Public Works Department 0002
Kelling, Rudy 0043
Kraus, Neil 0059
Lamb, Alexandra 0075
Lamberti, Cindy 0068
Lattimore, Maureen 0039
Le Boeuf, Marie 0061
Levenson, Carole 0027
Magruder, Marshall 0024
Manzanilla, Enrique U.S. EPA, Region IX 0021
Matthews, Thomas 0050
McKinney, Cheryl 0058
Miller, Brad 0057
Murdock, Eric J. Baja California Power, Inc. (InterGen) 0018
Nicol, Kimberly California Department of Fish and Game 0013



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

2-8 December 2004

TABLE 2.3  (Cont.)

Name Organization
Document

No.

O’Brien, Terrence California Energy Commission 0020
Orso, Mario H. California Department of Transportation 0014
Ozesmi, Stacy L. 0033
Parker, Kathaleen 0077
Perez, Perez Clean Air Initiative 0010
Pinter, Vanessa 0064
Pleasant, Martin 0028
Post, Dianne 0081
Powell, Christine 0005
Powell, Christine 0038
Powers, Bill Border Power Plant Working Group 0004
Pulfer, Robert 0056
Richards, Ron 0034
Roth, Casey 0035
Roy, David E. 0060
Saecker, Jan 0071
Scheible, Michael H. Air Resources Board 0019
Shirley, B. Todd 0037
Simoes, Octavio M.C. Sempra Energy Resources 0016
Sklensky, Diane 0070
Smokoska, Kenneth M. Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 0025
Ulmer, Gene 0053
van Calcar, Sandy 0051
Van Schoik, D. Rick Southwest Center for Environmental Research and Policy

(SCERP)
0001

Vanderkamp, Robert 0042
Vines, Sarah F. 0052
Waggoner, Sylvia A. International Boundary and Water Commission, United States and

Mexico
0017

Warren, Mary 0062
Weldon, David 0087
Wilson, Olive 0054
Wold, Matthew 0055
Woodcock, Charlene M. 0073
Wooldridge, Kent 0031
Wyberg, Bryan 0067
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TABLE 2.4  Index of Campaign Commentors by Campaign and Commentor’s Last Name

Name Name

Campaign Letter 0022

A.P.
Aaron, Frank
Abbott, B.
Abbott, Elizabeth
Aber, Thomas
Abney, Mark
Abrahamson, Jeff
Abrams, Josh
Abruzzo, Joan
Acevedo, Kristine
Ackerman, Beverly
Adamoyurka, Ellen
Adams, Alice
Adams, Evelyn
Adams, Gayl
Adams, Holly
Adams, Lani J.
Aderhold, Steven
Adkins, Gwyn Miller
Adler, Kenneth
Aguado, Barbara
Aguilera, Marco
Aguirre, Gloria
Ahlgrim, George
Aiello, Joseph
Ajamian, Michele
Akamine, Francis
Akom, Denise
Albano, Charles
Alberg, Andrew
Albert, Nicole
Albert, Paul
Aldridge, Thomas
Alexander, Jay
Alexander, Thomas
Al-Haddad, Sharon
Allard, Ann
Allard, Sarah
Allard, Stephen
Allegretto, Jennifer
Allen, Aaron
Allen, Kathleen
Allen, Lerah
Allen, Peter

Allen, Richard
Allison
Allison, Dara
Altgelt, George
Althoff, Eric
Alusow-Hart, Sharon
Alvarez, Charles
Amarasinghe, Shyly
Ambrose, Dennis
Ames, Joy
Ames, Justin
Andelin, Clark
Anderholm, Jon
Anderson, Bradley
Anderson, Clarence
Anderson, Constance
Anderson, David
Anderson, Jann
Anderson, Joanne
Anderson, Kelly
Anderson, Marilyn
Anderson, Michael
Anderson, Randy
Anderson, Sandie
Anderson, Virginia
Anderson, William
Anderton, David
Andrews, P.
Andrikopoulos, Kari
Andros, Charles Frederic
Angell, Donald
Angert, Martha
Angvall, Maurice
Annitto-Bonett, Kathleen
Anonymous
Antonel, Stacy
Anundson, Blair
Appel, Katie
Aragon, Azalia
Arango, Alexandra
Arensdorf, Scott
Argani, Sholey
Arias-Moffett, Martha
Arlington, Erika



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

Campaign Letter 0022 (Cont.)

Name Name

2-10 October 2004

Armbruster, Beth
Armijo, Salme
Armistead, Susan
Armitage, Kevin
Arnold, Alex
Arnold, J.
Arnold, Sherry
Arnold, Stephen
Aronow, Ina
Aronson, Richard
Artemieff, Suzanne
Arthur, Twyla
Asher, Charlotte
Askewl, Georgena
Askren, Anne
Askren, Misha
Athanasiadis, Stefan
Ator, Terry
Audas, Jack
Aultman, Sandra
Aureala, Willow
Auster, Peter
Austin, Kresta
Austin, Shane
Ayres, Peter
Babcock, Maria
Babiak, Katherine
Babor, Barbara
Backus, Paula
Badami, Antonette
Badger, Dawn
Baechle, Mary
Baetz, Jacquelyn
Bagot-Parker, Lynda
Bahr, Clint
Bailey, Coleen
Bailey, Max
Bakay, David
Baker, Caryn
Baker, Deborah
Baker, Mikal
Baker, Stacey
Baker, Tanya
Bakken, Howard
Baldwin, Judith Elaine
Ball, Eldon

Ball, Jennifer
Ballentine, Eusebius
Ballentine, Wanda
Balog, Sheila
Baloun, Karel
Baluss, Gwen
Bambara, Vincent
Banks, Bonnie
Banks, Jerry
Barakos, Dennis
Barfield, John
Barile, Kathryn
Barkley-Edwards, Deborah
Barmchael, Deb
Barnhart, Kerri
Barns, Keith
Barns, Suzanne
Barnum, Elizabeth
Barnum, Melanie
Baron, Jacob
Barrett, Bruce
Bartell, Ann
Barton, Heather
Barzak, Rhoda
Baskauf, Carol
Bassford, Maya
Bastron, Malcolm
Baszczewski, John
Bateman, Scott
Bates, Chip
Bates, John
Bates, Joseph
Batovsky, Natalie
Bauer, Ernst
Bauer, Ken
Bayouth, Michael
Beacher, Wilma
Beal, Richard
Beale, Edwin
Bean, Mycki
Beattie, Sally
Beatty, Lorne
Beaven, Nancie
Beavers, Nancy
Beazlie, Janet
Becher, Eleanor
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Campaign Letter 0022 (Cont.)

Name Name

2-11 October 2004

Bechtel, Jason
Beck, Charles
Beck, Helen
Beck, Thomas
Beckel, Kathy
Becker, Krisna
Becker, Melissa
Beckington, Andrew
Beech, Jill
Beekman, Carolyn
Beeler, Clara
Beer, Alan
Beeroukhim, Rameen
Beers, Skip
Beese, Robert
Belkiewitz, Dave
Bell, Betty J.
Belov, Peter and Mary Alice
Benedict, Thom
Bennett, Henry
Bennett, Michael
Bennigson, Barbara
Benschoter, John
Benson, Kathy
Benson, Paul
Benton, Melissa
Benton, Richard
Benya, Diane
Berg, Elaine
Berg, Ricardo U.
Berg, Vicki L
Bergman, Werner
Bergquist, D. Dean
Bergstrom, J. Michael
Berkheimer, Mark
Berkowitz, Henry
Berliner, Diane
Berlingeri, Julio
Berman, Juliann
Berman, Nancy
Bermudez, Bruce
Bernard, Larry
Bernard, Red
Bernstein, David
Bersin, Richard
Berthelot, Madge

Berti, Ronald
Bertolini, Dina
Bertolino, Terry
Bescher, Theresa
Betoncourt, Elaine
Betti, Peter
Bettinger, Roberrt
Bevilacqua, Elaine
Bezette, Russell
Bialeschki, Debbie
Bicho, Janice
Bigham, Scott
Bikulcs, John
Bilodeau, Bill
Bilodeau, Kathy
Birch, Bruce
Birdwell, Tom
Birkel, Mary
Bisbing, John
Bishop, Melissa
Bittner, Becky
Black, Laurie
Black, Shirley
Black, Stephen
Black, Linda J.
Blain, Valerie
Blaine, Kelley
Blaisdell, Jill
Blake, Trina
Blakely, Carmen
Blakely, Charity
Blakely, Stephen
Blasi, Antonio
Blatt, Katie
Blatz, Jeremiah
Blevins, Stephanie
Blier, Robin
Bligh, Shawna
Block, Frances G.
Blumenthal, Harry
Blumner, Dorothy
Blurton, Anna
Boccanfuso, Neil
Bock, Amy
Boddie, Nathan
Boeringa, Karin
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Bolin, Amy
Bond, Alyssa
Bond, Gail
Bonney, Patricia
Bonzai, Steve
Books, Jennifer
Boorn, T.B.
Bopsie, Debra
Boraby, Ali
Borgonovo, Roberta
Boris, Keith
Borrego, Shannon
Borrusso, Geri
Bostick, Carol
Bostock, V.
Boswell, Harold
Bottesch, Marla
Boughton, Mark
Bowden, Karen
Bowden, M.
Bowler, Brendan
Boyd, John
Boyer, C .M.
Boykin, Horace
Boyle, Richard
Bradburn, Anne
Bradford, Judy
Bradford, Goodwin
Bradley, Bobbie
Bradley-Scarabel, Marya
Bradshaw, Mary
Brady, Clare
Brady, Kate
Brady, Randall
Branaugh, Valerie
Branch, Steve
Brandon, Victoria
Brannan, Kathleen
Brant, Terry
Braun, Kathleen
Brauner, John
Brazda, Kati
Brazis, Chris
Breeden, Linda
Breiding, Joan
Brennan, Anne

Brennan, Eleanor
Brenneman, Dennis
Brenner, Natasha and Noah
Brenner, Ron
Brett, Derek
Brewer, Jeannine
Brick, Gabrielle
Bridges, Wendy
Briggs, Deborah
Brimm, Martha
Brissette, Peggy
Britain, Amy
Britcher, Jacqueline
Brix, Werner
Broadbent, F.
Brocker, Scott
Brodie, Jamie
Brogan, Loretta
Brooke, Lise
Brooke, Louise
Brookmeyer, Bob
Brooks, Barbara
Brooks, Jillian
Brooks, Margot
Brooks, Shaun
Broomall, Robert
Brosius Jr., Robert
Broughton, Jan
Broughton, Sally
Brown, Barbara
Brown, Brenda
Brown, Erin
Brown, Jamie
Brown, Justin
Brown, Leslie
Brown, Marge
Brown, Mary
Brown, Nanette
Brown, Paul
Brown, Russell
Brown, Tamara
Brown, Timothy
Bruins, Scott
Brunati, Sandra
Brunner, David
Bruno, Amy
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Bryan, Ann Jay
Bryan, Bruce
Bryan, Karol
Buchholz, Dorothy
Buchsbaum, Mark
Buck, David
Buck, Greg
Buckles, Mark
Bucko, Irene
Bueno, William
Buhl, Kent
Bujeaud, Charlene
Bukoski, Lori
Bukszar, Tara
Buller, Brian
Bullotta, Cathy
Bunch, Christopher
Bunch, Terry
Burack, Debbie
Burdge, Nancy
Bureman, Andrea
Burgess, C.
Burgess, Jesse
Burgett, Don
Burgi, Janice
Burke, Bonnie Margay
Burke, Elizabeth
Burkhart, Pauline
Burnett, Anne
Burns, Cecilia
Burns, D.
Burns, John
Burrows, Stephen
Burt, Jenny
Burtis, David
Burtness, George
Burton, Abigail
Burton, Robert
Bush, Joan C.
Busse, Barbara
Bussek, Gabriela
Butela, Becky
Butkis, John
Butler, Carolynn
Butler, Donna
Butler, Jeff

Butler, Ron
Butterfield, Brenda
Byrne, Brenda
Byrne, Dennis
Byrum, Beverly
C., Lori
Cabala, John
Cain, Sheila
Caldwell, Christopher
Califf, Stanley
Callaghan, Michael
Callahan, Frances
Caltabiano, Eleanor
Campbell, Jeanne Rankin
Campbell, Kevin
Canavero, Corinne
Candelori, Gina
Cannestro, Sabrina
Canning, Wilfred
Cannon, Richard
Cape, Christa
Capezzuto, Valerie
Capizzi, Eliza
Capowski, Richard
Capozzelli, J.
Carbary, Lawrence
Carbonneau, Karen
Cardella, Richard G.
Cardella, Sylvia
Carella, Susana
Carley, Patrick
Carlin, Chrissie
Carlisle, Jay
Carlisle, Kate
Carlson, Elizabeth
Carlson, Eric
Carlson, Patricia
Carlson, Sherri
Carlstrom, Todd
Carlylem, Judith
Carpenter, Ben
Carpenter, Robert
Carr, Gaile
Carroll, Mark
Carter, Brenda
Carter, Stephen
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Carter, W.
Cartwright, Cindy
Case, Susan
Casper, Douglas
Cassels, Jean
Cassidy, Michael
Cassidy, Virginia
Castaneda-Mendez, Kicab
Castleberry, Chuck
Catalano, Miles
Caton, Barbara
Caton, Roy
Cave, Linda
Chambers, Mortimer
Chaney, Kevin
Chang, Patricia
Chapman, Stacey
Chappell, Bob
Charles, Lisa
Charpek, Joan
Chefalo, Pat
Cheifetz, Jeffrey
Chen, Vicky
Cheney, Neil
Chenoweth, Margaret
Chestnut, C.D.
Chevalier, Mary-Lew
Chew, Cory
Chew, Ronald
Chima, Aneel
Chinn, Evangeline
Chinn, Jason
Chiolis, Richard
Chisari, Andrea
Chiveral, Carol
Cho, Kepa and Carl
Chodosh, Janie
Choi, Sabrina
Chokshi-Fox, Benjamin
Cholewa, Mitch
Chorjel, Traisi
Chorostecki, Gene
Christensen, John
Christopher, Martha
Ciavarella, Theresa
Ciha, Jim

Clark, Diane
Clark, Dustin
Clark, Jan
Clark, Kathy
Clarke, Vanessa
Clayton, Kirk
Cline, Celena
Clinton, Ed and Jessie
Clipa, Mike
Clover, Geoff
Cobb, Dean
Coco, Joseph
Coequyt, John
Coffel, Charles
Coffren Jr., Charles
Cogswell, James
Cohen, Bruce
Cohen, Eleanor
Cohen, L.
Cohen, Lisa
Coker, Jonathan
Cole, Calvin
Cole, Judy
Cole, Storm
Collard, Chris
Colliver, Grant
Common, Linda
Conchas, Darla
Cone, Frances
Conley, Christine
Conley, Elizabeth
Connelly, Brian
Connors, Geraldine
Conroy, Laurie
Constantine, Byron
Cook, Angelina
Cook, Michael
Cook, William
Cooley, Marian
Coombs, Joan
Cooper, Jack
Cooper, Marie
Coplan, Olga
Corcoran, James
Cordle, Emmett
Cornett, Libby



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

Campaign Letter 0022 (Cont.)

Name Name

2-15 October 2004

Corona, Nancy
Cortijo, Monica
Corum, Kay
Cosgriff, Mark
Costa, Demelza
Costello, Paige
Costenbader, Karl
Courtenay, M. David
Courtney, Jane
Covell, Barbara
Cover, Esther
Cowan, Anne M.
Cowan, Anthony
Cowan, William
Cox, David
Cox, Eva
Cox, Lynn
Cox, Matt
Cox, Sharon
Coyte, David
Craig, Carol
Craig, Laura
Craig, Lynn
Craighead, Henry
Cramer, Danny
Cramer, Harlan
Cramer, Kim
Craven, Barry
Craven, Margaret
Cravey, Suzanne
Crawford, David
Crenshaw, Shirley
Cribbin, Ruby A.
Crider, Joseph
Crilly, Dan
Crist, Kirk
Crom, Nancy
Cronin, Jack
Crook, Andrea
Crosby, Donald
Cross, A. Donald
Crowley, Corleen
Crowne, David
Crusha, Connie
Cubert, Tova Elise
Culhane, Chuck

Cuneo, Sherrell
Cunningham, Alma
Curotto, John
Curran, Timothy
Curtin, Doreen
Curtin, Theodore A.
Curtis, Anthony
Cushing, Catherine
Cutter, Sandra
Cyr, Vicki
Czarnecki, S.
Dale, Steven
D’Alessio, Gerard
Dallal, Michael
Dalton, Gerald J.
Daluz, Ze
Dambrosi, Anthony Martin
Damesek, Harriet
Daniel, Kristi
Daniel, Marc
D’Antonio, Lisa
Daquila, Anita V.
D’Arcangelo, Dawn
Darling, Lynn
DaSilva, Ena
Dauenhauer, Cathleen
Daugherty, Larry
Davenstein, Luke
Davey, Marilyn
Davey, Thomas
David, Gregory
Davis, Amy
Davis, Carol
Davis, Jay
Davis, Jim
Davis, John
Davis, Ruth
Davis, Susan
Davison, Chris
Davlantes, Nancy
Day-Evers, Julianne
De Chesare, James
De Lisle, Roger
DelTognoArmanasco, John
De Santis, Louis
De Young, Mary
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Deacon, Kellie
Dean, Michelle
Dececco, J.A.
DeChiazza, Vicki
Decker, Kenneth
Decker, Lisa
Deevey, Dian
Degroat, Allyson
Deitch, Martha
Dejong, Suki
Dekoker, Laura
Delachartre, Eve
Deland, Beth
Deland, John
del’ Giudice, Janet
Dellaloggia, Denis
Delman, Joan
DeLong, Jennifer H.
Deming, Diana
Dempsey, James
Dempsey, Kathleen
Dempsey, Timothy
Denapoli, Joseph
Denholm, Robert
Denison, Lou
Denning, Elizabeth
Denoncourt, Mary Beth
Depue, David
Depue, Douglas
Deranger, Andrew
Deriel, Gahlyne
Dertinger, Rick
Derzon, Jim
DeStefano, Joan
Devine, Connie
Devine, Timothy
DeVoll, Kell
Dexheimer, Anne
Dexter, Diana
Di Giulio, Piera
Diamond, Danielle
Diaz, Jorge
Dibble, Marcia C.
DiBenedetto, Rainbow
DiCarlo, Mark
DiCato, Leilani

Dickemann, Jeffrey
Dickens, Doris
Diederichs, Jost
Diem, Nathan
Dietrich, Marianne
Dietz, Kerry
Digby, Jean
Dightman, Eric
DiGiovanni, Marisa
Dilliard, Marcus
Dillon, Edward
Dillon, Sarah
Dinaberg, Brigitte
Dittman, David
Dixon, Charles
Dixon, Sheila
Doan, Mary
Dockstader, Wendie
Dodds, George
Dodrill, Wendy
Dogole, Ian
Dojacques, Katherine
Doll, Carl
Doll, Christine and Donald
Dolney, R. Renee
Dolnick, Cody
Dolowitz, Alexander
Domke, Del E.
Donald, Moire
Donaldson, Tracy
Donnelly, Stephen
Donner, Angela
Donovan, Joan
Donovan, Stephan
Dorcey, Monica
Dore, Sandra
Dorner, Catherine
Dorsey, R.S.
Doubet, David
Doughty, Joyce
Dow, Rob
Drake, Mercy
Drake, Sally
Drees, Kevin
Drescher, Gary
Dries, Mary
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Dries, Paul
Driscoll, Timothy
Drvenkar, Stephen
Dryer, Jim
Dsouza, Gladwyn
DuBose
Dueben, Robert
Dugas, Kathleen Paro
Dugger, Stephen
Duke, Frank
Dunbar, Mary
Duncan, Daniel
Dunkerley, Craig
Dunklebarger, Jason
DuPuy, David
Duran, Bernie
Duran, Jesus
Durant, Robert
Durante, Grant
Dussault, Paul
Dye, Claire
Dyer, Bill
Dyer, Henry
Dyer, Holly (Oxford, MI)
Dyer, Holly (Troy, MI)
Dyer, Mary
Dzienius, Susan
Dzwil, Beth
Eagleson, Fiona
Earl, Brianne
Earl, Mark
Earll, Jerry
Early, Byron
Early, Gordon
Earnhardt, Rod
Eastland, Georgette
Easton, Tom and Gerry
Ebel-Bailey, Nichole
Eberhardt, Sue
Eberly, Twila
Eble, Karen
Eckert, Robert
Eckstrand, Kya
Eddy, Darla
Edelen, Herb
Edelson, Rachel

Edelstein, Susan
Edgington, Will
Edlin, Mailand
Edrozo, Debra
Edwards, Janice
Edwardson, Anne
Egbert, Anne
Eggers, Eric
Ehrenspeck, Susan
Ehrhorn, Peter
Eichhorn, Jacqueline
Einaudi, Marco
Eisenstein, Lee
Eister-Hargrave, Leah
Ekk, Susan
Eldridge, Barry
Elgot, Jane
Elias, Karen
Elliot, David
Elliott, Benton
Elliott, Shannon
Ellis, Dale
Ellis, Robert
Ellis, Susan
Emery, Donna
Emery, Michael
Emery, Sharon
Emmerson, Sarah
Enders, Todd
England, Crystal
English, Marjorie
Enteen, Shellie
Epstein, Kelly
Epstein, Phil
Erdberg, Leanne
Eremita, Linda
Ernst, Cathie
Espinosa, Patrick
Espinoza, Kristi
Estay, Bill
Estes, Douglas
Esteve, Gregory
Esteves, Jesse
Estlick, William
Ethridge, Diane
Etue, Patricia
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Evangelinos, Lari
Evans, Dinda
Evans, Michael W.
Everett, Judith
Everson, Landis
Everton, Clyde
Evilsizer, Susan
Evron, Lois
Eyre, Janet
Fackler, Mark
Faich, Ron
Faircloth, Diane
Fairfield, John
Fairley, Peter
Faith, Bonnie
Fallow, David
Falotico, Georgann
Farnan, Michael
Farr, Katherine
Farrell, Matt
Farrell, Shannon
Farris, Kim
Farris, Peter
Fascione, Diane
Fasullo, Jane
Feinberg, Lawrence
Fell, Paul
Fenster, Steven
Ferguson, Martine
Ferreira, Richard
Ferris, Linda
Fersch, Dorothy
Fettig, Virginia
Figge, Michael
Figueiredo, Eva
Fike, Wil
Finneran, Damien
Fiore, Mark
Firlei, Heidbert
Fischer, Nancy
Fischer, Theodore
Fisher, Chuck
Fisher, Linda
Fiske, Robert
Fitzgerald, Jeanne
Fitzgibbons, Matt

Fitzpatrick, Deirdre
Fiumara, Carol
Fiveash, Katherine
Fixler, Ami
Fletcher, Christopher
Flewitt, Claire
Flynn, Dorothy
Fobes, Jeanne
Fogleman, Anne
Folks, Tracy
Folsom, Susan
Fonfa, Ann
Fong, Lindsey
Ford, Julie
Ford, Norman
Forslund, Charles
Fortescue, Alan
Fossard, James
Foster, Dorothy
Fotheringham, Jack
Fourman, Jr., Marlin
Fowler, Paul
Fowlkes, Richard
Fox, Bertha
Fox, Mary
Fox, Natalie
Fraimow-Wong, Leah
Frandrup, Chris
Frank, Cynthia
Frank, Lee
Franke, John
Frankel, Andrea
Frankenburg, Scott
Frankland, E. Gene
Franklin, Katie
Frantz, Mary
Franzman, Brian
Fraser, William
Frauman, Barry
Freel, Elizabeth Sloan
Freeman, Curtis
Freid, Jocelyn
French, Benjamin
Friberg, Twila
Friebel, Erich
Fried, Chris
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Follensbee-Hall, Angie
Friedman, Barry
Friello, David
Frisbie, Wayne
Frontz, Jeff
Frost, G. Thomas
Frutchey, Karen
Fruth, Kristy
Fry, Miguela
Fuchs, Ann
Fuchs, Ester
Fuersten, J. M.
Fuller, Linda
Fuller, Roy
Fulmer, Linda
Furlong, Shelley
Furman, Johana
Furman, Victor
Futernick, Marc
Gable, Brigitte
Gaborow, Barbara Jane
Gabriel, Elora
Gaenzle, Bonnie
Gafford, Georgette
Gagliano, Ruth
Galbraith, Mark
Gall, Erin
Gallagher, Ian
Gallagher, Lucienne Efel
Gallessich, Gail
Galletta, Karina
Gallichio, Julia
Galloway, Jeanette
Galuska, Michael
Gamby, Anna
Gams, Janice
Gandolfi, Stefanie
Gannon, Michele
Gantner, Paul
Garbutt, Sonya
Garcia, Camilo
Garcia, Yolanda
Gardiner, Jan
Gardiner, Shayna
Gardner, Jonathan
Gardner, Richard

Gardner, Terri
Garnett, Mike
Gartner, Robert
Gaskin, Sandra
Gathing, Nancy
Gatwood, Ida
Gay, Phillip
Gebhard, Sister Mary
Gee, David
Geiger, Martha
Geiser, Christine
Geller, Leslie
Genasci, Elaline
Genthner, Sara
Gentry, Nikki
George, Kim Sanders
George, Richard D.
Georgiou, Christine
Gerard, Lyle
Gerbasi, Joyce
Gerber, Larry
Gerrodette, Tricia
Gerschefski, Ann
Getz, Caroline
Gibb, Connie
Gibb, Karen
Gibbons, Brian
Gibbs, William
Gibson, Debbie
Gibson, Lee
Gibson, Trebor
Gietzen, Sheri
Gilbertson, Lori (Dolores)
Gilboe, Gerald
Gilchrist, Siobhan
Giles, Eren
Gille, Greg
Gillin, Brian
Gillis, Greg
Gillund, Melissa
Gilroy, Keith
Glasgow, Hamidah
Glasgow, R.
Glauber, Donald
Gleason, Christina
Gleason, D.
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Glenn, Amy
Gliva, Stephen
Glover, Don
Godri, Pat
Godshalk, Jim
Goepel, Merrilyn
Goff, Karyn
Goggins, Alan
Goh, B.C.
Goh, Boon Yeong
Gokhale, Sonali
Gold, Wendy
Goldberg, Howard
Goldblatt, Laura
Golde, Justin
Golden, Connie
Golden, Gabe
Golden, R.
Goldman, Kenn
Goldsmith, Amy
Goldstein, Carol Ann
Goldstein, Hillary
Goldstein, Matthew
Goldstone, Steven
Gols, I.
Gomes, Valerie
Gomez, Grace
Gondell, Robert
Gonzales, Franklin
Goodburn, Jack
Goode, Kathy
Goodfellow, Sharie
Goodlin, Dave
Goodman, Len
Goodman, Michael
Goodman, Ron
Goodson, Sally
Goodwin, Mechelle
Goodwin-Brown, Alice
Goolsby, Matt
Goolsby, Virginia
Gordin, Christopher
Gordon, Jill
Gordon, Judith
Gorsetman, Mark
Gorsuch, Peter

Gosker, Wendy
Gosnell, Lisa J.
Gosule, Leonard
Gotvald, Mark
Gould, Cheryl
Gould, Debbie
Gowani, Nancy
Grace, Channa
Gracey, Kyle
Graetz, Melinda
Graham, Ariel
Graham, Kimberley
Gramstedt, Alfred
Grant, Gordon
Grant, Ian
Grat, Edwin
Graves, Arlene
Gray, Carol
Gray, Jim
Graybill, Martha Elaine
Green, Chuck
Green, Jason J.
Green, Pamela
Greenlee, Fran
Greenspan, Roberta
Gregg, Eddi
Gregg, Joyce
Gregg, Paisley
Gregory, Harold
Grentzinger, Susan
Grier, Tom
Griffin, Linda
Grimesey, David
Grimm, Jenna
Grimwood, Susan
Gronborg, Irina
Groshong, Richard
Grosvenor, Melissa
Grove, Melanie
Grove, Richard
Gubin, Sandra
Guenther, Ruth
Gugerty, Joan
Gunn, Peter
Gustafson, Robert
Gustavson, Britta
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Gustavson, Kevin
Guthrie, Linda
Guthrie, Randy
Gutkowski, Marie
Guyer, Tracy
Guyette, Lee
Gwynne, Susan
Hacker, Dan
Hadrawi, Abdul
Hagan, Thomas
Haggbloom, Karen
Hahn, Dee A.
Haider, Gayle
Hailstone, Joyce
Hajek, Jim
Hall, Linda C.
Hall, Sarah Jane
Halligan, Mary
Halloran, Neal
Halmi, John
Haltom, Vernon
Halverson, Faith
Hamilton, Jayne
Hamilton, Mark
Hamilton, Renee
Hamilton, Walter
Hamilton-vom Baur, Nerissa
Hampton, Betty
Hamrick, Amber
Handy, Robert
Hanlon, Colleen
Hannan, Michael
Hannigan, Karyn
Hanninen, Amy
Hansel, Adrien-Alice
Hanson, Art
Hanson, Lera
Hanson, Natalie
Hanta, Hashi
Hardee, Robert
Harder, Daniel
Hardin, Karen
Hardin, Yvonne
Hardison, Osborne
Hardy, Ann
Hardy, Cherri

Haring, Kimberly
Harkins, Douglas
Harmon, Lori
Harold, McElraft
Harpe, Desiree
Harper, Don
Harper, Laura
Harper, Michaele
Harpole, Thane
Harrell, Nanka
Harris, Allison
Harris, Laura
Harris, Nicole
Harrison, Ken
Harrison, Maxine
Hart, Claudia
Hart, Doreen
Hart, Lorca
Hart, Peggy
Hartley, Albert
Hartman, Katharine
Hartman-Apgar, Sherry
Hart-vonKeller, Gretchen
Harty, Joseph
Harvey, John
Hassler, Margaret
Hathaway, C.J.
Haumann, Keith
Havrilla, Robert
Hawk, Carolyn
Hawkins, Diane
Hawkins, Robert
Hawthorne, Catherine
Hayes, Evelyn
Hayes, Lisa
Haynes,  Robert
Hazen, Al
Headley, Amy John
Healy, Kathleen
Heaning, Richard
Heater, James
Heathcoat, Elaine
Hebert, Russ and Nell
Hecker, Henry
Hedal, Melissa
Hegeman, Eliza
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Heiden, Jessica
Heidt, Elizabeth
Heil, Nicola
Heinold, Christian
Heinrich, Jane
Heinzman, Kurt
Heitsch, Leona
Helfrich, Erin
Hellmuth, Nelson
Henderson, David
Henderson, Kathleen
Hendricks, Jon
Hennessy, Nicholas
Herbert, Crystal
Herbruck, Janet
Herbst, Tiffany
Herman, Alan
Hermanns, David
Hernando, Emilia
Herndon, Laura
Herrera, Alex
Herrick, Kristina
Herring, T.
Herskovits, Kathryn
Hes, Linda
Hevner, Keri
Hewitt, Rosalie
Hiatt, Ettus
Hibbs, Tim
Hicks, Robert
Hicks-Johnson, Constance
Hiestand, Clark
Higginbotham, Linda
Higginbotham, Sanford
Higgins, Bruce
Higgins, J.
High, Carole
Highberger, Sam
Hill, Anna
Hill, John
Hill, Suzanne
Hillier, Jill
Hillman, Louise
Hillock,  Brandon
Hill-Pond, Jean
Hills, Gordon

Hills, Michael
Hills, Sally
Hilmer, Neil
Hilt-Huggler, Vonda
Hilton, Calvin
Hilton, Theresa
Hiltz, Catherine
Hines, Bedford
Hirsh, Sidney
Hitt, Mary
Hix, Laura
Hladky, Christa
Hobby, Amos
Hobson, Ann
Hodes, Harold
Hodges, Karen
Hoerlein, Robert
Hoerr, James
Hofferkamp, Paul
Hoffman, Jim
Hoffman, Tiffany
Hoffmann, Janet
Hogan, Jennifer
Hogue, Charlie
Hoheisel, Thomas
Hohenberg, Adrienne
Holden, Miki
Holland, Robert
Hollar, Minerva
Hollier, Pam
Holloway, George
Holmes, Howard
Holmes, Sharon
Holowinko, Edward
Holt, Mark
Holt, Nancy
Holtzman, Jed
Holzweiler, Deirdre
Honican, Albert
Hoops, Ronald
Hoover, Janet
Hopfenberg, Edith
Hopkins, Carol
Hopkins, Janet
Hopkins, Patricia R.
Hormel, Jay
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Horne, Jenifer
Horne, Melinda
Hornfeld, Gary
Horst, Lynne
Horvath, Melora
Hoskinson, M.
Houpis, Stephen
Houseal, Mary
Howald, William
Howard, Barbara
Howard, Ellen
Howard, Heather
Howard, Richard
Howard, William
Howe, Sandie
Howie, Lynn
Hoxeng, Jessica
Hreha, Donna
Huang, Eileen
Huang, Elise
Huber, Michael
Huffaker, Charlene
Hughes, Angie
Hughes, Brendan
Hughes, Michael
Hugins, Phyllis
Hulse, Mary
Hultin, Julie
Hummel, Kathy
Humphrey, Kiturah
Hundley, Judy
Hundt, Heather
Hunt, George
Hunt, Sharon
Huntington, Randall
Hurst, Starr
Hurwit, Barry
Huseby, David
Hutchings, William
Hutchison, Phyllis
Huth, Doug
Huttenmaier, Hayley
Hylton, Kristen C.
Ibreighith, Ali
Ice, Greg
Ice, Laura

Idelson, Albert
Idelson, Sylvia
Imrie, Ariel
Ingliss, Robert
Irish, Lura
Irizarry, George
Isaacs, John
Israel, Alberto Moryusef
Iversen, Jeri
Jabs, Sharon
Jackendoff, Hilary
Jackson, Carolyn
Jackson, Dewey
Jackson, Erlene
Jackson, Joseph
Jackson, K. C.
Jackson, Karen
Jackson, Lael
Jackson, Lisa
Jackson, Mary Mulcahy
Jackson, Sam
Jacobs, Peter
Jacobs, Valerie
Jacobson, Don
Jacobson, Paula
Jacoby, Susan
James, Hudson
James, Randy
James, Tammy
Jamieson, Ellen
Jancosek, Misti
Jannot, Kenneth
Jardell, Denise
Jarmul, Teresa
Jarvis, Scott
Jean, Gloria
Jeffries, Jen
Jeffries, Michael
Jelinek, Alexander Josef
Jencks, Penelope
Jenkins, Jeffrey
Jenkins, William O.
Jenney, Heidi
Jennifer, Manni
Jensen, Charles
Jernigan, Malisa
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Jim De Cecco
Jimenez, Elisa
Joerg, John
Johns, Beth
Johnson, Bettemae
Johnson, Brian
Johnson, Claudia
Johnson, Dennis (Greenboro, NC)
Johnson, Dennis (Tracy, MN)
Johnson, Eric
Johnson, June
Johnson, Leslie
Johnson, Mary
Johnson, Murrell
Johnson, Penny
Johnson, Tim
Johnson, Vicki
Johnson, William
Johnston, Alison
Johnstone, Penelope
Johr, Chadwick
Jolley, Barbara
Jones, Dayvid
Jones, Hiroko
Jones, Laura
Jones, Laurel
Jones, Linda
Jones, Mark
Jones, Matthew
Jones, Patricia
Jorgensen, James H.
Jorgenson, Steve
Joy, Karen
Judge, Susan
Jurash, Andrew
Justen, Kathy
Kadrmas, Tim
Kahill, Suzanne
Kalemba, Terry
Kaley, Lawrence
Kalil, Patricia
Kalina, Leonard
Kaltenborn, Arthur
Kalukin, Andrew
Kamantauskas-Holder, Katrina C.
Kaminski, Gary E.

Kammer, Karen
Kandel, Cheryl
Kane, Caroline
Kapell, David
Kapp, Sharleen
Kappus, Mike
Kardell, Gregory
Karp, Michael
Kassab, Mary
Kastern, William
Kaszas, Jayne
Katten, DC
Katz, Sondra
Kaufer, Eleanor
Kauffmann, Patricia
Kaufhold, Anne
Kavaler, Deb
Kay, Beatrice
Kazalonis, Kathryn
Kearns, Devin
Keating-Secular, Karen
Keefer, Nina
Keefer, Todd
Keeling, Gailen
Keene, Carole
Keene, Paul
Keeping, Joy
Kehn, Phillip
Keiser, Robert
Keller, Robert
Kelly, Ayo
Kelly, Bev
Kelly, Joel
Kelly, John
Kelly, Wayne
Kemish, Arthur
Kemper, Kathleen
Kempton, Roger
Kendall, Matthew
Kenna, Hugh
Kennedy, Esther
Kent, Janet
Kenty, Howard
Keppelman, Tony
Keppinger, Katie
Kernaghan, Ellen
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Kerner, Carol
Kerr, Jeff
Ketels, Shaw
Keyserling, Harriet
Khalsa, Mha Atma S.
Khambholja, Ann
Kiefer, Erika
Kieffer, Ramsay
Kieschnick, Michael
Kilborn, Adam
Killay, Sharon
Kimpston, Charles
Kinahan, Janet
Kincaid, P. Jean
King, Kathleen
King, Sara
King, Sheri
Kingman, Frank and Rhonda
Kinyon, Susan
Kinzer, Paula
Kiralla, Michael
Kirby, Mary
Kirwan, H.
Kissock Nancy
Kistler, Ronn
Kistler, Suzanne
Kiver, Eugene
Kivic, Peter
Klamecki, Ruth
Klein, Denise
Klein, Marilyn
Klein, Mark
Klein, Patty
Kleinman, Sidney C.
Klingbail, Mark
Klopott, Beth
Knappmiller, Stuart
Knoblock, Glenn
Knox, Charlotte
Knox, Janet
Knox, Patricia
Koehnline, Phyllis
Koelbl, James
Koerner, David
Kohler, Elizabeth
Kohlmeier, Sean

Kolarik, John
Kollen, David
Koppanyi, Kara
Koppel, Renata
Korecki, Gloria V.
Koren, Margaret
Kortge, Walter
Koshgarian, Karen
Koshofer, Bonnie
Kotlyar, Julya
Kozak, Allison
Kozlowski, David
Krahn, Dorothee
Krakowski, Pamela
Kramer, Kelly
Krasner, Lori
Krebs, Terry
Kreib, Brian
Kreider, Elizabeth and Kent
Kreider, Erika
Kreider, Steve
Krenek, Mary Margaret
Krimm, Priscilla
Kring, Juli
Kripli, Paul
Kroepel, Laura
Kronberger, Bruce
Kroth, Denise
Kroutter, Emily
Krueger, Geary
Krupinski, K.R.
Kubiak, Chris
Kuby, Adam
Kuhn, Susan
Kulakowski, Lois
Kuna, Thomas
Kunkel, Christopher
Kunkler, Scott
Kuntzman, Lonnie
Kuroczka, Justine
Kus, Robert
Kosuda, Constance
Kuticka, Sheri
La Barge, L.
La Follette, Doug
Labbe, Kristin
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Labis, Marvin
Labuga, Earl
Lacki, Isabella
Lackowitz, Debbie
Laderas, Rodney
LaFord, Kenneth
Lake, Roger
Lallas, George and Pamela
Lambert, Bettina
Lambeth, Larry
Land, Jennifer
Landa, Marty
Landau, Richard
Landes, James M.
Landi, Dennis
Landis, Masa
Landis-Hanna, Amanda
Landon, Keith
Landowne, Deborah
Landsman, Hannah
Lane, Earl
Lane, Linda L.
Langdon, Gloria
Lange, Jeff
Langlitz, Linda
Lappo, Robert
Large, Thalia
Larkin, Ruth
LaRocca, Eliza
Larsen, John
Larsen-Walker, Melissa
Lasahn, Jacqueline
Lathrop, Keith
Lau-Enright, Lily
Lavender, Deane
Lavery, Erin
Lavin, Jennifer
Lavy, Fred
Lawrence, Angel
Lawrence, Brian
Lawrence, Harriet
Laws, Miki
Layden, Marcella
Leaf, Trina
Leal-McBride, Odilia
Leavitt-Pagaling, Patricia

LeBlanc, G.L.
LeClair, Kristine
Leddy, Jane
Ledgerwood, Lynn
Lee, Rosalynn
Lee Virginia
Leeper, Carlyn
Leeson, Mark
Lefkowitz, William
Leighton, Stephanie
Lelli, Catherine
Leming, Jeffrey
Lendzian, Linda
Lenz, Dennis J.
Leonard, Richard
Leonhard, Barbara
Lepiane, Darrel
Lerman, Ruth
Lerner, Albert
Lesher, Mark
Leshock, Dean
Leslie, David
Leslie, Kathleen
Letendre, Michael
Leung, Lily
Lev, Marjorie
Levin, Brian
Levin, Jon
Levine, Christy
Levitt, Lacey
Levy, Andrea
Levy, Carol
Levy, Mark
Lewis, Ann
Lewis, Anne
Lewis, Bryan
Lewis, Gena
Lewis, Janet
Lewis, Mary
Lewis, Millie
Lewis, Owen
Lewis, Thetus
Lewis, Timothy
Liberace, Eugene
Liberman, Jenna
Licht, Suzanne
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Lien, David
Lies, Joshua
Lightfoot, Stacey
Lila, Trinity
Lima, Paul
Lind, Karen
Linda, Sherk
Linder, Bethany
Lindsey, Judi
Lindsey, Marsha
Linos, Jim
Linville, Richard
Liotta, Liana
Lipner, Janet
Lippert, Regina DeFalco
Litchfield, Rob
Lite, Joseph
Little, James
Little, Patricia
Livingston, Dean
Livingstone, John
Lloyd, Terri
Lockwood, Sandra
Loeff, Peter
Loenneker, Otto
Loerzel, Nicole
Logan, Dennis
Logan, Kerry
Logan, T.
Lombardo, Mary Jane
Long, Diane
Long, Jeanne
Long, Mary
Long, Nichole
Longer, Robert
Lopatynski, Jess
Lopez, Debbie
Lords, Erik
Loring, V.
Losh, John
Lottman-Brown, Kathie
Lotz, Jonathan
Love, Charlene
Lovins, Julie
Lowe, Kimberly
Lowen, Robert

Lowrey-Evans, Berklee
Loy, Pam
Loyd, Joy
Luba, Glenn
Luba, Russ
Lubin, Nina
Lucas, Claudia
Lucas, Vincent
Luce, Deanna
Lukatch, Miranda
Lund, Lynn
Lund, Nancy
Lundeen, William
Lundgren, Kate
Lutz, Winifred
Lynch, Frances
Lynch, Ronald
Lynch, Rose Ann
Lyndon, Kelly
Lynn, Andy
Lyons, Michael
Lyons, Robert
Lyons, Casey
Macario, Deborah
Macdonald, Doug
Macfarlane, Bruce
Machuca, Tina
MacKenzie, Barbara
Mackey, Richard
Maclellan, Eleanor
Macomber, Angia
Macy, Glenn
Madden, Hope
Madden, Mary Alice
Maddox, Anita
Maddox, Patricia
Madias, Michael
Madosky, Jessa
Magathan-Bermudez, Pamela
Magner, Tony
Maguire, Joel
Maguire, Mike
Mahoney, Ryan
Maillet, Erin
Maisler, Michael
Major, Mark
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Makalea, Napoleon
Makela, Lorri
Makin, Darlene
Malin, Amie
Malkerson, J.
Maloney, Paul and Traci
Mancini, Laurel
Maness, Mitchell
Manis, Laurie
Mann, Fred
Mann, Doreen
Manni, David
Manning, John
Manoogian, Jone
Manoogian, Nancy
Manske, Jill
March, Amy
Marchant, Susan
Marcia Phillips
Marcu, Kelly
Mardis, Beverly
Markey, Dana
Markham, Beth
Markham, Craig
Markle, Melissa
Markman, Cheryl
Marks, Theresa
Markus, Mary
Marlowe, Judith
Maron, Country
Marrs, Vivian
Mars, Paul
Marse, Todd
Marsh, Sherry
Marshall, Corinne
Marshall, Eleanor Jeanne
Marshall, Lisa
Marshall, Margaret
Marshall, Weezie
Marston, Richard
Martel, Leslie P.
Martell, Jon
Martellaro, Karen  L.
Martin, Cynthia
Martin, Deborah
Martin, Diane

Martin, Drew
Martin, Ernst
Martin, Michele
Martin, Mildred
Martin, Osvaldo
Martin, Rudolf
Martin, Ellen Weeks
Martinez, Anna
Martinez, Candace
Martinez, Mary
Mary Click
Mary Garcia
Maschal-Walsh, Kathy
Mast, Carolyn
Mastri, Francis
Matlock, K.L.
Matson, Karen
Matsuoka, Christy
Matteson, Peter
Matteson, Stephanie
Matthew Bassano
Matthews, David
Mauldin, Heather
Maurandy, Jean-Pierre
Maxfield, Tania Gonzales
May, Debra
Mayer, Fred
Mayers, Mindy
Mayfield, L.K.
Mayfield, Shannon
Maynard, Aurelia
Mazze, Seth
Mc Kay, Claire
Mc Kersie, Alan
Mc Kindley, Lauri
McAleenan, Marian
McAllister, Robert Kelly
McAllister, Ruth
McCaffrey, David J.
McCalman, Judye
McCann, Kathy
McCarter, William
McCartin, Michael
McCarty, Amy
McClain, Gloria
McClintock, Catherine
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McClish, Cheryl
McClure, Scott
McCollom, Scott
McConnelly, Emily
McCoy, Kim
McCoy, Melissa
McCoy, Pamela
McCrary, C.
McCullough, William
McDonald, Claude
McDonald, David
McDonald, Tammy
McDonald, William
McEachern, Catharine
McElroy, Jim
McElroy, Lucy
McElroy, Richard
McEntee, Valerie
McFall, Sherry
Mcgdog
Mcgee, Aaron
McGie, Darlene
McGill, Jim
Mcgraw, Cheryl
McGraw, Jeff
McGregor, RobRoy
McGrew, Dawn
Mcguire, Ron
McHugh, Cheri
Mcintosh, John
McKee, Kaitlyn
McKenna, Marti
McKenney, Ruth
McKenzie, Don
McKuhen, Susan
McLaine, Shawn
McLeary, Harold
McMahon, Ken
McMullan, A. Dale
McPherson, Phil
McQueen, William
McSweeney, Elizabeth
McVarish, Linda
McWhirter, Carol
Meacham, Lisa
Mead, Cynthia

Meanley, Brooke
Mears, Connally
Medin, Julia
Meeker, Helen
Megas, Xristi
Meillier, Laurent
Meinschein, Margaret R.
Melin, Ron
Melton, Joan
Menke, Stephen
Merenda, Michael
Merrick, Kate
Merritt, Jean
Merwarth, Corinne
Metnetsky, Linda
Metz, Alexander
Metz, Geri
Metzger, Dan
Meyer, Jane
Meyer, Kelly
Meyer, Robert
Meyer, Tara
Meyers, Andrew
Meyers, M. S.
Mhaskar, Aditi
Michael Van Schaick
Michalovic, Sherri
Michalowski, Cynthia
Michalski, Suzanne
Michel, Patricia
Michele, Glenn
Middleton, Andrew
Miglin, Melanie
Mikalson, Amanda
Mikalson, Claire
Miles, James R.
Miles, Wendy
Millar, Linda
Miller, Dianne
Miller, Dusty
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jayme
Miller, Jean
Miller, Jim
Miller, Joan
Miller, Lillian
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Miller, Marlyn
Miller, Rex
Miller, Victoria
Millin, Frank
Milliner, Susan Emge
Mills, Irene
Mills, Rosemary
Miluck, Alyse
Milward, Melesio
Minault, Kent
Minaya, Christian
Mingle, Elizabeth
Minor, Mandy
Miralles, Gines
Miros, Zoe
Misconi, Irene
Misirlic, Radmila
Mitchell, Heidi
Mitchell, J. K.
Mitchell, Jason
Mitchell, Joan
Mitchell, Michael
Mitchell, Sheri
Modafferi, Anthony
Moench, Heather
Moffett, Dail
Mogilnicki, Janet
Molloy, Molly
Momenee, David
Monaghan, Julie
Monroe, Cheryl
Monroe, Paul H.
Monson-Anderson, Laurie
Monsor, Michael
Monteforte, Peter
Moone, Helen Olson
Moore, Carolyn
Moore, Jennifer
Moore, Marty
Moore, Richard
Moran, Susan
Moreland, Raymond
Morello, Phyl
Morey, Kathy
Morgan, Lawrence
Morgan, Rian

Morrell, Janette
Morris, Carter
Morris, Colleen
Morris, Larry
Morris, Lynsie
Morris, Ray
Morris, Sharon
Morris, Tara
Morrison, Edwin
Morrison, Peter
Morrow, Scott D.
Mortimer, Rudolf
Moses, Kimberly
Mosgaard, Donna
Moss, Paul
Mostov, Elizabeth
Mountain, Martha
Movsky, Rick
Mudd, Eamon
Muehlenkamp, Angel
Mueller, Kevin
Mulder, James
Mullarkey, Mike
Muller, Mary
Muller, Ronald
Mulligan, Glorian
Mullins, Gigi
Mumford, Jeremy
Mummery, Donna
Munn, Donald
Munro, Karen
Munson, Joe and Marla
Murphy, Juliann
Murphy, Lindsay
Murray, Barbara
Murray, Linda
Murray, Sonja
Myers, Amy
Myers, Cecil
Myers, Corinne
Myers, Joyce
Myers, Robert
Myers, Sylvia
Nabb, Jacqueline
Nadolsky, Roxanne
Nakada, Tomas
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Nakamoto, Greg
Nakamura, Sandra
Namay, Tina Rose Marie
Nancy Whitley
Nash, Belinda
Nash, Heyward
Nass, Scott
Naurath, David
Navarra, Nancy
Navarrete, Nathan
Neal, Gwen
Nealy, Carol
Nealy, Mackenzie
Needham, Gail
Neely, Michelle
Neff, John
Neidell, Matthew
Nelson, Katharine Lyle
Nelson, Sheri
Nelson, Vard
Nesmith, June
Neu, Gary
Newfield, Marcia
Newman, Donna
Newman, Joyce
Newton, Stella G.
Nguyen, Hai
Nichols, John
Nichols, Warren
Nichols, William
Nickel, James
Nickols, Neil
Nicoll, Susan
Nicolls, Kani
Nilsen, Dagmar
Nissen, Ida
Nissen, John
Nissen, Patrice
Nixon, Carter
Nixon, Nilda
Nkisi, Paz
Noah, Milstein
Noah, Ian
Noel, Nancee
Nolan, Kelly
Nolan, Mary Jane

Nolder, Amber
Nolte, Linda
Nooyen, Fleur
Nordhof, Pamela
Northcraft, Laura
Norton, Jeremy
Novak, Kay
Novelli, Barbara
Novellino, Louis
Noyes, David
Null, Shannon
Nunemaker, Laura
Nunez, Carlos
Nunley, Shellee
O’ Brien, Colin
O’ Brien, John
O’ Brien, Robert
O’ Connor, Kate
O’ Donnell, Jan
O’ Donnell, Kathleen
O’ Donoghue, Siobhan
O’ Kelley, Donald
O’ Neill, Bridget
O’ Neill, Andrea
O’ Neill, Debi
O’ Neill, Patrick
O’ Rourke, Theresa
Oakland, Paul
Obenaus, Eleanor
Ode, Steve
Odell, Ken
Odell, Rollin
Oehlman, Gloria
Oertel, Sue
Oesterreich, Wolfgang
Okuzumi, Margaret
Olch, Paula
Olds, Marylin
Olsen, Ruth
Olsen, Wester
Olson, Jane
Olson, Marilyn
Olson, Pamela
Olver, Martha
Ordonez, Richard
Orkney, Garth
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Ortt, Marilyn
Osborne-Smith, Andrew
Osman, Catherine
Ostapik, Judith
Ostoich, Julie
Otero, Aline
Otero, Dorothy
Otoole, Annette
Ott, Michael
Otto, Kristin
Ouellette, Tracy
Overstreet, James
Owen, A.J.
Owen, Benjamin
Owens, Dwight
Owens, Wayne
Ozesmi, Stacy
Paddock, Kathryn
Page, Douglas
Pagenkopf, Kris
Palacky, Tami
Palma, Edward J.
Palmer, Archie
Palmer, Chris
Palmer, Jason
Palmer, Kristina
Palmer, Mara
Palmer-Dolk, Rene
Papadopolos, Orestis
Papelardo, Beverly
Pardee, Cindy
Pare, K.J.
Parente, Lauren
Pargeter, Denise
Parinito, Prem
Parke, Elizabeth
Parke, Kathryn
Parker, Bruce
Parker, Sarah
Parkinen, Mitch
Parnell, Barbara
Parr, Joan
Partelow, Kay
Pasichnyk, Richard
Paskach, Gregory
Pasko, Margery A.

Patch, Frances
Pate, Nathan
Patten, Lloyd
Patterson, Joan
Patterson, Leslie
Patterson, Lori
Patumanoan, Nancy
Paulie, Carl
Paviour, Ernest
Payack, Bekka
Payne, John
Pearce, Kathleen
Pedersen, John
Pellissier, Andrea
Pence, K.R.
Pendergast, Betsy
Pendergast, Donald
Pendry, Joseph
Penny, Nikki
Perenich, Theresa
Perez, Jennifer
Perkins, Luke
Perko, John
Perlman, Frances
Perreault, Theresa
Perry, Mary and Gene
Perry, S.
Perusse, E.
Peskoe, Sondra
Peterman, Karen
Petersen, Jeff
Peterson, James
Peterson, Judith
Peterson, Kimberly
Petrowski, Todd
Petry, Kimberly
Petzold, Ruth
Pew, Stephen
Pfeifer, Edith
Phillips, Anne
Phillips, Glenda
Phillips, John
Phillips, Patricia
Phillips, Tom
Piazm, Judy
Picco, Michael
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Pickard, Thomas
Pickel, Sherri
Pickens, Richard
Piehl, Michael
Pierson-Jordan, Kay
Piller, Barbara
Pillers, Barbara
Pinegar, Char
Pinkerton, Ann
Pinkston, Tommy
Pirkl, Mike
Pirolo, Arlene
Pitter, Lucia
Pizzo, Rene
Placone, Richard
Planz, Klemens
Platt, Cathie
Plese, Matthew
Plummer, Carrie
Pollock, Jeri
Pollock, Robin
Pope, Karen
Popish, George
Posey, Sharon
Post, Randall
Potts, Tom
Powell, Ralph
Powloski, William
Poxon, Judith
Praigg, Eleanor
Prather-Laird, Jeanne
Prendiville, Mary
Preston, Scott
Prindle, Gabriel
Printy, Erin
Pritchard, Lori
Proenza, Lynn
Pronovost, A.
Prosperie, Johnnie
Prosser, Andrew
Prouty, Guy
Provenzano, James
Pruden, Lynda
Purcell, Sarah
Purdell, Krystal
Pusel, Joyce

Putnam,  Elizabeth
Quade, Harry
Quain, Theresa
Queener, Doris
Quinn, Mary
Quinton, Angie
Radau, Skip
Rader, Patti
Raftery, Mary Kay
Ragan, Fran
Rahardja, Adrian
Raheb, Jeff
Raich, Peter
Raider, Phil
Rakotz, Jenelle
Ralabate, Teresa
Rambo, Jennie
Ramlow, Kim
Ramos, Joann
Ramsey, Ralph L.
Ranan, Penny
Randall, David
Randall, E.
Randolph, Sheri
Range, Carleen
Rankin Jr., Robert L.
Rarick, Ivan
Rasor, Margaret
Ratcliff, Philip
Rauscher, Mark
Rawlings, Maureen
Ray, Lisa
Ray, Richard
Ray, William
Raymond, Hal
Raymond, Lauri
Raymond, Marilyn
Raymond, Norma
Reaume Jr., James
Reavell, Rita
Reavis, Robert
Redalje, Donald
Reddy, Raymond
Redfield, Robert
Redman, Ralph
Redpath, Amy
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Reed, Louise
Reed, Martha
Reed, Shannon
Reese, David
Reese, Mary Celete
Register, Brenda
Register, James
Reichert, Robyn
Reid, Edward
Reid, Erin
Reidling, Jack
Reif, Patricia
Reilly, Peter
Reinberg, Donald
Reiner, Stuart
Reith, Paul
Remington, Alan
Renner, Robert
Reps, Todd
Reyburn, Ivory
Reyes, Fran
Reynolds, Debra
Rhoads, Kirk
Rhodes, Harriet
Rice, David
Richard, Olson, A.
Richards, Lawrence S.
Richards, Michelle
Richards, Robert
Richards, Susan
Richardson, Matthew
Richey, Ann
Richmond, Debra
Richter, Bertina
Rickert, Odette
Ricketts, Matt
Rickman, Dana
Ridout, Faith
Rieck, Michael and Alyce
Riehart, Dale
Rigatti, Karen
Riggs, Richard
Riley, Kelly
Riordan, Kristen
Rioux, Dorothy
Risvold, Celinda

Ritzema, Robert
Ritzman, Michael
Rivel, Deborah
Rivero, Kimberley
Robb, Loretta
Robert, Nottenburg
Roberts, Bill
Roberts, Geoffrey
Robertson, John
Robey, Steve
Robin, Lois
Robinson, Chris
Robinson, Elaine
Robinson, Saliane (Phoenix, AZ)
Robinson, Saliane (Mesa, AZ)
Robinson, Tammy
Rock, David
Rockwell, Kathryn
Rodgers, Catherine and Robert
Rodriguez, Michael
Roehm, Michael
Rogers, Bobbi
Rogers, Dennis
Rogers, Lila
Roggow, Philip
Roka, Ruthann
Romanchuk, Katie
Romano, Nicholas
Romans, Jennifer
Romero, Al
Ronan, Mary
Ronay, Leonard
Root, Charlene
Root, Elizabeth
Rose, Ann
Rose, Ken
Rose, Michael
Rose, Sherl
Rosenberg, David
Rosenfeld, Mitch
Ross, Robert
Ross, Susan
Ross-Miller, Lisa
Rother, Erin M.
Rothman, Roland
Rothman, Vicki
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Rotholz, Abigail
Rousselot, Patrik
Rowlison, Sheila
Rozbitsky, Marcus
Rubin, Marc
Rubin, Robert
Ruby, Emily
Rudoy, James
Ruediger, Pamela
Ruiz, Gary
Rul, Fidel
Rumore, Frances
Ruppert, Danny
Rush, Charlene
Russ, Lynn
Russell, Michael
Rust, Gerald
Rutherford, Ed
Rutkowski, Robert E.
Rutter, Jeff
Ruzzo, Veronica
Ryan, Diane
Ryan, Pamela
Sadanand, Ashwinee
Sadowsky, Jane
Saenz, Noemi
Sage, Heather
Sage, Martin
Saggan, Laurie
Sailer, Randy
Sales, Celeste
Salmon, Richard
Salter, James
Salvin, Christina
Samide, Brenda
Samuels, Harold
Sanchez, Luis
Sanchez, Rosa
Sanders, David
Sanders, Gary
Sanders, Richard
Sanders, Robert
Sandok, Florence
Sandoval, Heni
Sanseverino, Ron
Sansone, V.R.

Santerre, Roger
Santone, Deborah
Sard, Sarah
Sarli, Leonardo
Sarstedt, Joanna
Sarver, Darlene
Satterfield, Barclay
Saucy, Tom
Saunders, Chris
Saunders, Drew
Scalfano, Judie
Schaef, Robin
Schaefer, Carl
Schafer, Gary
Schaller, Russell
Scheels, Rolland
Schemm, Jessica
Schillaci, Jessie
Schiller, Alec
Schinkel, Eric
Schiroky, Jane
Schlesinger, Sybil
Schmalzer, Paul
Schmid, George
Schmidt, Misti
Schmidt, Sara
Schmierer, Alan
Schmitt, Deborah
Schmookler, Ed
Schneider, Rosalind
Schneider, Steve
Schorler, Judy
Schorling, Doug
Schorr, Wendy
Schrader, Kimberly
Schreck, Heather
Schreiber, Gordon
Schreiber, Jeannette
Schroeder, Donald
Schroeder, Florence
Schroeder, Richard
Schuler, Rock
Schulte, Peggy-Jo
Schultz, William
Schuppe, Curtis
Schutz, Arlene
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Schwartz, David and Beth
Schwartz, Liz
Schwartz, Norman
Schwarz, Andrew
Schwoeble, John F.
Sciavone, Frank
Scott, Brian
Scott, Dorinda
Scott, John
Scotti, O. Bisogno
Scribner, Theodore
Searing, Ann
Searles, Barbara
Sebastian, Judith
Sechrist, Shelley
Seeley, Treacy
Seeney, Kennya
Sefton, John
Segrest, Stuart
Seki, Don
Selbin, Susan
Selendy, Janine
Selig, Judy
Sell, Angie
Selle, Todd
Sellman, Sherrill
Seltzer, Rob
Seman, George
Sendrowitz, Mitchell
Senour, Jon
Sesto, V.
Seth, Barry
Settle, Cathy
Sexton, Lorraine
Sexton, Mike
Shadbolt, Sharon
Shah, Nandita
Shah, Rajiv
Shamblin, Susan L.D.
Shane, Corey
Sharp, C. Burton
Shay, Michelle
Shea, Conor
Shearer, Melissa
Sheehan, Jacquelyn
Sheehan, Jennifer

Sheldon, Danny
Shelley, Ian
Shelton, Mary Agnes
Shenk, Patricia
Sheppard, Kathryn
Sherman, Joanna
Shermock, Margaret
Sherrock, Wendy
Shields, Barbara
Shinabarger, Theresa
Shipley, Betty
Shockley, James
Shoemaker, David
Shogren, Matt
Shohan, Doug
Shortess, Michele
Shouse, Susan
Shpiller, Natasha
Shreffler, N. Lance and Marilyn
Shull, Sarah
Shumate, Charlene
Shumate, Michael
Siesel, Ryan
Sievert, Dean
Silberberg, Susan
Sills, Lisa
Silveira, Eric
Silverman, Seth
Silvers, Lars
Simmons, Kathryn
Simmons, Steven
Simpson, Randall
Sims, Jennifer
Sims, Stephanie
Sindelar, Geo
Singer, Barbara
Singleton, Greg
Siri, Pat
Sirotek, Jonathan
Siskind, Diana
Sislin, Leno
Sitton, Ronald
Skalsky, James
Skelton, Beverly
Skillman, Ermalee
Skinner, Diana
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Sklove, Brett
Skolnick, Kate
Skolnik, Sandra
Skweres, Mary Ann
Slack, Debbie
Slatton, William
Slocum, Jessica
Sloneker, Sam
Slotnick, Lauryn
Slowinske, Michael
Sluka, Peter
Smay, Betty
Smith, Aldea
Smith, Alex
Smith, Barrie
Smith, Deborah
Smith, Donna Rose
Smith, Edward
Smith, Karen
Smith, LeRoy
Smith, Mary
Smith, Mort
Smith, Patricia
Smith, Richard
Smith, Vicki
Smithers, John
Smoak, Copley
Smoke, Henry
Smudin, Carole
Snow, Annette
Snyder, Cindy
Snyder, Cynthia
Snyder, Steve
Sobel, Karen
Sobel, Wallace
Sobo, Naomi
Sodrel, Mary Ann
Sohigian, Aram
Sohn, Jeremy
Sokolove, Harold
Solomon, Beverly
Sommers, Brian
Soper, Anita
Soraghan, Conor
Sotak, Laura
Soteropoulos, Patricia

Sotis, Linda
Southworth, Roger
Souza, Trudy
Sowa-Nelson, P.
Sowards, George
Spain, Harry
Spallone, Marian
Spanitz, John
Sparkman, Roberta
Sparrow, Deborah
Spears, Jesse
Spears, Nancy
Specht, Leola
Speck-Bartynski, Daphne
Spelke, Dawn
Sperry, Joe
Spielman, Eric
Spike, M. Estelle
Spitz, Marlene
Spotts, Richard
Stablein, Angela
Stadnik, George
Stamp, Liz
Stanistreet, Cedar
Stanley, Phyllis
Star, V.
Starkey, Michael
Starkweather, James
Starr, Walter
Staufer, Robbie
Stebler, Timothy
Steele, Anne
Steele, Cheryle
Steele, Christine
Steele, William
Steffan, William
Steffen, Wayne
Stegar, Martha Ann
Steiger, Jay
Stein, Deborah
Steinbarger, Heather
Steinberg, John
Steinberger, Joseph
Steinmann, Sue
Steinmetz, Lawrence
Steitz, Martin
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Stelloh, Bob
Stephen, Reinus
Stern, Adam
Stern, Eva V. and Joseph
Sternberg, Sherri
Sterner, Elizabeth
Steuck, Gordon
Steuck, Greg
Stevens, Kathleen
Stevens, Mark
Stevens, Nike
Stevens, Patricia
Stewart, Barbara
Stewart, Diane
Stewart, Kim
Stewart, Steven
Stillman, Charles
Stimpert, Jacqueline
Stivers, Robert
Stocker, M.
Stocker, Margarita
Stolarz, Doug
Stone, Beatrice
Stone, George
Stone, Meredith
Stosik-Moers, Ewa
Strantz, Irma
Stratford, S.J.
Stratton, John
Straus, David
Street, John
Streeter, Marjorie
Stromberg, Evan
Strosburg, Lynn
Stuart, Jacobson
Stubblefield, Kerri
Stucke, Harriet
Styles, Lynn
Styve, Orloff
Suarez, Mike
Suda, Laura
Suk, Annie
Sulanke, Thom
Sullivan, Dan
Sullivan, Gayle
Sully, Elizabeth

Sulock, Dot
Sumrall, Amber Coverdale
Sumrall, Daniel
Super, Martin
Surwilo, Rose
Sutherland, Jean
Sutton, Susan
Svensson, Sarada
Swailes, Jon
Swanson, Jodi
Sweetman, Andrew
Sweeton, David
Swierczynski, Raymond
Swindlehurst, Susan
Sylvester, Stephen
Symington, Brian
Syukhov, V.
Szczepanek, Peter
Szczepanski, Kallie
Szymanowski, Paul
Szymkiewicz, Lyn
Tabaddor, Ashley
Tabb, Linda
Tabor, Michael
Taeger, Alan
Tafel, Thomas
Taggert, Deborah
Taitague, Debra
Talentino, Arnold
Tanner, April
Tanner, Paul
Taplin, Cynthia
Tasha, Douglass
Tauscheck, Steve
Taylor, Andrea
Taylor, Diane
Taylor, Linda
Taylor, Phillip
Taylor, Sadie W.
Taylor, Stanford
Taylor, Tim
Teare, Dan
Tebben, Sharon
Templin, Orletta
Tenbrink, Bernadette
Tenzer, Fred
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Tepper, Marian
Teri, Michele
Terraul, Judy
Thatcher, Jack
Theophilus, Adrienne
Therese, Maria Lynn
Thiefels, Robert
Thomas, Bob
Thomas, Edward
Thomas, Kathryn
Thomas, Kevin
Thomas, Marion
Thomas/Sorgen, PhoeBe Anne
Thompsen, Kara
Thompson, Cheryl
Thompson, Daniel
Thompson, Edward
Thompson, Elaine
Thompson, Michael
Thompson, Stephen
Thornton, Edward
Thuotte, Alissa
Thurlow, MelodyEcho
Thyagarajan, Budalur
Tibau, Pedro
Tichenor, Gale
Tickner, Lana
Tileston, Peggy
Tillo, John
Tillotson, Charles
Tizard, Thomas
Tobey, Gary
Tobias, David
Tolan, Marilyn
Tolle, Patrick
Tolley, James
Toma, Linda M.
Tomaso, Claudia
Tomkosky, Lisa
Tondryk, Adam
Toomey, Deirdre
Toomey, Peter
Tornatore, Jim
Torok, Christina
Torres, Julio Cesar
Townsend, Sara

Tracy, Barbara
Tracy, Meghan
Trammell, Alvin
Trammell, Jamie
Tran, Thuha
Trapp, Gene
Tribble, Kassandra
Trinkner, Clarence
Triplett, Tia
Troetschler, Ruth
Troia, Phyllis Jean
Trolin, Clif
Trost, Josh
Trott, Josephine
Trowbridge-Alford, J.
Trudeau, Jacqueline
Trufan, Hal
Trump, Steen
Trutter, Larry
Tsan, Clifford
Tucker, Herb
Turek, Gabriella
Turk, Ann
Turner, I.
Turner, John
Turner, Lorna
Turner, Richard
Turner, William
Tway, Monica
Twombly, Janneke
Uber, Ed
Udell, Robert
Underwood, Carol
Updike, Kelley
Utigard, Emilie
Valencia, Joshua
Valentine, Diana
Valenty, Allene
Valenzuela, Andrea
Van de Grift, Jon
Van Doorninck, Frederick
Van Dusen, Sara
Van Duyne, Elisabeth
Van Gemert, Alan
Van Reenen, Kelly
Van Schaick, Mary Patricia
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Van Wyck, Alison
VanDerWall, Larry
Vanhoy, Rick
Vargas, Brenda and Luis
Vasiliou, John
Vassos, Angelo
Vatistas, Paul
Vaydik, Frank
Vazao, Aldina
Vazquez, Pedro
Vedvik, Gary
Vegh, Richard
Velasco, Steven
Vendittelli, Sery
Venema, Emily
Venkatraman, Krishna
Vermillion, Jeanine
Vernier-Dolin, Martha
Verruni, Lauren
Verry, James
Vesey, Marianne
Vicars, J.J.
Vieira-DaPonte, Manuela
Vietor, Ronda
Villadoniga, Richard
Villeneuve, Michele
Vincent, Joseph
Vinet, Patricia
Vinson, Barbara
Vinson, John
Vivian, Mark
Vockel, Virginia
Voglaire, Vvincent
Vogt, Vera
Volmensky, Vitaly
Volpe, William
Volpi, Vaughn
Volta, Adele
von Behrens, Mark
Voorhies, Bill and Marilyn
Voorhies, Charles
Vranich, Dan
Vrecenak, Joanne
Wagner, Jim and Virginia
Wagner, L.T.
Wagner, Nancy

Wagner, Sandra
Wagoner, Will
Walberg, Jeriene
Walker, Judy
Walker, Sharon
Walker, Todd
Wallace, Matt
Waller, Carolyn
Wallrich, Peter
Walls, Diane
Walls, Dwight
Walrafen, Barbara
Walsh, Christopher
Walsh, James
Walter, Gail
Walters, William
Walton, John
Wampler, Tiomothy
Ward, Jacqueline
Ward, Joan
Ward, Linda
Ward, Robert
Ward, Ryan
Warenycia, Dee
Warner, Amanda
Warren, Betsie
Warren, Christopher (Wilsonville, OR)
Warren, Christopher (Tucson, AZ)
Warren, Gregory
Warren, Naomi
Warren, Rebecca
Warren, Sara
Washington, Lyn
Waters, Rich
Watson, Carrie
Watson, Claire
Waugh, Dave
Waxman, Edward
Weage, Robin
Weatherholt, Elizabeth
Weaver, Joan S.
Webb, John
Webb, Mike
Webb, Patricia
Weber, Ashley
Weber, Jennifer
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Weber, Theodore
Wechsler, Curt
Wedel, Elizabeth
Weggel, Carl
Wehner, Ronald
Wehrli, Peter
Weinstock, Jonathan
Weishaar, Jennifer M.
Weiss, Chris
Weiss, Kathie
Weitz, Stephen
Welke, Margaret
Weller, John and Marilyn
Wells, Kimball
Wells, Robert
Welsh, Dee
Welter, Richard
Wendt, Bruce
Wennerstrom, Glen
Wennerstrom, Madeleine
Wentley, Mark
Wentworth, Jane
Wertz, Wendy
West, E. Ann
West, Mary
West, Stephanie
Westhafer, John
Westman, Lisa
Weston, Edmund
Whaley, William
Wharton, Angelia
Wharton, Barbara
Wheeler, Jeanne
Wheeler, Kelly
Wheelock, Michael
Whipp, Bettye
White, David
White, Dee
White, Eric
White, Hayden
White, Joan
White, Lois
White, Sharlene Hanmer
White, T
Whitelock, Linda
Whiteside, Jody

Whitney, Vernon
Wicklund, Duane
Wieneke, Carol
Wiens, Devon H.
Wiget II, Francis X
Wilder, Jenny
Wilkes, Heather
Wilkinson, David
Wilkinson, Kate
Williams, Charles F.
Williams, Deborah
Williams, Diane
Williams, George  M.
Williams, Mary
Williams, Seanna
Williams, Todd
Willis, Jennifer
Willis, Suzanne
Wilson, Jeannette
Wilson, Jenny
Wilson, Lynne
Wilson, Oliver
Wilson, Pamela
Wilson, Shelley
Winch, Walter
Wing, William
Winston-Wright, Lee
Winter, Warren
Withrow, Carolyn
Witt, Kaylee
Witt, Rachel
Wittenbreder, Diana
Wittmann, William
Wizeman, C.
Wojahn, Patrick
Wolchuck, Erica
Wolf, Ava
Wolf, Beverly
Wolf, Gene
Wolf, Michael
Wolf, Robert
Wolfe, Jody
Wolff, Nadine
Wolff, Sarah
Wolter, Erich
Wood, Edward
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Woodard, Shauna
Wood-Hull, Larry
Woodry, Laura
Woods, Terry
Woodward, Timothy
Woodward, Woody
Wozna, Robert E.
Wright, Doug
Wright, Jan
Wright, Paul
Wright, Tyler
Wright-Kaiser, Carol
Wrolstad, James
Wyatt, Jim
Wyatt, Maria
Wyberg, Bryan
Wydra, Randy
Wyle, Charles
Wyman, William
Yaecker, P.
Yaffe, Steven
Yagoda, Linda
Yakel, Michelle
Yarbrough, Deedra
Yates, Joan
Yates, Steve

Yeager, Will
Yelin, Edward M.
Yonker, Ashley
Yonts, Cathy
Yonts, Chris
Yorke, Susan
Yost, Carol
Young, Dona
Young, Kristofer
Youngs, Alex
Zablow, Ellen and Leonard
Zai III, Robert
Zamoyski, Geraldine
Zartler, Ann S.
Zayas, Maribel
Zelasko, Sandra
Zelinka, Gina
Zern, Jessica
Ziemba, David
Zinn, Bob
Zlatnik, Marya
Zoah-Henderson, Zakkary
Zolan, David
Zook, Sarah

Campaign Letter 0029

Abrahams, Dale
Adams, Jane
Adams, Kimberly
Adams, Mark
Adams, Michele
Adler
Aftab, Kathy
Agliat, Gary
Alejandrez, Audra
Alexander, Kathryn
Alexander, Lavonne
Alexander, Mark
Alexander, Shoshana
Allee, Pamela
Allen, Joy
Allen, Paul
Allred, David

Altman, Lois
Altshuld, Bonnie
Alway, Kendall
Alwin, Abigail
Ames, Gwen
Amy
Anderson, Jeannie
Anderson, Karen E.
Anderson, Kristi
Anderson, Rachel
Anderson-Zabre, Ruth
Anolick, Kathy R.
Anonymous
Anonymous
Anonymous
Anonymous
Archambault, Virgil
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Arkin, Frieda
Armstrong, David A.
Armstrong, Janey
Armstrong, Jennifer K.
Arts, Eden
Ashe, Greg
Ashe, Marian
Asher, David A.
Asso. Psychological Services
Athair, Elizabeth
Avery, Margot
Avis, Barrie
Babb, Danny R.
Backman, Rebecca
Baefsky, Heather
Bagby, James
Bair, Beatrice
Baker, Susan C.
Balgobin, Sidat
Ballantine, Roberta
Ballou, Carol
Baltwin, Kenneth
Baranowski, Ruth
Bardoff, Carol
Barker, Edward A.
Barney, Karen E.
Barrett, Bradley
Barry, Patricia
Bartelle, Bonnie
Barus, David N.
Basler, Kathy
Basqette, Philip
Beals, Elleyne
Bearden, Tessa M.
Beck, Caren
Beekman, Carolyn
Beeler, Kathleen
Beers-Finley, Shaindel
Bell, Susan C.
Bendix, Ellen
Benedict, Elizabeth
Bennett, Michele N.
Bennington, Donna
Benton, A. Raymond
Bergamo, John
Berman, Terry

Bernard, Jessica
Bernstein, Trina
Best, Paul
Bettencourt, Valentina
Bevis, Jeanne
Bewrnstein, Jeannie
Bickel, Elizabeth
Bidou, Juliette
Biedka, Jill M.
Billingsley, Rebecca
Bishop, Cynthia Lubar
Black, Linda
Blackburn, Jidith F.
Blakeslee, Mermer
Bley, Earl G.
Bloom, Richard
Bloom, Steven D.
Bloomer, Deborah H.
Blumenkranz, Harriet
Blumenthal, Fred
Bockis, Bernadette
Boisselle, Marie-France
Bonoff, Gail
Bordt, Richard
Borkovitz, Debra D.
Bowmon, Claudia
Boyer, R. Christina
Bozung, Dori
Brakebush, Sheri
Bramnick, Julie
Bray, Katy E.
Brenner, Richard
Bristol, Nancy
Broadnax, Lois
Brody, Janet
Brohm, Jean
Bromfield, Iden
Bromme, Jennifer
Brown, Elizabeth
Brown, Helen
Brown, Lea D.
Bruce, Marney
Brumpton, Bonnie R.
Bryan, Lynn
Bryan, Ruth
Buck, Beverly E.
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Buck, Harry
Buckley, Maura
Buckley-Smith, Katy
Bunge, Peter
Burgess, Devad A.
Burick, Kathe
Burlingame, Shirley
Burnett, Gregory
Burns, Charmion
Burns, Shelley
Burton, Dick
Burtscher, Lorraine
Burwinkel, Hark J.
Bushnell, Martha
Cadwallader
Call, Douglas C.
Callison, Jim
Camie, Sondra
Candelaria, Guy Frank M.
Canning, Demetra
Cannon, Billie A.
Capellini, Thomas
Cappa, Karen
Capps, Michael
Carey, Elizabeth Anne
Carlisle, Marilyn
Carlos, Lisa Gibbons
Carlson, Barbara
Carlson, Eric
Carlson, Merle
Carlson, Virginia
Carpenter, Cheyenne R.
Carpenter, K.
Carroll, Robert E.
Carswell, Karen E.
Casarez, Donna K.
Castanares, Tina
Cate, Rebecca K.
Caturay, Maria
Cayton, Chris
Chameleon Creations
Chandler, David
Chandler, Kathleen
Chapman, Bobbi C.
Charles, Bernadette
Charles, Donna T.

Chastain, Charles
Chatham, Gary
Chauls, Robert
Chenkin-Steele, Deborah
Chester, Gail
Christenson, Dirk
Cipollari, Laura M.
Clark, Diana
Clark, Terry
Clarke, Ginjer
Clarke, Mollie
Clarke, Rosalee
Cockshott, Sheila
Coffee, Karen
Cohen, Eric
Cohen, Judy
Cohn, Abraham
Cohn, Bonnie
Colegrove, Gwendolyn
Cole-McManus, Deirdre
Conant, Doris
Condry, Kathleen A.
Conley, Pam
Conley, Pamela
Conners, Jean
Conte, Frederic A.
Contrada, Anthony
Cooper, Maraget D.
Cornell, Robert
Corner, Janice
Corrigan, Margot
Corwin, Lynn
Costello, Michael
Cothran, Robert M.
Cowles, Virginia
Cox, Crystal
Crandell Hoxie, Sara
Cremeans, June
Crespo, Carol
Cromwell, Irwin and Florence
Curley, Debra E.
Curtis, Barbara
Czypinski, Kari
Dailey, Susan
Damon-Tollenaere, Matt
Dasenbrock, Mary Ester
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Davidson, Tom
Davies, Kris
Davis, Richard A.
Dawson, Jeanine
Day, Lee Sturgeon
Dayan, Eva S.
DeFlorville, Terey
De Jaegher, Veronique
Deal, David
Dearborn, Bridget
Dearth, Barbara A.
Deemer, Dorothy M.
Dekay, James
Del Monte, Carolynn
Del Nero, Rosario
Delage, Joe
Delaurier, Robert
DeLeo, Denise
Denning-Mailloux, Gale M.
Dente, Linda and Robert
DeParamo, Leonor
Dewey, III, George T.
DeWitt, Lois
Di Marco, Thrinley
Diamond, Ellen
Dickerson, DaNatti
Dietz, Derry
Dilallo, Jo
Dilliard, Marcus
Dinas, Chris L.
Dingley, Alison
Dinolt, Charlotte
Doran, Bonnie
Douglas, George
Douty, Shirley
Doxsee, James D.
Dreams, Rainbow
Drew, Jill
Dreyfuss, Meri
Dross, Dlaire
Drucker, Susan
Du Boff, Jill
Dulen, Deanne
Dumond, Betsy
Dunham, Kirsten
Dunlop, Brian

Durham, Lee P.
Duro, Julie
Durst, Bill
Dwyer, Karen E.
Earl, John
Eckman, Marcia
Eddleman, Arlene
Edgren, James F.
Edith, Patricia
Egan, Constance
Eisenberg, Nicol
Eister-Hargrave, Leah A.
Ellenberg, Robert
Elliott, Woods
Embree-Lavoie, Cynthia
Embree-Lavoie, Cynthia Lubar
Embry, Judith E.
Emge Milliner, Susan
Enfield, Geoffrey
Engle, Jennifer
Englert, Evangeline
Enright, Elizabeth
Erickson, Bruce
Erstling, Debroah L.
Esposito, Arline
Esterquest, Shelley
Evans, John
Everts, Kit
Fadness, Vickie
Fahmy, Donya
Faith, David
Fanning, Don B.
Far, Jeanne
Faris, Sandra S.
Farmer, Todd
Farm-Franks, Diane
Farwell, Lisa
Faulkner, Judith
Faulkner, Nicole C.
Fawcett, Lee Sturgeon
Fearer, James S.
Fein, Patricia
Fender, Carole
Ferguson, Cornelius
Ferguson, David
Fernandez, Carolyn
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Ferney, Stephanie
Ferraro, Nancy H.
Fetler, Paul
Feyer, Naomi L.
Fill, Grace
Finch, Carlida and John
Finley, Mary Lou
Finley, Paul
Finnegan, Susan C.
Fischerkeller, Mark
Fisher, Denns M.
Fishman, Ellen G.
Fitzhugh, Richard
Fitzpatrick, Carl
Flagler, Christine F.
Fleischman, G.
Fleming, Dianne
Flores, Tessa
Flynn, Elizabeth
Forbes, Leslie
Forcier Call, James M.
Ford, Sarah O
Forster, Jean Brown
Foss, Elizabeth
Foster, Rebecca H.
Foster-Smith, Paul G.
Francis, S.
Fredrickson, Barbara
Fredrickson, Leslie E.
Freed, Jesse
Friday, Pat
Friedman, Carol
Friedman, Nancy
Fritch, Candace
Fuenzalida, Patricia
Furfey, Maura
Gale, Martha
Gale, Patricia
Gallegos, Pamela
Garcea, Betty N.
Gardner, Ann Marie
Garland, Karen E.
Gauley, John
Gebauer, David
Gehring, Helen
Geick, Karl

Geissler, Jean M.
Gemskie, Darcy M.
Gendimenico, Rosalie
Gener, Mutya
Gentry, Lorna
George, Mark San
George, Valori
Gerard, Kay
Gerstein, Carol
Getty, Leslie
Gewanter, Harry L.
Gibson, Barbara
Gilburg, Amy E.
Gilhool, Nancy
Gilson, Barbara
Glanville, Gerald
Gleckler, Jim
Glickfeld, Sandy
Glick-Reiman, Beth
Gmeiner, Kjersten
Godow, Annette
Gogel, Gary G.
Golomb, Elan
Goossen, Jean G.
Gordon, Ben
Gordon, Steve
Gordon, Susan L.
Gordon-Brown, Debroah
Gorka, Mary Noel
Goss, Roxy
Gould, Beth A.
Gould-Honda, Doria
Grabowski, Maureen
Grace, Lori
Grant, Charlene M.
Grant, Judith
Grant, Tiffany L.
Green, Allen
Green, David W.
Green, Douglas
Greenbaum, Alan
Greenberg, David
Greenberg, Debra
Greenberg, Diane S.
Greenman, Jeff A.
Greer, Darroch
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Griesedieck, Carroll
Griffin, Connie
Griswold, Ernestine S.
Guenther, Debra A.
Guggenheim, Daniela
Guinn, Ted
Gula, Patricia P.
Gunderson, Mark
Gunkel, Scott
Gurler, Dan
Gutekasst, John W.
Guthrie, Sean
Gwynne, Susan
Haas, Audrey R.
Haas, Isabelle
Haenel, Edith
Hagan, L.E.
Hagen, Roger
Haghiri, Jean
Hale, Fiona
Halladin, Margaret
Hallatt, Annie
Hallohan, Lexie
Hamilton, Minard
Hamm, Allyson
Hammer, Marie C.
Hammond, Jerry R.
Hammonds, James B.
Hamper, Eileen
Ham-Rosebrock, Chana
Hancock, Jim
Hand, Julie
Hansen, Dion
Hanson, Linda
Hanson, Polly
Harant, Barbara L.
Hardman, William
Harrell, Diane
Harris, Krista
Harris, Sharon
Harris, Suzanne L.
Harwell, Karen H.
Hastings, Lisa K.
Hauer, Valerie L.
Haug, Jody Grage
Haugh, Noel

Heggenhougen, Annemarie
Helman, Dolores
Hemenway, Brook
Hernandez, Marta
Hersh, Marcus
Hertzler, Marie
Hestand, Nancy
Hickman, Lorelei
Hill Lucas, Jennifer
Hill, Robert
Hillman, John W.
Hine, Patricia S.
Hintz, Dorothy M.
Hochberg, Isobel A.
Hodges, Ronald
Hoff, Wilbur
Hoffman, Diane
Hoffman, Dorothy
Holland, Ann
Holland, Chris
Holland, Harry
Honig-Andrea, Lisa
Hooper, June
Horner, Lisa
Horning, Andrew
Hovden, Bernhard
Hubbell, Jodi
Hubbell, John A.
Hudson, James
Huenke, Annette
Hulen, Nickie Prager
Hummell, Dyan Renee
Hungerford, Mark
Hunt, D. Burks
Hunter, Patricia A.
Hupe, Raymond A.
Hutchinson, Raymond E.
Iisen, Eve
Imlay, R.
Inman, Kate
Israel, Carolyn Trupti
Jackson, Kimi
Jackson, Robert G.
Jackson, Steven
Jacobi, Veronica
Jacobsen, Marna L.
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Jacques, Hylah
Jansen, Vince
Jauch, Tonia
Jeffryes, Paul D.
Jennings, Caril
Jennings, Laura
Jilleen, Zoe
Johannesen, J.C.
Johnson, Bruce
Johnson, Phil
Jones, Victoria D.
Josephson, Karen O.
Juda, Edward
Judelson, David
Jumonville, John
Kakimoto, Dorothy
Kalmar, Linda
Kane, Thomas L.
Kantor, Stuart D.
Kaplan, Jessica
Kaplan, Richard B.
Karpfinger, Margaret
Katzman, Eleanor
Kauffman, Elizabeth
Kaynor, Molly
Keene, Paul
Keeton, H.
Kehoe, Gary
Keith, Anne
Kelleher, Patricia
Kelley, Barbara
Kelly, J. Patrick
Kennedy, Ann
Kenny, Betty N.
Kevany, Michael
Khalsa, Mha Atma S.
Kieran, Elisabeth
Kilbourn, Douglas C.
Kimball, Mary C.
King, Greg
King, Jennifer
Kinne, Tracy
Kinsey, Deanna
Kirk, Sally
Kisicki, Wendy
Klaver, Claudia

Klein, Louanne
Klemz, Carol D.
Klyn, Charles
Knabeschuh, Susan P.
Knowlton, Elizabeth D.
Kochanowski, Evelyn
Koenig, Steven
Kolkey, Zora
Koonce, Maria
Kopp Townsley, Susan
Kopperman, Leah
Korbel, Kathryn
Korn, Meryle A.
Kormos, Fredrick
Kovach, Heather
Kowsky, Maureen
Krag, Daniel
Kramer, Stella
Krawisz, Bruce
Krieger, Geraldine
Kruger, Patricia L.
Kruh, Ivan
Krupitsky, Carrie
Krzymowski, James
Kuciejczyk-Kernan, Thomas P.
Kunkel, Christopher
Kunz, David
Kuster, Christine
Kuznkowski, Dawn
Landers, Leanne
Lang, Cheryl
Langston, Teresa E.
Lanni, Deborah
Larson, Robert
LaRue, Robert
Lasoff, Susan
Lawrence, Brian
Lawrence, Ruth B.
Layden, Patricia
Leaf, Diana
Ledyard, Mariruth
Leibfred, Peter
Leibovitch, Howard G.
Lennon, Elizabeth
Leonard, Marcia K.
Lesko, Alberta M.
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Lesner, Judith
Lew, Allison
Lewis, Charles H.
Lewis, Paula
Lewison, Thais N.
Lichter, Russell
Lieberman, Sondra
Liebold, Susan B.
Light, Ann R.
Liles, Alan D.
Linneman, Maureen
Lippert, Regina
Lipton, Monique
Lisi, Michelle
Lista, Cassandra B.
Livingston, Amy
Livingston, Judy
Lloyd, George
Loebl, Judith
Loewen, Nancy
Lomasney, Edmond
Lookman, Diane
Lopez, Margaret
Loring, James L.
Lovejoy, Nancy S.
Lovingood, Jesse L.
Lowe, Pellissier
Lusebrink, Ingrid
Lydick, James
Lyman, Virginia S.
Lynn, Catherine
Lyon, Nancy
Mac Atyre, Christian
Macfarlane, Bruce K.
MacIver, Diane
MacNair, Barbara
Macnicoll, Samantha
Madnick, Neal
Maes, Sarah
Magladry, Patricia
Main, Irene
Malloy, William
Manetta, Maria
Manley, Lucile
Mannato, Claire A.
Maram, Kirby

March, Laura
Maricle, Mark W.
Mariglia, Frank
Marini, Thomas
Marino, Barbara J.
Marlin, K.
Marquis, Jacqueline and Holger
Marshall, Thomas W.
Martin, Andrew W
Martin, Glen
Martin, Jr., William B.
Martin, Mashell
Martin, Nadine V.
Martinez, Suzanne
Martinez, Vera
Martini, Jennifer
Marugan, Paloma
Mason-Middleton, C.J. and L.G.
Massa, Marsha
Massoni, Mark
Matheny, Mary
Matheson, Lisa
Mathews, Jean A.
Matters, Merry L.
Mayhon, Judy
Mayo, Donna O.
Mc Innis, K.
McAnally, Mary
Mccandless, Cathy
McClellan, Lois
McCleskey, Dean
Mccloskey, Jhea A.
McCorkle, Locke
McCormack, Thomas
McCormick, Gregory P.
McCormick, Mark
McCune, Mary
Mcelhinney, Jeff A.
McGee, Debra E.
McGraw, Linda A.
McGuire, E
McKelvey, Donald
McKenzie, Aza
McKeown, Bonnie
Mclaughlin, Mary Jo
Mclees, Peter
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McLeod, Randall G.
Mcmaken, Jean
McMorran, Mary Jean
McNaughton, Erin
McReynolds, Melissa J.
Mead, Betty N.
Meadow, Normal
Medical Arts Center
Medin, Kimberley T.
Meegan, Jennifer
Mefford, Allyssa
Meister-Westermann, Jean
Melton, Kathy
Mercure, Matthew
Merriam, Judith
Merrill, Anne
Metz, Norman
Metzner, Ralph
Meyer, Michael J.
Meyers, Gertrude K.
Michaud, Ronald
Michel, Carl
Middleton, Richard D.
Migan, Nicholas J.
Mikel, Edward R.
Miles, Lynne Anne
Miller, Claire M.
Miller, Nancy B.
Miller, Vivian
Milligan, Mary
Mini, Lois
Minor, Nancy
Minton, Bernadette K.
Mitchell, Gregory C.
Mocek-Jones, Karen
Mohanna, M. Elizabeth
Monsalve, Martin
Moore, James G.
Moore, James T.
Moore, Marvin D.
Morgan, Elle
Morgenthaler, Paul
Moritz, Katherine
Morrison, Joanne
Morrison, John
Moss, E. Eileen

Mozen, Milton M.
Munson, Adriana
Murn, Charles
Muzima, Jeannette
Nagy, Tim
Nardelli, John
Neale, Irene
Nelson, Eleanor
Newcomb, Julia C.
Newfield, Gary G.
Niehaus, John A.
Nimps, Arnold
Nordhorn, M. Elizabeth
Notarino, Adeline
Novack, Ellen G.
Nunes, Sandra A.
Nuti, Kenneth E.
Oaklander, Martha
Oertley, Jill
Oregon Book Company
Orsini, Joseph A.
Orstad, Cynthia
Ousley, Maria
Owen, Ferris
Pallansch, Ruth B.
Palmer, Linda J.
Parker, Diane
Parker, Lynn Mace
Partington, William M.
Pascale, Connie
Passing Moon Inc.
Pasternack, Irene
Patrick, Aimee
Patterson, S.
Pearson, Naomi L.
Pedria Environmental Action Co.
Pelton, Wendy
Peniazek, Ann
Pepper, John
Persky, Ruth
Petajan, Pamela
Peters, Sam
Peterson, Dick
Peterson, Karen Jane
Peterzell, Marcia M.
Petiss, Lara G.
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Pfeiffer, Mindy
Phalen, Robert
Philips, Alice
Picco, Celeste
Picker, Ronald
Pickett, Flo
Pinkham, David M.
Pinter, David
Piotroski, Margaret
Pirch, Charlotte
Pittman, Tammy
Pitts, Dorothy
Plemer, Marisa
Pless, Naomi L.
Plews, Jean
Plumsky, Roger
Plutschuck, Donna
Poletti, Susan
Polisner, Paige
Porcelli, T.
Porter, David
Pousada, Manuel and Nieves
Pratt, Don
Pratt, Marcia
Preston, Virginia
Prince, Patti
Prior, Charles
Protiva, Frank T.
Pursell, Cass
Quinn, Teresa
Raab, W. Arthur
Rabson, Gustave
Rackelmann, Alan
Railsback, Lynn Y.
Ramos, Annette M.
Ramos, Linda
Ramsay, Colin
Rankin, Scott D.
Rastegar, Dorothea
Raster, Lisa
Rau, Diantha
Rawstron, Karl V.
Ray, G. Douglas
Ray, Jamey
Rayfield, Edy
Reck, Timothy

Reckard, Susan I.
Reed, Eric A.
Reed, Thomas E.
Reiremo, Randi
Renaud, Frances
Renderer, Bobbie
Rentlinger, Helen R.
Rentz, Debra
Resnick-Crenshaw, Shirley
Reyes, Kathryn
Reynolds, Carly
Rezos, Ruth
Rice, Margaret A.
Riddell, Valentine
Rienzo, Gary
Riggs, Gina
Ripley, Marilyn
Riskin, Jacqueline
Riskin, Jules
Robbins, Chris
Roberts, Kathleen
Robertson, Merilie
Robin, Marty
Robinson, Leslie G.
Rodgers, Catherine
Rodgers, Helen
Rodgers, Robert
Rodman, Barbara
Rodman, Helen
Rogers, Art
Rogers, Connie
Rommel-Eichorn, Janie
Ronningen, Deanna
Roozbeh, EJ
Rosenberg, Betty R.
Ross, Janet
Ross, Tricia D.
Rost, Linda
Rowan, Regina C.
Rowe, Daniel
Roy, David E.
Royer, Judy
Rueda-Luke, Jennifer
Ruggles, Will
Ruopp, Kathleen
Russell, Ellen
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Rutledge, Michael
Ryan, Liz
Ryder, Lisa
Sachiefelbein, Cindy
Sachumacher, John
Saevitz, Janet
Salone, D. Margarite
Sampson, Doris
Sanchez, Dana
Sandel, Oran
Satterfield, Barclay
Satterfield, Donna O.
Satya, Shema
Saunders, Barbara
Saunders, Elizabeth
Savage, Steven C.
Sawyer-Deschene, Grant
Saxton, David
Scarpa, Shelby L.
Schachter, Charlotte
Schamber, Jo Ann
Schechter, Jay
Scheeres, Marja
Schenck, John and Rebecca
Schendel, John S.
Schibsted, Kristin
Schirn, Jackie G.
Schlappe, Kay
Schlenker, Lisa
Schmidt, Joyce
Schmidt, Judith
Schmidt-Lovelace, Dorothy
Schrader, Diana
Schuenemeyer, John H.
Schulte, D.R.
Schultz, Laura
Schwartz, Norman C.
Schwartz, Stacia
Scott, Alan
Scripps, Katherine P.
Seagal, Judy
Seay, Diana
Seely, Margaret
Seidenstein, Bobbie
Seiler, Myrna
Selman, Ruth

Serafini, Dino
Seregny, Cathy Ann
Sexton, Michael J.
Shaffer-Gottschal, David D.
Sharboro, Pepper
Sharp, C. Burton
Shayler, Kathleen
Sheff, Mary E.
Shelly, David G.
Shephard, Gary
Shepperd, Alexis E.
Sheward, Cynthia M.
Shing, Jerry
Shrader, Gary
Shwal, Elizabeth B.
Siegel, Michael
Simms, Catriona
Simpson, Diane
Sisters of St. Josephs
Sitnik, John M.
Skezas, Sandy
Skinner, Stephen
Slevin, Wanda P.
Slonecker, Ann K.
Smith, Betty J.
Smith, Bradley
Smith, Don
Smith, James K.
Smith, Karen
Smith, Mary
Smudin, Carole
Smurr, Gretchen
Snyder, Emery
Soehner, Cindy Econopouly
Solomon, Marianne
Sorcenell, Anne Marie
Spaeth, Donald W.
Spatafora, Debby
Spencer, Sally Wells
Spencer, Sarah R.
Spitta, Silvia
Srams, Charles
St. Peter, Karen
St.Clair, Joe
Stallybrass, Samantha
Starr, Julia D.
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Starrs, John L.
Starsong, Heather
Stephens, Norma L.
Stephens, Stephanie
Sterlin, Vanessa R.
Stern Kiok, Joan
Stewart, Todd
Stiglitz, Jeffrey B.
Stone, Elizabeth and Robert B.
Stone, Gayle
Stone, Linda Gail
Stone, Louisa
Stoughton, Mary Louise
Stout, Nancy A.
Stranz, Niki
Stratton, Rebecca
Strohauer, Mary
Suderburg, Erika
Sullivan, Christine
Sullivan, Leah
Sullivan, Mary Helen
Sun, Patricia
Sunich, Linda
Surdi, Rita
Swan, Sharon
Swann, Letitia
Sward, Jean
Sweeney, Will
Sweetwater, B. Beth
Szanyi, Roberta
Taft-Kiewek, Benilda
Tankenson, Michael
Tarr, Glen
Tassielli, Barbara
Tavernise, Peter
Taylor,  Leslie
Taylor, Abbot
Taylor, Chad
Taylor, Madeline
Tessereau, Sabrina
The Plum Tree
Thie, Julia
Thoe, Patricia
Thomas, Kathleen
Thomas, Michelle Miki
Thompson, Kathryn

Thompson, L.M.
Thornton, Natalie
Thorpe, Douglas C.
Tietjen, Alfred D.
Tischler, Natalie
Todd, Ron
Tomek, Jamie
Tomes, Mark
Tostenson, Kim
Townsend, Janet
Trimble, An P.
Trudeau, Paul
Tsouvalas, Alexis E.
Tweedy, Dennis K.
Twieg, Robert J.
Twitchell, Janice
Ulring, Karen A.
Upright Arts Inc.
Upshaw, James C.
Valdez, Ruth
Valuckas, Barbara M.
Van Buren, Peter
Van Schravendijk, Maria
Vasiliou, John
Vermillion, Roy
Vidrine, Sylvie
Voeller, Estelle
Volkening, John G.
Von Engel, Rosie L.
von Schonfeld, Catherine
von Schonfeld, Walter
Vondrachek, Misti
Vosaburg, Cheryl
Vosburgh, Susan
Wadst, Jeannie
Wagner, Linda
Wagner, Seana
Walat, Patricia
Walker, Deanna
Walker, Geoffrey F.
Waller, Susan
Wally, Liz
Waln, Kink
Walsh, Eugenia
Walsh, Morgan
Walton, Susan
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Wanless, Ellen E.
Ward, Mary C.
Ward, Phil
Wasserman, Barry L.
Watson, Edward  G.
Watts, Joyce
Weatherholtz, Lori and Gary
Webb, Audrey
Weber, Christine
Weber, Linda F.
Weeks, Colton
Weigel, Molly
Weindling, Elissa
Wember, Richard
Wennlund, Karen
Werth, Sharon
Westman, William J.
Weston Mcmillian, Susan D.
Weston, Ted
Wheat, John
Wheeler, Janet B.
White, Renate
White, Susan R.
Whitten, Laura M.
Wickstrom, Linnea
Wilensky, Roy
Wilken, Frank T.
William-Brown, Kendra
Williams, Brenda
Williams, Eve
Williams, Pamela C.
Williams, Roderic
Williams, Scott
Willmann, Jennifer
Wilmot, Sheila

Wilshire, Howard G.
Wilson, Pete
Windsor, Genevieve
Winer, Shirley
Wing, Elizabeth S.
Winter, David
Wise, Verla
Wiseniewski, Gene
Witherspoon, Ann R.
Witte, Lynn
Wittenberg, Harry
Wolf, Mera
Wolfe, Edward R.
Wolfgram, Scott and Tamala
Wolter, Nancy
Wong, Yoshie
Wonite, Reine
Wood, Ivy
Wood, Shelley
Woodfield, Charles and Joyce
Woods, Doug F.
Woodward, Jean
Woolery, Jeanne
Yefet, Nelly L.
Young, Janet E.
Young-Holt, Carol
Zecker, Donna O.
Zeff, David
Zeller, Rudy
Zeller, Tom
Ziegler, Louise
Ziff, Julia A.
Zucchi, Robert R.
Zucker, Ronald B.

Campaign Letter 0030

Adams, Spencer
Adkins, Tina
Adler, Joan
Aguilar, Felix
Alexander, Shelby
Allen, Michael
Andersen, Hannah
Anderson, Constance

Anderson, Dale
Anderson, Leah
Angell, Donald
Antlitz, Mark
Arellano, Dana Maria
Armistead, Susan
Asselin, David
Axelrod, Gilda
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Baker, Tyra
Becker, Gary
Bee, Irene
Beesley, Wayne
Bell, Greg
Benedetti, Julia
Berggren, Nancy
Berry, Christopher
Best, Shawn
Bevilacqua, Joe
Bigger, Carolyn
Birdsall, Rachel
Boitano, Connie
Braca, Diane
Brain, Tim
Brenard, Michelle
Brick, Gabrielle
Brown, Carol
Brown, Deborah
Brown, Linda
Buazard, Sharon
Buchanan, Chris
Bucher, Laura
Bucki, John
Burke, Bonnie Margay
C., Lori
Cabrales, Luis
Cadieux, Gregory
Calder, Malcolm
Callace, Anne
Campbell, Therese
Cantu, Katrina
Carpenter, Scott
Cartney, Larry
Casper, Kristin
Cayford, David
Centanni, Michele
Christiano, Simone
Clare, James
Coco, Joe
Contador, Juan GÃmez
Cooper, Doug
Cooper, Sheri
Costello, Jennifer
Craig, Robert
Crespo, Rocio

Culver, Burt
Daley, Richard
Dallam, Beth
Danahy, Thomas
Daniel, Tom
Dannhorn, Andrew
D' Arcangelo, Dawn
Davis, Katherine
Davis, Mardi
Dawes, Steven
Dawning, Desdra
De Paramo, Leonor
DeBing, Therese
Dessel, Norman
Dinges, Sara
DiTullio, Lee
Dodd, Elizabeth
Dodson, Lynn
DomÃ-nguez, Luis JosÃ Gilarranz
Dominguez, Luis Gilarranz
Donnelly, Stephen
Dougherty, James
Doyle, Mark
Durant, Robert
Eisentrager, Kimberly Rae
Ellis, Anne Marie
Emerson-Pierce, Jonathan
Emerson-Smith, Leigh
Encell, Arlene
Evans, Dinda
Evans, Paul
Ewing, Tracy
Faich, Ron
Fairfield, John
Fallac, Pete
Fanos, Nancy
Farmer, Edward
Farr, Krista
Farrar, Carrie
Farrar, Krista
Feldman, Mark
Ferrante, Charles
Floyd, Philip and Jenny
Forster, L.
Forster, Lorrie
Fotos, Janet
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Fowler, Caroll
Francini, Jennifer
Freitas, Julene
Friend, Matthew
Fuller, Michelle
Gabriel, Peter
Galka, Marcia
Gallo, Aaron
Gaucher, Nicole
Gauthier, Kathleen
Georgiou, Christine
Glasse, Kayce
Gnuse, John
Goldman, Isalene
Gomez, Yahaira
Gotwalt, Meghan
Grant, Noah
Green, Barbara
Gutmann, Todd
Guy, Colleen
G’Uyant, Terry
Hall, Grace
Hamilton, Andy
Hammond, Bart
Hanes, Dorothy
Hansen, Brett
Hardin, Karen
Harlib, Amy
Harrington, Curtis and Linda
Hart, Mary
Hart, MaryEllen
Heaning, Rich
Heaning, Richard
Heathcoat, Elaine
Henriques, Claudia
Henriques, Joy
Henriquez, Claudia
Henriquez, Joy
Henson, Corinna
Herbstman, Jeffrey J.
Herman, Eugene M.
Hess, Catherine
Hess, David
Hicks, Elizabeth
Hinebaugh, F. Lee
Hinton, Craig

Hitt, Janet
Honeycutt, Jennifer
Hopfinger, Dawn
Hopper, Pam
Houser, Tiffany
Houston, Lynn and Harris
Hritz, Clifford
Huang, Albert
Hudson, James
Hundley, David
Hunter, Deborah
Hurd, Evan
Iacono, David
Imbert, Megan
Jackson, Dewey
Jackson, Tom
Jaffe, Joele
Janowitz-Price, Beverly
Jarvis, Scott
Johannsen, Peggy
Johnson, Chris
Johnston, Gabriela
Jordan, Nicole
Jordan, Robert
Kage, Michael
Kam, T.
Kaplan, Phil and Susie
Katarzyna
Kaufmanner, Marina
Keefer, Nina
Kellogg, Lorie
Kelly, Joanne
Kendall, Mark
Kew, Sonya
Kirkland, Ronald
Kiss, Irene
Kitchen, James
Kite, Devaun
Klein, Phil
Kohler, John
Koivisto, Ellen
Krake, R.
Krasniqi, Donna
Lack, Gail
Lacono, David
Laffey, Kevin
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Lafleur, Bill
LaForce, Cecile
Lange, Rebecca
LaRocca, Nino
Leduc, Chantal
Lee, Regina
Leeds, Kleomichele
Leeper, Erick
Leeper, Erik
Leslie, Jon
Lester, Jonine
Leypoldt, Ingrid
Linane, Steven
Linglet, Marjorie
Lopez, Lonnie
Loranger, Christian
Lord, D. Kimball
Lowe, Kimberly
Lowentrout, Mark
Lundquist, Elizabeth
Ma, Eunice
Malmuth, Sonja
Marintez, Luz MarÃ-a Petric
Marshall, Lisa
Martin, Robert
Martinez, Jerry
May, Jason
McCarthy, Debbie
McCradic, Kris
McCradic, Kristi
McDevitt, Maribeth
McDonald, William
McEvers, Charles
McGinley, Kimberly
Mednick, Hale
Meyers, M.S.
Middleton, Wayne
Mies, Charles
Miller, Dick
Mootry, Joan
Mootry, Joanne
Morawsky, Marisa
Morello, Phyl
Morgan, Jennifer
Moseley, Ronnie and Julaau
Moulton, Paur Charbonnet

Mungle, Terri
Munro, Alan
Neidell, Merle
Nelson, Rosemary
Ngo, Mary
Ngo, Mary Ellen
Nunes, Sandra
Ochs, Marty
Oconnor, Kate
O' Donnell, Christina
Oglander, Evamarie
Olivier, Angelique
Olson, Andrew
Oschlies, Patrici
Pachovska, Katherina
Pagan, Mary Jane
Page, Jesse
Paglia, Victor
Pann, Cheri
Paredes, Josefina
Parker, Kathaleen
Peck, Nancy
Pejsa, Andrew
Peterson, Kimberly
Petric, Luz Mara
Pfalzer, Denise
Phelps, Kenna
Phillips, Janice
Phillips, Joe
Phillips, Joseph
Phillips, Josephine
Piccolino, David
Pihl, Julie
Potter, Michael J.
Potter, Theresa
Prinsen, Noah
Provenzano, James
Quinn IV, Frederick
Racek, Suzanna
Radanov, Daniela
Ralabate, Teresa
Ramos, Tabitha
Randall, David
Randall, E.
Reott, Jill
Richards, Lawrence S.
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Richter, Lane
Riddell, John
Rios, Sandra
Ritter, Robin
Rivera, Mario George
Roach, Kenneth
Robinson, George
Robinson, Tammy
Rockwell, MaryEllen
Rodgers, Josephine
Rodriguez, Karen and Richard
Roka, Ruthann
Rose, Pat
Rubin, Marc
Ruiz-Marrero, Karol
Russell, Sean
Rust, Gerald
Sahalie, Andrew
Sahalie, Julie
Salmon, Lynn
Samoska, Jeffrey J.
Sampson, Lauren
Sanders, Ginger
Sanders, Sandy
Sandidge, Ronald
Sarver, Darlene
Scarborough, Marilyn
Schmitt, Rebecca
Schnaufer, Monika
Schrader, Kimberly
Schultz, Vicki
Schwartz, Dorothy
Schwartz, Robert
Scordalakes, Constantine
Seaton, Mary
Seaton, MaryEllen
Secord, Kristi
Seltzer, Rob
Shahidi, Nadim
Sherman, Lauri
Shipley, Betty
Shockley, Mark
Shoop, Karen
Silvio, Prause
Sloan, Pat
Slotnick, Lauryn

Smay, Betty
Smith, Grace
Smith, Jordan
Soar, Bird
Sodano, Ann
Soderlind, Johann
Sommer, Catherine
Sonja Malmuth
Sousa, Joanne
Staford, Lynne
Stambolia-Kovach, Anna
Stanford, Lynne
Steele, Renae
Steffan, William
Stein, Johanna
Stevens, Jessica
Stivers, Frank
Stranik, Jan
Stranik, Michaela
Stritzke-Landers, Deanna
Strowe, James
Strzelecka, Dominika
Stuart, Julie
Swanson, Michael
Sweet, Stacie
Tapper, Sharon
Teixeira, Virginia
Terrazas, Mani
Tuck, Burnis
Van Autreve, Erica
Van Hell, Gail Lee
Vaughan, David
Vaughn, Brian
Vegh, Richard
Vestal, Jonathan
W., Ethan
Wagner, Sandra
Walker, Justin
Ward, Jacqueline
Weaver, Aaron
Weiler, Judith
Weindling, Elissa
Weisz, Russell
Wheeler, Erika
White, Deb
Wieland, Charles
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Wikle, Victoria
Wikoff, Nora
Wilke, Victoria
Willemsen, Michael
Williams, Heather
Williams, Nicholas M.
Williamson, Joan
Willis, J.
Williss, Frank

Wilmarth, Scott
Wilson, Pamela
Winn-luna, Lisa
Wirth, Clarise
Woerner, Helen Wolff-Wood, Jennifer
Won, Alexander
Wood, Michael
Young, Betty
Young, Jason   

Campaign Letter 0030a (please see responses for Document 30)

Gallo, Janna
Kozlowski, Thaddeus
Padilla, Roxi
Rnjak, Divna

Srinivasan, Harini
Stivers, Frank
Whalley, Steven
Wilken, Michael

Campaign Letter 0086

Allen, Monte
Altman, Harold
Anderson, Shannon
Bailis, Ishara
Boisselle, Marie-France
Bowler, Tim
Carlisle, Marilyn
Castor, Rachel
Cohen, Laura
Compinsky, Dorothy
Cover, Lauren
Cox, Michele Lee
Cramer, Craig S.
DeCarlo, George T.
Denneen, Bill
Desmoulin, Debbie and Francis
Dolman, Susanne B.
Ezzell, Grace
Franklin, L. Douglas
Gray, Lynne
Halpern, Lynne
Hamrick, J.C.
Heron, Joan
Holtrop, Elizabeth Bouma
Johnstone, Hoyt
Keene, Margo

Khalsa, Jai Hari Kaur
Khalsa, Jai Hari Singh
Khalsa, Shanti Shanti Kaur
Knoll, Kristie
Kunkel, Christopher R.
Lambert, John
Landon-Lane, Elizabeth
Lazarus, Lory
Leete, Constance
Leighton, Andrew
Lenz, Dennis J.
Lind, Karen
Lohr, Diane
Loughlin, Michaelene
Lueth, David
Mayhew, Paul
Mee, Diane
Middleton, Terri
Morrison, Halle
Moskowitz, E. Newman
Nagelmann, Anthony
Neumeyer, Debbie L.
Oaklander, Sara
Pierce, Stacy
Quinlan, Alby
Remington, Margaret
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Rice, Jan
Rose, Zelda
Rosenberger, Paul W.
Schoeler, Mikel
Schwartz, Steven J.
Silvestri, Paolo
Strachan, Don
Sullivan, Dave
Sward, Jean
Tahir, Lisa S.
Takehara, James and Sarah

Umberger, Mike
Waters, Shaun
Weikal, William Byron
Weishaar, Lenette J.
Weldon, David
Whipple, Blaize Stephanie
Wittenberg, Elise
Wolf, Maxine Diane
Wolf, Sylvia and Leo
Zook, Pamela
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Document 0009

Comments to Draft EIS Prepared by the DOE on the Imperial-Mexicali  230-kV
Transmission Lines

By Kimberly Collins
July 14, 2004
Calexico, California

I am here as a resident and taxpayer of Imperial County.  I think it is important to first
give a reminder to all those on the federal payroll right now – the taxpayers of Imperial
County also contributed to the preparation of this report through their tax dollars.

1.  I’m not surprised by the findings of the report – it contains the same, old and tired
way of thinking by the U.S. federal government bureaucracy in not recognizing the
U.S.-Mexican border as a region in which air, water, health issues, and economies are
shared.  This is clearly seen in the report on page S-4 in that the map does not really
extend into Mexico and is not to scale on the Mexican side.  This portrays the
sentiment that here we are on the U.S. side and we are not so sure what is happening on
the Mexican side except that there are these plants and wastewater treatment plant
located approximately in this location.

Air and water don’t follow the political boundaries of governments – they follow the
natural flow of the earth.  The EIS must conduct a binational and regional analysis—to
do otherwise is a half completed job that does not address the real situation.

2.  I find it ironic that this review is occurring during the year of the 10th anniversary of
NAFTA and really shows that the border region has become the doormat of NAFTA.
It is a place to scrape your boots and pass through collecting monies that are sent to
Washington–not a place to worry about human health problems, environmental
degradation, or future development of the region. Ten years ago it was hoped by some
that if NAFTA was passed and free trade in the Americas became a reality, the border
would get much needed attention and funding.  This clearly is not happening as seen by
the results of this report.  Instead of providing investment and infrastructure to begin
sustainable development in the region, new projects that contaminate the area are being
embraced.

3.  Public interest on page S-7 needs to be defined.  There is a huge difference between
the public interest regarding the environment and human health impacts and that of the
current reliability of U.S. electric power.  It is not and I repeat not in the public interest
of Imperial County residents to have these two power plants.  The following illustrate
this point further:

Socioeconomic impacts – Section 5.4.10
The costs to the local economy—which are not addressed sufficiently or appropriately
by the Draft EIS—will exceed any benefits that might possibly be derived (such as
property taxes).  The local economic costs will include lost economic development
opportunities as large companies are leery to come to areas that have high amounts of
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pollution.  There will also be public health costs that will be incurred by local
governments to care for low income residents, especially uninsured children.  There
will also be costs to production to local businesses and individuals with sick days – be
it a worker who is sick with respiratory illnesses and needs to take a day off to visit
with the doctor or for the worker with a sick child with asthma or a respiratory illness.
These are just a limited example of possible costs that were not included in the draft
EIS.  I’m sure if someone did an actual analysis they might find more.

Human Health – Section 5.4.11
The human health issues are not addressed in the Draft EIS.  The Imperial-Mexicali
valleys are already non-attainment areas.  There are already severe levels of asthma and
respiratory illnesses in the community.  I would actually hypothesis that there have
already been additional human health impacts by these power plants just from the short
time they have been running.  I base this on two factors.  The first is that with an
already stressed environment and human health system, additional pollutants to the
system, even at a small level, could tip the scales and push health of local residents into
dangerous levels.  By talking to my coworkers at my place of work, I along with them
have experienced chronic respiratory infections over the last eight months.  I literally
have been sick for months now.  If a stringent analysis was actually conducted on the
health of residents in the region – I’m sure you would find that there has been an
impact from the power plants.

Minority and Low-Income Populations – Section 5.4.12
The environmental justice issues are not sufficiently answered.  Imperial County is
73% Hispanic; the education rates are half the state average; the unemployment rates
are 3 times the state averages.  The unemployment rates on page 3-97 are incorrect in
Table 3.9-2. I can assure you that the unemployment rate in the Imperial County was
not 4.9% in 2003—it was over 23%.  Last month the unemployment rate was over
18%. The Draft EIS must go back and appropriately address the environmental justice
aspects of the power plants and the related transmission lines.

4.  The issues outside the Scope of the EIS – Section 1.3.2
This federal action does affect the global commons.  Power plants are known to
contribute to global warming.  These plants are also impacting a binational region. It is
impossible to only recognize the transmission lines and not consider the power plants –
they function together.  Without the power plants, there would be no need for the
transmission lines.

5.  Finally, this report tells the residents/taxpayers of Imperial County and Mexicali
that there will be impacts to our environment and health but that our public interest
does not matter to the DOE because we are a poor, disenfranchised people—if that
does not scream environmental justice than I don’t know what does.

Thank you for your time and consideration of these remarks.  I will send you by email
these comments in the next couple of days.
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Document 0022

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for
nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being
of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when
DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves
that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and
enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the
Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion
gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate matter. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems
with parallel wet-dry cooling would greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants
while allowing the plants to generate full power on hot days. The parallel wet-dry
option would also restore most of the river’s flow to the sea and minimize particulate
matter. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity prior to discharge into the
river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river and the sea.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality

ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these
impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,
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Document 0027

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies significant
air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air
quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000
mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further
demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Carole Levenson
492 Staten Avenue #1103
Oakland, California 94610

Document 0028

Dear Ms. Russell,
I believe it is important that energy producers outside the United States meet our
environmental standards. Please make sure the environment is protected fully.
Thank You
Martin Pleasant
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Document 0029

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra
Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma
rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of
600,000 just south of Imperial County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on
emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La
Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health
and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same
time concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to
require mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the
Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts
in Mexico when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation
and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Document 0030

Dear Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham c/o Mrs. Ellen Russell

  Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham,

The majority of California residents, along with
Greenpeace, are demanding clean renewable resources, but
multinational corporations are pressuring both States to
invest in foreign liquid natural gas that could fuel an
explosion of dirty power plants on the border. Instead, the
U.S. and Mexican governments should be working to bring
clean renewable energy to Mexico and the California.

The residents of the California and Mexico border deserve
clean renewable energy sources.  These populations suffer
from poor air quality and scarcity of water.  Imperial
County, California has by far the highest childhood asthma
rates in the State.  Pulmonary sickness rates are also
elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of
Imperial County.  The county is a Federal non-attainment
area for PM10 and ozone.   Air monitoring data available
for Mexicali show the cityâ�����������	�
������
�	���
������

as conditions in Imperial County.  DOEâ�������	����
�������

on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and PM10
emissions from Intergenâ�����������
������������	���������

and Sempraâ����TermoelÃ©ctrica de Mexicali (TDM), threatens
the health and well being of communities on both sides of
the border.  Adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures must be included in the final EIS to effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by the
LRPC and TDM power plants.

The recent scandal involving Intergenâ���������������
�
���

of its environmental practices indicates that Presidential
Permits should not be granted.  Intergen displayed its
complete disregard for the pollution control commitments
made to the DOE by failing to install advanced smog
controls on one of its two export units at the time of
commercial startup (June 2003). When local communities
discovered Intergenâ�������	�����
�������	
�������
������
�

forced shutdown of the unit, which ended only when the
appropriate pollution control system was installed. The
uncontrolled unit generated hundreds of tons of NOx beyond
what the DOE estimated when initially granting a
Presidential Permit that allowed Intergen to transmit power
to the U.S.   While the situation has now been corrected,
the damages done while the plant was operating without
meeting environmental standards are reprehensible.  The
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Document 0029

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra
Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma
rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of
600,000 just south of Imperial County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on
emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La
Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health
and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same
time concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to
require mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the
Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts
in Mexico when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation
and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Document 0030

Dear Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham c/o Mrs. Ellen Russell

  Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham,

The majority of California residents, along with
Greenpeace, are demanding clean renewable resources, but
multinational corporations are pressuring both States to
invest in foreign liquid natural gas that could fuel an
explosion of dirty power plants on the border. Instead, the
U.S. and Mexican governments should be working to bring
clean renewable energy to Mexico and the California.

The residents of the California and Mexico border deserve
clean renewable energy sources.  These populations suffer
from poor air quality and scarcity of water.  Imperial
County, California has by far the highest childhood asthma
rates in the State.  Pulmonary sickness rates are also
elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of
Imperial County.  The county is a Federal non-attainment
area for PM10 and ozone.   Air monitoring data available
for Mexicali show the cityâ�����������	�
������
�	���
������

as conditions in Imperial County.  DOEâ�������	����
�������

on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and PM10
emissions from Intergenâ�����������
������������	���������

and Sempraâ����TermoelÃ©ctrica de Mexicali (TDM), threatens
the health and well being of communities on both sides of
the border.  Adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures must be included in the final EIS to effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by the
LRPC and TDM power plants.

The recent scandal involving Intergenâ���������������
�
���

of its environmental practices indicates that Presidential
Permits should not be granted.  Intergen displayed its
complete disregard for the pollution control commitments
made to the DOE by failing to install advanced smog
controls on one of its two export units at the time of
commercial startup (June 2003). When local communities
discovered Intergenâ�������	�����
�������	
�������
������
�

forced shutdown of the unit, which ended only when the
appropriate pollution control system was installed. The
uncontrolled unit generated hundreds of tons of NOx beyond
what the DOE estimated when initially granting a
Presidential Permit that allowed Intergen to transmit power
to the U.S.   While the situation has now been corrected,
the damages done while the plant was operating without
meeting environmental standards are reprehensible.  The
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lack of accountability in the current Presidential Permit
process must be addressed and corrected.

The two power projects should be retrofitted to parallel
wet-dry cooling systems.  This would greatly reduce the
amount of water used by the plants while maintaining full
power generating capacity on hot days. The parallel cooling
option would also restore most of the riverâ�����	���
��
��

Salton Sea and minimize PM10 emissions from exposed
shoreline.  The New River that is affected by this salinity
is crucial because it flows northward from Mexicali to the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County. The
Salton Sea suffers from ever increasing salinity and
decreased volume, which exposes the shoreline to wind
erosion.  These harms jeopardize its status as one of the
most important migratory bird habitats in the West.

The salinity problem is exacerbated by the plantsâ�������
���

of dumping high salinity wastewater directly into the New
River. A prohibition on the dumping of high salinity
wastewater into the New River would effectively address the
dangerous changes in the salinity levels of the New River
and the Salton Sea.

Secretary Abraham, as the head of the Department of Energy,
you should not place the economic interests of U.S. power
developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican
citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River.
I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by the
power plants.  I also urge you to work together with the
Mexican and California governments to bring clean renewable
energy solutions to the region.  Renewable energy like wind
and solar will solve the air and water problems that plague
the area and help solve our looming global warming crisis.

Document 0030a

Dear Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham c/o Mrs. Ellen Russell

  I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to make additional profits in the U.S. at the expense of
public health and the environment.  Population centers along the U.S.-Mexico border
generally suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of water.  Imperial County,
California has by far the highest childhood asthma rates in the State.  Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County.  The county is a Federal non-attainment area for PM10 and ozone.   Air
monitoring data available for Mexicali show the city’s air quality is at least as bad as
conditions in Imperial County.  DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen
oxide (NOx) and PM10 emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex (LRPC)
and Sempra’s Termoeléctrica de Mexicali (TDM), threatens the health and well being
of communities on both sides of the border.  Adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures must be included in the final EIS to effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by the LRPC and TDM power plants.

The recent scandal involving Intergen’s misrepresentation of its environmental
practices indicates that adequate and ongoing monitoring, reporting and enforcement
provisions must be made if Presidential Permits are going to be granted.  Intergen
displayed its complete disregard for the pollution control commitments made to the
DOE by failing to install advanced smog controls on one of its two export units at the
time of commercial startup (June 2003). When local communities discovered
Intergen’s failure, the result was a two month forced shutdown of the unit, which ended
only when the appropriate pollution control system was installed. The uncontrolled unit
generated hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what the DOE estimated when initially
granting a Presidential Permit that allowed Intergen to transmit power to the U.S.
While the situation has now been corrected, the damages done while the plant was
operating without meeting environmental standards are reprehensible.  The lack of
accountability in the current Presidential Permit process must be addressed and
corrected.

The two power projects should be retrofitted to parallel wet-dry cooling systems.  This
would greatly reduce the amount of water used by the plants while maintaining full
power generating capacity on hot days. The parallel cooling option would also restore
most of the river’s flow to the Salton Sea and minimize PM10 emissions from exposed
shoreline.  The New River that is affected by this salinity is crucial because it flows
northward from Mexicali to the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial
County. The Salton Sea suffers from ever increasing salinity and decreased volume,
which exposes the shoreline to wind erosion.  These harms jeopardize its status as one
of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West.

The salinity problem is exacerbated by the plants’ practice of dumping high salinity
wastewater directly into the New River. A prohibition on the dumping of high salinity
wastewater into the New River would effectively address the dangerous changes in the
salinity levels of the New River and the Salton Sea.
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Secretary Abraham, as the head of the Department of Energy, you should not place the
economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and
Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River.  I urge you to craft
adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by the power plants.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Frank Stivers
Ripley, Ohio

Document 0031

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,
I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen
mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation. It is clearly pointless to have clean
air standards if they can be circumvented by positioning plants near the border and then
selling the power they produce across the border.

Sincerely,
Kent Wooldridge
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Document 0032

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Gary Brazel
140 Cadman Plaza West Apt.10D
Brooklyn, New York 11201

Document 0033

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power
developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the
need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures in the final EIS and in any permits based upon them. Sincerely,

Stacy L. Ozesmi

--
Stacy L. Ozesmi, PhD

current address:
31 Redtail Dr #27
Coralville, IA 52241
319 339-4677
stacyozesmi@earthlink.net
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Document 0034

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the air and water impacts of their power plants before granting
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these
impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not reach a sufficient
level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations,
ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and
ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the
need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Ron Richards
1546 E. Blacklidge Dr.
Tucson, Arizona 85719

Document 0035

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

As a concerned citizen and compassionate human being, I am horrified at U.S. power
plant developers taking advantage of less stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the
expense of public health and the environment.

I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate
the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE
condition any permits on mitigation.

Thank you kindly.

Sincerely,

Casey Roth
291 S. Euclid Avenue
#210
Pasadena, California 91101
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Document 0036

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am writing to insist that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy
and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation. I am very
concerned that U.S. power plant developers are taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts. Yet it concludes that
these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The
DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water
quality ceiling for salinity, and ignores other environmental impacts in Mexico.
Inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional
permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in
the final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,
Merril Cousin
1506-25th Ave. S
Seattle, WA 98144

Document 0037

Ms. Ellen Russell NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ms. Russell,

It has come to my attention that two U.S. power plant developers (Sempra Energy and
Intergen) are seeking permits to send electricity generated at plants in Mexico near its
border with the U.S. into the United States. I also understand that these plants do not
currently meet environmental standards imposed by the U.S. for its power plants. As
granting them permits to distribute energy in the U.S. would likely encourage other
such operations, to the detriment of surrounding areas’ states of personal and
environmental health, I encourage you to not to grant these plants permits to distribute
their power in the U.S. unless they can meet the standards that we require of our own
power plants.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

B. Todd Shirley
Jersey City, New Jersey
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Document 0038

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I learned about U.S. power plant developers tattempting to take advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico during the NEPA process. It is very
important the full NEPA process not be averted, shortened or avoided. That is your
responsibility as a government worker and a US citizen.

The current NEPA regulation requires that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE
condition any permits on mitigation.

That process must take into account the emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s
Termoelectrica de Mexicali.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same
time concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to
require mitigation.

I will be looking for your decision on this matter and your response.

Sincerely

Christine Powell

PO Box 1583

El Granada, California 94018

Document 0039

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality
ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these
impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Maureen Lattimore
6221 S Madison ST
Burr Ridge, Illinois 60527
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Document 0040

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico at the expense of public health and the environment. I
ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate
the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE
condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico. Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls
on one of its export turbines on start-up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx
beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were
therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate mitigation
measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate matter. The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies these and other significant air and water impacts, while
at the same time concluding that these impacts do not reach a sufficient level of
significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores
the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores
impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for
impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

John Fowler
1146 Wrightstown Road
Newtown, Pennsylvania 18940-9602
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Document 0041

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

I live in San Diego County and I have a beach home in Rosarito. I see the effects of the
complete disregard for the environment by the Mexican people and the by Mexican
government on a daily basis. Allowing expansion of already unmitigated envronmental
damage is reprehensible. Moreover, these plants are not a necessity.

Greater demand for power in the Southwest is due to unrestrained growth because of
local government’s lack of desire constrain housing development because it generates
tax revenue. These local officials neither have the capacity or the desire to consider the
far reaching environmental effects and the lack of infrastructure to support the
excessive population growth that these developments create.

Providing dirty power only exacerbates the propblem. It’s like the rich drug dealer
providing greater quantities of heroin to drug blighted neighborhoods. The dealer’s
only concern is money and not how many lives are damaged or snuffed out.

Sincerely,

Karen Gayda
10222 Kashmere Lane
Escondido, California 92029

Document 0042

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for
nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being
of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate matter. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems
with parallel wet-dry cooling would greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants
while allowing the plants to generate full power on hot days.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Save the Earth!

Sincerely,

Robert Vanderkamp
62 West 11th st.
Holland, Michigan 49423
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Document 0043

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for
nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being
of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when
DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves
that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and
enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the
Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion
gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Rudy Kelling
1006 Clearspring
Brenham, Texas 77833

Document 0044

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment.

I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate
the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE
condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state.

 Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of
Imperial County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen
oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and
Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly
stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003.

Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released.

This incident proves that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing
monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the
Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion
gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Sincerely,

jason ball
9521 39th
olympia, Washington 98516
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Document 0045

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

Ms. Russell, have you ever been to Imperial Valley? I have, and I write to ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of
their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any
permits on this mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico.  I am very concerned about U.S. power plant
developers taking advantage of less stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the
expense of public health and the environment.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California, which suffers from
increasing salinity that may jeopardize one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity prior to
discharge into the river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river
and the sea.

 I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS
and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water quality
impacts caused by these two power plants. DOE should not place the economic
interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican
citizens living in the vicinity of these plants.

Sincerely,

Barbara Chally
RR1  Box 175C2
Sunrise Beach, Missouri 65079

Document 0046

Please require Sempra Energy and Intergen to meet US air quality standards before
allowing them to build power plants along the U.S. - Mexico Border.

In my opinion, It is vital that we not export our pollution trouble to other countries.
However, even if that is beyond the DOE mandate, we must make certain that we don’t
allow companies to use international borders to evade their responsibilities to
U.S. citizens.

Thanks,

William E Fraser
119 Shelter Lagoon Drive
Santa Cruz, CA  95060
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Document 0047

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state.

Sincerely,

Mac Downing
4490 MESA DR, APT 129W
Oceanside, California 92056-2646

Document 0048

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

Please do not grant permits to allow U.S. energy comparnies to trasmit power from two
power plants in Mexico that emit polluting particles into the air and dump high-saline
wastewater into the New River.

Please see that the power plants meet U.S. environmental standards.

Sincerely,

Barbara Francisco
8904 Glenville Rd.
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901
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Document 0049

Please say NO to dirty power.

Marilyn

Document 0050

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico. This move is profit at the expense of public health and
the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits.
The The DOE should condition the granting of any permits on mitigation.

My reasons for this request are:
- Public health (both in the U.S. and Mexico. Communities along the U.S.-Mexico
border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial County,
California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates
are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico.
- The environment. The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity
water from the New River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise
flow to the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The
Salton Sea suffers from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as
one of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts. Unfortanuately, the DOE wrongly concludes
that these impacts are not significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air
quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000
mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further
demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public and the need to protect the New River. I urge you to craft adequate air and water
quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that
effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Thomas Matthews
11845 Sterling Panorama Terrace
Austin, Texas 78738
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Document 0049

Please say NO to dirty power.

Marilyn

Document 0050

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico. This move is profit at the expense of public health and
the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits.
The The DOE should condition the granting of any permits on mitigation.

My reasons for this request are:
- Public health (both in the U.S. and Mexico. Communities along the U.S.-Mexico
border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial County,
California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates
are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico.
- The environment. The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity
water from the New River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise
flow to the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The
Salton Sea suffers from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as
one of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts. Unfortanuately, the DOE wrongly concludes
that these impacts are not significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air
quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000
mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further
demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public and the need to protect the New River. I urge you to craft adequate air and water
quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that
effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Thomas Matthews
11845 Sterling Panorama Terrace
Austin, Texas 78738
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Document 0051

Dear Ms. Russell:
I am writing to comment on the DOE plan to provide a waiver of
environmental standards to Intergen and Sempra energy plants located in
Mexico.  I am HIGHLY OPPOSED to this plan.  Environmental regulations
are necessary to protect the health of US citizens.  Just beause these
plants decide to move to Mexico does not exempt them from these
regulations.  The polutants from these plants will affect US citizens,
particularly in southern California (not to mention the many Mexican
citizens living near the plants).  Someone has to draw the line with
companies who move to Mexico to avoid US regulations.  In my opinion,
US plants should follow US regulations, no matter where they are
located.
Thank you for your time.
Sandy van Calcar

Sandy van Calcar, MS RD
Metabolic Dietician
Biochemical Genetics Program
Univ. of WI Waisman Center
Room 359
1500 Highland Ave.
Madison, WI  53705
(608) 263-5981 - office
(608) 263-0530 - fax
vancalcar@waisman.wisc.edu
**********************
Confidentiality Notice:

The information in this message (and the documents attached to it, if
any)
is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee.
Access to this message by anyone else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended
recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution
or any action taken, or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you have received this message in error, please delete all electronic copies
of this message (and the documents attached to it, if any), destroy any hard copies you
may have created and notify me immediately by replying to this email. Thank you.

Document 0052

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ms. Russell,

I’m extremely concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking
advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit
at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen
mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

The DOE needs to put public health and environmental safety first,
before economic interest.  Please ensure that the air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS are stringent enough to both
safeguard the public health of both USA and Mexican citizens as well as
protecting the Salton Sea and the New River.

Sincerely,

Sarah F Vines
8379 SR 100
Melrose, Fl. 32666-8815

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
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Document 0053

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.Communities along the U.S.-Mexico
border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial County,
California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates
are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s
Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed
communities on both sides of the border.Intergen failed to install advanced NOx
controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of
NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted Intergen a permit
were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate mitigation
measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital. The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low
salinity water from the New River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would
otherwise flow to the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County,
California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing salinity that may ultimately
jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West.
Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the power plants
that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New
River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the
river. Water diversion acce

Sincerely,

Gene Ulmer
360 N.McPherson
Ft.Bragg, California 95437

Document 0054

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when
DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves
that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and
enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the
Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion
gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity
prior to discharge into the river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the
river and the sea.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon.

Sincerely,

olive Wilson
280 2nd St. NE
Primghar, Iowa 51245
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Document 0055

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

U.S. power plant developers should not take advantage of lower environmental
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health. The Department of
Energy should require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that the DOE condition any
permits on mitigation.

Border communities already suffer from poor air and water quality. They already have
outrageously-high lung disease and asthma rates.

You know the facts about Intergen and their NOx emissions and about the diversion of
water from the Salton Sea.

You must formulate adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS
and in any permits.

Remember, many McCain/Perot voters like myself consider environmental protection
to be a conservative issue.

Sincerely,

Matthew Wold
532 Erins Drive
Montross, Virginia 22520

Document 0056

Please dont honor a request by electric power companies to import power from across
the Mexican border. These companies are in violation of environmental laws and to
allow them permission will open the door to other wrongdoers. Robert Pulfer
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Document 0057

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Brad Miller
316 S Madison
Anthony, Kansas 67003

Document 0058

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage
of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the
expense of public health and the environment.

I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy
and Intergen FULLY mitigate the impacts of their power plants before
being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Issues include:
-air quality: asthma and other pulmonary diseases
-water quality: salinity issues
-water quality:  fresh water for Salton Sea Wildlife Refuge

C McKinney
422 East 18th Street
Marysville CA  95901
530  749-9223
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Document 0059

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

Please do not iss ue any permits to U.S power companies opperating across the border
in Mexico until they prove that they will meet the same high air and water quality
pollution standards that are required of US companies.

Sincerely,
Neil Kraus, D.C.

Document 0060

Dear Ms. Russell:

Fresno, CA, like Imperial, CA, has an extremely high rate of childhood asthma because
of air that is highly polluted by local sources.  Because of this, I am incredulous that
there is any consideration on the part of the DOE to grant presidential permits to
Sempra Energy and Intergen without requiring them to mitigate the impact of the
power plants.

I find the on-going disregard of public well-being in these kinds of decisions to be
unconscionable.  Please reassure me that the DOE will help keep the health and welfare
of human beings on both sides of this national border as a higher priority than the
industrial enterprises that will benefit only a few.  While we seem to need power, we
do not need to have it at the unnecessary expense of the health of innocent citizens of
two nations.

Thank you.

David E. Roy, Ph.D.
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Document 0059

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

Please do not iss ue any permits to U.S power companies opperating across the border
in Mexico until they prove that they will meet the same high air and water quality
pollution standards that are required of US companies.

Sincerely,
Neil Kraus, D.C.

Document 0060

Dear Ms. Russell:

Fresno, CA, like Imperial, CA, has an extremely high rate of childhood asthma because
of air that is highly polluted by local sources.  Because of this, I am incredulous that
there is any consideration on the part of the DOE to grant presidential permits to
Sempra Energy and Intergen without requiring them to mitigate the impact of the
power plants.

I find the on-going disregard of public well-being in these kinds of decisions to be
unconscionable.  Please reassure me that the DOE will help keep the health and welfare
of human beings on both sides of this national border as a higher priority than the
industrial enterprises that will benefit only a few.  While we seem to need power, we
do not need to have it at the unnecessary expense of the health of innocent citizens of
two nations.

Thank you.

David E. Roy, Ph.D.
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Document 0061

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when
DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves
that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and
enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies air and
water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not reach a
sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality
regulations.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge.

I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS
and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water quality
impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Marie Le Boeuf
851 South Kihei Rd. #O-115
Kihei, Hawaii 96753

Document 0062

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

Once again U.S. power plant developers and operators are looking to exploit the less
stringent air quality standards in Mexico to line their pockets at the expense of public
health and the environment on both sides of the border. The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) must demand that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the harmful
impacts of their power plants before granting the needed permits. Further, the DOE
should condition any permits granted on mitigation accompanied by monitoring and
reporting.

People living along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. I don’t understand why their situation is to be worsened so
Americans can consume cheaper electricity.

Just think about it. If there were plans to create such power plants just over the border
into Canada to ship cheap electricity into the United States, the Canadian government
would never stand for it. And the Canadians living along the border would never stand
for it. It because it’s Mexico and Mexicans -- because they are poorer and weaker and
because the health of Mexicans doesn’t seem important to them -- that these
corporations think they can get away with such an outrage. If that isn’t exploitation at
its ugliest, I don’t know what is.

Sincerely,

Mary Warren
215 S. Prospect St.
Wheaton, Illinois 60187
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Document 0063

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

Californians have been robbed by power companies such as Enron and El Paso who
were allowed to create a power crisis and now the same DOE that allowed that wants to
spread murky air so that our many years of work to clean our air are negated. Our state
laws regarding air pollution will make it necessary for our own industries to make up
the difference in clean air! If I were running a company in California I’d be very, very
angry.

Sincerely,

Teddi Curtis
1027 Oakdale
Corona, California 92880

Document 0064

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking
advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico
to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.

I ask that Sempra Energy and Intergen NOT be granted
presidential permits. (If so, I ask that DOE condition any
permits on excellent mitigation, considering the the health and
well-being of people on both sides of the border.)

Childhood asthma in the US and Mexico is rising at an alarming rate.
Clean air needs to be a basic right, part of our right to health and dignity.

The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx)
and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex
and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and
well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power
developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens,
nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of
fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge.

I urge you to craft excellent air and water quality mitigation
measures in the final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,
Vanessa Pinter
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Document 0065

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am writing to urge the Department of Energy not to approve the presidential permits
requested by Sempra Energy and InterGen to transmit power from their plants in
Mexico across the border into California.

I believe these companies built plants in Mexico to take advantage of less stringent and
less costly air and water quality control standards, with the intention of sending the
power to the U.S. where the profit margin is higher. What benefits the economic
interests of these companies certainly does not benefit the health and well-being of
residents on both sides of the border.

Giving these plants permission to transmit power to the U.S., without requiring air and
water quality mitigation, will encourage the development of other U.S. power plants in
Mexico, further endangering the public’s health and the environment. We cannot allow
plants that violate U.S. emission standards to provide power to the U.S., and to operate
in a way that compromises air and water quality in California.

I have read that the DOE’s draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for these two
power plants identifies significant air and water impacts but, even so, concludes that
these problems are not of a high enough level to require mitigation. The DOE must
develop adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final Environmental
Impact Statement and in any permits resulting from the statement. How can we as a
nation, in good conscience, put our disadvantaged neighbors at risk, not to mention our
own citizens?

Sincerely,

Carol S. Goodwin
Project Management Consultant
Specializing in Health & Aging
carol@goodwinhall.com
914-968-8006 (phone/fax)
914-906-1787 (cell)
72 Lawrence Street
Yonkers, NY 10705-3302

Document 0066
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Document 0067

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am writing because I am very angry about the questionable actions being considered
with regard to the building of two power plants in Mexico to produce power for
California. This is a CLEAR CIRCUMVENTION of our nation’s air pollution laws. If
the Department of Energy should approve this proposal I feel it simply demonstrates
once again how the Bush Administration is in the pockets of Big Energy. Please do not
approve this project!

There is absolutely no way thatyou can present a believable case that the location of
these plants just over the border in Mexico is not designed to do an end-run around US
law. These US power plant developers are acting unethically to take advantage of less
stringent standards of air and other environmental protections in Mexico. They should
not be allowed to profit in this way at the expense of public health and the
environment.

Therefore, I implore the Department of Energy to require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

All I hear about is the incredibly poor air quality of the Imperial Valley in California.
The worst air in the nation. High Asthma rates. Attempts in the news to rein in
emmissions, such as from the exhaust of tractors for example. Communities along the
U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water.

DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide
(NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and
Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly
stressed communities on both sides of the border. And the pollution emmitted in
Mexico simply is blown into the already horribly polluted south central California
region! It would be stupid to allow this to occur, and unconscionable for this project to
move forward with its egregious impacts on health both north as well as south of the
border.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate matter. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems
with parallel wet-dry cooling would greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants
while allowing the plants to generate full power on hot days. The parallel wet-dry
option would also restore most of the river’s flow to the sea and minimize particulate
matter. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity prior to discharge into the
river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river and the sea.

0066-1
(cont.)
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The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality
ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these
impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge.

I urge the DOE to impose adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based thereon. The only ethical action DOE can take is to
head off this end-run around our nation’s pollution control requirements. The DOE
must effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power
plants.

Sincerely,

Bryan Wyberg
12854 Raven Street NW
Coon Rapids, Minnesota 55448

Document 0068

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

Power plants built just a few miles over the Mexico-USA border for all intensive
purposes may as well be in the United States. Ozone and smoke don’t care about
manmade borders between countries. Even if you don’t care about hte health of our
neighbors to the south, care about Americans who live in border towns. They deserve
the same protections as if the power plant were on our side of the border. This is a
shameless move to circumvent environmental standards. I guarantee that if the power
plant executives lived in the border cities, they would be more careful.

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits,
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for
nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being
of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when
DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves
that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and
enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the
Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion
gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.
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The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality
ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these
impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Cindy Lamberti
254 Greencroft Ave.
Glendora, California 91741

Document 0069

I object to the effort by Sempra Energy and InterGen to dodge U.S.
environmental regulation by building electrical power plants in Mexico
near the border and transmitting the electricity across the border to be
sold here.  Air pollution has no respect for borders.  Please require
that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power
plants before being granted presidential permits.

Joan Howe
955 Massachusetts Ave #196
Cambridge, MA 02139
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Document 0070

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

The environment is all one piece. There may be variations in local severity, but taking
advantage of less stringent standards in Mexico still dumps garbage into the world’s air
and water. This is a cynical and destructive practice. The Dept. of Energy should
require Sempra Energy and Intergen, who engage in this practice to send power back to
the U.S. while avoiding U.S. standards, to clean up their power plants before granting
presidential permits. DOE should make this mitigation of the impact of electricity
generation a condition of any permits.

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threaten the health and well-being
of highly stressed communities on both sides of the California- Mexico border.

Transporting electricity long distances is inherently inefficient. Doing so to avoid
environmental standards is wrong. The fact that, violating the terms of its permit,
Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003 shows that monitoring, reporting, and enforcement need to be part of
the permit, in addition to planned mitigation.

The water used for cooling also threatens critical wildlife habitat and causes additional
particulate pollution by increasing the salinity and decreasing the volume of the Salton
Sea. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems with parallel wet-dry cooling would
greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants while allowing the plants to
generate full power on hot days. The parallel wet-dry option would also restore most of
the river’s flow to the sea and minimize particulate matter. Processing wastewater to
reduce or eliminate salinity prior to discharge into the river would effectively address a
pollutant of concern for the river and the sea.

These and other significant air and water impacts were identified in the draft
environmental impact statement. The conclusion that these are not sufficient to require
amelioration puts the short-term economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
public health and environmental health.

Why doesn’t anyone ever talk about the economic interests of people who manufacture
pollution control systems?

The final EIS should include mitigation measures and require them to be monitored
and enforced, should any permits be issued.

Sincerely,

Diane Sklensky
166 Sherwood Ave.
Syracuse, New York 13203

Document 0071

Please do what you can personally to block the use of dirty power plants in Mexico so
that energy companies can circumvent environmental regulations in the United States.

Even Mr. Bush may comprehend that air pollution has no high wall confining the
damage to its source. Texans breathe the worst of this nation’s air, but we all share in
some of the Texas toxins, since air pollution is never confined to a single area. In fact,
the bulk of all ambient industrial pollution finds its way to the polar regions,
endangering indiginous populations. To a lesser extent, the temperate zones play host
to pollution generated in warmer climates.

We need your help in passing the buck and the filth to Mexico. Such a policy would
help no one.

Sincerely, Jan Saecker, Markesan WI
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Document 0072

To Whom It May Concern,
Please do not set a destructive precedent by allowing U.S. based
energy-producing companies to bypass important restrictions that ensure the
health and welfare of our and Mexico’s citizens and transmit energy from
higher polluting installations across the border into America.  This would
not be healthy for America or Mexico.  It is important to maintain
environmental safeguards to protect people and wildlife as much as possible.
What kind of world are we leaving for the future? You have a role in the
answer to that question!
Thank You,
Ernest Dain
ECDain@hot.com

Document 0073

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585-0350

Dear Ms. Russell,

At a time when all responsible people on our planet should be working
to reduce the burning of fossil fuels in order to slow climate change
and global warming, U.S. power plant developers have gone across the
border into Mexico to build plants to supply the U.S. energy
market--a grossly irresponsible ploy to escape U.S. air pollution
regulations.

I ask that the DOE not grant Intergen and Sempra Energy the right to
sell energy in the U.S. if they pollute the air on the Mexico side of
the border. Obviously the border will not protect U.S. citizens from
the asthma, heart disease and other consequences of breathing foul
air from power plant smokestacks.

The DOE’s failure to require emission offsets for nitrogen oxide
(NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health
of communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE’s responsibility is to the U.S. public, not to profits for
energy providers.  Please recognize this responsibility and protect
our interests as you frame the final EIS for these power plants.

Sincerely,

Charlene Woodcock
--
Charlene Mayne Woodcock
2355 Virginia Street
Berkeley, CA 94709
(510) 843-8724
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Document 0074

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

After living in Taxco Gurerrero for some 30 odd years I have a very real understanding
of the environmental sacrifices that Mexico is willing to make for a piece of the
American pie. The uneducated character of the majority of the mexican populance is
the target of this fleasing of the American public. I am very concerned about U.S.
power plant developers attempting to make a killing by selling electricity that the US
consumer is paying top dollar for and expects to be environmental frendly only to find
out that these companies have struck a deal with Mexico to produce electricity with
1950 tecnology that emmits enormous quantities of polution. Maybe not on paper but
in practice it will. With constant monitoring it can be controled.  It is true that the paper
deals that the US companies have made are impressive. If these were backed by a legal
system that prosecutes more than 2 percent of the street crime that occurs within its
borders it would be encoraging. Mexico does not have environmental laws that are
enforceable. Unfortunely we can’t enforce our own laws in our own country. The US
coporations have teamed with front companies set up across the border for three
distinct reasons. One: To fraudently sell electricity to unsupecting US consumers who
expect and assume that their electricity conform to the environmental standards that
they have demanded from their congressional representatives. Two: To cut costs by
half by scrimping on environmental protections and employing mexican labor who
have no union and make one forth of their American conterpart. The horrible
conditions just across the border attest to the total social falure of tring to set up
manufacturing opporations across the border without a significant investment in
Housing, WATER,WATER,WATER. I ask that the Department of Energy require that
Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003.

 The Salton Sea suffers from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its
status as one of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately
3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would
otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River,
while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate matter.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient interest to require mitigation in the United States and
ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the
need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Rick Drayton
325 Elmwood Ave.
Newark, Ohio 43055
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Document 0075

Mrs. Ellen Russell
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mrs. Russell:

I would like to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Imperial-Mexicali 230-kV Transmission Lines (Federal Register: May
11, 2004).

I urge the Department of Energy (DOE) not to grant the proposed
presidential permits for the construction of transmission lines connecting
to two Mexican power plants unless Baja California Power, Inc. (InterGen)
and Sempra Energy Resources (Sempra) meet all federal environmental laws.

As a resident of southern California and frequent visitor to the Salton Sea
to bird watch, I am extremely concerned that the Mexican power plants, La
Rosita Power Project and Termoeléctrica de Mexicali, violate U.S. air
emissions standards and threaten the health of the New River and Salton Sea
ecosystems.

The Draft EIS fails to require adequate air quality mitigation measures
such as emission offsets for nitrogen oxide and particulates, without which
the power plants will exacerbate already poor air quality in the Imperial
Valley basin and threaten public health on both sides of the border. It
also fails to require adequate monitoring, reporting, and enforcement
provisions that are necessary in light of InterGen’s previous release of
hundreds of tons of excess nitrogen oxide in June, 2003.

The Draft EIS also fails to adequately address the deleterious impact of
these plants on the water quality of the New River and Salton Sea. Both
plants divert billions of gallons of low salinity water annually from the
New River to evaporative cooling towers and return to the River nearly 1
billion gallons of high salinity wastewater. This diversion reduces the
Salton Sea’s volume, resulting in additional particulates from shoreline
erosion, and increases its salinity, damaging the ecosystem and threatening
one of the most significant migratory bird habitats in the United States.
The DOE should include in the Final EIS requirements that the existing
plant cooling systems are retrofitted with parallel wet-dry cooling to
reduce water consumption and that wastewater is processed to reduce or
eliminate salinity.

I urge the DOE to make the protection of air quality, public health, and
wildlife dependent on the Salton Sea paramount by holding InterGen and
Sempra accountable to all U.S. environmental regulations.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Alexandra Lamb
13250 Chandler Boulevard
Sherman Oaks, CA 91401
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Document 0076

Ms. Ellen Russell

Dear Ms. Russell,

Water and air pollution do not recognize borders. The air blows and streams flow right
over those dotted lines on maps. By building power plants across the border in Mexico,
the energy industry trying to escape the jurisdiction of US environmental laws, and yet
the pollution they produce contaminates Mexico and comes right back across the
border to the US. I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking
advantage of less stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy
and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential
permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the
state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just
south of Imperial County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for
nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being
of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-
up in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when
DOE initially granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves
that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and
enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New
River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers
from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the
Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion
gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the
volume of the Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons
per year of additional particulate matter.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and
other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality

ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these
impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively
address the air and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Sincerely,

Alan Forsberg
60 Linda St.
San Francisco, California 94110

0076-2

0076-3

0076-1

0076-3
(cont.)



C
om

m
ent and R

esponse D
ocum

ent
Im

perial-M
exicali F

E
IS

2-243
D

ecem
ber 2004

Document 0077

Dear Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham c/o Mrs. Ellen Russell

  I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking
advantage of less stringent standards in Mexico to make additional
profits in the U.S. at the expense of public health and the
environment.

Secretary Abraham, as the head of the Department of Energy, you
should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers
ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead
of the need to protect the New River.  I urge you to craft adequate
air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS that
effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by the
power plants.  I also urge you to work together with the Mexican
and California governments to bring clean renewable energy
solutions to the region.  Renewable energy like wind and solar will
solve the air and water problems that plague the area and help
solve our looming global warming crisis.

Sincerely,
KATHALEEN PARKER
MONROVIA, California

Document 0078

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra
Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado
River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico
when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and
conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Jann Howell
Greenville, SC
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Document 0079

Allowing power plant developers selling power in the American market to take
advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico sets a disasterous
precedent. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential
permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma
rate in the state.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado
River Basin limits on salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico.  Inclusion of these
effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Michael Heaney

Document 0080

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ms Russell,
I am writing to you to express my concerns about U.S. power plant developers taking
advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense
of public health and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE)
require Intergen and Sempra Energy to mitigate the impacts of their power plants
before being granted presidential permits and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants, Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali, clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concluding that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado
River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico
when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and
conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens. I urge you to craft adequate air and
water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Harry A Freiberg III
610 Mardon Ct
Brookings, OR 97415
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Document 0079

Allowing power plant developers selling power in the American market to take
advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico sets a disasterous
precedent. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential
permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma
rate in the state.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado
River Basin limits on salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico.  Inclusion of these
effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Michael Heaney

Document 0080

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ms Russell,
I am writing to you to express my concerns about U.S. power plant developers taking
advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense
of public health and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE)
require Intergen and Sempra Energy to mitigate the impacts of their power plants
before being granted presidential permits and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants, Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali, clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concluding that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado
River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico
when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and
conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens. I urge you to craft adequate air and
water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Harry A Freiberg III
610 Mardon Ct
Brookings, OR 97415
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Document 0081

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra
Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

I used to work in the border communities including Mexicali and Calexico. These
communities already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial
County, California has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide
(NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and
Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly
stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Dianne Post
Attorney
Phoenix, AZ

Document 0082

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy
(DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power
plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits
on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma
rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali,! a city of
600,000 just south of Imperial County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on
emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La
Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health
and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Joanne Dunn
Organizational Effectiveness
Kaiser Permanente
303-338-3932
Visit Human Resources @ http://coweb.co.kp.org/hr
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Document 0083

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about Sempra Energy and Intergen misusing the system to
develop plants that are hazardous to the health of people and the environment. If the
DOE insists on permitting those plants, which I do not support, then at a minimum, the
DOE must require mitigation efforts on the part of these groups. Without substantial
mitigation efforts, they should not be granted presidential permits.

As you know, border communities already suffer from poor air quality, lack of clean
water, and, as a result poor child health. It is morally repugnant to me that we are
exporting problems to Mexico, and creating problems for children and adults in
California. The DOES should insist that Intergen and Sempra Energy be held to higher
standards.

Although the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for
these two power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, the DOES
seems reluctant to enforce air quality regulations and the Colorado River Basin’s
water quality ceiling. It also ignores the impacts on Mexico which, again, is morally
reprehensible. We are fueling our reckless energy consumption by ignoring the harm
we do to other human beings and to the environment as a whole. The time will come
when all this recklessness will create a crash and that is quite clear scientifically. It
seems incumbent upon us to consider our descendants when taking actions that may
make their lives more difficult.

The DOE does not have a mandate to increase the profits of U.S. energy producers. It
has a mandate to help develop safe, clean energy that will be of broad public benefit,
including the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens and the health of the New
River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I
urge you first of all to deny these permits. If there is too much political pressure for
this, then you must insist on strong air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,

Karen Frank and Dana Fickeisen

Document 0084

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ms. Russell,

I am writing to comment on the pending issue of  Department of Energy (DOE)
issuance of presidential permits to Sempra Energy and Intergen. As an
environmental health professional, I am extremely concerned about U.S.
power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent environmental
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the
environment. It is critical that no permits be granted to Sempra or
Intergen until they have made binding commitments to mitigate the impacts
of their power plants, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation,
both in this case and in others of a similar nature.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air
quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the
highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are
also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County
in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen
oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and
well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

In my understanding, this is NOT the manner in which either NAFTA nor the
proposed CAFTA are intended to operate, nor is the failure of DOE to insist
on offsets consistent with promised policy under the Bush administration,
which purports to promote the rule of law and protection of the
environment. The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the
DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies significant air and water
impacts, while at the same time concludes that these problems do not reach
a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin
water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico
when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for
mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers
ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the

0083-1

0084-1



C
om

m
ent and R

esponse D
ocum

ent
Im

perial-M
exicali F

E
IS

2-247
D

ecem
ber 2004

need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I call on you to assure adequate air
and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits
based upon them.

The courtesy of your reply will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Lin Kaatz Chary, PhD, MPH
*****************************
*****************************
*   Lin Kaatz Chary, Ph.D., MPH
*   Environmental Strategies and Consulting
*   7726 Locust Avenue
*   Gary, IN  46403
*   (219) 938-0209
*   FAX: (435) 603-0498
*   lchary@uic.edu

*  Strategies for community action:
protecting environmental health  *  working for environmental justice*

Document 0085

Ellen Russell
NEPA Document Manager
Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585-0350

Dear Ellen Russell,

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health
and the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra
Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Further, I am also concerned about security, reliability, and safety issues, all of which
are less regulated in Mexico.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and
scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma
rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of
600,000 just south of Imperial County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on
emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La
Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health
and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado
River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico
when inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and
conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of
the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the
New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the
final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Sincerely,
Will Edgington

0084-1
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Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

3-1 December 2004

3  KEY ISSUES RAISED IN COMMENTS

This chapter identifies and discusses a number of key issues that have emerged from
comments on the DEIS. These issues are presented here for the purpose of providing a
convenient overview of the major concerns raised by the public. DOE identified the key issues
because they:

• Involved policy questions, or

• Involved the scope of the analysis,

• Affected the formulation of an alternative,

• Identified a technical deficiency in the DEIS,

• Involved questions about the methodology of the impacts analysis,

• Involved impacts areas of particular concern to commentors, such as air,
water, and health,

• Caused a substantive change in the EIS,

• Reflected continuing themes throughout the NEPA review, or

• Were raised by numerous commentors.

DOE has responded to many of the comments by incorporating by reference its
discussion of the appropriate key issue set forth below. Where appropriate, some of the key
issues are discussed in greater detail in responses to specific comments. DOE has used this
approach in order to avoid repeating lengthy responses, to highlight the public’s principal
concerns, and to present clear and consistent responses to these concerns.

Key Issue 1: Extension of NEPA analysis into Mexico

Several commentors asked DOE and BLM to evaluate the impacts associated with the
power plants on the environment in Mexico. The agencies do not agree that such an analysis is
appropriate for the following reasons.

As noted in Section 1.3.1.2 of the EIS, NEPA does not require an analysis of
environmental impacts that occur within another sovereign nation that result from approved
actions by that sovereign nation. Executive Order (E.O.) 12114, “Environmental Effects Abroad
of Major Federal Actions,” 44 FR 1957 (1979), does not require Federal agencies to evaluate
impacts outside the United States when the foreign nation is participating with the United States
or is otherwise involved in the action, E.O. 12114 at § 2-3(b). Here, the Mexican government has
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been involved in evaluating the environmental impacts associated with the power plants in
Mexico and had issued permits authorizing the construction and operation of the two power
plants and ancillary facilities. An overview of the permitting of the power plants and associated
environmental impacts analysis that was performed by the Mexican government has been added
to the EIS as Appendix J. In addition, the Federal action does not affect the global commons
(e.g., outer space or Antarctica), and the Federal action does not produce a product, emission, or
effluent that is “prohibited or strictly regulated by Federal law in the United States because its
toxic effects on the environment create a serious public health risk,” or that involves regulated or
prohibited radioactive materials.

The Federal action evaluated in the EIS is not to build the power plants, but only to
permit the transmission lines to be built in the United States. The agencies’ position in this
regard (1) is consistent with applicable Federal laws, including the generally held legal
presumption that Acts of Congress do not ordinarily apply outside U.S. borders; (2) avoids the
appearance of the assertion of extraterritorial control over actions that were approved by and
occur within the lands of another sovereign nation; and (3) prevents interference in the foreign
relations of the United States. Application of this policy is particularly appropriate where, as
here, the power plants are located in Mexico and the foreign sovereign itself has both reviewed
the environmental impacts of the projects and approved the projects.

Key Issue 2: Use of significant impact levels (SLs) to evaluate impacts on air quality
and human health

Commentors state that it is not appropriate to use U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) SLs to evaluate the air quality impacts from operating the power plants in Mexico that
would use the proposed transmission lines. The commentors state that the use of SLs is
inappropriate because SLs, which are expressed in terms of incremental increases in ambient air
concentrations, were developed to gauge the impacts of new projects built in attainment areas in
the United States under the prevention of significant deterioration elements of the Clean Air Act
(CAA). The commentors state that if the projects were built a few miles north on the U.S. side of
the border, or if Mexicali was classified with regard to the attainment of U.S. air standards, CAA
requirements for nonattainment areas, which are based on annual emission rates, would apply.
Therefore, the commentors state, a different test, using emission rate thresholds to evaluate the
potential significance of air emissions, should be used. Some commentors conclude that if
emission rate thresholds were used as benchmarks, the power plants would be classified as
significant sources of air emissions, and therefore, the Final EIS (FEIS) must identify
requirements for the power plants, such as additional emission controls or offsets.

In the EIS, DOE and BLM are using the SLs solely as benchmarks against which to
evaluate the potential impacts of the power plants on air quality and human health. DOE and
BLM are not applying the SLs in any regulatory sense because neither agency has such
regulatory authority, even if the requirements of the CAA did apply to the power plants in
Mexico, which they do not.
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DOE and BLM believe it is preferable to use thresholds based on ambient air
concentration increases, that is, the SLs, to evaluate the potential impacts rather than thresholds
based on emission rates because air concentration increases are a direct measure of human
exposure, whereas emission rates are not. Because SLs are based on the U.S. National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which have a basis in human health impacts, SLs are the most
directly applicable standards against which to evaluate impacts to air quality and human health
from power plant emissions. Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the FEIS describes the framework of SLs and
explains why comparative reference to SLs is appropriate in the context of this NEPA review.

Key Issue 3: The conditioning of permits, enforcement of emission levels

Several commentors questioned how DOE and BLM could be assured that the power
plants in Mexico would continue to operate consistent with the assumptions and analyses
contained in the EIS (Section 4.3.4.4.1 and Appendix G). Commentors also stated that DOE
should place conditions in the Presidential permits requiring that the Termoeléctrica de Mexicali
(TDM) and La Rosita Power Complex (LRPC) power plants abide by the same regulatory
requirements as if they were constructed within the United States.

At the conclusion of the Presidential permit process, based upon the entire record,
including the environmental analysis contained in the EIS, DOE will determine whether the
issuance of Presidential permits would be consistent with the public interest. DOE also has the
power “to attach to the issuance of the permit and to the exercise of the rights granted thereunder
such conditions as the public interest may in its judgement require” (Executive Order 10485, as
amended by Executive Order 12038).

Pursuant to that authority, every Presidential permit issued by DOE for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection of international electric transmission lines contains a
condition that prohibits the permit holder from making any physical changes to the permitted
transmission line or from changing the way the transmission line is operated without first
obtaining permission from DOE. Therefore, if a permit holder connected its permitted
transmission lines to power plants that operated substantially differently from the representations
made in the permit application and in the associated NEPA analysis, it would constitute a change
in the way the transmission lines were operated and would require additional review by DOE.

If permits are granted, DOE will determine whether the public interest, as described in
Section 1.2.1 of the EIS, requires the imposition of any additional conditions regarding
mitigation measures that would affect the TDM and LRPC power plants. Imposition of such
conditions would be addressed in the Record of Decision for each permit application.
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Key Issue 4: Definition of the alternatives with regard to the three LRPC Energía Azteca
X, S. de R.L. de C.V. (EAX) gas turbines; and inclusion of the EAX-export
unit in both the proposed action and no action alternatives

One commentor stated that the EAX-export unit at the LRPC should not be included in
the analysis of impacts for the proposed action because the impacts from this unit are not caused
by the proposed transmission line, since this unit can be easily switched to other approved
connections in Mexico.

DOE and BLM do not agree that the EAX-export unit should be excluded from the
analysis of the proposed action. In the analysis of air impacts in the FEIS (Section 4.3.4.4), the
contribution of emissions from the EAX-export turbine is included in the totals for both the
proposed action and no action alternatives. The EAX-export turbine occupies a unique position
at the LRPC because it can, as the commentor notes, provide power to either the proposed
transmission line or to the Comisión Federal de Electricidad (CFE) grid in Mexico through
existing connections. The CFE grid can supply power to Mexico or the United States via an
existing permitted transboundary transmission line. The EAX-export turbine is included in the
analysis of impacts for the proposed action because it would be connected to the proposed
transmission lines. It is included in the no action alternative because, in the absence of the
proposed transmission line, it could (and likely would) be switched to supply power to the CFE
grid.

Key Issue 5: Analysis of power plant impacts for all alternatives in terms of the existing
plants rather than the hypothetical, “to-be-built” plants analyzed in the
Draft EIS (DEIS)

A commentor noted that the district court (in its decision on the earlier environmental
assessment) precluded DOE and BLM from considering the fact that the transmission lines have
already been built in further environmental analysis, but did not preclude the agencies from
considering the fact that the power plants in Mexico had been built and had commenced
commercial operations. Further, the commentor stated that the technical feasibility, costs, and
effectiveness of the technologies analyzed under Alternative 3, Alternative Technologies, would
be better considered in the context of a retrofit to an existing plant.

While the DEIS analyzed the alternative technologies alternative in terms of hypothetical
plants, DOE and BLM have since determined that the court’s ruling to treat the transmission
lines as having never been built does not extend to the existing power plants. This determination
allows DOE to perform a more realistic evaluation of the technologies alternative, that is, the
retrofit of existing plants, than could have been performed with respect to hypothetical plants.

The EIS now analyzes the alternative technologies alternative, Alternative 3, in terms of a
retrofit of technologies to plants that have already been built (Section 2.3), while previous
references to “proposed” or “to-be-built” power plants have been changed throughout the EIS to
refer to the existing plants.
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Key Issue 6: Analysis of dry and parallel wet-dry cooling

Two commentors stated that dry-only cooling or parallel wet-dry cooling as an alternative
cooling technology to wet cooling would likely prove to be infeasible in terms of a retrofit to the
existing power plants in Mexico. Another commentor reiterated an earlier recommendation made
in scoping, that is, that the EIS should analyze a parallel wet-dry cooling technology that would
run primarily in dry mode and only be supplemented with wet cooling on the hottest days of the
year, resulting in a 90% reduction in water use by the plants.

After considering these comments and the associated technical submittals, DOE has
analyzed a wet-dry cooling option that would be a retrofit to the existing power plants and would
continue to use the existing wastewater treatment plants and wet cooling systems supplemented
with a dry cooling unit. DOE concludes that a retrofit of a dry-only system or a parallel wet-dry
system that operates primarily in dry mode with only supplemental wet cooling would be an
infeasible alternative to the current wet-only systems. Given (1) the existence of the wastewater
treatment plants (WTPs) at the power plants, (2) the need to maintain a constant flow through the
biological treatment portions of the WTPs, and (3) the region’s hot climate, DOE concludes that
the only reasonable alternative would be a wet-dry cooling system that operates primarily in the
dry cooling mode on days with temperatures below 90°F (32°C) and primarily in the wet cooling
mode on days with temperatures above 90°F (32°C) and that employs the current WTPs at the
power plants operated at full capacity on days with temperatures above 90°F (32°C).

Information has been added to Section 2.3.2 of the FEIS to describe parallel wet-dry
cooling technologies as they would be retrofit to the existing plants. Equipment and space
requirements, installation requirements, downtime for installation, estimated operational split,
and the dry cooling efficiency penalty are discussed in Section 2.3.2 in this context. The portion
of time the plant would likely operate in the wet cooling or dry cooling modes has been
estimated on the basis of meteorological conditions in the region. This cooling alternative is now
analyzed in the EIS in Section 2.3.2. This alternative would result in an estimated reduction of
water consumption of about 56% compared with the existing power plants’ wet-only systems.

The dry-only cooling option is considered in Section 2.3.1.1 but eliminated from further
analysis in the FEIS because a retrofit would be infeasible as noted above.

Key Issue 7: Scope of the EIS with respect to the gas pipeline that supplies the power plants

Several commentors stated that the gas pipeline supplying the power plants in Mexico
should be included in the scope of the NEPA review.

DOE and BLM do not agree that the actions analyzed in this EIS and the actions analyzed
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) in its final EIS for the gas pipeline
(FERC et al. 2002) are connected actions, as noted in Section 1.3.1.2 of the EIS. While the
agency actions (and the regulated applicant activities) for the transmission lines on the one hand
and the pipeline on the other are related and complementary, in that they all would facilitate the
operation of the electricity-generating facilities in Mexico, they are independent actions that
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serve distinct functions and that can proceed separately. The actions analyzed in this EIS would
allow a means for the applicants to market power in the United States while the actions analyzed
in the FERC EIS allow a means for U.S. natural gas to fuel several facilities in Mexico (and one
in the United States), including those associated with the Sempra and Intergen transmission line
projects.

Under the Council of Environmental Quality’s regulations implementing NEPA, actions
are connected if they:

(i) automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental impact
statements.

(ii) cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or
simultaneously.

(iii) are independent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their
justification.

40 CR § 1508.25(a)(1)

DOE’s and BLM’s regulatory actions here will not affect FERC’s approval of the
pipeline. Each agency’s action is taken pursuant to its underlying authority, and these authorities
are independent of each other. Thus, DOE’s and BLM’s granting of the approvals necessary for
the construction of electric transmissions lines under consideration in the EIS will not affect
FERC’s decision to allow construction of the natural gas pipeline (FERC issued a Presidential
permit and a certificate for the pipeline on January 16, 2002), nor will FERC’s approval of the
natural gas pipeline trigger decisions by DOE to grant Presidential permits or by BLM to grant
the rights-of-way (ROWs) for the transmission lines.

It is also clear that FERC’s actions and the resulting applicant activities can and did
proceed regardless of DOE’s and BLM’s ultimate decisions on Sempra’s and Intergen’s
applications. Similarly, neither DOE’s nor BLM’s decisions here would affect FERC’s decision.
Moreover, each set of actions has utility independent of the other. The owners of the gas pipeline
submitted information to FERC asserting that the pipeline would be a viable project without the
Sempra and Intergen power plants and that they would proceed with the pipeline project
regardless of whether DOE and BLM approve the transmission line applications.

Conversely, the DOE and BLM actions have utility independent of FERC’s actions. The
owners of the generating facilities have made substantial investment in the construction of the
generating facilities, and it is reasonable to conclude that power will be available for export,
regardless of fuel source. Furthermore, Sempra and Intergen have indicated that they have
identified possible alternate sources of fuel other than gas from the gas pipeline. Thus, Sempra
and Intergen would proceed with the transmission line projects (and would need the DOE
Presidential permits and BLM ROWs), regardless of whether FERC had taken its actions for the
new pipeline.
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Key Issue 8: Characterization of air quality in terms of ambient air quality standards
and exceedances

Commentors stated that the DEIS inadequately characterizes regional air quality because
it presents historical air quality data only in terms of annual averages and does not present
information on the frequency of episodes of high pollutant levels. They further state that tables
should be added to the EIS showing the number of days per year that U.S. NAAQS have been
exceeded in Imperial County and that Mexican ambient air quality standards have been exceeded
in the Mexicali border region.

DOE and BLM agree that information on episodes of high pollutant levels in Imperial
County should be presented in the EIS. However, as explained in Key Issue 1, the agencies do
not agree that the EIS should present such information for Mexico. Section 3.3 of the EIS,
“Climate and Air Quality,” has been expanded with a section that discusses historical air quality
in Imperial County in terms of the number of days that ambient air quality standards have been
exceeded and in terms of the attainment or nonattainment status for Imperial County under the
CAA regulations. A new table (Table 3.3-3) has been added to Section 3.3.2 of the EIS that
shows the number of days in each of the last 7 years ending in 2003 that the NAAQS for ozone
(O3), carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of
10 µm or less (PM10) were exceeded in Imperial County. Section 3.3.2 of the EIS addresses the
compliance status of Imperial County.

Key Issue 9: Estimating additional violations of ambient air quality standards in Imperial
County resulting from plant emissions

Commentors stated that additional violations of Federal and state ambient air quality
standards would occur from the increases in air concentrations of pollutants emitted from the
power plants. Some requested that the EIS determine the number of days over a given period that
ambient air concentrations would have exceeded the standards when the estimated increment
from the power plants is added to the recorded value for days near the standards.

Although it is possible that plant operations could lead to additional exceedances, that
effect cannot properly be determined by the simple addition of the modeled increments to the
historical measured ambient concentrations, because conditions that would produce the
maximum estimated increment from the plants would not likely correspond to the conditions that
produced the historical near-exceedances to which these values would be added.

The modeled concentration increments presented in the EIS in Tables 4.3-2 through 4.3-6
are maximum predicted concentration increases at any single location in Imperial County at any
point in time over the 5-year review period. On the other hand, historical exceedances or
near-exceedances of ambient air quality standards are actually recorded levels at one or more
monitoring stations in Imperial County. The two values that would be added would in all
likelihood be from two different locations under different meteorological conditions (e.g., wind
direction). To meaningfully combine the modeled values and measured values, the
meteorological conditions on near-exceedance days in Imperial County would have to coincide
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with those that gave the maximum modeled contribution from the plants. It is very unlikely that
these conditions would occur at the same time. Consequently, it is not meaningful or appropriate
to add these two values to predict additional exceedance days, and additional exceedances, if
any, would likely be seriously overestimated because the result would represent a very unlikely
worst-case scenario rather than an expected scenario.

Key Issue 10: Estimation of secondary PM10 from plant ammonia and nitrogen
oxides (NOx) emissions

A commentor stated that the DEIS underestimates the secondary PM10 impacts caused by
the power plant emissions of ammonia slip, particularly when compared with a value
extrapolated by the commentor from an analysis by Dr. Steven Heisler in a supplemental
declaration provided to the District Court (Heisler 2003).

DOE disagrees with the commentor’s methodology and conclusions. The commentor
refers to declarations provided by Dr. Heisler on behalf of the applicants. Dr. Heisler provided
two declarations to the court in 2003 in which he analyzed the potential impacts of the operation
of the plants on air quality. The second, supplemental, declaration was made in response to
declarations made on behalf of the plaintiffs stating that his first declaration did not fully account
for secondary PM10 resulting from plant emissions of ammonia slip. The supplemental
declaration estimated a value of 1.8 µg/m3 of secondary PM10 from ammonia slip for TDM
alone.

The commentor linearly extrapolated a value of a 24-hour average of 9 µg/m3 of
secondary ammonium nitrate (NH4NO3) from both power plants, which is at least an order of
magnitude higher than the estimate in the EIS of less than 1 µg/mg3. The linear extrapolations
the commentor made from Dr. Heisler’s declaration are not valid because the chemical reactions
involved are nonlinear. The commentor’s extrapolated value of NH4NO3 from the Mexico power
plants alone is about five times the actual measured levels (2 to 3 µg/mg3 of NH4NO3 [Chow
and Watson 1995]) that result from emissions of all sources in the border region.

DOE and BLM believe that the value of less than 1 µg/mg3 of secondary PM10 given in
Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the EIS is a reasonable estimate of the maximum expected impact from the
power plants. The EIS estimate relies on an inventory of ammonia sources in the Imperial
County/Mexicali region, where more than 21,000 tons (19,051 t) of ammonia are emitted
annually, to conclude that the area is ammonia rich. In ammonia-rich areas, the addition of
relatively small amounts of ammonia from the power plants would be expected to result in only
small, if any, additional secondary PM10 formation due to the large amount of ammonia already
existing in the air. It is NOx emissions, however, that can react in the atmosphere to form nitric
acid (HNO3), which could then combine with the ammonia in the atmosphere to produce
additional NH4NO3, which might potentially contribute to secondary PM10. Thus, the DEIS
estimates the formation of secondary PM10 production from plant NOx emissions rather than
from ammonia emissions.
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To produce the estimate in the DEIS, DOE obtained a conversion factor for PM10
production from NOx from a study in the San Joaquin Valley (Stockwell et al. 2000). The EIS
estimate is very conservative, that is, greatly overestimates secondary PM10 produced, because
the higher temperatures and lack of humidity in Imperial Valley (compared with the San Joaquin
Valley) are less favorable for NH4NO3 production; thus, substantially less PM10 would be
formed in the hotter and drier Imperial Valley. This conclusion was evaluated in light of a study
by Chow and Watson (1995) of the actual PM10 composition in Imperial County air. The Chow
and Watson study measured actual NH4NO3 in the region and concluded that the total
concentration of secondary PM10 formation was quite low (in the range of 2 to 3 µg/m3 for
24-hour measurements). Thus, even though (1) the area is ammonia rich, and (2) there are
already thousands of tons of NOx emissions in the region per year, the Chow and Watson study
supports the EIS conclusion that the addition of NOx emissions from the power plants
(of approximately 500 tons [454 t] per year) would result in the formation of little, if any,
secondary PM10.

The analysis presented in the EIS (Section 4.3.4.4.2) is different from the analysis
conducted by Dr. Heisler. In conducting a conservative analysis covering only a 2-year period of
operations, Dr. Heisler used a conservative approach with respect to the conversion of ammonia
emitted from the plants to PM10, that resulted in a finding that more than 30% of the ammonia
emitted from the power plants would be converted to PM10. Such a high conversion rate would
not be expected in an ammonia-rich area, such as the Imperial Valley-Mexicali region, as the
Chow and Watson study indicates. There were no changes made to the EIS as a result of this
comment.

Key Issue 11: Characterization of ozone and PM10 episodes in Imperial County

Several commentors noted that the DEIS characterized ozone and PM10 conditions in
Imperial County mainly in terms of annual arithmetic means of ambient concentrations and that
this approach does not allow the evaluation of the frequency of high ozone episodes. They
further noted that the characterization of ozone and PM10 conditions in Imperial County must
consider and evaluate contributions of these pollutants from Mexico, which they state are a
major cause of pollution episodes in Imperial County.

As discussed under Key Issue 8 regarding pollution episodes, DOE and BLM have added
a summary of the number of days that Federal and State ozone and PM10 standards have been
exceeded in Imperial County in Table 3.3-3. With respect to ozone transport from Mexico, the
EIS now references (Section 3.3.2) the 1993 California Air Resource Board report mentioned in
comments that identifies Mexicali as a contributor to ozone episodes in Imperial County
(ARB 1993). The EIS further notes that the EPA has attributed the ozone nonattainment status of
Imperial County in part to contributions from Mexico. However, as discussed in the following
paragraph, high PM10 episodes in Imperial County are not similarly linked to sources in Mexico.
The EIS makes no determination of the source of PM10 episodes in Imperial County as such a
determination is not needed for the assessment of project impacts.
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Contributions from Mexico are no longer regarded as the cause of PM10 NAAQS
exceedances in Imperial County. On October 9, 2003, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
vacated an EPA finding to the effect that “but for contributions from Mexico,” Imperial County
would have attained the PM10 standard, finding that “…based on the data…there is simply no
possibility that Mexican transport could have caused the observed PM-10 exceedences….”
Sierra Club v. U.S. EPA, 352 F.3d 1186 (9th Cir. 2003). The court specifically directed the EPA
to reclassify Imperial County as a serious nonattainment area for PM10 effective September
2004. On August 11, 2004, the EPA published a Final Rule that reclassified the Imperial Valley
from a moderate to a serious PM10 nonattainment area, and also signed a proposed rule to find
that the Imperial Valley Planning Area failed to attain the NAAQS for PM10 by the serious area
statutory deadline of December 31, 2001.

Key Issue 12: Discussion of the uncertainty and sensitivity of the DEIS ozone analysis using
the EPA’s O3 Ozone Isopleth Plotting Program Revised (OZIPR)
methodology; and description of the methodology

Several commentors addressed the ozone modeling analysis presented in the DEIS. Some
commentors expressed the view that ozone modeling and the precise quantification of potential
ozone impacts are difficult exercises and that the limitations and uncertainties of the modeling
analysis should be clearly disclosed in the FEIS. Other commentors stated that the DEIS
conclusion that ozone levels may decrease with increases in NOx seemed counterintuitive or
inconclusive at best. Finally, one commentor stated that contrary to the conclusions in the DEIS,
the Imperial County-Mexicali area is not volatile organic compound (VOC)-limited, and that
scatter plots used in the DEIS do not support this conclusion, further indicating that the ozone
modeling was incorrect.

The DEIS relied on the EPA-approved OZIPR modeling to assess potential ozone
increases in the United States from precursor emissions (primarily NOx and VOC) from the
power plants operating in the Mexicali area. The purpose of the OZIPR modeling was to
characterize the maximum influence of emissions from the Mexico power plants on maximum
possible ozone levels at the maximum receptor point in the United States. The overall approach
drew from the best available data and considered, to the extent possible, relevant factors and
drivers, such as meteorological conditions, power plant and regional emissions of ozone
precursors, and VOC speciation. The DEIS also relied upon historical data to corroborate the
modeling conclusion that the Imperial County-Mexicali area is similar to a region where ozone
formation is VOC-limited, not NOx-limited (i.e., ozone levels are much more sensitive to
changes in VOC emissions than to changes in NOx emissions). Regardless of the historical
information, the OZIPR model results reported in the DEIS indicated that operation of the power
plants was not expected to result in any meaningful decrease (or increase) in ozone levels
(Section 4.3.4.4.2).

On the basis of the public comments, the agencies reevaluated the use of the historical
data (presented in the DEIS as scatter plots in Section 4.3.4.4.2) to show whether Imperial
County is VOC-limited. The agencies agree with the commentors that the scatter plots presented
in the DEIS may not in and of themselves support the conclusion that ozone formation in the
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area is VOC-limited, and the scatter plots have been removed from the EIS. The EIS notes that a
determination that the modeled area is VOC-limited is not a necessary precondition for obtaining
the results of the ozone analysis presented by using the OZIPR model. Those results, now shown
in Figure 4.3-1, are nevertheless consistent with a VOC-limited situation, where O3 levels can
respond to changes in VOC, but are relatively unresponsive to changes in NOx.

The agencies have updated the ozone modeling conducted for the DEIS with additional
emissions data from Mexico that have become available since the DEIS was issued. The results
of the updated modeling are discussed in Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the EIS and are consistent with
earlier results and the conclusions presented in the DEIS.

The FEIS also includes the results of a sensitivity analysis performed by the OZIPR
ozone modeling to test the model results (by varying the value of the input in order to see the
degree of effect on the model output), as described in Section 4.3.4.4.2 and Appendix G. This
analysis indicated that the model was fairly insensitive to changes in the values of inputs for
which only default values were available, while it determined a reasonably maximum range of
results for all ranges of input values. The sensitivity analysis results further support the
conclusion in the EIS, that emissions from the power plants will not lead to meaningful increases
or decreases in O3 concentrations in the region.

Key Issue 13: Estimates of additional adverse health impacts

Numerous commentors raised concerns that power plant emissions would raise levels of
asthma and other respiratory conditions and that the EIS did not adequately characterize health
impacts in Imperial Valley. Also, two commentors provided estimates of additional health
impacts in Imperial County that would result from estimated increases in PM10 concentrations
caused by power plant operations. These estimates are reviewed in the response to Comment
0008-001 in Chapter 4 of this volume. The DEIS did not provide estimates of the number of
additional cases of adverse health impacts that would be expected from plant operations, but
noted that the number of such cases would be small.

In response to comments, DOE and BLM have performed an independent estimate of the
number of additional asthma hospitalizations that could be associated with PM10 emissions from
the power plants. The estimated maximum increase in asthma hospitalizations in Imperial
County is two to three cases per year out of a base of 323 cases per year. This result, however, is
an overestimate because it uses the maximum PM10 increment in Imperial County from power
plant emissions determined in the air dispersion modeling in Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the EIS as an
exposure concentration. This value of 2.45 µg/m3 taken from Table 4.3-4 represents a maximum
increase for a 24-hour average for any location in the county over a representative 5-year period
of meteorological conditions. Because the increase in the annual average concentration of PM10
in the county, which should be used in estimates of health impacts, is estimated to be 0.11 µg/m3

(Table 4.3-4), the actual number of additional asthma cases is expected to be less than one per
year. The results of this analysis have been added to the health impacts discussion in
Section 4.11.4.2 of the FEIS.
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Key Issue 14: Documentation of total dissolved solids (TDS) removal in power plant water
treatment systems

One commentor noted that the DEIS does not identify the specific physical or chemical
process responsible for removing TDS from the water in the wastewater treatment plants at the
power plants.

In response, DOE and BLM have added a brief discussion of the physical and chemical
processes involved in the removal of TDS from the input water in Section 2.2.2 of the EIS. These
processes, mainly the biological treatment units and the lime softeners, are designed to treat
water to make it suitable for plant uses. The major use is for cooling in the steam cycle. Cooling
water must be treated to remove dissolved solids, such as calcium and magnesium, that can
precipitate and form scale in the cooling system. These constituents of the intake water
contribute to TDS. Thus, while the primary function of the water treatment system is not to
remove TDS per se, the system removes a portion of TDS nonetheless. The TDS removal
processes are discussed in detail in the response to Comment CAL08-008 in Chapter 4 of this
volume.

Key Issue 15: Analysis of power plant impacts on the regional 4,000-mg/L TDS surface
water objective

Several commentors noted that the salinity of the New River currently equals or
surpasses the Colorado River Basin water quality objective of 4,000 mg/L at its outlet to the
Salton Sea, and that the DEIS does not provide an estimate of the effect of the power plants’
discharge on TDS at this location. One commentor stated that operation of the power plants will
exacerbate the degree of noncompliance with this water quality objective.

As a legal matter, the Colorado River Basin water quality objective does apply to
discharges from the power plants in Mexico. In addition, as discussed in Section 3.2.1.1.2 of the
EIS, TDS in the New River increases in the downstream direction (i.e., north, toward the Salton
Sea). A large portion of this increase in TDS is due to agricultural inflows into the New River.
The 4,000-mg/L annual average water quality objective, however, exempts discharges from
agricultural sources from the water quality objective.

In any event, in response to the public comments, DOE and BLM conducted a further
review and found 27 measurements that were made at the outlet of the New River between
January 1996 and March 1998 (IID 2002). The average TDS at the outlet was approximately
2,770 mg/L, with a standard deviation of about 360 mg/L. The highest concentration measured
was about 3,700 mg/L.

A summary of these measurements and findings is incorporated in Section 4.2.4.1.2 of
the FEIS to provide a more complete discussion of water quality issues for the New River. In the
same section, an estimate of a maximum increase in TDS at this location of 58 mg/L as a result
of both power plants operating compared with no plants operating has been added. The FEIS
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concludes that TDS in the New River would be well below the 4,000-mg/L annual average
Colorado River basin water quality objective.

Key Issue 16: The use of the second circuits on the respective transmission lines

Commentors suggested that construction of the two transmission line projects, each with
a second circuit that is not required to handle the load from the current plants, can only imply
that additional plants will be added and will use the second lines.

DOE and BLM disagree with this conclusion. First, Sempra and Intergen have stated in
letters to DOE that the second circuit was strung at the same time as the first circuit was being
built in order to minimize costs and construction impacts. Both companies also stated that they
have no plans to build additional power plants and only intend to use these extra circuits when
the primary circuits are down for repairs and maintenance. Second, as stated in the cumulative
impacts discussion of the EIS (Section 5), DOE has not identified any reasonably foreseeable
specific plans for additional power plants in the region.

Key Issue 17: The applicability of conformity review to direct PM10 emissions from the
Mexico power plants and to indirect PM10 emissions from dry lakebed at the
Salton Sea exposed as a result of consumptive water use at these plants

One commentor has stated that the conformity analysis described in the DEIS needs also
to encompass both the direct PM10 emissions from the power plants in Mexico and indirect
PM10 emissions from lakebed at the Salton Sea that may be exposed by water use at these plants.

DOE and BLM do not agree that these emissions should be included in the conformity
analysis for the reasons given below. Under Section 176(c) (1) of the CAA, and in accordance
with EPA implementing regulations, 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, Subpart B, Federal agencies must
ensure that their actions conform to the appropriate State Implementation Plan for achieving
compliance with the NAAQS. The EPA’s conformity regulations (which have been adopted in
Rule 925 by the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District) establish applicability thresholds
based on emissions of criteria pollutants attributable to a Federal action that takes place in a
nonattainment or maintenance area, 40 CFR § 51.853(b)(1). However, an EPA guidance
document (EPA 1994) regarding the implementation of the conformity regulations makes clear
that emissions originating outside of the United States are excluded from analysis (even if they
may affect ambient air quality within the United States). Because the power plants are located in
Mexico, emissions from the plants are not included in DOE’s conformity analysis.

Likewise, particulate emissions from exposed lakebed of the Salton Sea are not
considered in DOE’s conformity analysis. The conformity rules state that “a conformity
determination is required for each pollutant where the total of direct and indirect emissions in a
nonattainment or maintenance area caused by a federal action would equal or exceed” the
specified thresholds, and where, as here, the emissions are considerably less than 10% of the
regional emissions, 40 CFR § 51.853(b). Particulate emissions from exposed Salton Sea lakebed
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do not meet the definition of either “direct” or “indirect” emissions under the conformity
regulations. Direct emissions are “caused or initiated by the Federal action and occur at the same
time and place as the action,” 40 CFR § 51.852. Indirect emissions are defined as emissions
(1) that “are caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time and/or may be farther
removed in distance from the action itself but are still reasonably foreseeable;” and also (2) that
“the Federal agency can practicably control and will maintain control over due to a continuing
program responsibility of the Federal agency” (Id.).

Emissions from the Salton Sea lakebed would not occur at the same time and place as the
construction and operation of the transmission lines and therefore cannot be considered direct
emissions. Even insofar as particulate emissions from the Salton Sea lakebed are indirectly
attributable to the operation of the transmission lines, neither DOE or BLM is in a position
practicably to control such emissions nor does either agency have any continuing program
responsibility that extends to the monitoring or controlling of lakebed conditions at the Salton
Sea. Particulate emissions from the Salton Sea lakebed therefore also do not meet the definition
of indirect emissions.

In any event, as described in Section 4.3.4.4.4 of the FEIS, estimated particulate
emissions from exposed Salton Sea lakebed resulting from water usage by the power plants (and
corresponding reduced flows to the Sea) would be less than 10 tons (9 t)/yr, far below the
applicable 70-ton/yr (64-t/yr) threshold under the conformity rules.

Key Issue 18: Conservatism in the analysis and interpretation of impacts

One commentor noted that many of the estimates of impacts in the EIS employ
conservative assumptions that result in an overestimation of impacts and that such conservatism
should be pointed out in the EIS.

DOE and BLM acknowledge that a good deal of conservatism is built into the analyses in
the EIS. While the conservatism is usually noted in the discussion of the various methodologies
used to assess impacts, it is generally not summarized in the discussion and interpretation of
results. Because impacts as conservatively analyzed are small, it is not necessary to estimate the
level of conservatism in the analyses for the purposes of this EIS.

Conservatism in analysis affects mainly the air and water impact evaluations. With
respect to water, for example, under actual plant operations, less water is evaporated for cooling
than the amount assumed in the DEIS analysis, which is based on a 100% capacity factor,
thereby reducing the computed negative impacts on salinity in the New River and Salton Sea.
The fact that less TDS is removed by the WTPs at the plants under actual operations is now
noted in Section 4.2.4.1.2 of the EIS.

With respect to the air impacts, conservative assumptions affect several elements of the
analysis leading to estimates of increases in ambient air concentrations of air pollutants in
Imperial County. The assumption that power plants operate at full capacity all of the time
overestimates the quantity of emissions that would actually be expected to occur under normal
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operations. Similarly, pollutant emission rates are conservatively based on maximum permitted
rates or vendor guarantees of the effectiveness of pollution control equipment, both of which
exceed actual expected emission rates. With regard to the air dispersion modeling, concentration
increases reported in the DEIS are the maximum concentration at any location on the modeling
grid (border region) at any time over a 5-year modeling scenario based on historical
meteorological conditions. Typical or average concentration increases at a given receptor
location in Imperial County would be expected to be far less than these estimates, and for a
significant fraction of time, they would be expected to approach zero. For this reason, estimates
of health impacts to a given population must be viewed with care, since data on concentrations of
air pollutants (e.g., PM10) from the air impacts analysis greatly overestimate actual exposures
over time to residents in the region.
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4  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter provides DOE’s responses to comments received on the DEIS during the
public comment period (comments appear in regular type, responses appear in italics). Responses
to comments received from individuals who spoke at the Calexico and El Centro, California,
public hearings are presented first. Their document numbers begin with CAL and EC,
respectively, and are numbered sequentially. For example, the first commentor at the Calexico
hearing was assigned document number CAL01. Responses to commentors who sent letters,
facsimile transmittals, or e-mails follow those from the public hearings. Their comment
documents were assigned sequential numbers, beginning with 0001. Individual comments within
comment documents were also numbered. For example, 0004-003 is the third comment from
document number 0004. The comments are typed here for the reader’s convenience. The original
comment documents are reproduced in Chapter 2 of this volume of the EIS, with individual
comments highlighted by vertical lines in the right margin and the corresponding comment
number to the right of the lines.

A number of concerns (e.g., including an analysis of impacts in Mexico, conditioning of
permits, and analysis of parallel wet-dry cooling) were expressed by many commentors. Other
comments (while coming from only one or a small number of commentors) expressed ideas that
required detailed explanation and, in some cases, changes to the DEIS. These types of comments
are summarized in Chapter 3 of this volume of the EIS as key issues. Where appropriate,
responses refer the reader to key issues.

Several comment documents in the 0027 through 0086 range were shortened versions of
a campaign letter. (See the introduction to Chapter 2 of this volume of the EIS for more details
on the campaign letters.) For these documents, the response to a comment often refers the reader
to the appropriate comment number from the representative campaign document (usually
document number 0022).

Some commentors expressed strong opinions that were either outside the scope of the
EIS or that would not result in a change in the analytical approach used or in the conclusions
drawn in the DEIS. DOE acknowledges these concerns. Where appropriate, the reader is directed
to sections of the EIS that relate to the commentor’s concerns.
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CALEXICO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

COMMENTOR CAL01: Godofredo Mendez (through interpreter Inez Gonzalez)

Comment CAL01-001

Good afternoon. My name is Godofredo Mendez. He’s a resident of Calexico. He has many
knowledge about the Valley. And it seems to him that it’s incorrect, what’s happening with the
land and with the water.

In the Valley, for many years, there’s been a lot of activity in the agricultural area. And that
production has served the whole nation and the areas around here.

I have spoken at other meetings and they have answered to me with stupid responses. I’m not
ignorant, even though I’m -- Mexican people think I’m ignorant, but I am not. I have told them
about the problems that is happening because of the water and the electric current. And they’ve
said every four years they are going to plow the land. And like I said, I’m not stupid to think that
what they say is true.

I know the Valley very well on all four sides. I know the prejudice that has taken place because
of the energy from Palo Verde. They want to put up more electric energy, take away our water
and there will be a time when we will have to give up our homes, because when the land dries
up, we won’t be able to stand all the dust that will come up. Many people have to leave their
homes because they won’t have work. With this, I’m sure you understand the abuse that is
directed to the residents of the Valley.

Response CAL01-001

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
acknowledge the commentor’s concerns. Impacts to land, water, and air from the
proposed projects are analyzed in the environmental impact statement (EIS) in
Sections 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3.

COMMENTOR CAL02: John Pierre Menvielle

Comment CAL02-001

I was born and raised in Calexico and I find it ridiculous that the Department of Energy has not
yet recognized that regardless of what side of the border you are on, that we both share the same
air.
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Response CAL02-001

Impacts to air quality in Imperial County from the proposed projects are analyzed in the
EIS in Section 4.3. Regarding analysis of impacts in Mexico, please see the response to
Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR CAL03:   Congressman Bob Filner
(His written statement read in Spanish by Inez Gonzalez)

Comment CAL03-001

Imperial County’s air is under siege. The county currently has the highest childhood asthma rate
in the State of California, partly because of pollution from power plants in Mexicali. As the
Department of Energy considers Presidential permits for Intergen and Sempra to run
transmission lines from their power plants into the United States, it must closely examine the
environmental and health impact of these power plants.

The Department of Energy must insist that Sempra and Intergen finance sufficient pollution
reduction efforts in Imperial County to offset the emissions generated by your power plants.
These companies should have no more than two years to offset all their PM-10s and NOx
emissions by paving roads and supporting other projects in Imperial County.

Response CAL03-001

Regarding the question of DOE requiring power plant emission offsets financed by the
power companies, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR CAL04: Pablo Orozco, Calexico New River Committee

Comment CAL04-001

The New River is already a huge health and environmental threat to the people of the Imperial
County and Mexicali valleys. It is the dirtiest river in North America carrying, among other
wastes, the pollution of, at least, 10 million gallons per day of raw sewage into the City of
Calexico.

The draft EIS acknowledges that there will be a reduction of water flow and water available from
the New River resulting from the operation of the two departments. While any operation that
takes treated or partially treated water out of the system reducing the total flow of the river
necessarily contributes to the concentration of these contaminants and aggravates the health and
environmental risks of our community.

Now, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board recently published a report entitled,
“The National Alteration of the New River. This is from April 2004. And in it it reads, it reads:
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The InterGen and Sempra Energy Power plants combined utilizes possibly 500 liters per second
of wastewater from the San Jose Lagunas. One of the power plants reportedly treats the incoming
waste to a tertiary level before being used for it’s cooling towers. The wastewater that you are
international drain has high concentration of total solids and therefore contributes to an increased
salinity level in the New River, ultimately the Salton Sea.

Response CAL04-001

Impacts of power plant operations on the salinity of the Salton Sea are analyzed in
Section 4.2.4.4 of the EIS. Regarding impacts on the salinity of the New River, please see
the response to Key Issue 15. Reductions in flow of the New River would not result in any
meaningful health or environmental impacts.

Comment CAL04-002

So just, in closing, we ask that the power plants provide full mitigation for any air pollution
originating from their operations. We ask that the power plants implement alternative impact of
pollution salinity on the New River and Salton Sea. But most of all we ask that the committee
continue to be included in the process and that the people’s health and welfare be considered the
first priority as solutions are sought and decisions are made.

Response CAL04-002

Alternative technologies and mitigation of air impacts to reduce salinity impacts are
discussed in Sections 2.3 and 2.4 of the EIS, respectively. DOE and BLM will consider
the impacts analyzed, including health impacts, in any decisions and the proposed action.

COMMENTOR CAL05: Kimberly Collins

Comment CAL05-001

First, I’m not surprised by the findings of the report. I think it really contains the same old and
tired way of thinking by the U.S. federal government bureaucracy that does not recognize that
the U.S-Mexican border is a region in which air, water, health issues and economies are shared.
This way of thinking is clearly seen in the report on Page S-4, in which the map doesn’t really
extend into Mexico and is not to scale on the Mexican side. It portrays a sentiment that here we
are on the U.S. side and there’s some things going on over on the Mexican side, but we are not
really sure what’s going on over there. If we sort of kind of count it and not really count it in.

Air and water don’t follow the political boundaries of governments. They follow the natural flow
of the earth. The EIS must conduct a binational and regional analysis. To do otherwise is a
half-completed job that does not address the real situation.
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Response CAL05-001

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA and Executive Order (E.O.) 12114
(January 4, 1979) do not require consideration of extraterritorial impacts. The map on
page 5-4 of the Draft EIS (DEIS) was drawn out of scale in Mexico in order to show the
configuration of the proposed transmission lines in relation to their respective power
plants. Please see the response to Key Issue 1.

Comment CAL05-002

Two, I find it ironic that this review is occurring during the year of the 10th anniversary of
NAFTA and really shows the border region has become the [doormat] for NAFTA. It is a place
to scrape your boots and as long as the moneys are still being sent to Washington, D.C., it’s not a
place to worry about human health problems, environmental degradation or future development
of the region.

Ten years ago it was hoped by some that if NAFTA was pass and free trade in the Americas
became a reality, the border would get much needed attention and funding. This clearly is not
happening as seen by the results in this report. Instead of providing investment and infrastructure
to begin sustainable development in the region, new projects that contaminate the area are being
embraced.

Response CAL05-002

Issues relating to the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) are not within the
scope of the EIS.

Comment CAL05-003

Three, public interest, on Page S-7, I really think needs to be defined. There is a huge difference
between the public interest regarding the environment and human health impacts and that of the
current reliability of U.S. electric power. It is not, and I repeat not, in the public interest of
Imperial County residents to have these two power plants for these following reasons:

Response CAL05-003

Section 4.11 of the EIS discusses the impacts of the proposed action on the health of,
citizens in Imperial County. Therefore, a consideration of public health is part of DOE’s
public interest finding in this proceeding.

Comment CAL05-004

One, socioeconomic impacts, which are addressed in Section 5.4.10. The costs to the local
economy, which are not addressed sufficiently or appropriately by the draft EIS, will exceed any
benefits that might possibly be derived, such as property taxes.
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The local economic cost will include lost economic development opportunities as large
companies are leery to come to areas that have high amounts of pollution. There will also be
public health costs that will be incurred by local governments to care for low-income residents,
especially uninsured children. There will also be costs to production to local businesses and
individuals with sick days, be it a worker who is sick with respiratory illnesses and needs to take
a day off to visit with the doctor or the worker with a sick child that has asthma. These are just a
limited example of possible costs that are not included in the draft EIS. I’m sure if someone did a
further analysis they might find more.

Response CAL05-004

An analysis of air quality impacts conducted for the EIS found that increases in air
pollutant concentrations due to power plant emissions were below U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) significant impact levels (SLs) used as a benchmark for
impacts. The plants would not, therefore, produce any significant air quality impacts in
the county. The EIS (Section 4.11.4.2) estimates that the plants would contribute less than
one additional hospitalization annually for asthma in Imperial County from PM10
(particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 10 µm or less) emissions.
Accordingly, no impacts on local economic development or local public health are
expected in the county as a result of emissions from the power plants.

Comment CAL05-005

Human health, Section 5.4.11. The human health issues are not addressed in the draft EIS. The
Imperial/Mexicali valleys are already nonattainment areas for PM10, ozone and et cetera. There
are already severe levels of asthma and respiratory illnesses in the community.

I would hypothesis that there have already been additional human health impacts by these power
plants just from the short time they have been running. I base this on two factors: The first, there
has already -- I’m sorry -- the first is that there was an already stressed environment and human
health system. Additional pollution to that system, even at small levels, can tip the scales and
push health of local residents into a dangerous level.

By just talking to my co-workers in Calexico, I, along with them, have experienced an increase
in respiratory infections over the past eight months. And I have had a consistent cough and
problem with my voice since late last year. And I have always had allergies, so I’m in a sensitive
population, but it has seriously gotten worse. If a stringent analysis was actually conducted on
the health of the residents in the region, I’m sure that you would find that there has been an
impact from the power plants.

Response CAL05-005

Please see the response to Comments CAL05-004 and 0009-005. Section 3.3 of the EIS
acknowledges that Imperial County is nonattainment for PM10 and ozone (O3). However,
there is no evidence that the small increments of these pollutants introduced by the power
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plants will “tip the scales” or cause any more than a proportionate increase in health
impacts as estimated in Section 4.11.

Comment CAL05-006

Minority and low income populations, Section 5.4.12. The environmental justice issues have not
sufficiently been answered. Imperial County is 73 percent Hispanic. The education rates are half
the state average. The unemployment rates are three times the state averages.

The table on 3.9-2 is incorrect on Page 3-97. The unemployment rates are not 4.9 percent in the
Imperial Valley. Last month they were over 18 percent. For 2003 they were over 23 percent. We
do not have a lower unemployment rate than the state average, and I’m sure you could do that
easily just by walking out the door and looking at individuals who go into food lines looking for
food and for health, for assistance for their families. The draft EIS must go back and
appropriately address the environmental justice aspect of the power plants and the related
transmission lines.

Response CAL05-006

The commentor suggests that the unemployment rate in Imperial County in 2003 was
much higher than the rate shown in Section 3.9.3 of the EIS, implying that the minority
population is disproportionately affected by unemployment. The EIS used the rate for
persons in the county registering to claim unemployment benefits as the basis for
establishing the extent of unemployment in the county. While it may be the case that
additional persons who were not registered to receive benefits may nevertheless be
considered to be unemployed, establishing an accurate count for these individuals is not
possible. DOE and BLM believe that the EIS adequately addresses environmental justice
concerns related to the proposed actions.

Comment CAL05-007

I’m going to step back a little bit. The issues outside the scope of the EIS from Section 1.3.2.
This federal action does affect the global commons. Power plants are known to contribute to
global warming. It is impossible to only recognize the transmission lines and not consider the
power plants. They function together. Without the power plants, there would be no need to have
the transmission lines

Response CAL05-007

The impact of power plant carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the context of global
climate change is analyzed in Section 4.3.4.4.3. It is concluded there that impacts would
be negligible.
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Comment CAL05-008

Finally, this report, I believe, tells the residents/taxpayers of Imperial County and those residents
of Mexicali that there will be impacts to our environment and health, but that our public interest
does not matter to the DOE and that we are a poor disenfranchised people. If that doesn’t scream
environmental justice, then I don’t know what does.

Response CAL05-008

The analysis of environmental justice issues in the EIS was performed according to
guidelines established by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), with an analysis
undertaken at the relevant geographic scale (the block group level), by using the
appropriate reference populations (the state total low-income and minority populations).
Analysis of noise and dust issues along the route of the transmission lines used a 2-mi
(3-km) corridor as the relevant affected area, and the analysis of air quality issues used
the county as the appropriate scale of analysis.

The analysis found that temporary noise and dust emissions from construction, and long-
term noise effects from electric and magnetic fields (EMF) would not produce high and
adverse impacts on the general population along any of the transmission line routes.
Construction and operation would not, therefore, adversely or disproportionately impact
low-income or minority populations regardless of the concentration of these populations
in the vicinity of the transmission line corridor.

Analysis of air quality impacts compared modeled increases in ambient air
concentrations of criteria pollutants due to power plant emissions over a grid of receptor
locations in the county and found that increases were below EPA SLs used as a
benchmark of impacts. Since the plants would not produce high and adverse impacts on
the general population in the county, they would not adversely or disproportionately
impact low-income or minority populations regardless of the concentration of these
populations in the county.

COMMENTOR CAL06:    Kenneth Smokoska
Sierra Club, San Diego and Imperial Counties

Comment CAL06-001

The Sierra Club has been actively involved in litigation on these power plants and air quality in
Imperial County for a number of years. The Supreme Court recently passed on a chance to
overturn a Ninth Circuit on Court of Appeals that ordered the Environmental Protection Agency
to add this area to a list of communities with some of the worse air quality in the United States, a
designation that would require them to spend more money in controlling pollution, yet the EIS
had nothing in there for offsets for this air pollution.
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Response CAL06-001

Regarding the recent court action, please see the response to Comment 0007-006.
Possible mitigation measures for air emissions from the power plants in Mexico are
described in Section 4.3.6 of the EIS.

Comment CAL06-002

Secondly, these are definitely connected actions. The power plants, the transmission lines, the
importation of LNG, are all connected and the accumulative effects are definitely inadequately
addressed in the EIS.

Response CAL06-002

Information provided to DOE and BLM indicates that the North Baja natural gas
pipeline had independent value and use even if the Termoeléctrica de Mexicali (TDM)
and La Rosita Power Complex (LRPC) power plants were not constructed. For further
discussion, please see the response to Key Issue 7. The power plants do not use liquefied
natural gas (LNG) as a fuel source.

Comment CAL06-003

Alternative analysis was only considered for transmission lines, not the power plants. We feel
that alternative energy production should have been considered due to the severe air quality in
Imperial County.

Response CAL06-003

The power plants are already built and operating. Thus alternatives affecting the
generation of power are confined to a set of reasonable options for the existing plants.
Alternative power sources are considered  beyond the scope of the EIS.

Comment CAL06-004

Further, continuing on the unemployment, we are requesting that a study of solar manufacturing
plant versus natural gas/carb plants be commissioned. Our unemployment rate is at 20 versus 4.9
in the study. If you take into consideration studies recently that show that 700 percent more jobs
are created with solar manufacturing per megawatt versus a natural gas power plant, that could
have been potentially alleviated some of the unemployment issues and, also, the air quality
issues.
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Response CAL06-004

The use of alternate methods for generating power was determined to not be a
reasonable alternative for consideration in the EIS; therefore, the study suggested by the
commentor is beyond the scope of the analysis in the EIS.

Comment CAL06-005

When you get into water, the Salton Sea has had a tremendous amount of studies done on it as
far as the potential for the Salton Sea to be turned into another Owens Valley. Now, with the
Owens Lake up in the eastern Sierras, that area has contributed to nonattainment areas
throughout the Mohave, Lancaster and other areas and that. There’s a significant chance that it
will be exasperated [exacerbated] and advanced by the water that’s going to be diverted from the
New River, both in evaporation and just straight into the cooling. So we definitely would like to
have dry cooling considered in this action. And, also, the offsets are imperative.

Response CAL06-005

Analysis of additional PM10 emissions from exposed lakebed resulting from water
consumption by the power plants in Mexico is presented in Section 4.3.4.4.4 of the EIS.
See also Key Issue 17. An analysis of wet-dry cooling is also included in the relevant
impact areas of the EIS. Wet-dry cooling is analyzed rather than dry-only cooling, which
is considered technically infeasible as described in Section 2.3.1 of the EIS.

COMMENTOR CAL07: Carlos Yruretagoyena

Comment CAL07-001

For better or for worse, and for what it’s worth, whoever wrote that document deserves some
kind of accommodation and applause, because he must have, at least, identified five serious
difficulties and one topic for reflection. And these are the ones that I identified. The scope of the
study. The legal implications related to possible mitigation or restorations and in the event of an
impact or a catastrophe, who will be the one to get blamed or be responsible to duly respond to
the society of the community in which that accident would happen?

The disparity in our environmental legislation between our two countries, the criteria that we use
to conduct our own environmental impact studies and the absence of validated criteria and a
solid background when it comes to particularly evaluating projects of this nature, projects that
are being conducted and done and sponsored within the border region, a border region that has
been defined under NAFTA and the CEC’s agreements and that has been raised by the Keoto
(phonetic) and the Rio summits. These considerations were not incorporated in this draft for
many reasons, I would like to think.
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The other aspect is, whoever does generate this impact, will surely be either prosecuted or
followed by whose courts? Ours or yours? And so there is this emptiness between who’s
responsible in responding to us, the community dwellers, if something goes wrong. It’s foreign
capital being invested in my country, so then your laws do not attain nor perpetrate or follow
whoever has been investing in my country. And if the incident becomes a transnational incident,
then the ones that are going to be locked with that issue are going to be the local residents, not
the investigators.

The other topic that really started getting my mind to work is the topic for reflection, and what
I’m asking: Who’s the owner of these power plants? Who will be the owners of the power lines?
Who are going to be the ones profiting from the marketing? And from that marketing, how many
of those benefits are going to be continuously invested in our communities?

Those are the five obstacles that I identified in that topic for reflection, which I think whoever
wrote this document, which is a very heavy document to begin with, really deserves my
applause, at least.

Response CAL07-001

The EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed actions in the United States.
Regarding analysis of impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1. NEPA
does not require Federal agencies to speculate on opportunities for or impacts from
trade. The jurisdiction of courts in the event referred to in the comment is outside the
scope of NEPA. The owners of the proposed power lines are identified in Chapter 1 of the
EIS.

Comment CAL07-002

Chairman Russell, this is what I have to say about the draft. The draft study has its scope limited
only to the area that could be impacted or will be impacted by the transmission lines section that
will be built in the United States site. Any other direct or indirect association was not undertaken
in this study. So that lends it short in duty considering the overall implications of the risk
assessments or the projections that were undertaken.

And since such study only addresses the U.S. side of the transmission lines, it has omitted any
other possible direct or indirect association, causes, impacts in health issues and restoration
initiatives on urban, rural, land, soil, water and air, and that no swaps will be or have been taken
into consideration.

There might be south from the transmission of the energy, the construction of the power lines,
but from its initial point of generation, not only as it comes across the border. Because if there’s
going to be an impact, it should be duly addressed and evaluated since it starts getting generated.
And since the generation points are in Mexico, this draft did not include that. Because of the
constitutional, legal implications which I duly recognize, it must have been very difficult for
whoever was doing this.
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The study does not incorporate any issues of transborder, binational nor NAFTA nor CEC
environmental safeguards and public health guidelines to diminish and restore possible impacts.
In that same respect, it has no possible risk and prevention measures scenarios for the U.S. side
and for the Mexican side to address for the immediate area of influence or the border
demarcation so as has been defined by NAFTA.

This situation clearly undermines, omits and frees from any possible responsibility the two
respected Mexican partners Federal Electrica de Mexicali known as Sempra and Baja California
Power known as InterGen, respectively.

I had a very tough time getting to read the MIA document that was supposedly structured by the
Mexican companies. I did not have access to it nor have had access to it, not even on request
through e-mail. So to me to do a comparison evaluation between to the studies has been almost
impossible. Therefore, I am assuming that the Mexican companies did a similar environmental
impact study, as requested by the Mexican environmental laws. It’s called the MIA, MIA. It’s
not missing in action. I just want to clarify that. That includes the same, similar or better criteria
as it was stated in the May 2004 draft document. If such would be the case, then such study
would also be scoped to the Mexican portion of the transmission line project and it would not
include the U.S. side. Again, making it narrow-minded, narrow-focused.

In any case, neither have taken into consideration that possible contingencies, environmental
impacts and health issues could or would occur with a binational component and as a result of
their actions, commercial associations or partnerships, energy supplied projects and energy
generation industrial processes. It is clear that in each case neither side have taken such
implications in the projection or case-scenario contingency plans. It wasn’t clear to obtain a copy
nor I have access in the Internet, so I could not evaluate and compare the Mexican documents to
contradict or support the comments I am making now.

Response CAL07-002

Regarding the scope of the study, it was not limited only to the area impacted by the
U.S. portion of the transmission lines; it includes all regions of the United States that
could be impacted by power plant operations as well. With respect to the analysis of
impacts in Mexico in the context of a binational study, please see the response to
Key Issue 1.

Comment CAL07-003

It was also unclear to differentiate and learn the legal and physical nationalities and legal
personality of all the parties involved in the energy generation process currently being developed
in Mexicali. I would like to add here, to me, it’s been very difficult to get to learn who’s the legal
entity on the other side of the border. If there is a blame or a complaint to follow up, who should
we address it to? Would it be Sempra? Would it be InterGen or would it be Azteca or would it be
all of these?
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So there should be some kind of a clarification as to who are the legal, the legal parties involved
so that if there’s any community or public comments to be made or to follow, they should be the
ones showing their face in these contingencies.

Response CAL07-003

Sempra and Intergen are the two companies that are proposing to build transmission
lines to the TDM and LRPC power plants, respectively, that are analyzed in this EIS, as
identified in Chapter 1. The jurisdiction of the court for suit is outside of NEPA.

Comment CAL07-004

I’ve omitted intentionally any issues pertinent to the water, the soil, the natural resources, the air
values, the health that might be affected, impacted, polluted or changed from its original
biological, natural or ecological status within our region or influenced directly or indirectly by
the power energy generation sources in Mexico and it’s complete source of transmission. This
we did in our first meeting, and so I think it was sufficiently clear information that was provided
for all of you to actually take into consideration in your draft what would be some of the
externalities that these two power plants and the project lines will have.

However, the draft -- and this is an initiative that has never been taken into consideration -- has
never taken the step in creating a more sustainable holistic approach in actually correlating all
these different impacts that will associate or be associated to what does it mean to have these two
power plants in our region.

And the gain here of this is to actually give the rest of the border towns a breathing chance that
whoever sets a new type of power plant in their community will have more constrained legal and
environmental criteria to follow instead of the ones that we have done.

This has been a process in where only Mexico City knows what went on. There is no state nor
county by California authority that can give us a clear answer to our questions. No one in Baja,
California knows how it was that they got the permissions, did the studies and how was it that it
got approved without public consent, without public notification and without Baja, California
public involvement. And that is a true fact that is still evident in our state. So here we are talking
legal and environmental matters in your way, and their partners are doing something else. So we
don’t know what the real deal here is.

Response CAL07-004

The EIS analyzes impacts in all relevant impact areas, as suggested in CEQ guidance.
Further, it analyzes the impacts of the power plants within the context of cumulative
impacts from reasonably foreseeable future power plants and other developments in the
region. Regarding the permitting of the power plants in Mexico, please see the response
to Key Issue 1. Appendix J, which provides a summary of the permitting in Mexico that
was performed for the power plants, has been added to the Final EIS (FEIS).
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Comment CAL07-005

In any case, such studies, however, did not take into consideration the external or externalities
associated to the possible impacts that the power plants construction and operation, as well as the
magnetic field increments case scenarios of risk would have effect on the two nations nor the
public binational, local interest.

The draft study supposes, almost in good faith, nor mentions that a similar detail professional
impact study for the power lines in the Mexican line has been conducted and submitted for
public revision and comments. In that same respect, it also fails to mention of the revisions and
reequations (phonetic) that have resulted from such initiative. Since this initiative has not been
taken place, there are no reequations to that Mexican side of that MIA document.

In this respect, I can only comment that any document consultation, copying requests or a
evaluation needs still be made directly to Mexico City, not the Energy Commission offices for
access have been, in my case, denied.

This point in case is fundamental to know because of the limitations and responsibilities of the
permit seekers on each of the sides of the border and the social commercial names stated on their
respective companies. In any event, if they are responsible as legal entities to confront any given
issue or correction of actions against them by the authorities or communities themselves.

Again, I thank you for allowing me to speak. Hopefully this time we’ll get it right. Hopefully.
And I know that it’s a -- it is not easy when there is no criteria, there is no legal, constitutional
mandates that will allow parties of the two nations to come together and do a binational
evaluation. Not passing by, but incorporating mutually our laws and our environmental criteria
that has never be done in the border towns. That could be one of the most strongest suggestions
that we could make. We need to work binationally so that if we are to do something right
binationally that will benefit the two sides of the border fence, it should be with the undertaking
of the two governments doing the same thing in the same place for the same people.

Response CAL07-005

Regarding analyzing impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.
Appendix J, which provides a summary of the permitting in Mexico that was performed
for the power plants, has been added to the FEIS.

COMMENTOR CAL08: Bill Powers, Border Power Plant Working Group

Comment CAL08-001

And my impression from the EIS is that little, if any, of that information from those declarations
served as a point of departure from the document. It’s almost as if we went back to the period
when we were looking at the environmental assessment in the FONSI. And the authors were
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working off of information from late 2001 without incorporating all of that tremendous amount
of good information that was in there. So that’s an overview of the document.

Response CAL08-001

Declarations given in court proceedings regarding the interim operation of the
transmission lines and materials provided during the public scoping and comment
periods were consulted as necessary in the preparation of analyses in the FEIS.

Comment CAL08-002

Comment No. 1 is very straightforward: DEIS must explicitly state that the New River flows
north into the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge so reader understands
significance of New River quality issue. Most people here understand the river flows north.
Anyone outside the region that would be a surprise. And, I think, that should be front and center.
This is going north, it’s going into the U.S. If it was going south, we don’t care. Not to offend
anyone from Mexico, it’s just from a U.S. environmental assessment, if it’s flowing south, it’s in
Mexico.

Response CAL08-002

Text explicitly stating that the New River flows north into the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge has been added to Section S.1.3 of the EIS. Figure 5-8 (formerly
Figure 5-7) and Figure 2.2-17 have been modified to show the direction of flow of the
New River.

Comment CAL08-003

The next comment is more substantial: DEIS cites incorrect interpretation of E.O. 11214 [12114]
as basis for determining that project impacts in Mexico are outside the scope of the EIS.

That’s a one-sentence citation in the document. Because the Executive Order from the Carter era
was written that there is -- this is a shield. We don’t look at impacts in Mexico. And I did read
this order after seeing that, and it’s interesting, because it seems that the intent of the order is the
exact opposite of that. The order states: This order furthers the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act. Agencies shall establish procedures taken into consideration in
making decisions. Major federal actions significantly affecting the environment of a foreign
nation.

This is telling us that you’re going to do something that could affect a foreign nation. You have
to look at what’s happening in the foreign nation. It also states: Nothing in this order shall serve
to invalidate any existing regulations of any agency, or pursuant to judicial settlement of any
case, measures in addition to those provided for herein to further the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act.
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Well, this case is under a judicial order, and we are doing this because of a court environment
where the judge explicitly said she would like to know what’s going on in Mexico. And so in
reading that, just reading what’s there, it would seem not only is it not justification for not
looking at impacts that are occurring in Mexico, pulmonary sickness or water issues, this
Executive Order is actually justification for looking at those. Not for ignoring them.

And my recommendation is to leave the reference to Executive Order 11214 [12114] as
justification for ignoring assessments and include information that was provided to Argonne
back in February, which is explicit. It tells you how many cases of asthma, how many cases of
other pulmonary sicknesses there are in Mexicali. And it’s important to roll Mexicali in, because
Mexicali is five times bigger than Imperial County. So you are talking about “X” cases in
Imperial County, you’re talking about five “Xs” in Mexicali. So it’s important information.

Response CAL08-003

Regarding analyzing impacts in Mexico and the interpretation of E.O. 12114, please see
the response to Key Issue 1. Regarding Mexico authority over the power plants,
Appendix J has been added to the EIS to provide a summary of the permitting in Mexico
that was required for the power plants. The health information mentioned in the comment
is now cited in Section 4.11.4.2 of the EIS.

Comment CAL08-004

Next comment: DEIS fails to analyze the preferred parallel wet-dry cooling system alternative.
DEIS simply states that dry cooling imposes a 10 to 15 percent efficiency penalty on the steam
cycle. And the -- obviously, if you’ve got a big penalty like that, you probably want to stay away
from it.

But this is where, as a professional engineer, I have a real bone to pick with the DEIS, because
that is a misleading statement. The overall efficiency impact of dry cooling is more on the order
of 1.5 percent or less. And this is -- we have another project currently in the process of being
permitted. Most of these are built, but that’s in the process of being permitted, which is Blythe II
Power Project, which is referenced in the document, 520 megawatts, Blythe.

The California Energy Commission staff is recommending dry cooling at that site. And they
identified in their preliminary decision, they estimate the efficiency impact of dry cooling in
Blyth, which is just as hot as Mexicali, is 1.5 percent or less overall. And so at a plant nearby
under the same conditions, the California Energy Commission is telling us that the overall
efficiency impact is one-tenth or less what is stated in the EIS. Again, for the steam cycle, that
means nothing to someone who is a power plant engineer.

We did have a scoping period and we submitted scoping comments, and we recommended that
the appropriate cooling system here, especially since these wet systems are built, is it be
retrofitted parallel with a wet-dry system. And it’s spelled out in detail in the scoping comments
and the backup papers are provided. And we can provide them, again, with these comments.
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But that parallel wet-dry cooling is dismissed as using 50 percent of the water of a wet system in
the EIS. You could build it that way. I wouldn’t recommend doing that. And I would say that
since we provided so much specific, detailed information on how you would do it here, that that
information needs to be looked at.

Recommendation on this is: Incorporate wet-dry cooling in both of these plants retrofitted to
incorporate wet-dry cooling. Make it simple, give the developers, the operators a target. You
reduce your water use 90 percent or more from what is currently identified. Consumptive water
use is at nearly 11,000 acre-feet a year, which is over three-and-a-half billion gallons a year, the
target is 90 percent or less reduction. You can use that water whenever you want. If you want to
use it at the peak of the summer when it’s hot, you can run it as a straight wet system and get
maximum megawatts, but you are conserving water at the system.

And a couple of the attachments that are provided are, one, a paper written by Hamone
(phonetic) Dry Cooling on how you build a wet-dry system to minimize that water use. Two is
the one retrofit from wet to wet-dry that’s been done in the United States. An excellent paper was
given on that a couple years ago at the Dry Cooling Symposium, and that paper is provided as an
attachment. That system is probably one-fifth the size of the steam cycle here, but it’s an
example of how it’s done and where it was done and what the cost was like.

Response CAL08-004

Please see the response to Comment 0004-003. Section 2.3.2 of the EIS now includes a
discussion of the retrofit of a wet-dry cooling system to the existing power plants that
retains the existing wet cooling systems used at the plants.

Comment CAL08-005

Next comment, Comment 4: PSD increment analysis significant impact levels are not applicable.
This surprised me, because this first comment, in fact, it was identified in our scoping letter to
the DOE, is that the fundamental problem with this whole air quality assessment that has been
done to date is, it assumes that Mexicali is kind of a fictitious attainment area. The analysis that’s
been done by DOE’s consultant is toward sources located in an attainment area. It’s call:
Prevention of Significant Deterioration. It’s intent -- in fact, it’s quoted in the document. It is for
an attainment area. And its intent is to ensure that if you put a source in an attainment area, that
you are not making the air considerably worse in that attainment area. Don’t use it when the
source is in a nonattainment area.

And in this document, the DOE, you do cite, you do use Mexicali ambient air quality data. You
do show in the appendix that includes that information that it is a nonattainment area by U.S.
standards. Obviously, it’s not U.S., but if you were applying the Clean Air Act regulations, like
the PSD regulation, you got to follow the regs. You can’t just pick it and say: Because the PSD
format allows these significant levels. We trigger those significant levels, we got to do something
to mitigate, offset. We don’t trigger the significant levels, we don’t have to do anything. The
point here is you can’t pick and choose. If it’s not in an attainment area, you can’t use an
attainment area standard to judge whether you need to mitigate.
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Recommendation to this: Follow the correct application of Clean Air Act requirements and in
doing so you will identify that we need NOx and PM-10 offsets for these projects.

Response CAL08-005

Key Issue 2 discusses the appropriateness of using SLs and the inapplicability of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) to the power plants in Mexico.

Comment CAL 08-006

Next comment. Straightforward: Include a summary of Mexican Ambient Air Quality standards
in the document.

Response CAL08-006

Mexican air quality standards are not germane to the impacts in the United States. Also,
the Mexico government has performed its own environmental review and has approved
the power plants. Please see Key Issue 1 and Appendix J of this EIS.

Comment CAL08-007

Include a summary table. There are -- what’s used in the document to provide an indication of air
quality is annual average concentrations. And I think, really, what counts is the short-term peaks,
that’s where all the attainment violations occur. And what the document needs is a summary of
the number of days where Mexicali is exceeding these short-term peak standards for ozone and
PM-10 and CO.

Response CAL08-007

Table 3.3-3 showing National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) exceedances and
maximum air pollutant concentration measurements in Imperial County for O3, CO, and
PM10 from 1987 through 2003 has been added to Section 3.3.2 of the EIS. Regarding the
addition of similar data for Mexicali, please see the response to Comment 0004-005 and
Key Issue 1.

Comment CAL08-008

Next comment, Comment 7, is: DEIS provides no verifiable information on what processes at the
these two power plants, these wastewater treatment plants, are removing salinity, removing TDS.

This was actually a major issue during the hearing before the judge, and the question was:
Claims are being made for a lot of salinity removal, 9 million pounds a year of salinity is being
removed in the wastewater treatment plants at InterGen and at Sempra. And the question was:
How? With what equipment? How is it being removed? We don’t see any indication where
you’ve got a process there that’s specifically removing salinity.
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And the experts for the companies claimed, correctly, that the salinity going into the treatment
plant was approximately 1,200 parts per million, milligrams per liter. And in another declaration
the claim was made that the salinity of the treated water coming out of the plant is essentially
1,200 milligrams per liter. Making our case, that we see no process where you are removing the
salinity.

The company’s own personnel and their own experts are validating that they are not removing
salinity, yet in the EIS, after we have had all these declarations go back and forth, we get the
exact information that we had in the original environmental assessment. We are removing
9 million pounds a year of salinity, and you have to accept our word on that. No description of
the equipment that’s doing it, how it’s happening.

And this is absolutely fundamental, because one of the reasons, in my opinion, the plants weren’t
shut down last summer is because of this drumbeat claim again and again and again that major
salinity removal is occurring in those wastewater treatment plants convinced the federal judge
that these plants needed to keep operating from that clean-up guide. Yet we have expert
testimony from the plants, themselves, indicating this isn’t happening. So that’s an issue that -- it
will eventually get sorted out. Hopefully, we will get it sorted out in the final version of the EIS.

Response CAL08-008

Sections 2.2.2 and 4.2.4.1.2 now include a discussion of the wastewater treatment
systems responsible for total dissolved solids (TDS) removal at the two power plants as
summarized below. Also, please see the response to Key Issue 14.

The biological treatment reactor and clarifiers, which produce only a small decrease in
TDS, may be the process being referred to in the comment, based on cited TDS values of
around 1,200 mg/L for influent and effluent streams. However, additional and substantial
TDS removal occurs in the next stage of the treatment process, the lime softeners.

The majority of the TDS removal cited in the EIS occurs in this step of the water
treatment process.  In this stage of the water treatment process, lime (calcium hydroxide)
is added to the water causing precipitation of calcium and magnesium, as well as
substantial amounts of alkali metals, heavy metals, and phosphate.  The precipitated
sludge is flocculated and separated from the water by sedimentation in a clarifier and
sent to a filter press where it is dried for shipment off site.  Effluent from this step has a
TDS that ranges from about 900 to 1,000 mg/L.

The lime softeners are bypassed when the plants are in bypass mode, about 25% percent
of the time for TDM as noted in the comment. The text added to Section 4.2.4.1.2 notes
this and the fact that TDS removals would be reduced accordingly.
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Comment CAL08-009

The Comment 8: Brine discharges from the plant exceed 4,000 per milligrams per liter salinity
the limit prescribed for the Colorado River Basin and that these brine discharges must be
mitigated.

This is reported in the DEIS, that the salinity discharges or the brine discharges at the river range
between 4 and 5,000 milligrams per liter. DEIS, also, identifies that the Colorado River Basin
Regional Board has 4,000 milligrams per liter ceiling limit for the basin. And in one of the expert
declarations provided by one of the plant experts indicated that as the New River reaches its
terminus near the Salton Sea, the concentration of the New River is 4 to 5,000 milligrams per
liter. So the standards, if we are using that as a benchmark, we have issues with that direct
discharge into the river being greater than 4,000 mg/l, and issues with the New River, essentially,
exceeding 4,000 mg/l before it hits the Salton Sea.

And the -- two comments here, at least, as far as recommendations are, it needs to be mitigated.
And one effective way to mitigate is eliminate those discharges to the river. And there are --
several plants are cited as, a little later, there’s a cumulative impact analysis that includes three
plants. It includes Blythe II, which is, as just mentioned, a 520 megawatt plant. How did they get
rid of their wastewater? They send it to evaporation ponds. Not a great plan, but it beats
discharging straight to a river. Salton Sea Geothermal Project, they reinject into the geothermal
reservoir and eventually use some of that again in the power production.

The bottom line is that if this plant -- if these plants were located a couple miles north, they
wouldn’t be discharging directly into the New River their brine, and that needs to be mitigated.
One way to really reduce the amount of mitigation that needs to be done is, again, to incorporate
that parallel wet dry-cooling system. If you do that, reduce your wastewater discharge stream by
up to 90 percent, you’ve got a lot smaller clean-up to get rid of, a lot smaller wastewater stream
to get rid of.

So the recommendation: Mitigate wastewater discharges by retrofitting these wet systems to
parallel wet-dry systems, and mitigate the remainder by what is known as the zero liquid
discharge system. Whatever works. But don’t discharge the brine directly to the river.

Response CAL08-009

Regarding the 4,000-mg/L TDS water quality objective, please see the response to
Key Issue 15. In response to comments, a discussion of a zero-liquid discharge
technology option has been added to Section 2.3.1.2 of the EIS. This option was
considered but eliminated from further analysis because of its complexity in the context
of a retrofit and its small expected benefits to the New River and Salton Sea.
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Comment CAL08-010

Comment 9: Conformity analysis. This is a little bit of a technical issue, but whenever you have
a federal action and a nonattainment area, you have to examine if and how that will impact the
area and how you can eventually get it to attainment.

And this is one issue I had with the DEIS, as well, when it looked at the conformity analysis,
which is much of the document looks at the economics, looks at the power plants, looks at the
emissions, impacts. But when we talk about the conformity analysis, we switch gears again. Now
we are just looking at the transmission lines. And we say: Okay, the transmission lines, well,
almost no emissions there.

But the conformity analysis thresholds are 100 tons/yr NOx, 100 tons/yrs PM10. If you isolate the
power plants and they are not in that conformity analysis, you’re in great shape because the
transmission lines are not emitting anything.

And in this case the recommendation is: Include the power plants in that conformity analysis.
When you do that, you trigger a conformity analysis without a doubt. You have hundreds of tons
of PM10 and NOx from the plant.

And I do want to go ahead and read from the court order, the original one, May 3rd, 2003, and
this is from the order, itself. The judge says: Here the scope of the action relates only to the
transmission lines, but the nature of the action includes the full scope of the analysis, including
the effects of the action. The nature of the action, therefore, includes the importation of power
generated in Mexico. Indeed, to leave out the secondary impacts would be at odds with the
purpose of the alternatives analysis, which is to provide a way for an agency to calculate and
compare the various predicted effects of alternative courses of action. The analysis would be
arbitrary in itself if it did not take into act all the effects of the proposed action.

And I think that’s an excellent summary of why it’s arbitrary when you’re looking at the
conformity analysis and then to say: All we’re dealing with is the transmission line and we won’t
include the power plants. Because if we do, we trigger conformity and we have got to do the
evaluation.

Response CAL08-010

Regarding the question of including emissions from the power plants in the conformity
analysis, please see the response to Key Issue 17.

Comment CAL08-011

Comment 10. Another issue related to these declarations that went back and forth. One of the
things that came up was ammonia emissions in the plants. Control systems are being used that
require ammonia and ammonia comes out the stack. Ammonia can, in the atmosphere, combine
and form a particulate. And so the question came up: How much secondary particulate PM10 are
we going to get from the operation of the plants.
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And the plant’s expert on this actually got down to calculating a number, 1.8 micrograms per
cubic meter for 20 hours. This is an important number, because once we get enough of a push,
we have to look at mitigating. And so we had that number and it was quoted in the final court
order that the judge noted this number, and it was based on a very low level of emissions of
ammonia. The objective of that declaration was to avoid getting a, basically, a shut down on the
plants because of these additional secondary particulate emissions.

So to do that, the expert said: Well, we are not going to look at what’s required under the Clean
Air Act, which is you look at the potential to emit. If the court has an emission limit of 10 ppm
and when you do your modeling and you look at 10 ppm, you don’t say: Well, we are just
looking at one year, catalyst is fresh, so we’re going to assume it’s only admitting 3 ppm. And
we’re going to assume we are only going to operate the plant 60 percent of the time or 70 percent
of the time.

If you attempted to ration it down like that in a U.S. air quality analysis, unless the plant is taking
a permanent condition which says we will not exceed 3 ppm, we will not operate more than
70 percent of the time, it wouldn’t -- that approach wouldn’t last five minutes. You wouldn’t do
an analysis based on that.

You go to the Clean Air Act. It’s explicit. If your limit is 10 ppm, you run your analysis at
10 ppm. You are not taking any restrictions in your operating hours, you run it 8,750 hours a
year. That’s just background information.

Well, the good doctor runs the analysis. He assumes 90 tons a year of ammonia and he comes up
with this number, approximately, 2 micrograms per cubic meter. The magic number is 5. If you
hit 5, you have to do something. He comes up with 2. Well, no information is provided in the
DEIS how many tons we are assuming in terms of ammonia. But when you look at the appendix,
which tells you what the emission limits are and what the potential to emit is, it’s approximately
500 tons. More than five times what the doctor used to do his analysis.

What the document tells us is not to worry, de minimus. The amount of secondary particulate
we’re going to get from ammonia is de minimus. And that it’s going to be on the order of
1 microgram per cubic meter. Well, this document is telling us that we are going to be on the
order of 1 with emissions that are five times greater than what Doctor Heisler, under oath before
the court, said would be, approximately, 2 in June of 2003.

That’s why I’m saying -- there’s representatives here from Argonne, the consultant -- but there is
such a disjunct between what the EIS is saying and what we know from an under-oath
declaration, that that has to be addressed. If you simply say the model is different than the one
that was used a year ago, it’s roughly the same. And if you were just to extrapolate what it
should be telling us, it should be telling us we’re around 9 or 10 micrograms per cubic liter, not
on the order of 1. So this will be a major issue here, this Comment 10 on secondary PM10.

Recommendations are: We have a major disjunct. We have to get it sorted out as to what
assumptions did the modelers make and we need to see those assumptions and we need to
corroborate them. Why is there such a difference between these two.
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Response CAL08-011

Key Issue 10 provides a full response to the commentor’s concerns.

Comment CAL08-012

Comment 11: DEIS must define offsets as necessary mitigation for PM10 and NOx emissions
and describe the specific offsets that will be obtained.

Following on the earlier comment that just the misapplication of the PSD regs is really what has
led to this concept that we have some kind of increment that if we stay under we don’t have to
mitigation, which is a constant theme between the EA and the draft EIS.

There is some good information provided in the EIS of what offsets are available. There’s a
description of 20 miles of road paving in Imperial County, 650 tons. That’s nearly the tonnage of
PM10 that’s coming from the two facilities’ export component. That’s a good start.

Road paving, one attraction, this is just a personal observation of the road paving end, especially
if any of it goes on on the Mexicali side, it’s pretty easy to verify. You don’t have to have a lot of
administrative references to go out and see if a road is paved and is staying paved.

The document also notes, correctly: NOx and PM10 mitigation opportunities in Mexico could
also prove to be beneficial and cost-effective. These might include road paving, replacing older
automobiles and buses, and converting fuel used in brick kilns to natural gas. I agree
100 percent. There’s excellent opportunities in Mexicali. Very cost-effective.

And, also, I want to point out that these plants are competing in a power market in California.
And it was a surprise to learn last summer that these plants are actually considered local
California facilities. They are under the control of the California Independent System operator.
Plants in Arizona and Nevada are not. These facilities are considered local California plants.
They compete with the same power markets as other merchant plants that are built in California.

One of those merchant plants that is about to commence construction is the Otay Mesa near San
Diego, which is two miles north of the border. Otay is going to be paying approximately
$30 million for PM10 and NOx offsets. Pretty innovative offsets, as well. Also interesting is the
dry-cool plant, and it is the standard of comparison for other plants that are competing in that
market that are located in this area.

Blythe II, the project I mentioned earlier, is still in permitting, but the CEC, California Energy
Commission, staff is recommending that be a dry-cool plant. And so it’s important to put this in
context, that the plants that are competing with these plants are either seriously looking at dry
cooling or are dry cool and they are paying a lot of money for offsets of their emissions.
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Response CAL08-012

Regarding the recommendation that the EIS must require offsets of power plant
emissions, please see the response to Key Issue 3. The EIS identifies potential offset
opportunities in Section 2.4. Any decision by DOE to implement Alternative 4 or to
otherwise place conditions in a Presidential permit will be made in the Record of
Decision (ROD).

Comment CAL08-013

Another issue that was dealt with earlier will be dealt with some more, I think, is that DOE must
include impacts from power plants supplying the second circuits on the Intergen and Sempra
plants in the cumulative impacts analysis.

And, again, as the folks here know, the transmission lines were built. Currently those
transmission lines are moving the power from, approximately, 600 megawatts of power
production on each line. That’s a single circuit. They’re double-circuit systems, so they can
handle double that amount of power. The analysis only looks at that one circuit, presuming that
the second circuit will never been used, at least, it won’t be used in a time period that matters.

And the EIS relies solely on information, from what I could see, that was provided by Sempra
that says: We have no plans to construct a second plant anytime soon. And I definitely challenge
that information, because obviously they have a strong financial interest in not indicating that
there would be a second plant built anytime soon, because any additional emissions -- we double
the emissions on that line, then the pressure, in terms of emissions to mitigate and offset, are
going to be that much greater.

So I think it’s useful that they have contributed to you some information, but that’s definitely not
where the analysis of cumulative impact stops in determining whether there will or will not be a
second plant using the second circuit in the next ten years. And I think the 10-year time period
that the EIS identifies is cumulative impact, foreseeable future, that’s fine. 10 years is fine.
That’s long enough.

The DEIS only cites three power products in that cumulative impact analysis, saying that this is
all we see happening. One is Blythe, which I mentioned, the geothermal project Salton Sea or
Salton Sea No. 6 geothermal. And then another project in Yuma, the Wellton-Mowhawk
600 megawatt project.

According to the California Energy Commission, both Blythe II and Salton Sea, the two
California projects, they are supposed to be on line in 2006. Two years. They are -- the
geothermal project is permitted, the Blythe project is in the final stages of being permitted.
Wellton-Mowhawk project was approved a year ago by the Arizona Corporation Commission.
It’s expected to be on line in 2006 or 2007, if it’s built.
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So the three projects that are identified in the EIS are all U.S. projects and they are all, at least,
slated to be built in the next 2 to 3 years, leaving us 7 to 8 years of, apparently, no activity
anywhere in the region that could impact the cumulative impact analysis for this project.

That’s where this issue of Executive Order 11214 [12114] come in, but we’re not looking at
things going on selectively in Mexico. Because, if you look at what’s going on in Mexico,
there’s more activity down there. The Mexico Secretary of Energy at the invitation of the
Secretary of Energy, United States, Spencer Abraham, gave a presentation in Washington on
December 17th, I think, at the LNG Ministerial Summit.

And he was there to underscore Mexico’s dramatic need for LNG and gas because of the huge
power construction boom that will be occurring in Baja, California over the next ten years. He
had specific numbers. 2055 megawatts of additional power projects in Baja over the next
10 years. That’s a doubling of their power-generation capability, including these plants that are
exporting to the United States in 10 years.

In another venue I had a meeting with the Sempra representative about a month-and-a-half ago
where they indicated that, we’re talking LNG at that point, but they were talking about: No, no,
this is not for California. Half of this LNG will be going to Baja when the plant starts up in 2008.
That’s four years from now. And by the middle of the next decade, all of it will be going to Baja,
California.

We are talking about volumes of gas, if half of it goes to Baja, that’s almost a tripling of gas use.
And all of it will be used in power plants, essentially. So we’ve got the Secretary of Energy in
Mexico telling us: We’re going to double our plant output in Baja, California in 10 years. We’ve
got Sempra telling us: We are triple our gas sales to Baja in four years and we are going to, by a
factor of five or six, in 10 years. And we know that virtually all this gas is going to power plants.

We have another document, that was actually submitted earlier, where -- it’s a CFE presentation
a year ago -- where they identified on their transmission expansion plan, 2003 to 2007, Sempra’s
second 600-megawatt project here in Mexicali by 2005. That’s not going to occur. They haven’t
done the permit yet, they haven’t broken ground. But, to me, that’s a sufficient amount of
evidence to indicate we are going to get more projects and they are going to be using those
transmission lines.

So the point here is that all of that information has been provided to the DOE as attachments to
this document and the analysis needs to include the second circuit being utilized in the
cumulative analysis.

Response CAL08-013

Regarding the use of the second circuit on the transmission lines, please see the response
to Key Issue 16. The DEIS concluded that there were no foreseeable plans to construct
additional power plants in the study area (based on the criteria listed in the introduction
of Section 5.3, “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions”). A new section has been
added to Section 5.3.7, “General Trends in the Imperial Valley-Mexicali Region,” to
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acknowledge the evidence that the demand for electrical energy in Mexico is growing
and that over the next 3 to 10 years (i.e., the time period beyond which foreseeable plans
can be obtained), it is probable that more power plants will be constructed in Mexico.
The locations of any future plants are not clear, however. Currently, there is no specific
evidence that any plants would be built near enough to Imperial County to cause
additional impacts there.

Comment CAL08-014

And the final comment is: The EIS needs to recommend permit conditions. The presidential
permits need to have environmental conditions in them. And the case study for this is what
happened with InterGen’s EAX server when we went through -- some of us were in the hearings
that we had last summer where the original EA assumed that this turbine was equipped with an
advanced NOx control system, all the modeling assumed that is was equipped with advanced
NOx control system. The judge assumed it was equipped with the system. We looked at all of
this data about impacts, in part, because it was presumed that the system was on there, of the
issue of shutting down the plant went in favor of the plant. They weren’t shut down.

And, by chance, it became apparent that the unit wasn’t equipped with an SCR. I know we talked
about last summer is: Wait a second. If Mexico has their own authorities, Mexico inspectors are
out there checking these facilities, they are on top of it, there’s no need to have any conditions in
these presidential permits, that’s an issue for another party.

Well, obviously, that party didn’t get the word. And I think one of the issues here is that there’s
no crosstalk of any kind between U.S. authorities and Mexican authorities. The best I could tell,
they weren’t aware that that was a requirement for that facility, a least to hear them tell it.

So I think, as a result of that incident, which I think was fairly embarrassing for Intergen and
everybody involved, given that an SCR is a fairly big system and it’s hard to miss when it’s up
and running, that we need permit conditions. We need permit conditions that include monitoring
and reporting that the facilities are actually meeting their commitments and it needs enforcement.

And I have some suggested permit conditions here, and I think that will be the extent of my
comments. One is that all of the PM10 and NOx emissions from the facilities, approximately,
700 tons of PM-10 and, approximately, 400 tons of NOx need to be offset in Imperial County
and, where appropriate, in Mexicali, as well.

That the DOE have a condition that must state clearly that you will enjoin the use of the
transmission lines if the monitoring and reporting information reveals that the facility is not
meeting the commitments that they made in the EIS, in the document. If they say there’s going to
be 4 ppm NOx, 4.5 ppm NOx and we are getting information that’s showing that the SCR is
down and they are operational, the transmission line is shut off until they get it fixed.

Everyone on this side of the border is flying completely blind. We have no idea if the SCR is
operational, if they are meeting -- if there is no reporting going on, there is no data passing
hands.
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One of the frustrating issues that occurred with this incident with the EAX turbine is, suddenly
they got it installed, and they are on line. I don’t think the judge was provided with the
information that indicated that they were meeting their emission limit. We sure weren’t. It’s just
they say it’s in, they’re on, we are good to go. We are still completely blind. We don’t know
what level they are operating at. So we need, especially with this incident, to have conditions in
there. It’s a case study of why you need good monitoring reporting and force issues with a
permit.

The water issue should be kept simple. Right now the estimated use of water is 11,000 acre-feet
a year. Cut it by 90 percent. 1,100 acre-feet a year, split it appropriately between the two terms.
Use the water anytime you want, but that’s your limit. You have a water meter. You exceed it,
you are in violation, transmission line is shut down. Let them take care of the details of what
system to build.

And, finally, the issue of discharging high salinity wastewater to the New River. Stop it. Prohibit
it. Install a system that takes care of that issue, and that those are -- the hammer is, if it doesn’t
get done, they are denied access to the transmission lines.

I would like to read just one other thing that came out of the court order, which I think is an
excellent observation by the judge: Although defendants argue that international sensitivities
preclude conditioning the permits from being a reasonable and feasible alternative, such a
discussion belongs to the EA’s alternative analysis rather than a litigation brief. Furthermore, the
court is unconvinced that the federal government’s jurisdiction to ameliorate negative
environmental effects within the United States necessarily offends international principles of
law. The condition would not be a direct regulation of Mexican power plants; those plants could
still choose to sell power to the Mexican markets or transmit their power via an alternate route
rather than meet the condition.

Absolutely right. If the proponents have a problem with reducing water usage, with offsetting air
quality impacts, with stopping direct discharge of brine to the New River, they can choose to sell
their power to the 1 Mexican market or go another route. They do not have to do this. And it is
not imposing a burden on Mexico. It’s simply insuring that those plants are up to par on
environmental issues.

So that’s it for my comments. I do have one more observation, and that is that I am in the
engineering business and I do subscribe to a bunch of different magazines, and I subscribe to Gas
Turbine World. I can see a couple people who must subscribe to it as well up here in the
audience, probably not most of you.

And there is an interesting comment. This is Gas Turbine World, April/May 2004. This is the
most recent edition. It came out a couple months ago. This is kind of a promo for -- that was put
in by Sempra Energy. Last page. Mexicali plant spurs serge in capacity. And just a few
paragraphs on the advantages of Mexico, starting about three paragraphs in: Other plants
stationed in Mexico sell power primarily into the U.S. grid with gasping supply [gas being
supplied] from indigenous U.S. suppliers. Strong economic advantages for the Mexican
programs include availability of low-cost labor and avoiding some of the stringent environmental
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rules for new U.S. facilities. Another overriding factor is that under Mexican regulations
permitting for a new plant takes only six to eight months compared to much longer periods,
usually twice that, to gain approval for U.S. projects.

Basically, you know, a free-marketer’s dream description as to why you should be locating in
Mexico to sell power into the U.S. market. And so I think that it’s just critically important that
we have conditions in this permit that map out exactly how we are going to know that these
plants are meeting their obligations and that the Department of Justice or the Department of
Energy do exactly what they said they were going to do back in January if that turbine wasn’t
shut off, which is you are going to lose access to the transmission line. That got a response.
Anything less will not get a response.

Response CAL08-014

Regarding the commentor’s request for conditioning the Presidential permits, please see
the response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR CAL09: Denine Dawson

Comment CAL09-001

As a resident of Calexico, we can see the pollution in our area. We can’t see the mountain areas.
They also turn them off at times. And when they do, the air does clear up so you can see them.
And we have noticed an increase in upper respiratory disease. I don’t have to go through all the
medical problems that we have had in our community, they have already been mentioned.

But I am here as a concerned citizen, and I am pleading that you have these -- I know they are
not going to be shut down, at least, for them to abide by all the state mandated laws, such as a
filtration system, and that will improve our environment and help us eat, sleep and breathe better
in this community.

Response CAL09-001

The power plants are regulated by Mexico. As described in the EIS, with the exception of
an oxidizing catalyst on the plants at the LRPC, the export turbines are currently
equipped with emissions control systems the same as or similar to what would be
required if the plants were built in the United States.

COMMENTOR CAL10: Margarita DeNecochen

Comment CAL10-001

I want to tell you that I’m a life-long citizen of Calexico. And for many, many years, many years,
just coming down the mountain I would observe, gosh, you know, I’m going into my valley now
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and it was a terrible smell. It was the feed lots, the New River, the burning fields, the planes
spraying insecticide. Sometimes I would go through the 8 and I could still be interrupted with the
planes. So now with the new power plants, you can imagine how much more we are going to get.

And another thing that’s bothered me about the air quality and all this that’s happening, is that
what about cancer? We are talking about asthma, and I did have seven children, six that have
terrible asthma. Terrible asthma. And so I know what these children are going through. And,
thank God, in my days raising them, I did not know they could die. Somehow I always cured
them the old fashion way and hoping, you know, that rubbing them and the whole bit would
bring them back. And everything was okay. But now that I hear that they can die, it’s been this
really terrible fear.

But something must be wrong with our air if we don’t have any more crickets. They sprayed
them away. We don’t have any more mosquitos. I can sit outside and I don’t get mosquitos. And
I’m wondering, you know, all these cases of cancer that are coming up, are they victims of all
that terrible spraying they did to get rid of all those crickets? So I don’t know. I’m scared now, I
really am, of what’s happening and what’s in the air.

And Senator Diane Feinstein in her news of January 20th, 2004, Intergen agrees to speed up
installation of pollution control technology. But, you know, I read on to say down below that
hopefully by January/April of 2005. You know, that’s a long time away. For me it is. So I don’t
know if they are going to hear us, I really don’t. They haven’t heard us on the New River. It was
in the 60 Minutes. They didn’t do anything about it. And so, please, try and do what you can
for us.

Response CAL10-001

Data are available on the air quality in Imperial County; the EPA collected these data to
show whether the county is in compliance with Federal and State air quality standards.
These data are summarized in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS and show that the county is not in
compliance with standards for PM10, O3, and carbon monoxide (CO). Elevated levels of
these pollutants have been associated with several adverse health effects, such as asthma
and respiratory-related death. However, they have not been associated with cancer.
There are many different sources for these pollutants (e.g., feedlots emit ammonia [NH3],
which can lead to increased O3 generation; large areas of dry soil in agricultural fields
or unpaved roads release PM10; automobiles emit CO). The power plants also emit these
pollutants, but careful study indicates that they are minor contributors to the total
amount emitted in the county, and that emissions of these pollutants from the turbines
addressed in the EIS would increase the number of asthma hospitalizations in Imperial
County by less than one case per year. (Please see the responses to Comments 0008-001
and 0009-005 and Key Issue 13.)

Cancer risks from exposure to hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) emitted by the power
plants are presented in Section 4.11.4.3 and Appendix H of the EIS. Such risks were
found to be below a SL of 1 per million.
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Exposures to several pesticides (some whose use is now banned or restricted) have been
shown to increase the risk of cancer. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to address health
effects associated with exposures to non-power-plant-related chemicals. Local, State, and
Federal environmental and health agencies (e.g., Federal Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry [ATSDR]) sometimes undertake these types of studies at the request
of concerned citizens.

COMMENTOR CAL11: Robert DeNecochen

Comment CAL11-001

My comment is most of the community -- you mentioned, like, e-mail communications. This a
very poor community. A lot of people don’t have e-mails.

And more importantly, I mean, I don’t mean to be cynical, but this is all politics. You know, who
makes the contributions. We all know Diane Feinstein wrote the letter. We all know who gives
money to Diane Feinstein. We all know who is behind the plant in Mexico. And, unfortunately,
the residents here, we don’t have much political power. We can’t give big checks to politicians.
And we’re kind of, no pun intended, in the dark about a lot of these issues.

And I think it behoove the Department of Energy to spend more time doing more press releases
of information here in the valley as part of the community service to what is going on with the
environment, what is going with energy and so forth. You guys have to make a more concerted
effort public relations-wise in the valley to keep the residents, both bilingual, English and
Spanish, because we are primarily a large Spanish-speaking community on both sides of the
border, to keep us abreast of issues and not just think of the Department of Energy as some
bureaucracy tucked away in D.C. listening to Enrons and their ilk of the world for advise on
what to do with policy. We’re just low-income residents here and we don’t have access to these
uni-politicians. So look out for the little guy once in a while.

Response CAL11-001

As stated in Sections S.1.1 and 1.1.1, DOE and BLM chose to prepare a full EIS (this
document) in part to increase opportunities for public participation in the process. That
process is summarized in Section 1.3 of the EIS. DOE and BLM provided
Spanish-speaking interpreters at both the public scoping meetings held in
November 2003 and the public comment meetings held on the DEIS in July 2004. The
meetings were held in Calexico and El Centro, California.
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COMMENTOR CAL12: Norma Aguliar

Comment CAL12-001

First of all, thank you, I am glad I was able to attend this meeting. First of all, like you mentioned
earlier, it was posted in the news that it was at 9:00. And just by coincidence I came to pay my
water bill and I found out that it’s going to happen tonight. So I am here.

I followed the issue through the newspaper and I agree that there needs to be more outreach to
the community, because ultimately we are the ones that are being affected. We live here.

Response CAL12-001

Please see the response to Comment CAL11-001.

Comment CAL12-002

I invite you, or any of your representatives, to go down Second Street and go where our old
Vaughn Market parking lot is and smell the ammonia that comes through from the New River. I
invite you to go to the east side of our community where the river runs by residences and smell.
The smell is there, too. Again, I just remind you that we live here and it impacts us.

Response CAL12-002

The EIS analyzes the impacts to the water quality of the New River in Section 4.3.4.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-33 December 2004

EL CENTRO PUBLIC HEARING

Commentor EC01: Congressman Bob Filner (His statement as read by Inez Gonzalez)

Comment EC01-001

Imperial County’s air is under siege. The county currently has the highest childhood asthma rate
in the State of California, partly because of pollution from power plants in Mexicali. As the
Department of Energy considers Presidential permits for Intergen and Sempra to run
transmission lines from their power plants into the United States, it must closely examine the
environmental and health impact of these power plants.

The Department of Energy must insist that Sempra and Intergen finance sufficient pollution
reduction efforts in Imperial County to offset the emissions generated by your power plants.
These companies should have no more than two years to offset all their PM-10s and NOx
emissions by paving roads and supporting other projects in Imperial County.

Response EC01-001

Regarding the question of DOE requiring power plant emission offsets financed by the
power companies, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment EC01-002

The Department of Energy must also insist that Sempra and Intergen add dry-cooling systems to
their plants in order to minimize use of huge quantities of low salinity water destined for the
New River and Salton Sea. The diversion of this water shrinks the Salton Sea and leads to
increased PM10 emissions from the exposed shoreline.

Response EC01-002

Regarding the question of DOE requiring the addition of dry cooling systems to the
power plants, please see the response to Key Issue 3. The EIS analyzes the impacts of
wet-only and wet-dry cooling systems in the New River and the Salton Sea in Section 4.2.
Dry-only cooling is considered technically infeasible as described in Section 2.3.1 of the
EIS. Please see also Key Issue 6. Regarding increased shoreline emissions of PM10,
please see the response to Key Issue 17.

Comment EC01-003

To assure the respiratory health of children and others in Imperial County, as well as our
neighbors in Mexicali, the Department of Energy must also ensure vigorous and comprehensive
monitoring of the emissions and air quality. The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District
should receive regularly updated information and analysis of the air quality.
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The Department of Energy, Sempra, Intergen and all of us who live at the border have an
opportunity to work together on both sides of the border to combat the dirty air that is poisoning
our children. I urge the Department of Energy today to seize this opportunity.

Response EC01-003

Regarding the question of DOE ensuring the monitoring of (power plant) emissions and
air quality, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR EC02: Joe Maruca, County Supervisor, Imperial County

Comment EC02-001

There’s a reason why those power plants are here. A number of reasons, really. If you take a look
at the recent history of the construction of power plants, it doesn’t take a rocket scientist to see
they pick areas like this, where there are people of color, people of low income and no political
clout, as well as, no population. And they will continue to do that.

Response EC02-001

The analysis of environmental justice issues in the EIS was performed according to
guidelines established by the CEQ, with an analysis undertaken at the relevant
geographic scale (the block group level), by using the appropriate reference populations
(the state total low-income and minority populations). Analysis of noise and dust issues
along the route of the transmission lines used a 2-mi (3-km) corridor as the relevant
affected area, and the analysis of air quality issues used the county as the appropriate
scale of analysis.

The analysis found that temporary noise and dust emissions from construction and
long-term noise effects from EMF would not produce high and adverse impacts on the
general population along any of the transmission line routes. Construction and operation
would not, therefore, adversely or disproportionately impact low-income or minority
populations, regardless of the concentration of these populations in the vicinity of the
transmission line corridor.

Analysis of air quality impacts compared modeled increases in ambient air
concentrations of criteria pollutants due to power plant emissions over a grid of receptor
locations in the county and found that increases were below EPA SLs used as a
benchmark of impacts. Since the plants would not produce high and adverse impacts on
the general population in the county, they would not adversely or disproportionately
impact low-income or minority populations, regardless of the concentration of these
populations in the county.
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Comment EC02-002

And then you have to understand that there will be other plants in Mexico in -- as I understand it,
another plant or two planned for Mexicali, as we speak.

The amount of gas that that 36-inch, 34-inch pipeline is capable of carrying is barely touched at
this point. The pollution already drifting across the border is scientifically documented and
causing us huge problems here. Not only with our families, not only with our children, not only
with our schools, but even now it’s going to affect our industries, because we are a serious non-
attainment area classified by the Federal Government. We are not sure what we are going to have
to do with that.

So even before the power plants were build we had a problem. Now the power plants are
spewing that crap into the air, it’s exacerbated.

And as I read the San Diego Union this morning, there’s a huge microchip center that’s going to
be built down there. And those are huge users of water and polluters. So this is going to continue.

Response EC02-002

The general trend of increasing industrial development in the Mexicali region is
discussed in Section 5.3.7.2.3.

Comment EC02-003

What you do -- what the Department of Energy does with this sets a template, because there are a
series of plants across the border planned. This will set the template. If we make them pay now,
what they do with the next plant and the next plant, whether it’s in Texas, whether it’s in New
Mexico, whether it’s across the border in Arizona, the template will be set that you cannot spew
horse manure in the air and expect our children and people to breathe it. It’s not acceptable.

Response EC02-003

The EIS is meant to be specific to the applicants’ proposals and is not meant to be a
template for any possible future proposals for this or any other region.

Comment EC02-004

I first heard about it -- and I resent the way they came in here like cavaliers. I was sitting in my
desk, a rooky County Supervisor and somebody throws this huge book on my desk. And I said:
What is that?

That’s an environmental study for the 36 pipeline coming through your county.

Oh? Does anybody know anything about this?
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No. This is it. You know, it goes through mostly federal property with a little bit of county
property and a little bit of private property. And so I started reading this. They shoved this down
our throat, the Federal Government. No consultation, no nothing. So we sued saying: Well, the
results of the gas that goes into Mexico causes the effect on the air. We lost.

After the Federal Government signed a presidential permit, like, zip, despite our protests. After
the California State Land Commission signed a permit, like, zip. Like we didn’t even exist. Our
great benefactor, Cruz Bustamante, comes down, shmoozes around, and says: I have no choice,
I’ve got to sign it. It was bought and done and paid for before we even had a chance. They’re
only a bunch of poor Mexicans down here, what the hell do they mean. They don’t vote. They
only have a 150,000 people. We’ll poison their air, the hell with them, and we get the power that
they need in the metropolitan areas. And that’s not right. Not only is it immoral, it’s illegal.

And I question how much money crossed hands in Mexico, because they have one of the most
polluted cities around. That air down there. Have you ever been to Calexico? Have you ever been
to Mexico, to Mexicali, and breathe that air? And yet they let them put that plant up there with
prevailing mostly westerly winds. It’s a crime.

Response EC02-004

Comment noted.

Comment EC02-005

There were several lies that were perpetrated while this whole thing was going on. Number one,
they said the offsets of these plants will be taken care of by industry. We’re going to convert --
Mexican industry will convert to gas. Horse manure. Didn’t happen. They made no marketing
efforts to do this. And I have friends of mine, environmentalist down there, and God believe it --
I’m not an environmentalist. I’m a right-wing Republican. I feel like a traitor talking about this,
really, but this transcends politics and philosophies. They made no effort to market that gas down
there. It was just a bunch of baloney.

Number two, if you have problems, if you cut this gas off, we’ll ship oil up and we’ll fuel these
with oil. Well, that’s a lie, too, because you couldn’t get enough oil to do that. Next, if we can’t
sell -- what we were trying -- we were working with Feinstein and everybody to, perhaps, tax
this or force them in some way to clean up the scrubbers or whatever down there.

Next, they said: Well, if we can’t sell it to the U.S., we’ll sell it to Mexico. And that’s a lie,
because there’s not the infrastructure to move it south. There’s not enough lines down there to
take it anywhere.

Next, they were supposed to put state-of-the-art scrubbers on after a lot of beating up. And they -
- I don’t now if they are on yet.
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Response EC02-005

Sempra and Intergen have stated that they could operate their plants on alternative fuel
sources (DOE 2001). The installation of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) scrubbers for
nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions at the LRPC is discussed in Section 4.3.4.4 of the EIS. All
gas turbines included in the proposed action currently have SCR systems installed.

Comment EC02-006

Well, what they’ve got to do -- and the other issue that’s been talked about is water. Water is the
-- the water that goes to the New River, flows into -- is a very vital element of the Salton Sea,
which is under siege. The huge percentage of that water is going to be too huge, too large a
percentage of that water is going to be used, is being used to cool those down. And you don’t
necessarily need that and you can do it in other ways. We’ve got to stop them from using that
water, diverting the water before it gets to the Salton Sea. We have got to make them do offsets
here.

When I originally talked to Sempra representatives, I said -- the guy was, I forget his name, Bob,
whatever was his name, he was a real slick guy. I said: Bob, build your plant in Imperial County.
I’ll be the first to support you. Pay your U.S. taxes. Pay prevailing wages, U.S. wages. Do the
offsets in the United States.

You know, well, that, of course, doing it in Mexico for obvious reasons. They don’t have to do
any of the above. So let’s force them now not to use that water, let’s force them to do offsets here
in the United States.

Obviously, we’re never going to be able to stop these plants from operating. They are in Mexico.
We can do something about: If you don’t do this, you can’t move this across the grid. And the
only thing I think we can do right now is offsets. Let’s make them do offsets here.

Response EC02-006

Regarding the question of DOE and BLM requiring emissions offsets as a condition of the
Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment EC02-007

I would submit, in closing, no way in hell that those plants would be built in Tijuana with that
pipeline going through San Diego without offsets and all kinds of things happening over there,
because those people have political power and we don’t and that’s where[why] they’re here. And
they ought to pay the price for that.

Response EC02-007

Comment noted.
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Comment EC02-008

My son wakes up in the morning and starts coughing. If you go to the elementary schools around
here you will see the cabinets full of asthma medicine, cough medicine, allergy medicines. I
don’t blame that all on Sempra and Intergen, but that’s another ingredient. So let’s do something
to help stop this now.

Response EC02-008

The pollutants PM10 and O3 have been associated with increases in asthma incidence
and respiratory deaths. However, the amounts of these pollutants emitted by the power
plant turbines that are the subject of this EIS are low relative to other existing Imperial
County sources (Section 4.4.4.4.2 of the EIS). Careful study indicates that these turbines
are minor contributors to the total amount emitted in the county, and that the emissions
of these pollutants from the turbines would increase the number of asthma
hospitalizations in Imperial County by less than one case per year. (Please see the
responses to Comments 0008-001 and 0009-005.)

COMMENTOR EC03: Brad Poiriez, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District

Comment EC03-001

First and foremost, the ICAPCD, which is Imperial County Air Pollution Control District,
continues to feel very strongly that the operation of the two power plants and their associated
transmission lines will have an adverse impact on air quality in Imperial/Mexicali valleys, and
this is why we adamantly disagree with the DOE’s proposed action of granting presidential
permits to the power plants as their projects are currently designed.

The ICAPCD favors a Modified Alternative No. 4 Proposal for the granting of the permits that
would require mitigation and offset measures for the increased emissions associated with these
plants.

The ICAPCD believes that DOE should ensure that off-site mitigation measures should take
place in Imperial County. As a matter of fact, ICAPCD worked with DOE in suggesting several
measures that should be considered in that fact.

The ICAPCD believes this is necessary to continue our goal of improving the air quality and
protecting the health of the residents of Imperial County.

Response EC03-001

DOE will decide in the ROD what if any mitigation measures Intergen or Sempra should
observe as a condition of their respective permits. Please see also Key Issue 3.
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Comment EC03-002

Number one, a comprehensive evaluation of the air quality of Imperial County and Mexicali
addressing all, and I emphasize all, monitoring data used to evaluate the compliance data with
both areas with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, NAAQ, not just an annual
arithmetical means used to attempt to diminish the magnitude of the air quality status here.

Over the past several years monitoring data has shown several, even hundreds, of violations of
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Mexicali. And it should be pointed out that
Mexicali is also in violation of the Mexican standards, which are similar to the U.S. Federal
standards. The levels of pollutants in Mexicali has been characterized as critical by the Mexican
authorities. And I touched on that a little bit further in my formal comment letter on Page 3.

The public should be presented with reliable, clear monitoring data in order to make an accurate
judgment of the air quality where they live. We need the real factual data to be out there so these
people can make a qualified judgment of where they are going to live.

Response EC03-002

Information on historical exceedances of the NAAQS in Imperial County has been added
to Section 3.3.2 in Table 3.3-3. DOE does not evaluate air quality impacts in Mexico,
please see the response to Key Issue 1.

Comment EC03-003

The approach used by DOE to evaluation ozone formation is suspect. Background data on VOC
is needed and DOE analyzed five years of ozone and NOx monitoring data and concluded that
ozone levels mainly occurred at lower NOx levels and the plots used indicates a condition in
which introducing more NOx reduces ozone formation.

DOE’s conclusions characterized Imperial county/Mexicali as being VOC limited, and which by
introducing more NOx, there would be no increase of ozone is ludicrous when, in fact, the
reverse could be true.

We are truly dumbfounded by these conclusions and seriously hope that the DOE does not mean
by not installing selective catalytic reduction, SCR, to control NOx at the turbines could, in fact,
resolve the ozone problem in Mexicali and Imperial Valley. That would be ludicrous, like I said
before. It’s just inconceivable.

Emissions inventories data shows that the level of emissions from VOC is approximately three
times higher than the level of [emissions] for nitrogen oxide. This would not lend itself to
characterize the Imperial County/Mexicali area to be VOC limited. The emission inventories
numbers show contradiction to the DOE ozone formation assumptions. You’re contradicting
yourselves.
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Response EC03-003

Please see the response to Key Issue 12.

Comment EC03-004

DOE also attempted to compare impacts to EPA significant levels for the NOx, SOs, CO and
PM10 emissions produced by the power plants. By using 40 CFR 51.165(b)(2) DOE concluded
that the maximum ambient concentration of air pollutants in Imperial County associated with the
power plants are below significant levels established by the EPA; therefore, stating the impacts
on air quality from the power plants would be minimal.

By using this section of the CFR, DOE assumed that Mexicali is a hypothetical attainment area.
The ICAPCD wants to stress that 40 CFR 51.165(b)(2) is not applicable to new sources in a
nonattainment area, Mexicali, that are impacting an adjacent nonattainment area, Imperial
County. And, in fact, the next paragraph of the 40 CFR states so explicitly.

Due to the fact that the Mexicali power plants are located in a nonattainment area and their
emissions will impact an adjacent nonattainment area, the ICAPCD feels the correct approach
for evaluating emissions impacts should be the Clean Air Act, Section 173. This section
identifies the requirements for new and modified sources located in nonattainment areas.
Section 173 (c)(1) requires that any new or modified source of emissions located in a
nonattainment area to offset their emissions for which that area is nonattainment.

Response EC03-004

Regarding the use of SLs in the EIS, please see the response to Key Issue 2.

Comment EC03-005

We feel that the DOE must rigorously follow the requirements in the Clean Air Act and not
simply choose the requirements that they feel will achieve the end result that DOE is apparently
looking for, no significant impact.

Response EC03-005

Please see the response to Key Issue 2.

Comment EC03-006

I want to stress, again, ICAPCD believes there should be mitigation measures implemented to
offset the increased emissions and these measures should be memorialized in the presidential
permits and ensure that the off-site mitigation measures take place here in Imperial County.
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To close, we look forward to reviewing a much more sound final EIS that will fully address all
of our concerns as outlined in our formal response letter. For the health of the residents of
Imperial/Mexicali Valleys and for the continued efforts to improve air quality in Imperial
County, we insist that full mitigation of the impacts of these projects be fully mitigated,
including placing provisions in the presidential permits for monitoring, recordkeeping and
enforcement provisions based on our experience with Intergen’s failure to install SCR on one of
the two turbines, as Joe mentioned earlier; and the fact that Mexicali authorities were,
apparently, unaware that Intergen had even had an obligation to install and operate SCR on the
unit. The permit conditions must clearly state that monitoring data should be supplied to the
EPA and the ICAPCD.

For issuance of the presidential permits, we urge DOE to implement a version of Alternative No.
4 that would require full mitigation and offset of all emissions and that these offsets take place in
Imperial County.

Response EC03-006

Regarding the question of conditioning the Presidential permits, please see the response
to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR EC04: Robert Ham, Imperial Valley Association of Governments

Comment EC04-001

I want to begin by telling you that it isn’t the intent of the people in Imperial Valley to deprive
the coastal cities of badly needed power. It is our intention to ensure that some sense of
environmental justice prevails in this process.

Response EC04-001

DOE has evaluated potential environmental impacts from the proposed transmission
lines throughout the EIS.

Comment EC04-002

When DOE was last here for scoping meetings, several of our elected officials spoke to you and
urged the adoption of Alternative 4 in the interest of seeking environmental justice. We
presented a strong rationale for adopting this position.

Response EC04-002

The commentor’s stated preference for Alternative 4 is noted.
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Comment EC04-003

We have documented that, but for these transmission lines, the power plants would not have a
market and, therefore, would not operate. Accordingly, you must consider the operation of the
power plants and their resulting emissions as part of the project you are reviewing.

Response EC04-003

The EIS evaluates the impacts in the United States of power plant operations in addition
to the impacts of the transmission lines. Sempra and Intergen have assured DOE that
they would seek to identify new transmission paths and electricity markets in the event
these transmission lines are not built.

Comment EC04-004

Because we live in an area that is considered nonattainment for a number of pollutants, a
condition that will only be exacerbated by the operation of the power plants, the DOE must
consider requiring mitigation for the added pollutants in our air as a result of this project.
Environmental justice considerations would necessitate that you order full mitigation for the
added pollution in Imperial County and in the Mexicali community.

Had these plants been built three miles to the north, state and federal environmental law would
have required that the emissions resulting from the plants be fully mitigated before the first
kilowatt was ever produced.

There’s numerous so-called scientific assumptions in your draft report that use such tortured
logic as to defy any sense of reality. The technical experts from the ICAPCD will take you on a
step-by-step tour of these attempts to twist and bend information and facts to achieve a
predetermined answer. This self-serving study completely ignores Judge Gonzalez’s order to
perform a truly unbiased review of the environmental impacts of this project.
In conclusion, the economic development future, not to mention the immediate health of our
residents, depends on you coming to the conclusion that the impacts of this project must be fully
mitigated by the acquisition of pollution offsets.

We would further encourage you to ensure that any such mitigation offsets be measurable,
enforceable and preferably located in the United States portion of the shared air basin. Any
offsets that are obtained in Mexico should be subject to inspection and verification by the
ICAPCD.

Response EC04-004

DOE believes its methodologies, data, and findings are correct as well as reasonable.
Regarding the analyses performed in the EIS, the methodologies used in the EIS analyses
are identified separately in each impact area discussion. Key assumptions and inputs are
also identified.
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COMMENTOR EC05: Frank Popejoy, El Centro Chamber of Commerce

Comment EC05-001

We tried to deal with the gas pipeline coming through. And, as others have said, they just did it
anyway. And they said if we don’t have that, we will just burn diesel. A lot of threats and
innuendos and it was, like, well, it doesn’t matter what we say or what we are trying to do here.
We are trying to protect our air quality.

Response EC05-001

Comment noted.

Comment EC05-002

And our Chamber, Steve Burstoff, came and gave us an overview and looked at the Calexico
area, the prevailing winds, the way they come from the different parts of the valley, bring this all
in. We are in a bowl. It stays in here. It just doesn’t go away. If we burn fields, whatever we do,
it just goes around the valley. So we have to watch this bowl very carefully.

Response EC05-002

The meteorological conditions prevailing in the Imperial Valley are described in
Section 3.3 of the EIS and were taken into account in the analysis of air quality impacts
in Section 4.3 of the EIS.

Comment EC05-003

And the whole time that you are here and you go before the hearings, and you try to get things
done, and all the things we did to get the geothermal going; and, meanwhile, just like that, they
put these plants over here and we go through the environmental studies, do all these hearing,
trying to get good, clean energy going and they just put these in. That’s just like red flags going
up all over, to me. It’s just happening whether we say anything or not.

Response EC05-003

As stated in Sections S.1.1 and 1.1.1, DOE and BLM chose to prepare a full EIS (this
document) in part to increase opportunities for public participation in the NEPA process.

Comment EC05-004

So it’s not good. You guys are aware of that. I hope you get good input because the asthma rate
here and when you drive down Highway 98 on some days and you look across the border, it’s
unbelievable. You know, you don’t have to be a rocket scientist to see what’s going on. The
pollution is bad enough. And how you can take these facts and figures and say that that doesn’t
make a difference, when, really, we need to be cutting back, not adding to this.
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Response EC05-004

Comment noted.

COMMENTOR EC06: Mike Giorgino, El Centro

Comment EC06-001

In reading this environmental impact report, I find it very fascinating. I think there’s a great deal
of truth in these pages. I think it honestly tells the whole story. And unlike my friend, Joe
Maruca, I am not a Right Wing Republican, I’m just a main stream Republican. And I feel that I
am qualified to gently chide the Bush Administration in the way this particular issue has been
handled here in the valley. Because reading this report, what we learn is that the presidential
permits were granted based upon the very, very narrow consideration of the impact that those
lines would have on the land that they would pass through.

But all of the determinations about the impacts on the air quality, the PM10 emissions, the
impacts on the New River and the Salton Sea were not done before those presidential permits
were granted. Nor were Mr. Maruca and the other four supervisors here briefed or brought in on
the process so that they could weigh in. So that they could analyze this, see what the impacts
would be and have their say.

Response EC06-001

After the court ruling, DOE and BLM chose to prepare a full EIS (this document) in part
to increase opportunities for public participation in the NEPA process and to examine
potential impacts in detail.

Comment EC06-002

We can’t allow these plants to operate unless they are going to adhere to U.S. air pollution
standards. It’s been said here already this morning that we’ve got to look at this just as if these
plants had been built here in Imperial County, Mr. Ham said that. What would the rules be. What
would be the requirements for mitigation. Back in December of 2001, after these presidential
permits had been issued, the Imperial Valley County Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to
demand the best-available control technology be installed in all of these units. The last part of
this resolution stated: Until such time as the California best-available control technology is
installed and maintain on all units to reduce emissions to meet California standards in order to
help the health of the residents in Imperial and Mexicali Valleys, they would oppose these plants.

Response EC06-002

U.S. air pollution control standards do not apply to the power plants in Mexico.
However, the commentor’s preference for best available control technologies (BACTs)
on the power plants is noted.
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Comment EC06-003

Now the representative from the Imperial County Air Pollution District talked about the
alternatives. There are four alternatives laid out in this document. The first alternative is: No
action, deny both permit and corresponding right-of-way applications.

The second alternative is the proposed action by the Department of Energy, which is to grant one
or both of the permits and corresponding rights-of-way without any further action on the parts of
Sempra or Intergen.

I don’t think either of those first two alternatives are viable or realistic. I think there’s been too
much investment on the part of these companies to build these plants down in Mexico. They are
already operating. And I don’t think it’s realistic to say no. But at the same time, I think it’s
outrageous for the federal government to grant these permits without them taking any mitigation
efforts or coming into compliance from a technology standpoint so that they adhere with
U.S. Air Pollution Standards.

Now there are a third and fourth alternative listed here. The third alternative is alternative
technologies. And we have heard two alternative technologies talked about today. One is the
scrubbers. Now, as I followed this issue, my understanding is that there has been a difference
between the attitude of the two companies. That the Sempra plants were designed from the
beginning to have the proper scrubbers and that they were installed.

But the Intergen plants tried to get away or around that requirement. There was pressure from
Congressman Ducan Hunter, the former representative of this valley, and Senator Diane
Feinstein. And then Intergen agreed they would put them on, but they have still not fully
complied.

And then mitigation measures is the fourth. And that would be that these plants would be granted
the permits, but that they would have to provide off-site mitigation measures to minimize the
environmental impacts.

What I’m here to recommend today is a combination of Alternatives 3 and 4. I recommend that
when you go back and talk to your superiors, that what you discuss with them is the idea that we
have two different companies and that they be decoupled from one another in the consideration.
They are separate transmission lines, they should be separate permits and they should be treated
in accordance with what they are willing to do to, number one, improve their techniques; and,
number two, to mitigate the impact on this valley.

Response EC06-003

The commentor’s recommendation for adopting a combination of Alternatives 3 and 4 is
noted. Regarding the status of the LRPC export turbines, SCR is currently installed on
both turbines. With respect to the separate projects, the EIS presents the alternatives as
granting one or both permits; it includes both projects in a single study, however, for the
sake of efficiency and consistency. Because one permit is granted, it would not
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necessarily mean that the other one would also be granted. DOE has the discretion to
issue permits to either, neither, or both Sempra and Intergen.

Comment EC06-004

Another thing that has to be done, and there could be reasonable -- a reasonable time frame to
come into compliance, but has to be done is air water cooling for these plants. What we learned
in the last set of hearings is that Mexico already has gas turbine plants that are air-cooled. That
the country of Mexico, in fact, is in the forefront, since they have new plants going in, we in the
United States have older plants, they are in the forefront of some of the newest technology in that
area.

Mr. Maruca spoke about the terrible impact that these plants will have on the air quality,
especially without the scrubbers. But there’s another consideration, and that is that this water
cooling process not only will lower the level of the Salton Sea, which over time could increase
the, you know, could and will increase the PM10, the dust, but it also has another health effect
and that is it raises the temperature of what’s essentially raw sewage that comes into the valley
through the New River. That’s a health hazard.

There’s a Congressman that’s talking about building a park over the New River down there.
I don’t want kids playing over heated sewage.

Response EC06-004

DOE considers several cooling technologies in the EIS; see Section 2.3 for descriptions
of dry-only, wet-dry, and wet-only technologies. DOE discusses all effects of the power
plants on the New River, including effects on temperature, salinity and other water
quality parameters in Section 4.2. The EIS notes in Section 4.2.4.1.2 that power plant
operations would result in a temperature increase of, at most, 0.5°F (0.3°C). Such an
increase would not increase health effects related to the River. Salinity would also
increase slightly. However, power plant operations would improve slightly some water
quality parameters such as phosphorous loading, biological oxygen demand (BOD), and
chemical oxygen demand (COD).

Comment EC06-005

I think that we want to encourage more electrical generation. I agree with the sentiment that it
would be a good thing if an electric power plant were built in the Imperial Valley. But we have
the technology to minimize the air pollution effects. We have the technology, it’s very simple
technology, to mitigate these effects, paving and what have you.

So I call on the federal government to do the right thing. You told the truth. There’s a lot of truth
in this document. It’s pretty honest. And I bring this problem right back to your door, because
these things were not thought out when you initially granted those permits. Sempra Energy and
Intergen relied upon those permits to proceed with what they were doing without any of this
being discussed with them.
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So in conclusion, I call upon this agency and President Bush to do the right thing for the people
in this valley. I ask you to take back with you the strongest recommendation from me that you
not grant these permits without requiring scrubbers, a reasonable transmission time to air
cooling, and complete and full mitigation for the impacts on this valley.

Response EC06-005

The commentor’s recommendations are noted.

COMMENTOR EC07: Marilouise Hurley

Comment EC07-001

And I belong to a lot of organizations that are involved in Imperial County, including the
California Women for Agriculture, and I was the chairman of the Ag in the Classroom Program
teaching all of our young people about agriculture. That’s our main way of earning a living in
Imperial County. And so we need good air, beautiful air for growing our crops. And we grow the
winter crops, the winter vegetables and we do have crops that grow all year round.

I’m also a pilot. Have been flying for 33 years. Have 3500 hours flying time and fly in Imperial
Valley and Mexico a great deal of the time. And since these two power plants have gone into
production, I see the emissions coming from the plants coming into Imperial County. Even in the
wintertime, when we don’t have the strong winds from the south, even just light winds will blow
that smoke into Imperial County.

And then driving on Interstate 8 toward Yuma, it’s really bad around Holtville. Every day, every
day, when we have those little light winds from the south. Now we’re in the monsoon era and we
are going to be having these strong winds all summer long.

I was happy to see that they have shut down the plant on the west side for now, until they
probably get the scrubbers. And that was really turning out a lot of bad smoke into the valley.

Response EC07-001

DOE has exhaustively analyzed the air impacts from the power plants in Section 4.3 of
the EIS. DOE has described the wind patterns in Imperial Valley. Please see
Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-11 in Section 3.3.1.2 for seasonal wind rose information. DOE
used the wind rose information in its dispersion modeling that underlies the analysis and
findings in Chapter 4. DOE concluded from its analysis that the incremental air impacts
from the power plants would be below levels considered as thresholds of human health
impacts. With the exception of water vapor, the gas-fired plants do not emit visible
emissions from their stacks. When certain meteorological and stack conditions coincide,
water exiting the stack in the form of water vapor may be visible.
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Comment EC07-002

I’m also concerned about the transmission lines. Belonging to American Association of
University Women when San Diego gas and electric was involved in possibly putting a nuclear
plant over in the Blythe area and then running power lines through here, we were very concerned
about that big power line coming through the valley. And they decided to do the single pole,
steel poles through the agricultural area and then they wanted to run the power line right down
Interstate 8. We have a beautiful desert and it’s so pretty to drive Interstate 8 out of the valley,
and we do not want that power line right down Interstate 8.

I see now in this book that they only talk about the transmission lines coming into the valley to
the Imperial Valley Substation. And then what happens to them? This is going to be huge, three
huge big transmission lines eventually. Where are they going to go after they reach the Imperial
Valley Substation? We hope those plans are not to put those power lines right down Interstate 8.

Response EC07-002

Power from the two proposed transmission lines would be distributed over the existing
500-kV Southwest Power Link. No plans for additional transmission lines in Imperial
County that would take power from the Imperial Valley Substation have been identified in
the cumulative impacts analysis in the EIS.

COMMENTOR EC08: David Weldon

Comment EC08-001

I just want to let you guys know that, a lot of -- as far as public health, I just could not believe the
number of kids that have asthma. This is not a made-up issue. You know, how people will be
against an issue, but I was just --I was really amazed. You know, I coached football and I was
never used to holding seven and eight of the little inhalers and having kids running around when
you make them do laps and, actually, having to stop and take an inhaler break. I’d really make
sure that you look at that data before those permits are officially given. With that said -- and I
really hope that you look at that data.

Response EC08-001

It is clear that there is a high incidence of asthma in Imperial County. A reference
(Collins et al. 2003) to a study showing the high county rates of childhood and adult
asthma hospitalizations for the years 1995 through 1997 has been added to
Section 4.11.4.2 of the EIS. A reference (Thurston and Ito 1999) to a summary of studies
documenting an approximate 18% increase in the incidence of respiratory-related
hospital admissions for each increase of 100 parts per billion (ppb) in the airborne O3
concentration has also been added to the EIS (Section 4.11.2.2). Table 4.3-7 of the EIS
indicates that O3 levels might decrease slightly as a result of power plant operations, so
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it is unlikely that O3 associated with the power plants is contributing to the asthma
problem in Imperial County.

A reference (Pope and Dockery 1999) to a summary of studies documenting an
approximate 3% increase in the incidence of respiratory-related death, hospitalizations,
lower respiratory symptoms, and asthma for each 10-µg/m3 increase in airborne
particulate matter has also been added to the EIS (Section 4.11.2.3). As stated in
Section 4.4.4.4.2 of the EIS, the maximum modeled increase in ambient levels of PM10
associated with the TDM and LRPC turbines that are the subject of this EIS is
2.45 µg/m3. The increase in PM10 levels is estimated to cause a maximum of two to three
additional hospitalizations for asthma per year in Imperial County (see the response to
Comment 0008-001 and Key Issue 13). This is likely to be an overestimate, because the
2.45-µg/m3 modeled increase is not an average exposure value to populations in
Imperial County. Rather, it is the maximum expected concentration increase at any
location in the county at any time over a 5-year modeling period based on historical
meteorological conditions. Typical or average concentration increases at a given
receptor location in Imperial County would be expected to be far less than these
estimates, and for a significant fraction of time, they would be expected to approach zero.
Please also see Key Issue 18.

Comment EC08-002

And, number two, I’ll cut it short, I don’t understand how, when the first people said to our
government in this process of granting permits and having power lines going across, and they
say: Well, we are going to be within three miles of the border; and they are saying: Okay, it’s
very simple, what you need to adhere to the U.S. pollution standards, is how you can have a
company, two -- well, two companies, but how can people go three miles south and spew -- and
actually have running power plants that are not up to U.S. standards? That is just crazy to me.

My boy has been in the hospital. We give him preventive asthma breathing treatments every
morning and every night. He’s a healthy little eleven-month-old boy. I do not want more
pollution. What I want is I want a permit -- now, we all know that we need power. What I want is
I want for when the permit is given, is I want it enforceable that those plants will be operated at
U.S. standards.

Mitigation and offsets, I’m sure that a good lawyer will probably say that better than me. I am
just hopefully, and when he learns how to run, I can keep him out of New River. I cannot stop
the air pollution from coming over. That’s something I cannot stop.

I hope that you listen to -- a lot of the people have different issues, but for the overall health and
safety. But I just cannot believe that our government would allow people to just knowingly build
three miles south of our border and understanding and not hold them accountable to our
standards. That absolutely must be dealt with. And that is for the quality of our life.
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Response EC08-002

U.S. clean air laws do not apply to Mexico. The United States, however, can impose
conditions to the issuance of permits in its discretion to protect the public interest. Please
see Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR EC09: Vivian Perez, Clean Air Initiative

Comment EC09-001

The main reason I am here is to express the concerns of the Clean Air Initiative members. Our
main concern is the impact that the air pollution -- excuse me -- the air pollution is caused by the
power plant, the power plants in Mexicali.

The adverse effect it has on the health here in both regions, actually. Just last year alone there
were almost 4,000 ER visits from children with asthma. This is not including the adults or other
pulmonary diseases nor does it include the alarming increase in pulmonary diseases in Mexicali.

Response EC09-001

It is clear that there is a high incidence of asthma in Imperial County. A reference to a
study showing the high county rates of childhood and adult asthma hospitalizations for
the years 1995 through 1997 has been added to Section 4.11.4.2 of the EIS. A reference
to a summary of studies documenting an approximate 3% increase in the incidence of
respiratory-related death, hospitalizations, lower respiratory symptoms, and asthma for
each 10-µg/m3 increase in airborne particulate matter has also been added to the EIS
(Section 4.11.2.3). As stated in Section 4.4.4.4.2, the maximum modeled increase in
ambient levels of PM10 associated with the TDM and LRPC turbines that are the subject
of this EIS is 2.45 µg m3. The increase in PM10 levels is estimated to cause a maximum of
two to three additional hospitalizations for asthma per year in Imperial County (see the
response to Comment 0008-001 and Key Issue 13). This is an overestimate, because the
2.45-µg/m3 modeled increase is the maximum increased concentration averaged over
24 hours at any location on the modeling grid (i.e., in the border region) at any time over
a 5-year modeling period. The annual average concentration increase at any receptor
location in Imperial County, which should be used in health impact estimates, is
0.11 µg/m3 (Table 4.3-4). Thus, the expected increase in asthma hospitalizations is less
than one case per year.

There are many different sources for the pollutants that are associated with asthma and
respiratory symptoms (e.g., large areas of dry soil in agricultural fields and unpaved
roads release PM10). It is beyond the scope of the EIS to address health effects
associated with exposures from other sources and exposures to non-power-plant-related
chemicals. It is also beyond the scope to address health effects occurring in Mexico.
Please see the response to Key Issue 1.
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COMMENTOR EC10: Larry Dawson

Comment EC10-001

At the last meeting, I also indicated that it was going to take a lot of courage on the part of the
federal government type, such as yourselves, to take a position against these power plants. It
appeared to me then, it appears to me now that the fix has been placed very much against the
citizenry of Imperial County on this issue, and it’s very unfortunate.

Response EC10-001

Comment noted.

Comment EC10-002

I, too, have a son. Fortunately, my son now, who had asthma, he is now 18-years-old, but I can
remember when I was trying -- my wife and I struggled with him in the evening times, primarily,
year after year with coughing fits, doing everything we can just to make sure he got through the
night. It was a very bad situation for us, and I’m sure a number of families in the valley are
facing the same situation now. I would hate to have to be raising young children now with the
type of pollution that’s coming from those power plants.

The book that you sent us, the people that participated earlier, shows a number of pictures of this
valley and pictures of the power towers. And I would -- I am sure if you look at those pictures
now and compare them with what the pictures of the towers would be currently, because those
pictures show fairly pristine shots of those -- of the power towers. And now when those plants
are going, I dare say you can barely see the mountains in the background, the San Diego, the
Lagunas, if you are looking at the power towers from the angle that those pictures were taken.
I would challenge you, when those power plants are running, to drive 98, the highway that runs
close to the border, and look in either direction, you know, surrounding directions, just to
visually inspect what the smog looks like, because you can really notice it. It’s not something
that’s imagined.

My sister-in-law used to live up in the Riverside area. Used to, not to defame another area, she
used to call San Bernardino, Scum Bernardino just because of the air quality that was in that
general area.

Now, although it’s hot here in the summertime, at least, to a large extent we could see blue sky in
the summertime. And now that’s very much endangered and it’s very depressing.

Response EC10-002

Regarding the commentor’s concerns about asthma, please see the response to
Comment EC09-001. The poor air quality in the valley mentioned in the comment is
noted in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS.
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Comment EC10-003

This is not a situation where, at least, I’m saying, not in my back yard. Okay. I think from all the
comments here, we’re just so frustrated by the fact that we could understand if this was USA
compliant, but it’s not. And please try everything you can to make the plants USA compliant.

I agree with everything that the other speakers just said virtually. The one thing I would say,
though, in addition, that any type of restrictions placed on the power plant should have a
continuing enforcement mechanism. It should be continuing. Just because they agree to do it
now, what guarantees do we have that a year from now they are not going to be compliant. It’s
another country with a whole other system of laws.

Response EC10-003

Regarding the recommended continuing enforcement mechanism for power plant
emissions, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment EC10-004

One of the things the report mentions, and I just think it’s ludicrous, is that you are not looking at
this project as one project. You are sort of taking one piece out of it at a time and saying: Well,
this is compliant and this is compliant. The gas pipeline is compliant, the power lines are
compliant environmentally, and that’s ridiculous. It’s one project. And the assumptions that are
being made that it’s not, that it should be -- that each thing should be looked at individually, is
incorrect. And the assumptions that that’s based on are totally fallacious, as Mr. Maruca pointed
out.

That plant wouldn’t exist but for the gas pipeline and the power lines coming across the border
now. It’s all one integrated project. And that’s how it should be looked at.

Response EC10-004

The EIS analyzes the joint impacts of the transmission lines and the power plants in
Mexico. Regarding the inclusion of the natural gas pipelines that supply the plants,
please see the response to Key Issue 7.

Comment EC10-005

And the last speaker mentioned just how ridiculous it is with respect to how could our
government allow this thing to happen when it’s three miles south of the border. It’s all one air
shed. And if our government doesn’t look out for us, who is? The Mexican government isn’t
going to. We need to show the Mexican government, we need to set the example here, because
they are not.

Calexico is adjacent to Mexicali. We are all adjacent to Mexicali. Mexicali dwarfs us in size,
dwarfs us in population. Travel to Mexicali, if you have a chance this evening after your
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Calexico meeting, to see the sheer size of Mexicali. It’s a major urban area compared to
everything else here. We are just small town. But you need to see it. You need to see the
environment around Mexicali and how far it stretches.

Response EC10-005

The EIS considers the shared air shed in the analysis of air quality impacts.

COMMENTOR EC11: Bonnie Garcia, Assemblywoman, 80th Assembly District
(Her statement as read by Erica Harrold)

Comment EC11-001

The residents of the Imperial Valley and Mexicali are separated by nothing more than a political
line in the sand and sometimes a metal fence, yet they share much more, including a common
history, culture, and environment. It is the environment, however, that often draws the most
attention, with water, air, and energy issues being discussed in many different circles and at all
levels of government. It is this combination that brings us here today.

The Department of Energy hearings being held in El Centro and Calexico are the result of a legal
action. A federal court determined the government overstepped its bounds in allowing
construction of transmission lines through Imperial County without following the proper
procedures. These transmission lines provide the state with power from American-owned plants
in Baja California.

Absent from the process for permitting the construction of these lines was the voice of the local
community.

Now that we have been provided the opportunity, I encourage residents, representatives of local
governments and private industry in Imperial County to voice their opinions about this issue. As
a member of the Assembly Select Committee on Air and Water Quality, I hold a special interest
in ensuring the voice of residents in this county, where the hospitalization rate for children with
asthma is more than twice the state average, is heard.

With its tremendous economic and population growth, California has flirted with an energy crisis
for several years. Despite efforts to develop green and renewable energy sources within the state,
we continue to have a demand that exceeds supply, forcing us to purchase power from outside
our borders. While this is not the desired solution to our sustainability, it is necessary to keep
California functioning in the coming years.

Merely recognizing the situation in which we find ourselves does not permit us to compromise
the health of our residents and neighbors. Private industry is constantly asked to be a responsible
citizen, government must do the same as a steward of the people’s trust.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-54 December 2004

Response EC11-001

As stated in Sections S.1.1 and 1.1.1, DOE and BLM chose to prepare a full EIS (this
document), in part, to increase opportunities for public participation in the NEPA
process.

COMMENTOR EC12: Carlos Acuña

Comment EC12-001

I think we can get a little more anecdote than is being brought to you. First of all, there’s Vulcan
logic that says: The needs of the many outweigh the needs of the few. We live in the United
States of America. This is a constitutional democracy. Here majority rules, but we always have
to respect minority rights. And due to that fact, I urge you to, please, not allow this to turn into an
atmospheric love canal. I think we are at the crisis point right now.

At what point do anecdotes become statistics, become epidemics. So far I have heard some
people say we have a 16 -- I have read this in places other than this, that we have a 16 percent
childhood asthma rate. I think that’s a disgrace. I don’t know when CDC, Center for Disease
Control, is going to come down here, but I think the court should be aware of the statistic.

Response EC12-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0008-001 and 0009-005 and Key Issue 13 on the
relationship of power plant emissions to the asthma incidence rate in Imperial County.
The increase in PM10 levels from the power plants is estimated to cause a maximum of
two to three additional hospitalizations for asthma per year in Imperial County; this is
also probably an overestimate.

There are many different sources for the pollutants that are associated with asthma and
respiratory symptoms (e.g., feedlots emit NH3, which can lead to increased O3
generation; large areas of dry soil in agricultural fields and unpaved roads release
PM10).

Comment EC12-002

Again, I have friends -- and one of the ladies who was a pilot here told you anecdotally what’s
happened. When you are flying down you immediately notice we live in a bowl. This place
happens, by geographical accident, to trap air, to trap the pollutants. After a while, if you are
coming down by plane, many come down from the mountains of Baja and see nothing but a dust
blot. Sometimes it looks like a doughnut-shaped thing, I have heard from friends, four miles
wide. And what is its nucleus? What is the center? The Intergen/Sempra plants.

And Sempra, theoretically, is supposed to have these scrubbers, and yet that seems to be the
center of this doughnut, this polluting doughnut.
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Response EC12-002

The background to the meteorology and air quality of the region is described in
Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.2 of the EIS. As noted in Section 2.2.2 of the EIS, all export
turbines at both power plants are equipped with SCR scrubbers to reduce NOx emissions,
while the Sempra turbines are also equipped with oxidizing catalysts to reduce CO and
volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions.

Comment EC12-003

So I, please, urge you let’s, ah man, let’s just not sacrifice the few for the needs of the many. I
know corporations have a right to their profit. I’m for it. I’ve got a retirement that is based a lot
on all the profits from a lot of people in whom I invest, and that’s fine. But not at the cost of
public health.

Response EC12-003

Comment noted.

COMMENTOR EC13: Susan Massey

Comment EC13-001

I have been impressed that all the testimony has been against letting these, letting these power
plants operate under rules other than what they would expect to be operating on if they were on
the American side of the border. And, I guess, what I feel that this is maybe a microcosm of
what’s going on in the United States. Is democracy really being effective in our own country?

If the people of our country, our elected officials and citizens, feel so strongly about something
in the end is it going to come down that in spite of all our concerns as citizens and as elected
officials, that in the end it’s the power companies who win, who are so power, if you will, they
are going to win just because they are them and the rest of us really don’t count?

So I hope the Department of Energy looks at this, that they realize that democracy is really on
the line here.

Response EC13-001

Comment noted.
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COMMENTOR EC14: Patricia Petree

Comment EC14-001

First of all, I would like to say that I think the United States government is an enabler. We are
enabling companies to contribute to the pollution of our air quality, as well as the air quality in
Mexico.

Response EC14-001

The EIS analyzes the impacts to air quality in Imperial County of the proposed action
and alternatives.

Comment EC14-002

But be aware that the citizens of Imperial County do care about our air quality and also that of
Mexico, our neighbors. The poor air quality doesn’t stop at the international border, but
encompasses all of this valley that we all call home, and it is our home.

Response EC14-002

The shared air shed is considered in the analysis of air quality impacts in Imperial
County.

Comment EC14-003

I am an elementary school teacher and I am also a witness to the high increase of asthma and
allergies in our schools. The school offices have an entire wall of little cubbies where they keep
the little inhalers for all the students under lock and key. And every year the little wall is
becoming a second wall.

Response EC14-003

Regarding asthma incidence, please see the responses to Comments EC08-001 and
0009-005 and Key Issue 13.
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LETTER, FAX, AND E-MAIL COMMENTS

COMMENTOR 0001: D. Rick Van Schoik, Managing Director
Southwest Center for Environmental Research and Policy

Comment 0001-001

We have read the health impact assessment and are discouraged to find that populations in
Mexico are not considered in the analysis. By only considering the US populations located miles
away the assessment ignores and implies a callousness about the health consequences to the
much larger and closer populations that are most at risk. We endorse and promote the concept of
a politically-neutral common air basin when and where meteorology and topography clearly
define that the same air is breathed by citizens of different jurisdictions.

Like other organizations, we are extraordinarily sensitive to sovereignty issues but believe the
spirit of cooperation and collaboration is forwarded by considerations of needs and impacts to
neighboring jurisdictions. Both the United States and Mexico have standards for emissions and
ambient air quality as well as the means to enforce them. While the actual standards and
mechanisms may be slightly different, the concern for public health is paramount.

Transboundary Environmental Impacts Assessments (TEIAs) offer the opportunity to
understand, minimize, monitor, and mitigate across international boundaries. The failure of DOE
to scope these important components of the overall analysis reflects a disregard for the
significance of international relations, health, and overall energy security. The California
Resources Agency is setting a excellent TEIA example by considering all impacts to Mexico in
the restoration of the Salton Sea. In addition, the trinational Commission for Environmental
Cooperation has had, as a collateral mission, since the passage of NAFTA over ten years ago, the
task of facilitating such studies and deliberations. The federal government can promote good will
by engaging in such transboundary studies.

We urge DOE and its consultants to recalculate the health risk assessment with consideration of
populations in Mexico. We believe Mexican environmental impact assessments are available and
should be consulted. In doing so, the DOE will not only improve conditions in Mexican
populations along their northern border, but will strengthen relationships to improve
environmental health and quality for U.S. communities along the border with Mexico.

Response 0001-001

The two cited examples have broader objections than the EIS, which is concerned with
the impacts in the United States of construction and operation of two electrical
transmission lines that cross the U.S.-Mexico border. DOE and BLM’s interpretation of
applicable regulations and guidelines is that NEPA does not require an analysis of
impacts in Mexico of the operation of the power plants located there that would use the
transmission lines. For further explanation of this interpretation, please see the response
to Key Issue 1.
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COMMENTOR 0002:   Timothy B. Jones, Director of Public Works
Imperial County Public Works Department

Comment 0002-001

An encroachment permit shall be secured from the Department of Public Works should Mount
Signal Road be used for access to site.

Response 0002-001

The project applicants have obtained all necessary permits for the construction of the
transmission lines.

Comment 0002-002

With regards to Paving Road under the Mitigations Measures No. S.3.4 (pg. S-21); No. S5.9
(pg. S-39); No. 4.1.6 (pg. 4-6); No. 4.2.6 (pg. 4-27); No. 2.4 (pg. 2-38); No. 4.3.6.1 (pg. 4-58);
No. 4.9.6 (pg. 4.87), please contact this Department for the priority list in which these roads
should be paved.

Response 0002-002

DOE would contact the Department of Public Works to obtain its priority list for road
paving in the preparation of a Mitigation Action Plan should the mitigation alternative
be identified in the ROD.

Comment 0002-003

Please be advised that a Record of Survey may be required per the California Professional Land
Surveyors Act. The applicant can contact Charles Lovett, Survey Crew Manager of this
Department for further information.

Response 0002-003

The project applicants have performed and recorded all necessary surveys for the
construction of the transmission lines.

COMMENTOR 0003:   James F. Devine, Senior Advisor for Science Applications
U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey

Comment 0003-001

The report does not mention the potential effect of project activity on noxious weed invasion.
This issue is significant because the introduction of weedy plant species, which are notably
difficult to eradicate once established, can accompany vehicular construction activity. The
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process can occur as vehicles become weed vectors and because heavy vehicles tend to destroy
soil structure at the site of use. This activity causes drastic loss of fragile original soil mixture
and opens new pathways for weed establishment; the resulting condition could mean a mix of
noxious weeds very different from naturally induced weed populations (Westbrooks, 1998).
The discussion of these weed distributions in the document should contribute to pro-active
project procedures for maintaining weed-free vehicles and for mitigating invasive weeds if they
become introduced.

Response 0003-001

A discussion of the potential of transmission line construction activities to introduce
invasive plant species has been added to Section 4.4.4.1 of the EIS.

Comment 0003-002

Page 3-15, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section 3.2 Water Resources, Section 3.2.1 Surface
Water Resources, first full paragraph:

The paragraph states an “average” concentration of selenium of 21 micrograms per liter. The
USGS suggests that a statement be added to indicate that the average value is based on detection
values only. One common approach for describing the variability of water-quality data having
censored values (detection and non-detection) is to present all the data in terms of percentiles. In
this manner, the variability of the entire data set for the period of record is addressed.

Response 0003-002

The text referred to in Section 3.2.1 has been modified in accordance with the comment.

COMMENTOR 0004:   Bill Powers, Chair
Border Power Plant Working Group

Comment 0004-001

Comment 1: DEIS Must Explicitly State That the New River Flows North into the
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge So Reader Understands Significance of
New River Water Quality Issue

The DEIS first alludes to the fact that the New River flows northward in the middle of a
paragraph on p. S-27, stating “Since the New River gains in flow as it flows northward…” The
north flow direction of the New River needs to be made clear much earlier in the Summary
section of the EIS. Only the most diligent reader who was not already familiar with the flow
direction of the New River would glean from the Summary section of the DEIS that the New
River does in fact flow into the United States.
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Recommendation 1: Include on p. S-17 a paragraph that explains that the New River flows
northward into the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. That would put discussion
about water resources in a clear context for the reader. There would be no U.S. impacts if the
river flowed south. Include a sentence identifying how close Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex (LRPC) and Sempra Energy Resources Termoeléctrica de Mexicali (TDM) wastewater
discharge point is to the U.S. border. Figure S-7 (p. S-18) implies the discharge point is as little
as a few hundred feet from the border or less. Add a flow direction arrow to the New River in
Figure S-7 so the reader has a visual clue to the flow direction of the river.

Response 0004-001

Text explicitly stating that the New River flows north into the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge has been added to Section S.1.3 of the EIS. Figure 5-8 (formerly
Figure 5-7) and Figure 2.2-17 have been modified to show the direction of flow of the
New River. These figures are not to scale. They are, however, annotated to indicate the
discharge points for the power plants at about 6 mi (10 km) from the point where the
drainage canal joins the New River in Mexico, within 100 yd (91 m) of the border
(Kiernan 2004).

Comment 0004-002

Comment 2: DEIS Cites Incorrect Interpretation of Executive Order 12114 as Basis for
Determining that Project Impacts in Mexico Are Outside the Scope of the
EIS

The DEIS cites (p. S-24) Executive Order (E.O.) 12114 as justification for not considering
impacts in Mexico. Section 1 of E.O. 12114, titled “Environmental Effects Abroad of Major
Federal Actions,” explicitly states, “ . . this Order furthers the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act and the Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act and the
Deepwater Port Act consistent with the foreign policy and national security policy of the United
States….” Section 2-3 states: “Agencies… shall establish procedures… take into consideration
in making decisions concerning such actions, a document [EIS] for (b) major Federal actions
significantly affecting the environment of a foreign nation not participating with the United
States and not otherwise involved in the action.” In what way has Mexico participated with the
United States or otherwise been involved in this action? The TDM plant and LRPC’s EBC
turbine are not physically connected to Mexico’s power grid. The LRPC and TDM plants are
categorized as California power plants by the California Independent System Operator.1 All
power from these plants is sold in California. Mexican authorities were unaware that LRPC has
committed to install selective catalytic reduction (SCR) NOx control systems on the EAX export
and EBC turbines as a condition of startup, as represented by DOE in the original Environmental
Assessment prepared for the project. Judge Gonzalez has also stated an interest in understanding
project impacts in Mexico.

Section 2-4 (c) of E.O. 12114 is instructive: “Nothing in this Order shall serve to invalidate any
existing regulations of any agency which have been adopted pursuant to court order or pursuant
to judicial settlement of any case or to prevent any agency from providing in its procedures for
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measures in addition to those provided for herein to further the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act and other environmental laws, including the Marine Protection
Research and Sanctuaries Act and the Deepwater Port Act, consistent with the foreign and
national security policies of the United States.”

E.O. 11214 [12114] provides no justification for ignoring an assessment of project impacts in
Mexico in the EIS and explicitly recognizes the authority of a Federal court to assess project
impacts on foreign nations.

This is particularly important in this case given the very high rates of pulmonary sickness in
Mexicali. On pg. 4-98 of the DEIS it is noted in passing that asthma is of particular concern in
Imperial County. No mention is made of the fact that the problem is at least as severe, and on a
much greater scale, in Mexicali. BPPWG provided the DEIS preparation teamleader
(Ed Pentecost, Argonne National Laboratory) with detailed information on the level of
pulmonary sickness in Mexicali and Imperial County in February 2004 via U.S. Mail. The
document is titled “Understanding Air Pollution and Health in the Binational Airshed of the
Imperial and Mexicali Valleys — Summer 2003” and was funded by the Southwest Center for
Environmental Research and Policy (San Diego). Table 3 of the document is titled “Number of
Hospitalizations for Asthma, Pneumonia, and Acute Respiratory illness by Season of the Year,
1997 to 2000 — Mexicali Valley and Imperial Valley.” This information must be included in the
EIS to provide a complete picture of the public health situation in the immediate vicinity of the
transmission lines and the connected actions.

1June 2003 Simoes Supplement Decl. ¶ 23.

Recommendation 2: Delete the reference to E.O. 11214 as justification for ignoring an
assessment of project impacts in Mexico in the EIS. Include information on rates of pulmonary
sickness in Mexicali in the EIS.

Response 0004-002

Regarding analyzing impacts in Mexico and the interpretation of E.O. 12114, please see
the response to Key Issue 1. Regarding Mexico authority over the power plants,
Appendix J has been added to the EIS to provide a summary of the permitting in Mexico
that was required for the power plants. The document cited above is now cited in
Section 4.11.4.2 of the EIS.

Comment 0004-003

Comment 3: DEIS Fails to Analyze the Preferred Parallel Wet-Dry Cooling System
Alternative

The DEIS dismisses dry cooling (pg. 2-36) as a viable cooling alternative by noting that dry
cooling imposes a 10 to 15 percent efficiency penalty on the steam cycle. This is a misleading
statement. The annual average efficiency penalty imposed by dry cooling is estimated at
1.5 percent or less by the California Energy Commission (CEC) for the 520MW Blythe II project
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located in a desert environment very similar to that of Mexicali.2 The draft EIS identifies the
efficiency penalty of one sub-system of a combined-cycle power plant, the steam cycle, during
the hottest few hours of the year and implies that this is representative of the overall efficiency
penalty imposed by dry cooling on a continuous basis. The average efficiency penalty imposed
by dry cooling is 1/10th or less on the plant as a whole than the efficiency penalty identified in
the DEIS for the steam cycle.

The cooling alternative recommended by BPPWG in its December 1, 2003 EIS scoping
comment letter to DOE was a parallel wet-dry cooling system that incorporates the wet cooling
system currently in use at both LRPC and TDM. The dry component of the system would be
designed to handle the entire cooling load up to an ambient temperature of 80 to 90 °F. Wet
cooling would augment the dry system at temperatures above 80 to 90 °F. 100 percent wet
cooling could be used on peak temperature days to ensure maximum power output from the
plants. However, by incorporating dry cooling as the primary cooling system, the parallel wet-
dry cooling system water use would be reduced more than 90 percent relative to a wet-only
system. The DEIS (pg. 2-37) provides no substantiation of the statement that a typical wet-dry
cooling system would achieve a ratio of wet-to-dry cooling on the order of 50 percent. BPPWG
provided DOE with a copy of 2003 Cooling Technologies Institute paper at the November 21,
2003 EIS scoping hearing in Calexico that describes in detail how to construct parallel wet-dry
cooling systems to minimize water use and maximize system performance.3 A highly effective
parallel wet-dry cooling system, designed to reduce water use more than 90 percent relative to
the current wet-only design, could readily be retrofitted to both the LRPC and TDM cooling
systems.

In reality the wet-dry alternative recommended by the BPPWG would cost $30 million or less
(per plant). The vendor equipment cost for a single air-cooled condenser (ACC) cell with a
standard fan is approximately $500,000. Use of an ultra-low noise fan and fan motor noise
attenuation housing would increase this cost to approximately $600,000 per cell. The installation
cost for ACC in Mexico is well known in the industry due to the high number of ACC
installations on Mexican combined-cycle power plants, a total of eight to date. Installation in
Mexico adds approximately 20 percent to the basic equipment cost. Adding a 30-cell ACC to
either LRPC and TDM would reduce annual cooling system water consumption by 90 percent or
more. The greenfield installed cost of a 30-cell ACC in Mexico should be less than $20 million.
Assuming a 30 percent premium for retrofit challenges, a typical retrofit premium for major
power plant pollution control retrofits such as flue gas desulfurization, the total installed cost of a
30-cell ACC retrofit would be considerably less than $30 million.

A number of parallel wet-dry cooling systems are in operation around the world on a variety of
combustion systems, including combined-cycle power plants. The one conversion of a wet
cooling system to a wet-dry system, at the 37 MW Streeter No. 7 pulverized-coal Cedar Falls,

2CEC, Preliminary Staff Assessment – Blythe Energy Project Phase II, Soil & Water Resources,
App. A – Water Supply & Cooling Options (p. 48), November 2003.

3Attachment A: Debacker, L., Wurtz, W., Why Every Air-Cooled System Needs a Cooling Tower, Paper TP03-01,
presented at Cooling Technology Institute Annual Conference, August 2003.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-63 December 2004

Iowa in 1995, incurred minimal additional retrofit costs and has been operating successfully for
nearly a decade.4

4Attachment B: Rusley D., Streeter Station Unit 7 Retrofit to Wet-Dry Cooling System, presented at Dry Cooling
Symposium, San Diego, May 2002.

The DEIS identifies that the proposed action will consume 10,667 acre-ft/year of water (p. S-26).
This is approximately 3.5 billion gallons of water per year. A parallel wet-dry cooling system
designed and operated to reduce cooling water consumption by 90 percent or more would reduce
water consumption to 350 million gallons per year (1,067 acre-ft/yr) or less. Conversely, the
parallel wet-dry cooling system would free over 3 billion gallons per year of low salinity water
for return to the New River.

Recommendation 3: Incorporate wet-dry cooling at LRPC and TDM. Limit total water
consumption by LRPC and TDM to 1,067 acre-ft/yr, equal to a 90 percent reduction in the water
consumption of the proposed action. Wet-dry cooling would nearly eliminate: 1) increases in
TDS concentration in the New River caused by LRPC and TDM discharges, 2) the estimated
100 tpy of PM10 emissions from exposed Salton Sea shoreline caused by reduced flow in the
New River,5 and 3) would allow utilization of the wet cooling capacity currently installed at
LRPC and TDM to ensure that maximum power production is achieved during periods of peak
revenue (hot summer days).

5DEIS, p. S-30: “Under proposed action, reductions in annual inflow to the Salton Sea from the New River would
expose an estimated 97 acres of shoreline that is currently under water. . .an estimated emission rate of 100 tpy of
PM10 could result from a 97-acre reduction in Salton Sea area.”

Response 0004-003

Regarding the efficiency penalty cited in the DEIS, text has been added to the FEIS in
Section 2.3.2 clarifying that this penalty is on only a portion of the total plant output.
With respect to the application of a parallel wet-dry cooling system on the plants in
Mexico, Section 2.3.1 of the EIS has been extensively revised to present a more detailed
analysis of the installation and operation of such systems on the plants.

However, DOE and BLM disagree with the statement in the comment that a “highly
effective parallel wet-dry cooling system, designed to reduce water use more than 90%
relative to the current wet-only design, could readily be retrofitted to both the LRPC and
TDM cooling systems.” The difficulties of such a retrofit are now noted in Section 2.3.1,
while the estimated 90% reduction in water use is not considered reasonable in the
current application. The DeBacker and Wurtz paper (2003) cited in the comment
assumes primary dry cooling supplemented by wet cooling in a parallel condensing
system that would use wet cooling on only 30 days per year. Simões (2004) notes that the
daily mean maximum temperature exceeds 90°F (32°C) for 7 months of the year.
Accordingly, the configuration of the system analyzed is not one that employs dry cooling
as the primary cooling system supplemented by wet cooling only on the hottest days that
would achieve a 90% reduction in water use. Rather, a system that uses wet cooling at
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current water use rates on days above a 90°F (32°C) transition temperature is analyzed.
Estimated water use is a function of the number of days above this temperature and is
roughly 44% of the current wet-only system (a 56% reduction).

It is not reasonable to assume a system that relies primarily on dry cooling in the context
of a retrofit of the current plants, which were designed for wet cooling. Further, since the
existing water treatment plants would have to operate at a steady high level to maintain
functionality in the bioreactors, it is not reasonable to assume a 90% reduction in water
use in this context. The impacts of the estimated water use reduction are analyzed with
respect to water resources in Section 4.2.5. In addition, an analysis of the time and cost
consideration of retrofitting a wet-dry system at the power plants has been added to
Section 2.3.1. Regarding the estimated cost provided in the comment of no more than
$30 million for each plant, DOE and BLM note the estimate provided in Exhibit B of
Simões (2004) of more than $75 million, plus up to 5 months of lost production for TDM.

Please also see the response to Key Issue 6 regarding the wet-dry cooling system.

Comment 0004-004

Comment 4: PSD Increment Analysis Significant Impact Levels Are Not Applicable

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increment analysis is not applicable to new
sources located in a non-attainment area (Mexicali) that are impacting an adjacent
non-attainment area (Imperial County). DOE assumes that Mexicali is a hypothetical attainment
area in the DEIS. This is an incorrect assumption. It is not in dispute that Mexicali is
non-attainment for PM10, O3, and CO. The 1-hour ambient ozone standard in Mexico is
0.11 ppm, slightly more health protective than the historic 1-hour U.S. standard of 0.12 ppm. The
24-hour PM10 standard of 150µg/m3 is the same in Mexico and the U.S.

The Mexicali ambient air quality monitoring station data summaries provided in Tables D-5
through D-8 of the draft EIS show that the peak 1-hour O3 and CO levels and peak 24-hour
PM10 levels exceed both Mexican and U.S PM10, O3, and CO ambient air quality standards. In
fact, Mexicali frequently exceeds the U.S. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
for PM10, O3, and CO.

As noted at the bottom of pg. 3-49: “Areas that meet the NAAQS are said to be in attainment.
The air quality in attainment areas is managed under the PSD program of the Clean Air Act
(CAA). The goal of this program is to maintain a level of air quality that continues to meet the
standards. Areas that do not meet one or more of the standards are designated as nonattainment
areas. The CAA requires each state to produce and regularly update a State Implementation
Plan (SIP) that includes a description of control strategies or measures to deal with pollution,
for areas that fail to achieve NAAQS.”

The scientific, health-based reality is that Mexicali is a highly contaminated nonattainment area.
Only attainment areas are managed under the PSD program. The application of PSD increment
analysis, and the associated Significant Impact Levels (SIL), to sources located in a
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nonattainment area is simply wrong. The CAA is explicit in requiring emission offsets for new
sources located in nonattainment areas. As stated in CAA Title I, Part D — Plan Requirements
for Nonattainment Areas, Section 173(c): Offsets — The owner or operator of a new or modified
major stationary source may comply with any offset requirement in effect under this part for
increased emissions of any air pollutant only by obtaining emission reductions of such air
pollutant from the same source or other sources in the same nonattainment area, except that the
State may allow the owner or operator of a source to obtain such emission reductions in another
nonattainment area if (A) the other area has an equal or higher nonattainment classification
than the area in which the source is located and (B) emissions from such other area contribute to
a violation of the NAAQS in the nonattainment area in which the source is located.

Current Mexico air quality regulations do not provide a mechanism for ultimately achieving
compliance with ambient air quality standards, unlike U.S. regulations. There is a regulatory gap.

DOE is essentially encouraging the exploitation of this regulatory gap by misapplying PSD
increment analysis in an attempt to demonstrate there is no health-based justification for
offsetting l00s of tons/yr of NOx and PM10 emissions from LRPC and TDM. The BPPWG
recognizes that Mexicali in not in the U.S. and therefore is not subject to nonattainment status
designation under the Clean Air Act (CAA). However, given DOE has chosen to apply CAA
requirements to evaluate the impacts from the Mexicali plants on Imperial County, the DOE
must rigorously follow the requirements in the CAA and not simply pick-and-choose
requirements to achieve a pre-determined end result — no significant impact.

Ambient data for Mexicali provided in the draft EIS (Appendix D, Tables D-5 through D-8)
clearly show that Mexicali is non-attainment for U.S. 1-hour O3 and 24-hour PM10 NAAQS. A
complete summary of Mexicali O3, PM10 and CO exceedances (see Comment 6) would give a
much more comprehensive understanding of the high rate of NAAQS exceedances in Mexicali.
The NAAQS are health-based standards. Use of the international border as a shield to avoid
implementing mitigation measures, specifically offsets, that would adequately protect U.S. and
Mexican citizens being exposed to air emissions from the power plants is unethical and opposite
the intent of E.O. 12114. The failure to offset these emissions will cause additional cases of
asthma, as noted in the draft EIS (p. 4-98), in populations on both sides of the border that are
already suffering from elevated incidence of pulmonary sickness. As noted in the July 3, 2003
Court Order (DEIS, p. A-70), “… as a matter of common sense, it is clear that discharges of
pollutants that actually, if not legally, cause violations of the NAAQS, or make existing violations
worse, have the potential for adversely affecting health.” This observation was in response to the
fact that even a 3 µg/m3 increase in the 24-hour PM10 concentration would have caused two
particulate monitoring stations in Calexico to exceed the 150 PM10 NAAQS eight times between
1994 and 2002 (DEIS, p. A-69).

The total of cost of NOx and PM10 offsets for the LRPC export turbines and the TDM plant are
estimated to be in the range of $20 to $30 million on a one-time basis.6 The combined capital
cost of the LRPC export turbines and the TDM plant is on the order of $750 million. The annual
gross revenue stream of these two plants is on the order of $3 to $4 billion. The cost of

6December 1, 2003 BPPWG EIS scoping period comment letter to DOE.
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effectively mitigating NOx and PM10 emissions from the LRPC export turbines and the TDM
plant is de minimus relative to the plant capital cost and annual revenue streams.

Recommendation 4: EIS must follow the correct application of CAA requirements and identify
NOx and PM10 emission offsets as necessary mitigation for the LRPC and TDM projects.

Response 0004-004

Regarding analyzing impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.
Regarding the use of SLs, please see the response to Key Issue 2. Regarding the
recommendation that the EIS must require offsets of power plant emissions, please see
the response to Key Issue 3. Cost information on possible air mitigation measures has
been added to Section 2.4 of the EIS. These costs are within the range of the estimates
noted in the comment.

Comment 0004-005

Comment 5: DEIS Must Include Summary of Mexican Ambient Air Quality Standards

U.S. NAAQS are provided in Table 3.3-2 on p. 3-51 of the DEIS. A summary of ambient air
quality monitoring results is provided in Appendix D of the DEIS, yet nowhere is a summary of
Mexican ambient air quality standards provided that would put the Mexican monitoring data into
perspective.

Recommendation 5: Provide a table summarizing Mexican ambient air quality standards.

Response 0004-005

Mexican air quality standards are not germane to the impacts in the United States. Also,
the Mexico government has performed its own environmental review and has approved
the power plants. Please see Key Issue 1 and Appendix J of the EIS.

Comment 0004-006

Comment 6: DEIS Must Include Summary Tables Showing Number of Exceedance Days
at Each Imperial County and Mexicali Ambient Air Quality Monitoring
Station

The DEIS text from p. 3-56 through p. 3-60 includes a series of figures and bar graphs showing
“average annual arithmetic mean” concentrations of CO, NOx, O3, SO2 and PM10 for the three
Imperial County and four Mexicali monitoring stations. The primary air quality issue in both
Imperial County and Mexicali is high short-term peak concentrations of PM10, O3, and CO, not
annual average concentrations.
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Recommendation 6: The EIS must include tables showing the number of days per year the
short-term peak concentrations of PM10, O3, and CO have been exceeded at the Imperial County
and Mexicali monitoring stations, for the most recent 5-year period of validated monitoring data.

Response 0004-006

Table 3.3-3 showing NAAQS exceedances and maximum air pollutant concentration
measurements in Imperial County for O3, CO, and PM10 from 1987 through 2003 has
been added to Section 3.3.2 of the EIS. Regarding the addition of similar data for
Mexicali, please see the response to Comment 0004-005 and Key Issue 1.

Comment 0004-007

Comment 7: DEIS Provides No Verifiable Information on What Processes at the LRPC
and TDM Wastewater Treatment (WWT) Plants Are Removing TDS

The DEIS asserts (p. 4-19) that approximately 9 million pounds per year (lb/yr) of TDS will be
removed due to LRPC and TDM WWT operations. The purported reduction in TDS, along with
projected reductions in pathogens, nutrients, and total suspended solids, was a principal reason
the court chose not to enjoin operation of LRPC and TDM during the EIS preparation phase. In
June 2003 the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s water treatment expert pointed-out that
none of the processes identified by LRPC or TDM as TDS removal processes are typically
considered to be TDS removal process.7 The DEIS provides no information on any process
specifically designed to removed TDS at the WWT plants.

Both LRPC and TDM wastewater treatment experts identify the incoming untreated raw water
TDS concentration as 1,200 mg/l.8 The TDM expert also makes clear that this raw water will
continue to be treated and discharged to the New River even when the power plant is offline,
stating, “Expected maximum operations have the plant running at full capacity 75 percent of the
time and operating in bypass mode the remaining 25 percent of the time on an annual basis.
During bypass mode of operation, because the water is treated but not used to cool the plant,...
the treated water is simply discharged into the drainage channels without the effects of
evaporation.”9 Yet the TDM project manager identifies the treated water TDS concentration as
“approximately 1,180 mg/l,” essentially no different than the incoming untreated water TDS
concentration of 1,200 mg/l. Specifically the TDM project manager states, “During bypass
operation (approximately 25% of the time), when the plant is not producing power, the discharge
has an approximate TDS concentration of 1,180 mg/l.”10

7June 2003 Angel Decl. ¶¶ 13-18.

8June 2003 Hromadka Decl. ¶ 29, Kasper Decl. ¶ 6.

9June 2003 Hromadka Decl. ¶ 29.

10June 2003 Simoes Supplemental Decl. ¶ 9.

Recommendation 7: The EIS must be modified to indicate there will be no reduction in TDS
loading on the New River as a result of power plant operations. There is no apparent reduction in
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TDS across the LRPC and TDM WWT plants, according to the influent and effluent TDS
concentration data provided by the LRPC and TDM wastewater treatment experts and the TDM
project manager.

Response 0004-007

Sections 2.2.2 and 4.2.4.1.2 now include a discussion of the wastewater treatment
systems responsible for TDS removal at the two power plants as summarized below. Also,
please see the response to Key Issue 14.

The biological treatment reactor and clarifiers, which produce only a small decrease in
TDS, may be the process being referred to in the comment, based on cited TDS values of
around 1,200 mg/L for influent and effluent streams. However, additional and substantial
TDS removal occurs in the next stage of the treatment process, the lime softeners.

The majority of the TDS removal cited in the EIS occurs in this step of the water
treatment process.  In this stage of the water treatment process, lime (calcium hydroxide)
is added to the water causing precipitation of calcium and magnesium, as well as
substantial amounts of alkali metals, heavy metals, and phosphate.  The precipitated
sludge is flocculated and separated from the water by sedimentation in a clarifier and
sent to a filter press where it is dried for shipment offsite.  Effluent from this step has a
TDS that ranges from about 900 to 1,000 mg/L.

The lime softeners are bypassed when the plants are in bypass mode, about 25% percent
of the time for TDM as noted in the comment. The text added to Section 4.2.4.1.2 notes
this and the fact that TDS removals would be reduced accordingly.

Comment 0004-008

Comment 8: Brine Discharges from the Power Plants Exceed the 4,000 mg/l TDS Limit
Prescribed for the Colorado River Basin and These Brine Discharges Must
Be Mitigated

The DEIS correctly notes that an upper-bound salinity11 value of 4,000 mg/l has been
established as a water quality objective for the Colorado River Basin (p. 3-22). The TDS
concentration in the in the discharge water from the power plants is expected to be 4,800 mg/l for
LRPC and 4,430 mg/l for TDM. Total discharge of this high TDS wastewater to the New River
from LRPC and TDM will be on the order of 600 million gallons per year. The wastewater
volume increases to close to 1 billion gallons per year of discharge to the New River if the two
domestic EAX turbines at LRPC are also included.12 The DEIS indicates (p. 3-14) that the TDS
concentration in the New River at the border varies between 1,500 and 3,500 mg/l, with a 6-year
average between 1997 and 2003 of 2,620 mg/l. The water quality expert hired by LRPC stated
that the “salinity in the New River ranges from 3,500 mg/l at the border to approximately
4,000 to 5,000 mg/l at the outlet into the Salton Sea.”13
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In contrast, the water being diverted from the New River to LRPC and TDM has a typical TDS
concentration of 1,200 mg/l (p. 4-19). This source water, at a TDS of 1,200 mg/l, has a very
beneficial effect on the New River as a diluent that contributes to compliance with the
4,000 mg/l TDS water quality objective. The direct discharge of untreated high salinity
wastewater from LRPC and TDM, with TDS concentrations ranging from 4,430 to 4,800 mg/l,
has the opposite effect. The New River was not meeting the 4,000 mg/l water quality objective
near its terminus with the Salton Sea even before LRPC and TDM began operation, based on
testimony by LRPC’s water quality expert. Discharging untreated high TDS wastewater from
LRPC and TDM into the New River will exacerbate the degree of non-compliance with the
4,000 mg/l Colorado River Basin water quality objective.

There are no numerical or narrative standards in Mexico that require removal of TDS from
wastewater discharge streams. The high TDS wastewater discharge from LRPC and TDM enters
the New River literally on the border, as shown in the DEIS (p. 2-32). The Colorado River Basin
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) would consider that the high TDS
wastewater discharges from LRPC and TDM violate the Regional Board’s standards for the New
River.14

Multi-million dollar investments in adequate wastewater treatment and/or discharge elimination
systems are mandatory for power projects located on the U.S. side of the border just north of the
LRPC and TDM projects. The only large power plants that have been permitted recently in the
Colorado River Basin region, or that are currently undergoing permitting, are the 520 MW
Blythe I project, the 185 MW Salton Sea No. 6 geothermal project, the 520 MW Blythe Phase II
project (in permitting). Blythe I uses evaporation ponds to prevent high salinity wastewater
discharges into surface waters. Salton Sea No. 6 will reinject process wastewater back into the
geothermal aquifer. Blythe II is currently recommended as a dry-cooled project by CEC staff.
These power projects, equipped with adequate wastewater treatment and/or elimination systems,
are competing in the same California power market as LRPC and TDM. By building in Mexico
and discharging into the New River a few feet south of the U.S. border, both LRPC and TDM
gain a significant competitive advantage by avoiding stricter U.S. wastewater discharge control
requirements.

Mitigation equivalent to what would be required if the LRPC and TDM plants were located in
the Colorado River Basin region on the U.S. side of the border is necessary. Evaporation ponds
or an equivalent “zero liquid discharge (ZLD)” system would address the problem of high TDS
wastewater discharges to the New River. However, retrofitting dry cooling to the existing wet
cooling systems at LRPC and TDM would reduce both brine discharges and flow reduction
caused by the proposed action to a fraction of current levels. This would to a large extent
mitigate the dual problems of (1) high TDS wastewater discharges, and (2) the estimated 100 tpy

11Salinity and TDS are interchangeable terms.

12June 2003 Hromadka Decl. ¶ 32. Combined wastewater discharge is 2,720 acre-ft/yr (~900 million gallon/year.

13June 2003 Kasper Supplemental Decl. ¶ 17.

14June 2003 Angel Decl. ¶ 20.
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of PM10 emissions associated with the increased exposed shoreline around the Salton Sea
resulting from reduced flow in the New River. Addition of a small ZLD system would address
wastewater discharges remaining after installation of the dry component of the parallel wet-dry
cooling system. It is important to note that if mitigation is unacceptable to LRPC and TDM, both
companies could “...choose to sell their power to the Mexican market or transmit their power via
an alternate route...”15

15May 3, 2003 Court Order, p. 37 (also p. A-41 of DEIS).

Recommendation 8: Mitigate wastewater discharges by retrofitting the LRPC and TDM wet
cooling systems to parallel wet-dry cooling systems. Mitigate the remaining wastewater
discharges by adding ZLD systems.

Response 0004-008

Regarding the 4,000-mg/L TDS water quality objective, please see the responses to
Key Issue 15. In response to comments, a discussion of a zero-liquid discharge
technology has been added to Section 2.3.1.2 of the EIS. This technology was considered
but eliminated from further analysis because of its complexity in the context of a retrofit
and its small expected benefits to the New River and Salton Sea.

Comment 0004-009

Comment 9: Conformity Analysis Must Include Emissions from Power Plants and
Indirect PM10 Emissions from Reduced Flow in New River

As noted on p. 4-38 of the DEIS, Section 176(c) of the CAA requires that Federal actions
conform to the appropriate State Implementation Plan in a non-attainment area, with the
expressed purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the
NAAQS and achieving expeditious attainment of such standards. Imperial County is a Federal
non-attainment area for PM10 and O3. The threshold for triggering conformity review in this case
is 100 tons/yr both PM10 and NOx (O3 precursor). Combined PM10 emissions from the two
LRPC export turbines and TDM, the associated cooling towers, and indirect emissions from
exposure of Salton Sea shoreline, total 833 tpy (p. G-3). Combined NOx emissions are projected
at approximately 400 tpy.

The DEIS ignores power plant emissions and the indirect PM10 emissions caused by reduced
flow in the New River in reaching the conclusion that the proposed action is exempt from review
of conformity. This is inconsistent with Judge Gonzalez’ determination in the May 3, 2003 Court
Order that (p. 36): “Here, the scope of the action relates only to the transmission lines, but the
nature of the action includes the full scope of the analysis, including the effects of the action. The
nature of the action therefore includes the importation of power generated in Mexico. Indeed, to
leave out the secondary impacts would be at odds with the purpose of the alternatives analysis,
which is to provide a way for an agency to calculate and compare the various predicted effects
of alternative courses of action. The analysis would be arbitrary in itself if it did not take into
account all effects of a proposed action.”
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Recommendation 9: Include the LRPC and TDM power plant emissions in the air emissions
assessment used to determine whether the proposed action is exempt from review of conformity.

Response 0004-009

Regarding the question of including emissions from the power plants in the conformity
analysis, please see the response to Key Issue 17.

Comment 0004-010

Comment 10: DEIS Underestimates Secondary PM10 Impacts Relative to Secondary
PM10 Impacts Described in June 16, 2003 Supplemental Declaration
of Dr. Heisler

The DEIS concludes that secondary PM10 emissions are de minimus (p. 4-47). The DEIS also
summarizes Dr. Heisler’s June 2003 Declaration (p. C-13) as stating “Heisler further concludes
that because the region is ammonia rich, plant emissions would not lead to significant formation
of NH4NO3 (secondary PM10 particulate)” apparently to support the de minimus conclusion.
However, the EIS fails to acknowledge or summarize Dr. Heisler’s Supplementary Declaration,
where he explicitly calculates a secondary PM10 24-hour increment of 1.8 µg/m3. The court
determined in its July 3, 2003 Order that the modeled 24-hour PM10 increment was 4.8 µg/m3,
just below the 5.0 µg/m3 trigger level for mitigation. As noted in the Order, 3.0 µg m3 of this
total is primary PM10 and 1.8 µg/m3 is secondary PM10 in the form of ammonium nitrate
emissions (p. 24). The 1.8 µg/m3 24-hour secondary PM10 increment was taken directly from
Dr. Heisler’s Supplemental Declaration. The Order also notes that the 4.8 µg/m3 24-hour
increment is not necessarily a conservative estimate, stating “Indeed, the contribution to
particulate formation from ammonia may even be higher since it appears from Heisler’s
declaration that he has used estimates of actual ammonia emissions, rather than the more
conservative “potential to emit” estimates normally required when reviewing new emissions
sources. (See Supp. Stockwell Decl at paragraph 3).”

The SCR ammonia slip level limit for the LRPC export turbines and the TDM turbines is
identified as 10 ppm on p. G-3 and G-4 of the DEIS. Dr. Heisler estimated actual annual
ammonia emissions would be 93 tons/yr (tpy), assuming an ammonia slip level of 5 ppm as well
as reduced operating hours, in calculating the 1.8 µg/m3 increment in secondary 24-hour PM10
ammonium nitrate emissions. However, use of the emission limit and maximum potential hours
of operation is required in CAA regulations for modeling air quality impacts
[40 CFR§51.166(m)(a)]. The maximum potential ammonia slip emissions from the EBC and
EAX export turbines are 222 tpy (p. G-4). The maximum potential ammonia slip emissions from
the TDM turbines is 276 tpy (p. G-4). The total potential ammonia emissions from the LRPC and
TDM export turbines is 498 tpy, over five times the ammonia emission rate assumed by
Dr. Heisler when he calculated a 1.8 µg/m3 24-hour secondary PM10 increment. Increasing the
ammonia emission rate by a factor of 5 should have a linear effect on the modeled secondary
PM10 increment, increasing it from 1.8 µg/m3 to 9 µg/m3.
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The draft EIS uses a different air dispersion model to analyze pollutant increments, AERMOD,
relative Declaration, to the ISCST3 model used to calculate increments in the EA (p. 4-29).
However, the results for the primary PM10 increment drop only slightly using AERMOD, from
3.0 µg/m3 using ISCST3 to 2.45 µg/m3 using AERMOD. However, there is a dramatic
difference in the expected 24-hour secondary PM10 increment extrapolated from Dr. Heisler’s
Supplemental Declaration, approximately 9 µg/m3, and the AERMOD results for 24-hour
secondary PM10 presented in the DEIS (p. 4-45) of “on the order of 1 µg/m3.

The DEIS goes on to state (p. 4-47) “In conclusion, the body of the above analysis indicates that
secondary formation of NH4NO3 as a result of NOx (and any NH3) emissions from the TDM and
LRPC power plants is de minimus, and thus little associated impact can be ascribed.” This
statement is in conflict with the secondary PM10 24-hour increment results provided in
Dr. Heisler’ s June 2003 Supplemental Declaration.

Recommendation 10: DOE must explicitly describe the assumptions regarding: 1) ammonia
emissions from the turbine stacks, 2) the quantity of ammonia converted to ammonium nitrate,
and 3) any peculiarities of the AERMOD model that result in a modeled ammonium nitrate
24-hour increment that is nearly 1/10th what would be expected based on Dr. Heisler’s June 16,
2003, Supplemental Declaration.

Response 0004-010

Regarding the analysis of secondary PM10 generation in the atmosphere from power
plant primary emissions, please see the response to Key Issue 10.

Comment 0004-011

Comment 11: DEIS Must Define Offsets as Necessary Mitigation for PM10 and NOx
Emissions and Describe the Specific Offsets That Will Be Obtained

The DEIS fails to identify PM10 and NOx offsets as necessary mitigation due to a flawed
application of U.S. air quality regulatory requirements as noted in Comment 4. Emission offsets
are absolutely necessary for any increase in emissions above de minimus levels when the plant(s)
is located in a non-attainment area. Mexicali is unquestionably in non-attainment of PM10,
ozone, and CO NAAQS and Mexican ambient air quality standards. One verifiable and
permanent source of emission offsets for the LRPC and TDM projects is road paving. The draft
EIS appropriately identifies 23 miles of road paving that could be carried out in Imperial County
to offset approximately 650 tons of PM10 emissions (p. 4-59). This is somewhat less than the
combined estimated PM10 emissions from the LRPC export and TDM projects of 733 tpy
(p. G-3). Approximately 400 tpy of NOx will be emitted by the LRPC export and TDM turbines.
A simple solution to identifying “verifiable and permanent” NOx offsets in this case would be to
allow cross pollutant offsetting of NOx, emissions at a one-to-one ratio as PM10 reductions. The
draft EIS (p. S-3 1) also correctly notes that “[NOx and PM10] Mitigation opportunities in
Mexico could also prove to be beneficial and cost-effective. These might include road paving,
replacing older automobiles and buses, and converting fuel used in brick kilns to natural gas.”
NOx could readily be offset by carrying out sufficient road paving in Mexicali to offset all NOx
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emissions (as PM10 reductions) from the plants as well as additional PM10 offsets necessary after
23 miles of roadway are paved in Imperial County.

It is important to note that power projects on the California side of the border, serving the same
market as the LRPC and TDM turbines, must purchase emission offsets for project emissions.
Otay Mesa is located approximately 2 miles north of the U.S.-Mexico border and about 15 miles
southeast of San Diego. Construction of the project is about to commence. Otay Mesa will pay
$30 million to offset PM10 and NOx, emission levels that are significantly lower than the
projected PM10 and NOx, emission levels from either LRPC and TDM.

Recommendation 11: The EIS must explicitly require the mitigation of a total of 733 tpy of
PM10 and 400 tpy of NOx, from the LRPC and TDM projects and describe in detail how the
mitigation will be achieved.

Response 0004-011

Regarding the recommendation that the EIS must require offsets of power plant
emissions, please see the response to Key Issue 3. The EIS identifies potential offset
opportunities in Section 2.4. Any decision by DOE to implement Alternative 4 or to
otherwise place conditions in a Presidential permit will be made in the ROD.

Comment 0004-012

Comment 12: DOE Must Include Impacts from Power Plants Supplying the Second
Circuits on the LRPC and the TDM Transmission Lines in Cumulative
Impacts Analysis

Both the LRPC and TDM transmission lines are double-circuit designs capable of carrying the
full power output from two 600 MW plants each. DOE relies solely on information provided by
Sempra (p. 5-11), in which the company states it has conducted preliminary studies related to a
second 600 MW plant, to conclude a second plant at either the LRPC and TDM site is not likely
in the foreseeable future. Clearly Sempra has a strong financial interest in understating the
potential for a second power plant in Mexicali, as inclusion of this plant in the air modeling
analysis would contribute to further NOx and PM10 impacts and underscore even further the
needs for emission offsets. As a result, the modeled air and water quality impacts in the draft EIS
assume only one 600 MW plant per transmission line. Assuming only one of two circuits on each
transmission line will be used for the foreseeable future is incorrect given the strong evidence
that second plants will be built at both the LRPC and TDM sites within the next 10 years.

The export component of the LRPC plant has a capacity of 560 MW, while the TDM plant has a
capacity of 600 MW. Each circuit of the double circuit transmission lines has a capacity of
approximately 600 to 700 MW. The total capacity of each double circuit transmission line is
1,200 to 1,400 MW, as stated by LRPC and TDM in their respective applications for Presidential
Permits. The original Environmental Assessment analyzed the environmental impact of
1,160 MW of power generation capacity while the Permits authorize LRPC and TDM a total of
up to 2,800 MW of power transmission capacity. Why would a second circuit have been
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included in the design of each transmission line if LRPC and TDM did not intend to use the
second circuit in the foreseeable future? The cumulative impacts analysis must address a level of
power plant environmental impact that is representative of the double circuit transmission
capacity the DOE is authorizing under the Presidential Permits.

The Council on Environmental Quality is explicit that a National Environmental Policy Act
cumulative impact analysis must include cumulative effects caused by reasonably foreseeable
future actions.16 The DEIS defines this on pg. S-24 as actions that will take place in the next
10 years. The draft EIS cites only three power projects, all in the U.S., as the only power projects
that could foreseeably impact the area. These are the 520 MW Blythe Phase II project,
CalEnergy’s 185 MW Salton Sea No. 6 geothermal project, and the 620 MW Wellton-Mohawk
power plant east of Yuma, Arizona. According to the CEC, both Blythe II and the Salton Sea
No. 6 geothermal project are scheduled to be on-line by 2006.17 The Wellton-Mohawk project
was approved by the Arizona Corporation Commission in May 2003 and is expected to be
operational in 2006 or 2007.18 The DEIS limits the cumulative impacts assessment to
U.S. regional power projects that are permitted (or about to be permitted) and expected to be
constructed in 2 to 3 years while ignoring overwhelming evidence that: 1) a much greater level
of power plant construction is planned over the next 10 years on the Baja California side of the
border, and 2) one of those projects will be constructed by Sempra Energy to export power to the
U.S. and utilize the second circuit of the 1,200 MW export transmission line built by TDM to
serve the U.S. market.

Baja California is projecting an electrical energy demand growth rate of 6 percent per year.
Mexico’s Secretary of Energy has recently stated that an additional 2,055 MW of gas-fired
power generation is planned for Baja California by 2013.19 This represents a doubling of Baja
California’s gas-fired power generation capability in 10 years. Sempra Energy is predicting that
the natural gas demand in Baja California will increase from approximately 150 to 200 million
cubic feet per day (mmcfd) in 2003 to 500 mmcfd in 2008 and reach 1,000 mmcfd by 2015.20

Virtually all natural gas used in Baja California is used in gas-fired power plants. A Baja
California gas demand of 500 mmcfd in 2008 represents nearly a three-fold increase in power
plant gas consumption over current levels. Given the spectacular projected increased in gas-fired
power generation in Baja California over the next 10 years it is hard to imagine a scenario where
LRPC and TDM, having requested and received authorization to build double circuit
transmission lines capable of transmitting 1,200 MW to 1,400 MW each, would not at some
point in the next 10 years utilize most or all of the authorized transmission line capacity. The
Comisión Federal de Electricidad (CFE), the Mexican national utility monopoly, shows a second

16Council on Environmental Quality, Executive Office of the President, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the
National Environmental Policy Act, January 1997, p. 8.

17http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/all_projects.html#review.

18http://www.cc.state.az.us/news/pr08-15-03.thm.

19Attachment C: Calderon, F., Opportunities for LNG Terminals in Mexico, U.S. DOE LNG ministerial Summit
presentation, December 17-18, 2003.

20Attachment D: Sempra response letter to Greenpeace dated May 21, 2004.
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600 MW TDM export power plant coming on-line in Mexicali in June 2005.21 The June 2005
estimated start-up date will not be met. However, this plant will almost certainly be built during
the cumulative impact analysis time period defined as 10 years in the DEIS.

21Attachment E: Aboytes, F., CFE Generation and Transmission Expansion Plan Baja California System: 2003-
2007, Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan meeting, March 2003.

Recommendation 12: The cumulative impact analysis must assume a second 600 MW plant at
the LRPC site and a second 600 MW plant at the TDM site.

Response 0004-012

Regarding the use of the second circuit on the transmission lines, please see the response
to Key Issue 16. The DEIS concluded that there were no foreseeable plans to construct
additional power plants in the study area (based on the criteria listed in the introduction
of Section 5.3, “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions”). A new section has been
added to Section 5.3.7, “General Trends in the Imperial Valley-Mexicali Region,” to
acknowledge the evidence that the demand for electrical energy in Mexico is growing.
The locations of any future plants are not clear, however. Currently there is no specific
evidence that any plants would be built near enough to Imperial County to cause
additional impacts there.

Comment 0004-013

Comment 13: DEIS Should Include a Description of Seven Environmental Permit
Conditions for Inclusion in the LRPC and TDM Presidential Permits to
Ensure Compliance with Environmental Mitigation Commitments

The failure of Intergen to install SCR on the EAX export turbine in a timely manner is an
example of why explicit conditions must be included in the Presidential Permits to ensure
compliance with the mitigation measures identified in the EIS. It was the Court’s clear
understanding in May 2003 that the EAX export turbine would be equipped with SCR to achieve
an emission limit of 4 ppm by the date of commercial start-up.27 It is likely that several l00s of
tons of additional NOx were emitted from this turbine between June 2003 and January 2004 as a
result of LRPC’s failure to install the SCR. LRPC ultimately shut down the EAX export turbine
in January 2004.28 LRPC restarted the turbine in March 2004 claiming that the SCR was
installed and operational. However, BPPWG is unaware of any data provided by LRPC or DOE
that demonstrates that the SCR is in fact operational and achieving the 4 ppm NOx emission limit
identified in the original Environmental Assessment or the 2.5 ppm NOx limit identified for EAX
export turbine on p. G-3 of the DEIS.

Explicit Presidential Permit monitoring, reporting, and enforcement conditions are clearly
necessary. As noted by the Court in the May 3, 2003 Order, “Although defendants argue that
“international sensitivities” preclude conditioning the permits from being a reasonable and
feasible alternative, such a discussion belongs in the EA’s alternative analysis rather than a
litigation brief. Furthermore, the Court is unconvinced that the federal government’s jurisdiction
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to ameliorate negative environmental effects within the United States necessarily offends
international principles of law. The condition would not be a direct regulation of Mexican power
plants; those plants could still choose to sell their power to the Mexican market or transmit their
power via an alternate route rather than meet the condition.”

27May 3, 2003 Court Order, p. 3 (also see DEIS p. A-7).

28Attachment F: Intergen Gives In, Unplugs Turbine, San Diego Union Tribune, January 17, 2004.

Recommendation 13: Seven environmental permit conditions should be added to the
Presidential Permits that state —

1. All PM10 and NOx emissions must be completely offset within two years of the
issuance of an approved Presidential Permit;

2. The DOE will enjoin use of the transmission line(s) at any time the plants are in
violation of the air emission limits specified on p. G-3 and p. G-4 of the DEIS;

3. Air monitoring data will routinely/continuously be provided to Imperial County
APCD authorities by LRPC and TDM;

4. Averaging time for all air pollutants is 3 hours;
5. Consumptive water use is limited to 717 acre-ft/yr at LRPC and 350 acre-ft/yr at

TDM;
6. Data from an approved flow monitor must be routinely provided to the Regional

Board to verify water consumption;
7. Discharge of wastewater to the New River that has not been treated for salinity

removal is prohibited.

Response 0004-013

Regarding the question of conditioning the Presidential permits, please see the response
to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0005: Christine Powell

Comment 0005-001

I learned about U.S. power plant developers attempting to take advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico during the NEPA process. It is very important the full NEPA
process not be averted, shortened, or avoided. That is your responsibility as a government worker
and a US citizen.

Response 0005-001

A full NEPA process is being implemented under this EIS.
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Comment 0005-002

The current NEPA regulation requires that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of
their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits
on mitigation. That process must take into account the emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx)
and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s
Termoelectrica de Mexicali.

Response 0005-002

Under the NEPA process, the EIS identifies and analyzes mitigation of plant emissions as
an alternative action. NEPA does not require that impacts from the power plants be
mitigated. Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits to require mitigation, please
see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0005-003

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concludes that
these problems do not reach sufficient level of significance to require mitigation.

Response 0005-003

The EIS identifies and quantifies the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on
air and water resources. As described in Sections 4.2 (water) and 4.3 (air), these impacts
are small. The EIS also discusses potential mitigation opportunities.

COMMENTOR 0006:   Jurg Heuberger, Planning Director
Imperial County Planning/Building Department

Comment 0006-001

Thus, from 2001 and the initial stages of the development of the (1) natural gas pipeline, (2) the
natural gas-fired power plants, and (3) the 230-kV transmission lines from Mexico to the
Imperial Valley Substation, the County has consistently and comprehensively in numerous
written comments on the NEPA documents addressed the potential for air quality, water quality
and human health impacts of these projects. The above three actions are considered by the
County as interlinked and as three links within a causal chain of events.

In December 2001, the DOE and BLM after preparing a “Environmental Assessment (EA),”
each agency issued a “Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)” for the Presidential Permits
and the BLM rights-of-way for the 230-kV electric transmission lines.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-78 December 2004

However, since 2001, the subsequent federal documents prepared did not tie the above three
federal actions together and thus “piece-mealed” the project into three separate individual
segments or parts.

Once again, the current Draft EIS being prepared attempts to short circuit the environmental
impact review process in only reviewing the two existing natural gas plants. For example, in both
the Draft EIS “Summary” and also in Appendix H, ‘Health Risk Assessment for Air Toxics,” the
Draft EIS document only addresses “... all plants operating...” (See page S-43, second
paragraph).

The natural gas pipeline that was planned and constructed was to supply natural gas to not only
the identified power plants in the Draft EIS, but also cumulatively to supply “....future numerous
identified power plants, expansion of farming west of Mexicali, new economic development
projects, and new businesses that would be generated from these new sources of electrical
energy...” (please reference the County previous correspondence in November 2003 and the
attachments thereto).

Questions: What about the other natural gas power plants that were slated to be constructed in
Mexicali? Why is the Court-required EIS only reviewing impacts based on “plants” currently in
operation when in fact the lines intend to and can accommodate more?

To Summarize:
Suffice it to say that the Draft EIS to be prepared for only the above two natural gas-fired power
plants, i.e. Intergen and SEMPRA, is contrary to the “public interest” and, as stated in previous
correspondence, the “Presidential Permit” should not have been granted without the appropriate
mitigation measures needing to be imposed on “plants operating” as well as on future upgraded
or new power plants in Mexicali, industrial/economic development projects, and the agricultural
expansions west of Mexicali.

Since 2000, the County has consistently informed the federal government agencies, the State
Lands Commission, and its environmental contractors that the project and its environmental
impacts should be reviewed in its “entirety” and should be addressed upfront outlining all of the
potential air quality, water quality impacts to the Salton Sea, and the human health impacts and
the appropriate mitigation measures prior to the construction of the natural gas pipeline through
Imperial County.

It is the County’s position that “but for” the construction of the natural gas pipeline through
Imperial County into Mexico, there may not have been natural-gas powered plants, upgraded
power plants, future industrial/economic development projects and no need for the 230-kV
transmission lines crossing the international border into the Imperial Valley Substation.

Response 0006-001

Regarding the fact that the scope of the analysis does not include the natural gas
pipelines that supply the power plants, please see the response to Key Issue 7. Regarding
the potential cumulative impacts of future power plants, please see the response to
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Key Issue 16. Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits to require mitigation,
please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0006-002

As you may be aware, the County of Imperial is classified as a nonattainment area for federal
PM10, and the City of Calexico is classified as a nonattainment area for PM10, ozone, and CO at
this time. In the future, Imperial County may also be designated as nonattainment for PM2.5. The
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reviewed an air quality study prepared by the
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) stating essentially that the County would
have attained a “moderate” PM10 classification were it not for the harmful air pollution
emissions from Mexicali.

Response 0006-002

The information presented in the comment appeared to be out of date. The EPA published
a final rule on August 11, 2004, to reclassify the Imperial Valley from a moderate to a
serious PM10 nonattainment area (69 FR 48792). This rule became effective on
September 10, 2004. The EPA’s summary of this final rule is:

“EPA is taking final action under the Clean Air Act (CAA) to find that the
Imperial Valley Planning Area (Imperial Valley), a moderate nonattainment area
for particulate matter of 10 microns of less (PM10), failed to attain the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) by the statutory deadline of
December 31, 1994, and to reclassify the area as a serious PM-10 nonattainment
area. Today’s action is in response to a recent decision by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit that vacated EPA’s earlier approval of Imperial
County’s demonstration that the Imperial Valley would have attained the NAAQS
by December 31, 1994, but for emissions emanating from outside the United
States, i.e., Mexico. EPA’s approval had the effect of allowing Imperial Valley to
remain a moderate nonattainment area. In vacating that approval, the Court
specifically directed EPA to reclassify Imperial Valley as a serious PM10
nonattainment area.”

The EPA simultaneously signed a proposed rule on August 11, 2004, to find under the
CAA that the Imperial Valley Planning Area failed to attain the NAAQS for PM10 by the
serious nonattainment area statutory deadline of December 31, 2001 (69 FR 48835).

The analyses of pollutant transport presented in the EIS appear not to conflict with the
findings of the 2003 order of the Ninth Circuit and the subsequent 2004 final rule
published by the EPA.

Comment 0006-003

After review, the County also feels that the Draft EIS and Health Risk Assessment submitted by
the U.S. DOE and BLM on the 230-kV transmission lines do not provide the necessary
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mitigation to resolve the existing/future air impacts on local residents, the water impacts on the
Salton Sea and human health impacts and is inadequate due to the continued lack of appropriate
environmental mitigation.

Response 0006-003

The EIS analyzes a mitigation alternative that examines opportunities for mitigating both
air and water impacts of the proposed project. DOE and BLM have added additional
discussion of potential water mitigation measures in Section 2.4 and refined the analysis
of these potential mitigation measures in Section 4.2.6 of the EIS.

Comment 0006-004

There are identified proposals for mitigation of air emissions in imperial County and Mexico on
pages 4-58 and 4-59. However, there is no “program” provided in the Draft EIS document as to
who will pay and maintain the proposed mitigation measures.

There is no identification of when such mitigation activities would occur and who would be the
responsible agency that would implement these mitigation measures. Without specificity in the
Final EIS, the proposals put forth are merely possibilities and not actual, verifiable and
enforceable mitigation measures.

We look forward to reviewing the Final EIS and if does not provide the necessary mitigation
measures that comprehensively mitigates all of the identified risks, the County reserves the right
to review other options necessary to insure that the above adverse environmental and health care
concerns are resolved.

Response 0006-004

Regarding mitigation, the EIS identifies opportunities for both air and water mitigation.
Should the mitigation alternative be selected, mitigation details would be specified in a
mitigation action plan issued after the completion of the EIS.

COMMENTOR 0007:   Stephen Birdsall, Air Pollution Control Officer
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District

Comment 0007-001

The ICAPCD favors a modified #4 alternative that was analyzed - “Mitigation Measures: Grant
one or both permits and corresponding ROWs to authorize transmission lines whose developers
would employ off-site mitigation measures to minimize environmental impacts in the
United States” (pg. S-9) The ICAPCD feels that there should be mitigation measures
implemented to offset the increased emissions and that these measures should be memorialized
in The Presidential permits, however, the ICAPCD believes one step further should be taken to
ensure the off-site mitigation measures take place in Imperial County.
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Response 0007-001

The commentor’s stated preference for Alternative 4 is noted. Regarding conditioning the
Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0007-002

Section 3.3.2, Air Quality (page 3-49) presents a broad scenario of the air quality in Imperial
County and Mexicali Valleys for the principal air pollutants that are monitored in both valleys:
Carbon Monoxide Nitrogen Dioxide, Ozone, Sulfur Dioxide and PM10. This document
evaluation approach assesses the air quality in both valleys based on the annual arithmetical
mean for each of these pollutants.

ICAPCD believes that an evaluation of the regional air quality based on the annual arithmetical
means as presented in this document is clearly an attempt to diminish the magnitude of the air
quality problem in the Imperial and Mexicali Valleys. The ICAPCD is adamant about the fact
that the public should be presented with reliable and clear air monitoring data in order to make
an accurate judgment of the magnitude of the existing air quality problem on the area in which
these power plants are located, as well as the area of impact, in this case Imperial County.

The NAAQS establishes the concentration above which the pollutant is known to cause adverse
health effects to sensitive groups within the population, such as children and the elderly. An
evaluation of the status of the air quality on a region should include an analysis of compliance
with the NAAQS for each pollutant that is being evaluated.

According to the air monitoring data for Imperial County, the 24-hr NAAQS for PM10 was
violated 12 days in 1997, 12 days in 1998, 32 days in 1999, 38 days in 2000, and 18 days in
2001. In addition, the 1-hr ozone NAAQS was violated 10 days in 1997, 5 days in 1998, 24 days
in 1999 and 5 days in 2000.

In comparison, the air monitoring data for Mexicali shows that the 24-hr NAAQS for PM10 was
violated 162 days in 1997, 168 days in 1998, 222 days in 1999, 324 days in 2000, 264 days in
2001 and 228 days in 2002. The 1-hr ozone NAAQS for ozone was violated 16 days in 1997,
14 days in 1998, 19 days in 1999 and 7 days in 2000. In addition, the 1-hr NAAQS for CO was
violated 5 days in 1997, 11 days in 1998, 4 days in 1999, and 3 days in 2000.

As you can clearly see by the number of standard exceedances mentioned above, the air quality
in the Imperial County and Mexicali has been and continues to be deteriorated. The high levels
of PM10 and CO in Mexicali has been categorized as critical by the Mexican authorities.
Imperial County is a designated non-attainment area for PM10, Ozone, and CO for the City of
Calexico, located on the border with Mexicali. Likewise, Mexicali is a non-attainment area for
PM10, Ozone and CO. It should be pointed out that Mexicali is in violation of the U.S. ambient
air quality standards and also the Mexican air quality standards, which are similar to the U.S.
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The ICAPCD suggests that the final document include a comprehensive evaluation of the air
quality in Imperial County and Mexicali Valleys addressing all air monitoring data used to
evaluate the compliance status of both areas with NAAQS.

Response 0007-002

Pursuant to NEPA, Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of the
impact on air quality of the proposed action and alternatives. As shown in Section 3.3.2,
the compliance status of Imperial County is addressed. Table 3.3-3 showing NAAQS
exceedances and maximum air pollutant concentration measurements in Imperial County
for O3, CO, and PM10 from 1987 through 2003 has been added to Section 3.3.2. The EIS
does not summarize air quality in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.

Comment 0007-003

Section 4.3.4.4.2, Ozone Formation (page 4-50): Due to the fact background data on VOC levels
is needed to model Ozone (O3) formation, DOE developed an alternative approach to help
characterize ozone formation in this region. DOE analyzed 5 years of O3 and NO2 monitoring
data and concluded that high O3 levels mainly occurred at lower NO2 levels and that in fact;
these plots indicate a condition in which introducing more NO2 reduces O3 formation. These
conclusions characterized the Imperial County-Mexicali area to be VOC-limited, in which by
introducing more NO2 there would be no increase in O3, when in fact, the reverse could hold
true.

The ICAPCD is dumbfounded by these conclusions and can only hope that you do not mean that
by not installing SCR to control nitrogen oxides at the turbines, it could in fact resolve the O3
problem in the Mexicali and Imperial Valley area.

The 2003 emission inventory for Imperial County shows emissions of 12,940 tons/yr of nitrogen
oxides and 52,720 tons/year of VOC. As for Mexicali, the 1996 emission inventory shows
emissions of 20,302 tons of nitrogen oxides and 56,552 tons/year of VOC. This data shows that
the level of emissions for VOC is approximately three times higher than the level of emissions
for nitrogen oxides.

These figures show that the mechanism of O3 formation in the Imperial County-Mexicali area
cannot be characterized to be VOC-limited. ICAPCD suggests that Section 4.3.4.4.2, Ozone
Formation, should be modified accordingly.

Response 0007-003

Section 4.3.4.4.2, Ozone Formation, has now been simplified and the reference to the
historic record of the relationship of higher O3 levels to lower NO2 levels has been
removed. The EPA’s OZone Isopleth Plotting Program Revised (OZIPR) model was used
to estimate possible incremental O3 formation, and it was shown that NOx and VOC
emissions from all the Mexico power plants would produce marginal decreases or
increases in peak O3 concentrations. Generalizations about NOx versus VOC-limited
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conditions reflect average regional conditions. An OZIPR simulation based on annual
total emissions and typical meteorological conditions is illustrated in Figure 4.3-1. In
this case, adding more SCRs for NOx control decreases NOx emissions but has the effect
of slightly increasing modeled peak O3 concentrations. The modeled Imperial Valley-
Mexicali region appears to behave, on average, similar to an urban-like VOC-limited
area (i.e., where O3 levels are limited — “controlled”— by VOCs, not NOx).

DOE and BLM disagree with various elements in the Imperial County Air Pollution
Control District’s (ICAPCD’s) statement that because the 2003 levels of VOC in Imperial
County at 52,720 tons/yr (47,827 t/yr) and at Mexicali at 56,552 tons/yr (51,303 t/yr) are
approximately three times the NOx levels in Imperial County at 12,940 tons/yr
(11,739 t/yr) and at Mexicali at 20,302 tons/yr (18,418 t/yr), respectively, the Imperial
Valley-Mexicali region cannot be characterized to be VOC-limited.

First, the data as quoted are incorrect and appear to be based on a misinterpretation of
the term VOC. There are a number of different terms that collectively refer to organic
compounds that participate in photochemical reactions to form tropospheric O3. Some of
the more common terms are VOC - volatile organic compounds, TOG - total organic
gases, and ROG - reactive organic gases. VOC is an EPA term, and TOG and ROG are
terms used by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). VOC are not TOG. TOG
includes organic gases that have negligible photochemical activity — primarily
methane — whereas both VOC and ROG exclude organic compounds that have
negligible photochemical activity — also primarily methane. The terms ROG and VOC
are broadly interchangeable.

 “52,720 tons/year of VOC” 2003 as quoted by the ICAPCD appears to have as its
source the ARB (2003) database value for Imperial County of 52,720 tons/yr
(47,827 t/yr) of TOG (not VOC). The same ARB (2003) database for Imperial County
also lists emissions of 11,840 tons/yr (10,741 t/yr) of ROG (a VOC equivalent). Thus the
actual 2003 VOC emission estimates of 11,840 tons/yr (10,741 t/yr) are much less (about
22%) than the TOG value of 52,720 tons/yr (47,827 t/yr) misattributed as VOC by the
ICAPCD. The ARB database lists 12,940 tons/yr (11,739 t/yr) of NOx, and thus relative
to 11,840 tons/yr (10,741 t/yr) of VOC, the VOC/NOx ratio in the Imperial County area
would be about 1/1.

The Mexicali 1996 VOC emission estimate quoted by the ICAPCD of 56,552 tons/yr
(51,303 t/yr) appears to have as its source ERG et al. (2003). However, that 1996
56,552-tons (51,303-t) estimate is listed in hydrocarbon (HC) units and does not
accurately reflect a VOC estimate. ERG et al. (2004) does list VOC emission estimates,
in this case of 35,765 tons/yr (32,446 t/yr). This is substantially lower than the 1996 level
listed as 56,552 tons/yr (51,303 t/yr) of HC. The 1999 NOx emissions are reported as
11,787 tons/yr (10,693 t/yr), and thus relative to 35,765 tons/yr (32,446 t/yr) of VOC, the
VOC/NOx ratio in the Mexicali area would be about 3/1.

The VOC/NOx ratio in the Imperial Country and Mexicali area combined would be about
2/1. VOC/NOx ratios based on annual emission rates alone are insufficient to establish



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-84 December 2004

that an area is VOC-or NOx-limited. However, a determination that the modeled area is
VOC-limited is not a necessary precondition for the results obtained in the O3 analysis in
the EIS using the OZIPR model. Those results, shown in Figure 4.3-1, are nevertheless
consistent with a VOC-limited situation, where O3 levels increase with increasing VOC,
but decrease or are relatively unresponsive to changes in NOx.

Comment 0007-004

Section 4.3.4.4.2, Impacts Compared to EPA Significant Levels (page 4-52), evaluates the
impact in Imperial County for the NO2, SO2, CO and PM10 emissions produced by the power
plants based on the EPA Significant Levels (SLs) of 40 CFR 51.165(b)(2). This document
concluded that the maximum increase in ambient concentration of air pollutants in Imperial
County associated with emissions from the power plants are below the SLs established by the
EPA; therefore, the impact on air quality from the generating facilities in Mexicali would be
minimal.

By using 40 CFR 51.165(b)(2) to determine impact of the power plant, DOE assumed that
Mexicali is a hypothetical attainment area. ICAPCD wants to stress with emphasis that the EPA
Significant Levels of 40 CFR 51.l65 (b)(2) is not applicable to new sources in a non-attainment
area (Mexicali) that are impacting an adjacent non-attainment area (Imperial County). The next
paragraph of 40 CFR 51.l65(b)(4) states “The requirements of paragraph 51.165 (b) of this
section shall nor apply to a major stationary source or major modification with respect to a
particular pollutant if the owner or operator demonstrates that as to that pollutant, the source or
modification is located in an area designated as non-attainment pursuant to section 107 of the
Act.”

As presented above, monitoring data has shown that concentrations of PM10, CO, and Ozone
have exceeded the U.S. and Mexican Ambient Air Quality Standards many times in Mexicali and
the surrounding area. Therefore, the application of the Significant Levels of 40 CFR 51.165(b)(2)
is totally inappropriate because it does not accurately reflect the reality of the air quality in
Mexicali and Imperial County, which is already very deteriorated. The ICAPCD feels that due to
the proximity of these projects to the international border and the populated cities in Imperial
County and Mexicali, the additional emissions associated with the two projects will adversely
impact the region’s air quality, exacerbate exceedances of emission standards in both the
U.S. and Mexico, and will impact the health of the population in the region.

Due to the fact that Mexicali power plants are located in a non-attainment area (Mexicali) and
that their emissions will impact a adjacent non-attainment area (Imperial County) the ICAPCD
feels that the correct approach for evaluating the emission impacts should be through the Clean
Air Act (CAA) Section 173. This section identifies the requirements for new and modified
sources located in non-attainment areas. Section 173 (c)(1) requires that any new or modified
source of emissions located in a non-attainment area to offset their emissions for which that area
is non-attainment.

The ICAPCD would like to stress again that we believe that there should be mitigation measures
implemented to offset the increased emissions and that these measures should be memorialized



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-85 December 2004

in the Presidential permits, however, the ICAPCD would like DOE/BLM to ensure the off-set
mitigation measures take place in Imperial County.

Response 0007-004

Regarding the use of SLs, please see the response to Key Issue 2. Regarding the inclusion
of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, see the response to Key Issue 3. The
commentor’s preference for the mitigation alternative is noted.

Comment 0007-005

Given the fact that DOE has chosen to apply CAA requirements to evaluate the impacts from the
Mexicali plants on Imperial County, the DOE must rigorously follow the requirements in the
CAA and not simply choose requirements that they feel will achieve the end result that DOE is
apparently looking for - No Significant Impact.

The air quality data summary for Mexicali’s Ozone, PM10, and CO exceedances provided in this
comment letter (item 1) gives a much more comprehensive understanding of the high rate of
NAAQS exceedances in Mexicali. The NAAQS are health based standards. The ICAPCD feels
that use of the international border as a shield to avoid implementing mitigation measures,
specifically offsets, that would adequately protect U.S. and Mexican citizens being exposed to air
emissions from the power plants is contrary to what the NEPA process was established to
accomplish. By failing to include offset measures for the emission from the power plants will
exacerbate the poor a quality in the region and cause additional adverse health impacts to the
residents of Imperial/Mexicali Valleys.

As noted in the July 3, 2003 Court Order (Draft EIS, pg A-70) “...as a matter of common sense,
it is clear that discharges of pollutants that actually, if not legally, cause violations of the
NAAQS, or make existing violations worse, have the potential for adversely affecting health.”
This observation is in response to the fact that even a 3µg/m3 increase in the 24-hour PM10
concentration would have caused two particulate monitoring stations in Calexico to exceed the
150 PM10 NAAQS eight times between 1994 and 2002 (Draft EIS, pg A-69).

Response 0007-005

Regarding the application of CAA requirements to evaluate impacts, please see the
response to Key Issue 2. Regarding additional NAAQS violations, please see the response
to Key Issue 9.

Comment 0007-006

Section 4.3.4.4.2, Impacts Compared to EPA Significant Levels (page 4-53); DOE states “The
finding that the impact levels at the U.S. receptor points would be small and below SLs is
consistent with the influence of general surface winds.” However, the ICAPCD believes this is
totally inaccurate.
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The California Air Resources Board (CARB), the authority on air issues in California, evaluated
the impact of transport of ozone within the different air basins in California. CARB publishes
trienneal reports entitled “Assessment of the Impacts of Transported Pollutants on Ozone
Concentrations in California.” In these reports, CARB has classified transport of ozone from
Mexicali to Salton Sea Air Basin, which Imperial County is located in, as overwhelming.
CARB’s report illustrates that transport of ozone from Mexicali caused violations of the state
ozone standard (0.09 ppm) all the way to the north side of the Salton Sea Air Basin, in Palm
Springs and Indio. This report shows, for the episodes analyzed, that none of the violations of the
state standard in imperial County were caused entirely by local emissions without regard to
transport from Mexicali.

In July 2001, the ICAPCD submitted a PM10 attainment demonstration plan to CARB and EPA
that clearly shows that Imperial County’s PM10 exceedances would not have occurred “but for”
contributions from Mexicali. On August 10, 2001, EPA found under Clean Air Act (CAA)
Section 179B that the PM10 attainment demonstration submitted by the ICAPCD adequately
established that PM10 exceedances would not have occurred but for emissions from Mexico. On
October 19, 2001, EPA issued its final rule, finding that the record adequately demonstrated that,
but for emissions from Mexico, Imperial County would have timely attained the PM10 NAAQS
(Federal Register: Volume 66, Number 203, pages 53106-53112).

The information discussed and cited above clearly indicates that Imperial County is impacted by
transport of emissions from Mexicali. The ICAPCD suggests that DOE include a comprehensive
analysis of Ozone and PM10 transport from Mexicali to Imperial County based on existing
validated reports from authorities in this subject, such as the California Air Resources Board and
U.S. EPA.

Response 0007-006

The issues raised in the first part of this comment about the O3 analysis described in
Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the DEIS and the role of O3 transport into Imperial County are
addressed in the response to Key Issue 11. Section 3.3.2 references the transboundary
migration of pollutants from Mexico. A reference to the 1993 ARB report noted in the
comment has been added to this section.

The second part of the comment states that in July 2001, the ICAPCD submitted a PM10
attainment demonstration plan to the ARB and the EPA that clearly demonstrated that
Imperial County’s PM10 exceedances would not have occurred but for contributions from
Mexicali. The ICAPCD adds that on October 19, 2001, the EPA issued a final rule that,
but for the negative effects of transborder emissions from Mexico, Imperial County would
have timely attained the PM10 NAAQS (Federal Register, Volume 66, page 53106 [66 FR
53106]). However, the ICAPCD neglects to add that on October 9, 2003, the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit vacated this EPA rule following a petition from the
Sierra Club to that Court. The Court held that the EPA’s “but for” conclusion ran
counter to the evidence before it, and remanded with instructions that the EPA classify
the county from a moderate to a serious nonattainment area (Sierra Club v. United States
Environmental Protection Agency, et al., 352 F.3d 1186).
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Thus prompted by the Ninth Circuit Court Order, the EPA published a final rule on
August 11, 2004, to reclassify the Imperial Valley from a moderate to a serious PM10
nonattainment area (69 FR 48792). This rule became effective on September 10, 2004.

The EPA simultaneously signed a proposed rule on August 11, 2004, to find under the
CAA that the Imperial Valley Planning Area failed to attain the NAAQS for PM10 by the
serious nonattainment area statutory deadline of December 31, 2001 (69 FR 48835).

The analyses of pollutant transport presented in the EIS appear not to conflict with the
findings of the 2003 order of the Ninth Circuit and the subsequent 2004 final rule
published by the EPA.

Comment 0007-007

Section 6.4, Air Quality (page 6-2) states that the Mexico power plants’ stack emissions would
include NOx, CO, CO2, NH3, and PM10. While it is likely that O3 would be secondarily
produced due to the operation of the two power plants, the amount expected to reach the
maximum U.S. receptor point is so small it would be indistinguishable from ambient background
levels. PM10 and other criteria pollutants are expected to be below EPA significant levels in the
United States.

ICAPCD totally disagrees with these statements. It is estimated that the La Rosita Power
Complex and Sempra Energy Resources turbines (six total) will produce 2,328 tons/yr of
nitrogen oxide, 3,089 tons of carbon monoxide, and 1,210 tons/yr PM10. According to the
estimates presented in the DEIS, the nitrogen dioxide emissions will be reduced to 608 tons/yr
(for all six units) in March 2005 when selective catalytic reduction technology would be utilized
for all the La Rosita Complex turbines. Each air shed has a limited capacity for absorbing
pollutants before the air quality degrades to unacceptable levels. The air emissions from the
Mexicali power plants is way above the limits that non-attainment areas such as Mexicali and
Imperial County could absorb.

Imperial County is a non-attainment area for PM10 and ozone, of which nitrogen oxide is a
precursor pollutant, and concentrations of PM10 and Ozone in Mexicali have exceeded the U.S.
and Mexican standards many times. Contrary to all the statements in this DEIS, the ICAPCD
feels that these emissions would have a significant adverse impact on the air quality for the
Imperial County/Mexicali air shed, if unmitigated, due to the fact that these emissions will
exacerbate the non-attainment ozone and PM10 status of the Imperial County/Mexicali border
region. Additionally, due to the proximity of these power plants to the border, the carbon
monoxide (CO) emissions from these power plants will have an adverse impact on the
non-attainment status for Calexico if these emissions are not mitigated. The District requests to
incorporate into this document measures for full mitigation of all emissions.

Response 0007-007

The findings and conclusions on air quality impacts, which are discussed in some detail
in the EIS, were based on careful objective quantitative analysis and scientific method



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-88 December 2004

drawn from available data, and applied conservatively high emission assumptions. For
example, PM10 emission rates were based on conservative vendor guarantees. Actual
emission rates have been determined to be an order of magnitude less
(see Comment 0018-005). Air modeling used state-of-the art tools, such as the
EPA-approved AMS/EPA Regulatory MODel (AERMOD) model. The disagreement of
the ICAPCD is noted.

Regarding mitigation, the EIS identifies opportunities for both air and water mitigation.
The identified air mitigation measures would collectively address the major pollutants
noted in the comment  NOx, CO, and PM10. Should the mitigation alternative be
selected, mitigation details would be specified in a Mitigation Action Plan issued after
the completion of the EIS.

Comment 0007-008

In Conclusion, the ICAPCD is eager to review a Final EIS that will fully address all of our
concerns as discussed above. For the health of the residents of Imperial/Mexicali Valleys and for
the continued efforts to improve air quality in Imperial County, the ICAPCD continues to insist
that full mitigation of the impacts of these projects be fully mitigated. The ICAPCD also feels it
is necessary to include the Presidential Permits provisions for monitoring, record keeping, and
enforcement provisions based on our experience with Intergen’s failure to install SCR on one of
the two turbines and the fact that Mexicali authorities were apparently unaware that Intergen
even had an obligation to install and operate SCR on the unit. The permit condition must clearly
state that monitoring data must be routinely provided to the ICAPCD. Once again, for issuance
of the Presidential permits, the ICAPCD urges the DOE/BLM to implement a version of
Alternative #4 that would require full mitigation of emissions and offset of emissions that have
already occurred. The ICAPCD insists that these mitigation measures be taken in Imperial
County to ensure that the reductions are real, enforceable, and quantifiable.

Response 0007-008

Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.
The commentor’s stated preference for Alternative 4 is noted.

COMMENTOR 0008: Paul B. English

Comment 0008-001

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Imperial Mexicali 230-kV Transmission Lines
states that 24-hour concentrations of PM10 at a maximum receptor point in the United States
resulting from emissions from TDM plus LRPC Export Turbines would be 2.45µg m3

(Section 4.4.4.4.2). This is adding pollutants in an area already out of state and federal air quality
compliance for PM10. Imperial County, and the Salton Sea Air Basin in particular, do not meet
the state or federal air quality standards for ozone or particulate matter less than 10 microns in
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diameter (PM10) (CARB, 2002). Between 1983 and 1994, age-adjusted childhood asthma
hospitalization rates increased 59% in Imperial County. (English, et. al. 1998).

Exposure to particulate matter has been associated with an increase in cardio-pulmonary
mortality and increased reports of asthmatic symptoms and respiratory illness. (Koren, 1995)
(Pope and Dockery, 1999) Emergency room visits for asthma have been significantly associated
with fine particulate matter air pollution on the previous day. (Schwartz et al. 1993).

The draft EIS states that “the operation of the TDM plant and the EBC and EAX export units at
the LRPC plant would contribute at most a very small increase in the asthma problem or other
air-quality related health problem.” The 2.4 µg/m3 is only slightly lower than the 3.0 µg/m3

figure estimated in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Baja California Power
(BCP) and Sempra Energy Resources Cross-Border Transmission Lines (DOE/EA-1391). Based
on the 3.0 µg/m3 figure, I estimated in my June 2003 declaration that a 3.0 µg/m3 increase in
PM10 would result in an increase of 80 additional cases of asthma in the Calexico School District
alone (English, 2003). Even with the new figure of 2.45 µg/m3 we could expect at least an
additional 65 cases of asthma. Asthma is the leading cause of lost school days and of childhood
hospitalizations in California. In the Imperial Valley, an area with poor health care access and
high proportion of uninsured children, many children with asthma end up being hospitalized.
This is a large burden on a low-income, minority population in terms of work missed, days of
school missed, and increased cost of medication use.

The Draft EIS states that since the projected level of 2.45 µg/m3 is below the EPA significance
levels they are of limited public health concern. However, this is adding an increased burden of
PM10 in a population that is already in non-attainment for PM and suffering from the highest
childhood asthma hospitalization rate in the State. According to the California Department of
Health Services, Imperial County had the highest age-adjusted asthma hospitalization rate for
children aged 0-14 among all counties in the State of California for 1995-1997 (556 cases per
100,000 population compared to 216 cases per 100,000 for California) (CDHS, 2000). Each stay
in the hospital costs the State $13,000. (CDHS, 2000). Since the linear relationship between PM
and health is accepted as causal, with no threshold, even a small increase can have large public
health effects. The EPA SL has been defined “to represent the incremental increase in ambient
concentrations attributable to an emissions source below which the source would not be
considered to cause or contribute to a violation of the applicable National Ambient Air Quality
Standards” (Fontana, 2003). However, data analyzed in Calexico from 1994 to 2002 (English,
2003, Exhibit 1) shows that on eight occasions readings at Calexico PM10 monitors would be
exceeding the 150 µg/m3 standard when an additional 3 µg/m3 is added. On these days the
power plant emissions would be in fact contributing to a violation of the 24-hour PM10 federal
air quality standard.

Response 0008-001

Section 4.11.4.2 of the DEIS acknowledged that there is a high incidence of asthma in
Imperial County. References to published data on the high incidence of asthma
hospitalization in Imperial County and on the association between elevated PM10 levels
and an increased incidence of acute adverse health outcomes have been added to the EIS.
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(Incidence is defined as the number of new occurrences of a disease in a given time
period.) Elevated O3 levels are also associated with asthma symptoms. A reference to a
state study giving the annual incidence of hospitalizations for asthma by county for the
State of California has been added to support the statement that levels of asthma are high
in Imperial County. Information and references on the association between elevated
PM10 and O3 levels and high asthma levels have also been added to the FEIS in
Sections 4.11.2.2 and 4.11.2.3.

Sixty to eighty cases of asthma annually are unlikely to be caused by the increase in
ambient PM10 from power plant emissions as explained below. On the basis of results
from many studies, it is estimated that for each 10-µg/m3 increase in PM10, there is an
associated 3% increase in the incidence of respiratory-related death, hospitalizations,
lower respiratory symptoms, and asthma (Pope and Dockery 1999). On the basis of this
relationship, the maximum modeled increase of 2.45 µg/m3 in ambient PM10 levels
associated with the power plant turbines could be responsible for a 0.735% increase in
the incidence of asthma (the commentor rounded this relationship to 1%). However, this
increase in the incidence of asthma should not be applied to the entire population of the
8,000 children in the Calexico school district, but rather to the fraction that has the
condition (i.e., the prevalence; 80 children [English 2003]).

The prevalence rate for asthma among the 8,000 Calexico school children is stated to
range from 15 to 27%, based on a 2001 impact assessment referenced by the commentor
(English 2003). To estimate the increase in asthma prevalence, the number of prevalent
cases (i.e., 1,200 to 2,160) would be increased by 0.735%. Thus, the estimated increase
in asthma cases would be about 9 to 16 cases.

However, using prevalence data to estimate the number of additional asthma cases
attributable to a given increase in ambient PM10 level is not the most appropriate
measure of impacts. The number of additional cases is preferably calculated as a fraction
of the documented incidence rate; for example, as a fraction of the number of annual
hospitalizations in the area of interest. These data are available for Imperial County
(CDHS 2003). Another commentor (Heisler, attachment to Comment 0016-009) used a
method similar to that to estimate the annual numbers of hospitalizations in Calexico
attributable to power plant emissions. He used the age-adjusted hospitalization rates for
all of Imperial County and for the population between 0 and 14 years, and applied those
rates to the population of Calexico (not to all of Imperial County). This method resulted
in a much lower estimate of asthma hospitalizations in Calexico attributable to the power
plants (less than one additional hospitalization per year).

For this EIS, to estimate the maximum annual increase in asthma hospitalizations in
Imperial County, the overall age-adjusted hospitalization rate of 196 per
100,000 person-years, as reported by the California Department of Health Services
(CDHS 2003), was multiplied by the estimated county population for 2003 of 156,600
(State of California 2004). This resulted in an estimate of 323 hospitalizations per year.
To estimate the increase in asthma hospitalization incidence potentially due to power
plant emissions, the number of cases (i.e., 307) would be increased by 0.735%. Thus, the
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estimated maximum increase in asthma hospitalizations in Imperial County would be
about two to three cases. This is an overestimate, because the 2.45-µg/m3 modeled
increase is the maximum increase averaged over 24 hours at any location in the border
region at any time. The annual average increase, which should be used in health impact
estimates, is 0.11 µg/m3 (Table 4.3-4). Thus, the expected increase in asthma
hospitalizations is less than one per year. A discussion of these results has been added to
the EIS (Section 4.11.2.3).

These results support the conclusion in the EIS that the operation of the power plants
would result in “at most a small increase in the asthma problem or other air-quality
related health problems”(in Imperial County). This finding is noted in Key Issue 13.

Regarding estimating the number of additional exceedances of the NAAQS in Imperial
County from power plant emissions, please see the response to Key Issue 9.

The EIS’s use of SLs to evaluate the modeled maximum increase in levels of criteria
pollutants is intended to be a benchmark of potential impacts to air quality from power
plant emissions. In such case, the use of SLs does not have regulatory implications. The
SLs evaluate air concentration increases, which are a direct measure of human exposure.
SLs are based on corresponding NAAQS, which have a basis in human health (e.g., the
SLs for nitrogen dioxide (NO2), PM10, and CO are 1%, 3%, and 5%, respectively, of the
NAAQS.

COMMENTOR 0009: Kimberly Collins

Comment 0009-001

I’m not surprised by the findings of the report — it contains the same, old and tired way of
thinking by the U.S. federal government bureaucracy in not recognizing the U.S.-Mexican border
as a region in which air, water, health issues, and economies are shared. This is clearly seen in
the report on page S-4 in that the map does not really extend into Mexico and is not to scale on
the Mexican side. This portrays the sentiment that here we are on the U.S. side and we are not so
sure what is happening on the Mexican side except that there are these plants and wastewater
treatment plant located approximately in this location.

Air and water don’t follow the political boundaries of governments they follow the natural flow
of the earth. The EIS must conduct a binational and regional analysis—to do otherwise is a half
completed job that does not address the real
situation.

Response 0009-001

Regarding analyzing impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.
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Comment 0009-002

I find it ironic that this review is occurring during the year of the 10th anniversary of NAFTA
and really shows that the border region has become the doormat of NAFTA. It is a place to
scrape your boots and pass through collecting monies that are sent to Washington—not a place to
worry about human health problems, environmental degradation, or future development of the
region. Ten years ago it was hoped by some that if NAFTA was passed and free trade in the
Americas became a reality, the border would get much needed attention and funding. This
clearly is not happening as seen by the results of this report. Instead of providing investment and
infrastructure to begin sustainable development in the region, new projects that contaminate the
area are being embraced.

Response 0009-002

Comment noted.

Comment 0009-003

Public interest on page S-7 needs to be defined. There is a huge difference between the public
interest regarding the environment and human health impacts and that of the current reliability of
U.S. electric power. It is not and I repeat not in the public interest of Imperial County residents to
have these two power plants.

Response 0009-003

In determining whether a proposed action is in the public interest, DOE considers the
impact of the proposed action on the environment and on the reliability of the
U.S. electric power supply system. The fact that the environmental impacts in the
United States are confined to Imperial County is acknowledged in the EIS.

Comment 0009-004

Socioeconomic impacts — Section 5.4.10
The costs to the local economy—which are not addressed sufficiently or appropriately by the
Draft EIS—will exceed any benefits that might possibly be derived (such as property taxes). The
local economic costs will include lost economic development opportunities as large companies
are leery to come to areas that have high amounts of pollution. There will also be public health
costs that will be incurred by local governments to care for low income residents, especially
uninsured children. There will also be costs to production to local businesses and individuals
with sick days — be it a worker who is sick with respiratory illnesses and needs to take a day off
to visit with the doctor or for the worker with a sick child with asthma or a respiratory illness.
These are just a limited example of possible costs that were not included in the draft EIS. I’m
sure if someone did an actual analysis they might find more.
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Response 0009-004

Analysis of air quality impacts conducted for the EIS compared modeled increases in
ambient air concentrations of criteria pollutants due to power plant emissions over a grid
of receptor locations in the county and found that increases were below SLs used as a
benchmark of high and adverse impacts. Since the plants would not produce any
significant impacts in the county, no significant impacts on local public health or on local
economic development are expected as a result of emissions from the power plants.

Comment 0009-005

Human Health — Section 5.4.11
The human health issues are not addressed in the Draft EIS. The Imperial-Mexicali valleys are
already non-attainment areas. There are already severe levels of asthma and respiratory illnesses
in the community. I would actually hypothesis that there have already been additional human
health impacts by these power plants just from the short time they have been running. I base this
on two factors. The first is that with an already stressed environment and human health system,
additional pollutants to the system, even at a small level, could tip the scales and push health of
local residents into dangerous levels. By talking to my coworkers at my place of work, I along
with them have experienced chronic respiratory infections over the last eight months. I literally
have been sick for months now. If a stringent analysis was actually conducted on the health of
residents in the region — I’m sure you would find that there has been an impact from the power
plants.

Response 0009-005

It is clear that there is a high incidence of asthma in Imperial County. A reference to a
study (Collins et al. 2003) showing the high county rates of childhood and adult asthma
hospitalizations for the years 1995 through 1997 has been added to Section 4.11.4.2 of
the EIS. A reference (Thurston and Ito 1999) to a summary of studies documenting an
approximate 18% increase in the incidence of respiratory-related hospital admissions for
each 100-ppb increase in the airborne O3 concentration has also been added to the EIS
(Section 4.11.2.2). Table 4.3-7 of the EIS indicates that peak O3 levels are expected to
increase by less than 1 ppb as a result of power plant operations, so it is unlikely that O3
associated with the power plants is contributing to the asthma problem in Imperial
County.

Power plant contributions of criteria pollutants, including PM10 and NOx, have shown to
be below EPA SLs. Nonetheless, an estimate of the maximum number of increased
asthma cases from PM10 emissions has been added to the EIS. As stated in
Section 4.4.4.4.2 of the EIS, the maximum modeled increase over a 24-hour period in
ambient levels of PM10 associated with the TDM and LRPC turbines was 2.45 µg/m3.
The increase in PM10 levels is estimated to cause less than one additional hospitalization
for asthma per year in Imperial County (see the response to Comment 0008-001). This is
likely to be an overestimate, because the 2.45-µg m3 modeled increase is the maximum
increase at any location in the border region at any time, rather than an average



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-94 December 2004

increased exposure condition. A discussion of asthma incidence has been added to the
EIS (Section 4.11.2.3). Finally, a human health risk assessment of plant emissions of
HAPs is presented in Appendix H, which indicates that risks are below levels that could
increase health impacts.

Comment 0009-006

Minority and Low-Income Populations — Section 5.4.12
The environmental justice issues are not sufficiently answered. Imperial County is 73%
Hispanic; the education rates are half the state average; the unemployment rates are 3 times the
state averages. The unemployment rates on page 3-97 are incorrect in Table 3.9-2. I can assure
you that the unemployment rate in the Imperial County was not 4.9% in 2003—it was over 23%.
Last month the unemployment rate was over 18%. The Draft EIS must go back and appropriately
address the environmental justice aspects of the power plants and the related

Response 009-006

The EIS used the rate for persons in the county registering to claim unemployment
benefits as the basis for establishing the extent of unemployment in the county. While
additional persons who were not registered to receive benefits may be considered to be
unemployed, establishing an accurate count for these individuals is not possible.

Comment 0009-007

The issues outside the Scope of the EIS — Section 1.3.2
This federal action does affect the global commons. Power plants are known to contribute to
global warming. These plants are also impacting a binational region. It is impossible to only
recognize the transmission lines and not consider the power plants — they function together.
Without the power plants, there would be no need for the transmission lines.

Response 0009-007

The impact of power plant CO2 emissions in the context of global climate change is
analyzed in Section 4.3.4.4.3 of the EIS. It is concluded there that impacts would be
negligible.

Comment 0009-008

Finally, this report tells the residents/taxpayers of Imperial County and Mexicali that there will
be impacts to our environment and health but that our public interest does not matter to the DOE
because we are a poor, disenfranchised people—if that does not scream environmental justice
than I don’t know what does.
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Response 0009-008

The analysis of environmental justice issues in the EIS was performed according to
guidelines established by the CEQ, with an analysis undertaken at the relevant
geographic scale (the block group level), using the appropriate reference populations
(the state total low-income and minority populations). Analysis of noise and dust issues
along the route of the transmission lines used a 2-mi (3-km) corridor as the relevant
affected area, and the analysis of air quality issues used the county as the appropriate
scale of analysis.

The analysis found that temporary noise and dust emissions from construction and long-
term noise effects from EMF would not produce high and adverse impacts on the general
population along any of the transmission line routes. Construction and operation would
not, therefore, adversely or disproportionately impact low-income or minority
populations, regardless of the concentration of these populations in the vicinity of the
transmission lines corridor.

Analysis of air quality impacts compared local-level emissions at a series of receptor
stations in the county and found that increases in PM2.5 and PM10 emissions due to
power plant emissions were below new source SLs used as a benchmark for negligible
impacts. Since the plants would not produce high and adverse impacts on the general
population in the county, they would not adversely or disproportionately impact
low-income or minority populations, regardless of the concentration of these populations
in the county.

COMMENTOR 0010: Vivian Perez, Coordinator,
Clean Air Initiative

Comment 0010-001

There are three issues of primary importance that should be addressed in the EIS:

1)  Inappropriate application of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increment
analysis and Significant Impact Levels (SIL) used by DOE to justify a claim of no significant air
quality impact as a result of the projects.

Response 0010-001

Regarding the use of SLs as a benchmark of air quality impacts, please the response to
Key Issue 2.

Comment 0010-002

There are three issues of primary importance that should be addressed in the EIS:
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2) evidence given under oath by the defendants showing there is no reduction in total dissolved
solids across the power plant wastewater treatment plants.

Response 0010-002

Regarding the removal of the TDS load by the wastewater treatment plants at the power
plants, please see the response to Key Issue 14.

Comment 0010-003

There are three issues of primary importance that should be addressed in the EIS:…

3) modifying the existing wet cooling system at each plant to a parallel wet-dry cooling system
to reduce water use by at least 90 percent while resulting in no efficiency penalty on hot days.

Response 0010-003

Regarding retrofitting the power plants with a wet-dry cooling system, please see the
response to Key Issue 6.

Comment 0010-004

The members of the Clean Air Initiative are asking the DOE to revisit the EIS and not take it
lightly. The greatest concern the CAI has is the adverse impact these power plants have on the air
quality and health of residents in Mexicali and Imperial County. Power plants are a major source
of air pollution impacting the border region. Just last year alone, almost 4,000 hospital visits
were from children with asthma in Imperial County. This does not include adults or other
pulmonary diseases nor does it include the alarming increase of pulmonary diseases in Mexicali.

Response 0010-004

The EIS analyzes the impacts of power plant operations on air quality and human health
in Imperial County in Sections 4.3 and 4.11, respectively. An estimation of an additional
two to three asthma hospitalizations in Imperial County based on a maximum PM10
increment from the power plants has been added to Section 4.4.4.2. Please also see the
response to Key Issue 13.

COMMENTOR 0011:  Lucy Hernandez, Open Airways and Clean Air Coordinator
American Lung Association

Comment 0011-001

Because unhealthful air pollution already exists, the American Lung Association of San Diego &
Imperial Counties would like to point out that the power plants are a major source of air



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-97 December 2004

pollution impacting the border region. Therefore, the following issues should be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1) inappropriate application of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration increment analysis and
Significant Impact Levels used by DOE to justify a claim of no significant air quality impact as a
result of the project.

Response 0011-001

Regarding the use of SLs in the EIS, please see the response to Key Issue 2.

Comment 0011-002

Because unhealthful air pollution already exists, the American Lung Association of San Diego &
Imperial Counties would like to point out that the power plants are a major source of air
pollution impacting the border region. Therefore, the following issues should be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):…

2) evidence given under oath by the defendants showing there is no reduction in total dissolved
solids across the power plant wastewater treatment plants…

Response 0011-002

Regarding the removal of the TDS load by the wastewater treatment plants at the power
plants, please see the response to Key Issue 14.

Comment 0011-003

Because unhealthful air pollution already exists, the American Lung Association of San Diego &
Imperial Counties would like to point out that the power plants are a major source of air
pollution impacting the border region. Therefore, the following issues should be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): …

3) modifying the existing wet cooling system at each plant to a parallel wet-dry cooling system
to reduce water use by at least 90 percent while resulting in no efficiency penalty on hot days.

Response 0011-003

Regarding retrofitting with a wet-dry cooling system, please see the response to
Key Issue 6.

Comment 0011-004

It is very important that the best available air pollution controls be required on these power plants
and that air monitoring be done regularly to determine if emissions from the plants are meeting
air quality requirements. Further, because the plants will be the source for transmission of power,
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any accurate environmental assessment of the environmental or health impacts must include an
analysis from the plants themselves, in combination with the transmission of power process.

Response 0011-004

The impacts in Imperial County of operating the power plants in combination with the
transmission lines are analyzed in the EIS. Regarding emission controls, the export
turbines plants in Mexico are currently equipped with controls comparable to what
would be required in the United States, with the exception of the lack of an oxidation
catalyst on Intergen’s Energía de Baja California (EBC) turbine. Plant emissions are
monitored, as required, under the appropriate Mexico operating permits.

COMMENTOR 0012: Bonnie Garcia, 80th Assembly District, California

Comment 0012-001

The residents of the Imperial Valley and Mexicali are separated by nothing more than a political
line in the sand and sometimes a metal fence, yet they share much more, including a common
history, culture, and environment. It is the environment, however, that often draws the most
attention, with water, air, and energy issues being discussed in many different circles and at all
levels of government. It is this combination that brings us here today.

The Department of Energy hearings being held in El Centro and Calexico are the result of a legal
action. A federal court determined the government overstepped its bounds in allowing
construction of transmission lines through Imperial County without following the proper
procedures. These transmission lines provide the state with power from American-owned plants
in Baja California.

Absent from the process for permitting the construction of these lines was the voice of the local
community.

Now that we have been provided the opportunity, I encourage residents, representatives of local
governments and private industry in Imperial County to voice their opinions about this issue. As
a member of the Assembly Select Committee on Air and Water Quality, I hold a special interest
in ensuring the voice of residents in this county, where the hospitalization rate for children with
asthma is more than twice the state average, is heard.

With its tremendous economic and population growth, California has flirted with an energy crisis
for several years. Despite efforts to develop green and renewable energy sources within the state,
we continue to have a demand that exceeds supply, forcing us to purchase power from outside
our borders. While this is not the desired solution to our sustainability, it is necessary to keep
California functioning in the coming years.
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Merely recognizing the situation in which we find ourselves does not permit us to compromise
the health of our residents and neighbors. Private industry is constantly asked to be a responsible
citizen, government must do the same as a steward of the people’s trust.

Response 0012-001

As stated in Sections S.1.1 and 1.1.1, DOE and BLM chose to prepare a full EIS (this
document), in part, to increase opportunities for public participation in the NEPA
process.

COMMENTOR 0013:  Kimberly Nicol, Staff Environmental Scientist
California Department of Fish and Game

Comment 0013-001

The project has the potential to impact the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), a
California Species of Special Concern. The Department recommends that focused burrowing owl
surveys be conducted on the project site to determine how many occupied owl burrows will be
impacted. Any burrows that cannot be avoided should be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio with artificial
burrows located in an adjacent protected area that provides a minimum 6.5 acres per pair or
solitary owl.

Response 0013-001

The project applicants have agreed to mitigate owl burrows impacted during
construction of the proposed transmission lines.

Comment 0013-002

In addition, the project area is located within flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii)
habitat and the project has the potential to impact flat-tailed horned lizards, a California Species
of Special Concern. The Department recommends that the project proponents mitigate for
impacts as described starting on page 58 in the “Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide
Management Strategy, 2003 revision” (enclosed).

Response 0013-002

Mitigation measures for the flat-tailed horned lizard were conducted as presented in
Section 2.2.1.4.1. These measures are fully consistent with the mitigation measures
identified in the Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy (Flat-tailed
Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee 2003).
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Comment 0013-003

The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization or
conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or
perennial, must be retained and provided with substantial setbacks, which preserve the riparian
and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations:

a. The Department has direct authority under Fish and Game code § 1600 et seq. In regard to any
proposed activity which would divert, obstruct or affect the natural flow or change the bed,
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake.

b. A discussion of potential adverse impacts from any increased runoff, sedimentation, soil
erosion, and/or pollutants on streams and watercourses on or near the project site, with mitigation
measures proposed to alleviate such impacts must be included.

c. The Department is in the process of complying with a writ of mandate issued by the Superior
Court of California (Mendocino Environmental Center vs. California Department of Fish and
Game, Respondents, Bruce Choder, River Rat Salvage, et. al. Real Parties) The writ of mandate
states:

“A writ of mandate shall issue ordering the California Department of Fish and Game on or
before May 1, 1999, to prepare and implement a program or process that will incorporate a
CEQA review into the Fish and Game Section 1603 process. The writ of mandate shall further
order the California Department of Fish and Game to cease and desist entering into Section 1603
agreements after May 1, 1999, unless such agreements have been subject to a CEQA review.”

The writ of mandate clearly spells out what the Department’s responsibilities are under CEQA
with respect to all SAA’s In this regard, the Department is emphasizing in comment letters on
projects that impacts to lakes or streambeds, alternatives and mitigation measures must be
addressed in CEQA-certified documents prior to submittal of an application of a SAA. Any
information which is supplied to the Department after the CEQA process is complete will not
have been subject to the public review requirements of CEQA. In this instance the Department
has three choices 1) refuse to issue the SAA, 2) not file the Notification because CEQA has not
been complied with and return the package to the lead agency for further CEQA action, or
3) become the lead agency.

In order for the Department to process a SAA agreement, the CEQA-certified documents must
include an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the lake or streambed, an analysis
of the biological resources present on the site, copies of biological studies conducted on the site,
biological survey methodology, and a discussion of any alternative measures, avoidance
measures, mitigation measures which will reduce the impacts of the proposed development to a
level of insignificance.
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Response 0013-003

All the appropriate reviews and approvals for the transmission lines have been obtained
by the projected applicants.

COMMENTOR 0014:   Mario H. Orso, Chief, Development Review Board
California Department of Transportation

Comment 0014-001

Although the segment of SR-98 being crossed is not a designated state scenic highway, and the
project did receive a low sensitivity rating (Visual Resource Inventory Class III), a degree of
visual clutter would occur. Mitigation should be considered for the traveling public, such as
reduction of shiny reflective surfaces on power poles or towers and/or surface treatments which
help to blend these features with desert background colors.

Response 0014-001

The text in Section 4.8.4 of the EIS has been changed to include these measures.

Comment 0014-002

Any activity that may involve access, storage, staging, or other activities occurring within the
SR-98 Right of Way (R/W) will require an encroachment permit. These specific activities and all
related impacts should be discussed and addressed within the project’s environmental document.
The developer is responsible for quantifying the environmental impacts of the improvements
(project level analysis) and completing all appropriate mitigation measures for the impacts. The
indirect effects of any mitigation within department R/W must also be addressed. The developer
will be responsible for procuring any necessary permits or approvals from regulatory or resource
agencies for improvements. Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be
obtained by contacting the Department’s Permits Office at (619) 688-6158. Early coordination is
strongly advised for all encroachment permits.

Response 0014-002

All appropriate licenses and permits required for the projects had been obtained by the
applicants.
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COMMENTOR 0015:   Crystal Crawford, Chair, Borders Committee
San Diego Association of Governments

Comment 0015-001

We have read the health impact assessment and were concerned to discover that the area of
influence considered in the analysis did not appear to include the populations of Mexico. As a
binational group encouraging a binational approach to border energy issues, we would suggest
that the analysis be based on an air basin approach without regard to political boundaries.

The Mexican members of our group have assured us that health impact assessments do exist in
this case, therefore we urge you to be proactive and incorporate these studies into your analysis.
We would suggest that the pursuit of a transboundary environmental assessment protocol in the
U.S.–Mexico border region for major energy projects, such as this, would be more beneficial to
the health and wellbeing of our entire border community.

Response 0015-001

Regarding analysis of impacts to Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0016:   Octavio M.C. Simões, Vice President, Planning and Analysis
Sempra Energy Resources

Comment 0016-001

SER generally concurs with the analysis and findings contained in the DEIS and supports
implementation of the proposed action and preferred alternative -- granting the Department of
Energy (“DOE”) Presidential Permit and Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) right-of-way to
T-US. The DEIS complies with the requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act
(“NEPA”) and demonstrates that the environmental impacts in the United States associated with
construction of the transmission line is de minimus.

Response 0016-001

Comment noted.
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Comment 0016-002

The DEIS also comprehensively evaluates the indirect and cumulative impacts on the United
States2 associated with TDM and InterGen La Rosita Power Complex operations in Mexico, and
demonstrates that these impacts are likewise relatively minimal.

2The DEIS properly omits evaluation of impacts in Mexico. These impacts have already been evaluated by the
permitting authorities in Mexico. Due to Mexican involvement in the environmental analysis and permitting of the
power plants in Mexico consistent with Mexican law, neither NEPA nor Executive Order 12114 requires a
duplicative assessment of environmental impacts within Mexico in the EIS for the proposed action.

Response 0016-002

The EIS has been revised to include information about the environmental impact assess-
ment conducted by Mexico authorities. Please also see the response to Key Issue 1.

Comment 0016-003

Permanent Removal of TDS

The DEIS includes a description of the proposed action including, among other things, an
assessment of the amount of total dissolved solids (“TDS”) removed by the TDM wastewater
treatment plant, which is described and discussed in the DEIS at 2-33 to 2-34 and 4-19 to 4-20.3

Additional detail regarding the TDS removal process is attached as Exhibit A to these comments.
As shown in Exhibit A and in the DEIS, water balance calculations performed on the water
treatment process demonstrate the removal of 3.7 million pounds per year of TDS when based on
a 100% operations scenario. The DEIS assumes a 100% operations scenario because this
generally results in a very conservative, worst case disclosure of potential impacts (in particular,
with respect to air quality emissions and water flow reductions).4

However, with respect to TDS removal, it is also important to understand the expected TDS
removal when analyzed based on an expected operations scenario. As explained in Exhibit A,
with expected operations at TDM, 2.7 million pounds per year of TDS will be removed. Testing
during actual operating experience verifies the removal of TDS and, in fact, demonstrates that
actual removals are somewhat greater than what was conservatively calculated under the
expected operations scenario in Exhibit A. Although the number of pounds of TDS actually
removed by the water treatment plant will vary depending on the level of power plant operations,
it is a substantial amount of TDS removal in any case. Along with the significant amount of
dissolved organics, ammonia, phosphorous, and agricultural and industrial chemicals removed,
operation of the wastewater treatment plant at the TDM project will have an overall beneficial
impact on water quality in the New River and in the Salton Sea.

3On Page 4-19, Section 4.2.4.1.2, there appears to be an error in the conversion of pounds to kilograms (“29 million
and 14 million pounds” are incorrectly converted to “36 and 43 million kg”, when the text should read “13 and 6.5
million kg”).
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4Of course, no power plant can ever operate 100% of the time 365 days a year in action operations due to down time
needed for scheduled maintenance, forced outages, and varying electricity demands.

Response 0016-003

Text has been added to Section 4.2.4.1.2 of the EIS to reflect that TDS removal would be
about 25% less under expected operations than estimated for 100% capacity. Please see
also the response to Key Issue 18. Regarding the removal of the TDS load by the
wastewater treatment plants at the power plants, please see the response to Key Issue 14.

Comment 0016-004

Double Circuit Transmission Line
The DEIS (pages S-6, 1-6, and 2-15) also indicates that the transmission line for TDM is a
double circuit, each with the capacity to carry the total output of the plant. The rationale for the
double circuit is simply good engineering practices --- to enhance reliability of operation. Having
two circuits capable of carrying the full output of the plant is typical of power plants that only
have one link to the delivery point over long distances, nine miles in this case. This allows for
maintenance of each circuit (insulators, conductors, etc.) without interruption in deliveries of
electricity. In addition, each circuit terminates at different points at both the plant switchyard and
the Imperial Valley substation. This allows for maintenance of yard equipment such as circuit
breakers and switches, again without interruption of service to the grid. This feature is a benefit
that can be achieved at very low cost as the cost of the added circuit is a very small component of
the total cost of the transmission line. As explained in SER’s letter to the Department of Energy
dated April 7, 2004, SER is not currently developing a second power plant in the vicinity of the
existing TDM facility.

Response 0016-004

The cumulative impacts analysis in the EIS reflects no expansion of the TDM complex in
the foreseeable future. Please also see the response to Key Issue 16.

Comment 0016-005

On Page 4-19, Section 4.2.4.1.2, there appears to be an error in the conversion of pounds to
kilograms (“29 million and 14 million pounds” are incorrectly converted to “36 and 43 million
kg”, when the text should read “13 and 6.5 million kg”).

Response 0016-005

The text has been corrected per the comment.

Comment 0016-006

Alternatives and Mitigation Measures
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The DEIS also evaluates a range of alternatives to the proposed action including an alternative
that would grant the Presidential Permit only if the transmission lines were connected to a power
plant that employed alternative cooling technologies such as dry cooling or wet-dry cooling.5

The reason for using an alternative technology would be to reduce the amount of water necessary
for cooling. For numerous reasons, however, these cooling alternatives would neither be feasible
at TDM nor achieve a sufficient amount of water use reduction to justify the high cost and
inefficiencies involved in retrofitting the plant to utilize such technology. In addition, the
economic impacts to Mexico from loss revenue associated with water sales would also be
significant.

First, dry cooling or wet-dry cooling technology is normally only used when sufficient water is
not available for wet cooling and the economics of the project can withstand the increased cost
and loss of performance caused by use of the dry cooling technologies. The use of dry-cooling
alone or in parallel with wet-cooling for any portion of the operation at TDM means less
electricity will be produced with the steam produced and thus more fuel per unit of electricity
produced will be consumed, as explained in technical detail in Exhibit B hereto. How much less
electricity will be produced depends on the ratio of dry cooling to wet cooling selected for the
plant design.

The detrimental performance effects of dry cooling would be especially pronounced at TDM
because the daily mean maximum temperature exceeds 90°F for seven months of the year and
80°F for nine months of the year. These time periods coincide with the months of high electricity
demand when the plant would be expected to operate the most hours and at its highest output
level. Because of these harsh climate conditions, wet cooling is necessary for a majority of the
year in order to maintain output and minimize impact on plant efficiency. In the current
wet-cooled-only configuration, it is estimated that TDM uses approximately 70% of its annual
amount of water during the warmer months.6 This means that most of this water would still be
consumed in a wet-dry system and the reductions in water consumption from a wet-dry retrofit
would be small and come at a very large cost, as discussed in more detail below.

Second, because the TDM plant is already completed, it would be extremely costly to retrofit the
plant with wet-dry cooling technology. A description of the components of a retrofit similar to
that designed for another SER facility under development in an arid region of the United States
(‘Project Alpha’), which would be capable of providing dry cooling for temperatures up to the
75°F to 80°F range, and preliminary estimate of its cost is included in Exhibit B. The extensive
nature of the modifications and amount of new equipment would cost over $75 million. In
addition, there would be significant costs associated with shutting down the facility for the
4-5 months necessary to complete the construction related to the retrofit.

If the wet-dry cooling system were required to provide dry-cooling up to ambient temperatures
of 90°F (which could not be accomplished by the Project Alpha design), and wet cooling for
temperatures above that, the size of the air-cooled condenser, according to equipment
manufacturer information, would occupy an area of 6.5 acres, utilize 144 fans, consume 20 MW
of power, and it would cost $80 million plus $40 million to install. See Exhibit B. These costs do
not include the cost of the other extensive required modifications, which would likely add at least
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another $50 million based on the Project Alpha design estimate, or lost opportunity costs. There
would also be significant air quality and noise issues associated with such an operation.

Clearly, the capital costs for implementing any type of wet-dry cooling retrofit at TDM would be
cost-prohibitive, in particular when there is sufficient water available to allow use of a much
more efficient wet cooling system. In addition, water use impacts are minimal as documented in
the DEIS.

Third, use of dry or wet-dry cooling at TDM would be inconsistent with the operation of the
biological treatment component of the wastewater treatment plant, which must be operated at
constant levels of flow to keep the microorganisms performing at optimal levels. Additional
capital cost was incurred for the water treatment plant at TDM, however plant performance is not
sacrificed. Operating this water treatment plant for long stretches of time while not using the
water for cooling adds to the economic infeasibility of retrofitting TDM with dry or wet-dry
cooling technology.

In any event, because the TDM power plant is located in Mexico, not in the United States,
neither DOE nor BLM has any regulatory jurisdiction over the TDM power plant. The TDM
plant is being operated in compliance with its Mexican-issued operating permit.7 Adoption of
any measure that purports to require alteration of the facilities and/or operations of a legally
permitted power plant in another country would constitute improper and undue interference with
the affairs of another country and should be rejected.8 Thus, DOE and BLM should not include
any additional conditions to the already existing permits.

5The DEIS also evaluates equipping the power plants with selective catalytic reduction (“SCR”) technology and use
of oxidizing catalysts on all gas turbines. The TDM plant was designed and built, and is operating with both SCR
and oxidizing catalytic controls for NOx (2.5 ppm) and CO (4 ppm). The plant’s Mexican environmental permits
reflect this condition.

6The owners of TDM also own and operate a fully dry cooled power plant in Nevada, the El Dorado generating
station. El Dorado is a smaller power plant because it does not have the amount of peak load duct firing
(i.e. increased steam production and steam condensing cooling load) that TDM has. The annual consumption of
water at El Dorado from cycle demands (no steam condensing) is 215 acre-feet. Using the same proportion, TDM
cycle demands are estimated at 300 acre-feet alone. The estimated water consumption of TDM with a wet cooled
system under normal operation is 2,500 acre-feet. per year, which means that 2,200 acre-feet are used in wet
cooling for steam condensing.

7Although physically located in Mexico, the TDM plant is within the California Independent System Operator
(“ISO”) control area. This fact, however, does not make TDM any less of a Mexican facility and certainly does not
turn it into a California facility. For example, other power plants located in Nevada are likewise included within the
California ISO control area, however, those plants continue to be regulated under the laws of the jurisdiction
(Nevada) in which the plant is physically located.

8The TDM plant was designed and built with state-of-the art emissions controls equivalent to those required in
California and it is the cleanest gas-fired power plant in Mexico. With the DEIS properly discusses mitigation
measures to assist in disclosing and understanding the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action,
there is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate potential environmental impacts.
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Response 0016-006

An analysis of the cost, space, design, feasibility, efficiency, noise, and time
considerations associated with retrofitting a parallel wet-dry cooling system to the power
plants has been added to Section 2.3.1 and is discussed in the response to Key Issue 6.
Estimates of water use reductions achieved by wet-dry cooling over wet-only cooling
have also been added to Section 2.3.1. The resultant impacts on water resources,
including implications on operation of the water treatment units at the power plants and
associated water quality impacts, are analyzed in Section 4.2.5. The wet-dry cooling
option is estimated to result in a 2% increase in salinity of the New River at the border
with no plants operating, compared with a 6% increase for the proposed action. This
difference would only contribute minor benefits to the New River and the Salton Sea from
the wet-dry cooling option. Regarding the conditioning of permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0016-007

Air quality and Health Impacts

With respect to the air quality analysis included in the DEIS, SER agrees with the approach used
in the conformity analysis on DEIS pages 4-38 to 4-39. In particular, given the Supreme Court’s
recent decision in U.S. Dept. of Transportation v. Public Citizen, 124 S.Ct. 2204 (2004) and the
lack of DOE or BLM regulatory authority over the power plants in Mexico, only emissions
caused by construction and operation of the transmission lines should be considered in the
conformity analysis. Moreover, even if the Imperial Valley were reclassified as a “serious” non-
attainment area for PM109 resulting in an applicable exemption level of 70 tons/year, the
proposed action with a maximum total of less than 12 tons of PM10 emissions per year would
still be exempt from any additional conformity review.

The DEIS uses EPA-established significance levels (“SLs”) as thresholds or yardsticks to assist
the decision maker in judging the significance of potential adverse impacts of power plant
emissions. We understand from the DEIS that the SLs are not being applied to emissions from
the power plants as part of any direct application of the Clean Air Act (“CAA”) Prevention of
Significant Deterioration or EPA regulatory requirements to the plants. Because the power plants
are located in Mexico and permitted under Mexican law, the United States has no authority to
apply the CAA to the power plants or to designate areas in Mexico as “attainment” or “non-
attainment;” such designations simply do not apply to areas outside the United States.
Accordingly, it would not be appropriate for the DOE to directly apply CAA requirements (such

9The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals’ order rejecting the claim that Imperial County’s PM10 non-attainment was
caused by emissions coming from Mexico into the United States and ordering that the Imperial Valley be
reclassified as a “serious” non-attainment area for PM10 has evidently not yet occurred. See Sierra Club v. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 346F.3d955(2003), cert. denied 124 S.Ct. 2873 (June 21, 2004);
http//www.epa.gov/airprogm/oar/oaqps/greenbk/pnca.html#3471. Interestingly, the Court’s finding with respect to
the impacts of Mexican emissions on the Imperial Valley is consistent with the DEIS’ finding (pages 4-52 to 4-54)
that for much of the year (exceptions being June-August), the winds that transport air pollutants mainly blow from
the United States into Mexico.
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as the requirement for offsets under CAA section 173(c)) to the power plants or attempt to
regulate the power plants under the CAA through the conditioning of the transmission line
permits. However, SER agrees that the EPA SLs can serve as a useful gauge of the significance
of particular emissions and agrees with the DEIS’ conclusions that comparing the emissions in
the United States caused by the power plants with the SLs demonstrates that such impacts would
be minimal. This approach is also consistent with that utilized in the original Environmental
Assessment prepared for the proposed action, which was upheld by the District Court. See DEIS
Appendix A at A-25 to A-27, A-43 to A-44.

Response 0016-007

Please see the response to Key Issue 2.

Comment 0016-008

We also concur with the DEIS analysis with respect to secondary PM10 formation from the
power plant emissions. The DEIS correctly recognizes that an increase in the ammonia emission
rate would not have a linear effect on the secondary ammonium nitrate concentration. The
equilibrium relationship between ammonium nitrate formation and ammonia and nitric acid
concentrations, illustrated on page 4-42 of the DEIS, is non-linear. In an ammonia-rich
environment, increases in ammonium nitrate concentrations are less than proportional to
increases in ammonia concentrations. In addition, as explained on pages 4-45 and 4-46, the
analysis is extremely conservative because it assumes that the production of secondary
ammonium nitrate from NOx emissions in the Imperial Valley is as efficient as in the cooler,
more humid San Joaquin Valley, which is obviously not the case.

Response 0016-008

Regarding the analysis of secondary PM10 generation in the atmosphere from power
plant primary emissions, please see the response to Key Issue 10.

Comment 0016-009

Finally, SER agrees with the DEIS conclusion that the proposed action’s O3 and PM10
contributions would cause, at most, only a very minor increase in the asthma problem in Imperial
Valley. Indeed, a quantitative analysis of the potential for increases in PM10 to cause increased
asthma problems confirms this conclusion in the DEIS. See Exhibit C. As shown by the
quantitative, conservative over-estimation of the impact, less than a single additional case of
asthma hospitalization would be caused by power plant emissions assuming the power plants
operated at 100% capacity 365 days a year.

Response 0016-009

The estimate of less than one additional case of asthma hospitalization was for the
population of Calexico only. Performing a similar calculation for the entire Imperial
County population of 156,600 (2003 estimate [State of California 2004]) results in an
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estimate of a maximum of two to three additional hospitalization cases per year
attributable to power plant emissions. However, using the annual average PM10
increase, as is appropriate for health impact estimates, rather than the 24-hour
maximum, results in an estimate of less than one additional hospitalization per year.
Please see the response to Comment 0008-001 and Key Issue 13.

COMMENTOR 0017:  Sylvia A Waggoner, Division Engineer,
Environmental Management Div.
International Boundary and Water Commission U.S. and Mexico

Comment 0017-001

Proposed construction activities should not change historic surface runoff characteristics at the
international border. This requirement is intended to ensure that development in one country will
not cause damage to lands or resources in the other country. Engineering drawings and
supporting calculations, which demonstrate the proposed activities and construction will not
change historic surface runoff characteristics, must be provided for review and approval prior to
beginning work. The proponent must properly maintain structures constructed along the
international boundary and address any liability issues related to the proposed activities.

The USIBWC requires that final engineering drawings be submitted to the USIBWC for review
and approval prior to beginning the proposed electrical transmission line and related facilities
construction. These drawings must show the location of each component in relation to the
international boundary and the boundary monuments. Plans for construction should be submitted
to the USIBWC soon as possible. Project information including plans should also be submitted
to the Mexican Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission in Ciudad Juarez,
Chihuahua, Mexico by project proponents in Mexico. The proponent should verify that
coordination with proper authorities in Mexico is complete prior to construction. The USIBWC
may verify that proper coordination with Mexico is complete. Proposed projects in Mexico must
be reviewed by the appropriate agencies in Mexico and be constructed in accordance with
Mexican laws.

Response 0017-001

All the appropriate reviews and approvals for the transmission lines have been obtained
by the project applicants.

Comment 0017-002

On page 5-9 of the DEIS the discussion of the Total Maximum Daily Load program the last
sentence should state “discharging to the watershed within California.” Water quality criteria for
discharges to the New River in Mexico are established by legislation in force in that country.
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Response 0017-002

The text in Section 5.3.4, “Total Maximum Daily Load Program,” has been changed to
state “discharging to the watershed within California.”

Comment 0017-003

On page 5-14 the DEIS indicates the primary purpose of the proposed projects is to transfer
electrical energy from new natural gas-fired electric power generation plants to the power grids
in southern California. The proposed power plant projects in Mexico will involve the
construction and operation of wastewater treatment plants which discharge effluent for use in the
facility cooling system. Those cooling systems discharge to drainages that flow to the New River
in Mexico. The original Environmental Assessment (EA) considered transboundary impacts to
air quality but did not consider transboundary impacts to water quality. The DEIS has defined the
construction and operation of the related power plant projects and wastewater plants in Mexico
as within the region of influence and as reasonably foreseeable actions. The USIBWC concurs
with this approach. Air quality impacts to the Salton Sea Air basin were evaluated. Impacts to
water quality in the New River and Salton Sea were evaluated.

The prior EA discussed the cooperative efforts of the United States and Mexico through the
International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC), in Minute Nos. 261, 264 and 294 to
address water quality concerns for the New River. The DEIS does include this discussion. Under
Minute No. 264, Mexico has the obligation to ensure that flows in the New River meet
established water quality standards at the international boundary. The proponent should evaluate
the impact of the cooling system discharges on efforts by agencies in Mexico to comply with
these New River water quality standards at the international boundary.

Response 0017-003

Regarding analysis of impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0018:   Eric J. Murdock, Counsel
Baja California Power, Inc.

Comment 0018-001

The DEIS defines the “no action” alternative as the denial of both of the transmission line permit
applications, and states that “[u]nder the no action alternative, neither of the proposed
transmission lines would be constructed and the environmental impacts associated with their
construction and operation would not occur.” DEIS at 2-1. Accordingly, the power plant impacts
associated with the no action alternative should be zero. However, the DEIS presents the impacts
associated with the no action alternative as those resulting from the operation of the three
turbines at the EAX plant. See DE1S, Sections 4.2.3 and 4.3.3 and Tables 4.2-1 and 4.3-1b. It
appears that the DEIS takes this approach based on the fact that all three of the gas turbines at the
EAX plant would operate even it the BCP transmission line permit were denied. DEIS at 2-1.
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This fact does not justify singling out the EAX plant impacts as the no action scenario. There is
no logical basis to treat the EAX. plant any differently from any other existing power plant,
industrial facility, or other source whose impacts comprise the baseline environmental conditions
against which the project-related impacts are to be assessed. The impact from the EAX plant are
more properly addressed as part of the cumulative impacts analysis along with the impacts from
other existing and reasonably foreseeable sources.

The DEIS defines the proposed action as the issuance of Presidential permits for both of the
transmission lines on the terms proposed by the applicants, and states that “[t]he impacts
attributable to the preferred alternative would be those associated with the operation of the entire
TDM plant, the EBC unit, and the EAX export unit, and the construction and operation of the
proposed transmission lines.” DEIS at 2-2. As the DEIS acknowledges, and as the district court
expressly found, the EAX export turbine (as well as the other two EAX turbines) would have
been built and would operate even if the BCP transmission line were never constructed or
permitted. The DEIS nonetheless includes the EAX export turbine in its analysis of impacts
attributable to the proposed action simply because the BCP line, if it is available, would be used
to transmit at least a portion of the output from the EAX export turbine to the U S. See id. This is
not a valid basis for attributing the impacts from the operation of the EAX export turbine to the
BCP transmission line. Under NEPA, an effect may be attributed to an action only it is “caused
by” the action. See 40 CFR § 1508(a), (b) (definitions of “direct” and “indirect” effects). The
EAX export unit was not “caused by” the BCP line. The export turbine was part of the EAX
plant design prior to any plans to build the BCP transmission line and unquestionably would be
operated even in the absence of the BCP line. By including the EAX export unit in its analysis of
impacts attributable to the BCP transmission line, the DEIS overstates the true impacts by a
factor of two.2

This is not to say that the DEIS should not consider the impacts from all of the units at the
LRPC. However, it is not appropriate, even for the sake of conservatism, to present the impacts
of the proposed BCP line as the combined impacts front the EBC plant and the EAX export unit.
This approach is misleading in at least two respects. First, it double counts the operations of the
EAX export unit by including that unit under both the no action alternative and the proposed
action alternative. More importantly, it largely fails to consider any scenario that is properly
focused on impacts from just the proposed action – i.e. the operation of the EBC plant alone or in
combination with the operation of the TDM plant. None of the summary tables in Sections 4.2
and 4.3 present data under either of these two scenarios — even though these are the scenarios
that properly reflect the impacts from the proposed action. The final EIS should clearly
distinguish project-related impacts from impacts that form part of the baseline for the cumulative
impacts analysis so the public and the decision-makers at DOE and BLM can understand the true
environmental consequences of the permitting action under consideration. In particular, the
summary tables in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 (and the corresponding text should be revised to include

2The recent decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in Department of Transportation v. Public Citizen 541 U.S._, Slip.
Op. at 12-13 (June 7, 2004), makes it clear that there must be a “reasonably close causal relation” between an
agency action and an environmental effect, not just a “but for” causal relationship, before that effect is properly
attributable to the action for purposes of NEPA analysis.
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separate columns (and discussion) to present the relevant data for the EBC plant operating alone
and the EBC plant operating together with the TDM plant.3

3Attached as Appendix B to these comments are revised versions of the pertinent tables from Section 4.2 of the
DEIS showing water quality data for these two “proposed action” scenarios. Because we did not have access to the
data underlying the air modeling results presented in the DEIS, we were not in a position to prepare similar tables
breaking out the modeled impacts associated with emissions from the EBC and TDM plants. Nonetheless, the final
EIS should present the modeling results for the EBC and TDM plants operating individually and together.

Response 0018-001

Regarding the definition of the no action alternative and the inclusion of the entire
Energiá Azteca X, S. dé R.L. de C.V. (EAX) unit, please see the response to Key Issue 4.
Regarding the inclusion of the EAX export turbine in the proposed action, also please see
the response to Key Issue 4. With respect to the statement that the proposed action is “the
operation of the EBC plant alone or in combination with the TDM plant,” it should be
noted that the proposed action is the construction of one or both transmission lines, not
the operation of power plants. It is largely this distinction that results in the EAX export
turbine being included in both the no action and proposed action alternatives. Summary
tables in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 have not been revised as suggested in the comment.
Regarding the impacts of the no action and action alternatives in general, please see the
response to Key Issue 18 on the conservativeness of the analyses.

Comment 0018-002

The DEIS contains numerous estimates and projections regarding impacts to the environment
from the proposed actions - in particular with respect to water use and air emissions from the
new power plants in Mexico to which the transmission lines are connected. In nearly every
instance, these figures are based on conservative assumptions. In some cases, the approach taken
in the DEIS is overly conservative - to the point of misleading the reader - and more realistic
assumptions should be used in the final EIS. More generally, while the use of conservative
assumptions is not necessarily inappropriate for many of the specific analyses of environmental
impacts, the final EIS should make sure that readers of the document understand the extent of the
conservatism built into that analysis, and point out that this approach likely overstates the actual
environmental impacts of the transmission line projects.

Response 0018-002

Regarding conservatism in the analyses in the EIS, please see the response to
Key Issue 18. The analyses in the EIS are generally conservative so the reader and
decision maker can be assured that actual impacts would be very unlikely to exceed those
analyzed.
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Comment 0018-003

Capacity factor. The power plant impacts described in the DEIS assume that the plants will
operate at 100% capacity factor - i.e., 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. In fact, no power plant
operates at 100% capacity factor over the course of an entire year. At a minimum, periods of
downtime must be scheduled for regular maintenance. In addition, there may be unexpected
outages, and there may be periods where demand is not sufficient to call the unit into operation.
For the LRPC, it is expected that the actual capacity factor will be on the order of 60%. As a
result, all of the figures reported in the DEIS for the LRPC regarding total annual air emissions
and water consumption are overstated across the board by approximately 40%.4

4By the same token, the beneficial effects of wastewater treatment at the LRPC are likely somewhat overstated in
the DEIS because they likewise are based on the assumption of water use – and thus water treatment – at a capacity
factor of 100%. To the extent that the plants actually run less than 100% of the time, less water may be treated, and
some of the secondary and tertiary treatment processes may be by-passed. However, although it may be possible to
reduce the flow to the biological treatment plant somewhat during periods of reduced plant demand for water, the
treatment plant must maintain a minimum flow at all times in order to sustain the biological processes and to be in
a position to supply sufficient quantities [of] treated water on short notice when the turbines are called into
operation.

Response 0018-003

Please see the response to Key Issue 18.

Comment 0018-004

Displacement Effects. The La Rosita and TDM plants are clean facilities with state of the art
emissions control. The air emissions from these facilities are lower than 70% of all power
generating facilities serving the California grid (including most of the existing generating
facilities located in Imperial County). When these plants are in operation they very likely are
displacing generating facilities whose emissions per mega-watt-hour produced are significantly
higher. The DEIS does not take into account these relative emission reductions resulting from the
operation of the La Rosita and TDM plants. Although it [is] difficult to identity the specific
facilities displaced by the Mexico plants, or to quantity the environmental impacts avoided as a
result of such displacement, conceptually such avoided impacts offset at least in part the impacts
from the operation of the Mexican power plants.

Response 0018-004

Because the power plants are analyzed as effects of the action (i.e., construction of
transmission lines) rather than the action itself, alternatives regarding power plants and
the generation of power are confined to a set of reasonable options for the existing
plants.
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Comment 0018-005

Direct Particulate Emissions. The air quality analysis in the DEIS is based on an emission rate
for fine particulates (“PM10”) of 52.3 pounds per hour for each turbine at the LRPC. See DEIS
Appendix G-1. This emission rate was reflects the guarantees provided by the turbine vendor.
Vendor guarantees for PM10 from gas-fired turbines are generally much higher than the actual
emission rates to account for the limitations of the compliance testing methodologies - which
often produce significant variability in test results that is not representative of actual emissions.
See Memorandum from Gary Rubenstein to Sean Kiernan, July 29, 2004 (“Rubenstein Memo”)
at 2.5 Studies of test data from gas turbines comparable to those at the LRPC demonstrate that
actual PM10 emissions from these units are on the order of 5 lbs/hr or less, with very little
variability. Id. at 4-5. The actual annual emissions of PM10 from the EBC plant therefore are
likely closer to 22 tons/yr (even assuming a capacity factor of 100%) rather than the 238 tons/yr
figure presented in the DEIS. As a result, the air quality modeling results reported in the DEIS
significantly overstate the actual effects of plant emissions on ambient concentrations of PM10.

5A copy of the Rubenstein Memo is attached to these comments as Appendix C.

Response 0018-005

Conservative, maximum theoretical possible assumptions were chosen and were used
throughout the EIS to assess or quantify impacts. In the case of emission rate data from
power plants, highest level vendor guarantee data were drawn upon, not actual measured
emission rates (which, as illustrated in this comment, could be up to an order of
magnitude less). Conservative assumptions were also made that power plant units
operated at maximum output and for 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. DOE and BLM
acknowledge that these assumptions do not reflect the real world of power scheduling
demands and maintenance needs. Thus, although impact levels that were computed could
represent considerable overestimates, they can be relied upon to represent upper level
maximal bounds for decision makers. Please also see the response to Key Issue 18.

Comment 0018-006

Formation of Secondary Particulates. To estimate the impacts from the formation of secondary
particulates attributable to emissions from the power plants, the DEIS uses a conversion factor of
0.6 grams of NH4NO3 for each gram of nitrogen oxides. DEIS at 4-44. The 0.6 value is taken
from a study by Stockwell of conditions in the San Joaquin Valley where humidity - a critical
factor in the formation of secondary particulates is much higher than in the Imperial Valley. As a
result, this conversion factor is overly conservative, and results in what the DEIS itself
characterizes as a “gross overestimate’. The DEIS acknowledges that a study specific to the
Imperial Valley area (Chow and Watson) concludes that the ambient concentration of secondary
particulates attributable to all sources is no more than 2 to 3 µg m3 for 24-hour measurements.
Emissions from the power plants represent only a small fraction, less than one percent, of total
NOx emissions in the Imperial Valley area. A simple extrapolation would indicate that the
incremental increase in PM10 concentrations due to secondary formation from the plant
emissions is more than 30 times less than the 1.0 µg m3 figure yielded by the air modeling
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performed for the DEIS. Although the DEIS correctly concludes that the secondary formation of
particulates from the power plants is “m3 de minimis,” the use of the Stockwell .conversion
factor and the resulting reference to a 1.0 µg impact is highly misleading. It should be deleted
from the final EIS and replaced with a more realistic analysis, based on the Chow and Watson
study, to explain the conclusion that the secondary particulates attributable to emissions from the
power plants have virtually no impact on ambient PM10 concentrations.

Response 0018-006

Considerable effort was expended in the analysis described in Section 4.3.4.4.2 of the EIS
to reach an objective conclusion on the impacts of secondary particulates
(i.e., ammonium nitrate [NH4NO3] formation) attributable to power plant emissions.
Please see the response to Key Issue 10. The actual measurement by Chow and Watson
(1995) of NH4NO3 in the Mexicali area of several µg/m3 indicated that the contribution
by formation from background NH3 and power plant emissions of NOx was on the order
of <<1 µg/m3 and provided corroborating evidence that the separate theoretical
calculations described in Section 4.3.4.4.2 — using a known highly conservative
conversion factor from Stockwell et al. (2000) — also indicated likewise.

Comment 0018-007

Particulate Emissions from Exposed Salton Sea Lakebed. The DEIS notes that the reduce volume
in the Salton Sea resulting from the power plant operations will have the effect of exposing a thin
strip of land adjacent to the shoreline at the Salton Sea. The DEIS attempts to estimate the
potential fugitive emissions of particulates caused by wind erosion of this exposed strip of
lakebed by extrapolating from a study of fugitive dust emissions from the bed of Owens Lake,
which has been completely dry since the late 1920s. See DEIS at 4-56. The DEIS concludes this
analysis by stating that fugitive emissions of particulates from the exposed Salton Sea shoreline
“could be estimated to be <<100 tons/yr (<<91 t/yr) as a result of the proposed action.” Id. at
4-57. This statement gives the impression of a much larger potential impact than is supported by
the analysis that precedes it. There is no basis for using a figure as large as 100 tons/yr as the
frame of reference for describing the magnitude of the potential fugitive particulate emissions
from the Salton Sea shoreline. Two paragraphs earlier, the DEIS explains that a straight
extrapolation from the Owens Lake study would yield an estimate of only 50 tons/yr. Moreover,
the DEIS goes on to note that this 50 ton per year figure itself likely represents an overestimate
because the amount of dust produced per acre from an expansive and long-dry lakebed would be
significantly higher than the amount of dust produced from a seven foot wide strip of land
adjacent to a large water body. A more appropriate conclusion to draw from the analysis in the
DEIS is that fugitive emissions of particulates from the exposed edge of the Salton Sea are likely
to be significantly less than 50 tons/yr.

Response 0018-007

A revised expected value of less than 10 tons/yr (9 t/yr) of additional lakebed emissions
has been provided in Section 4.3.4.4.4 of the EIS. This value is based on a further
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examination of the differences in the emissive characteristics between Owens Lake and
the Salton Sea shoreline area lakebed as described in the added text. This analysis draws
upon differences in lakebed characteristics described in the EIS/environmental impact
report (EIR) on the Imperial Irrigation District/San Diego County Water Authority Water
Conservation and Transfer Project (IID 2002). Please see also the response to
Comment 0019-008 and Key Issue 17.

Comment 0018-008

The DEIS not only overstates the magnitude of the air emissions and water consumption
resulting from the power plant operations attributable to the transmission line projects, but in
several instances (as noted below) it also overstates the environmental significance of these
power plant impacts. The final EIS should be more careful in stating its conclusions to ensure
that they are properly supported by the underlying data and analysis and are stated consistently
throughout the document.

Response 0018-008

Please see the responses to Comments 0018-009 through 0018-012.

Comment 0018-009

“Adverse” Air Impacts. In the discussion of “unavoidable adverse impacts,” the DEIS states that
it is “likely” that ozone “would be secondarily produced due to the operation of the two plants.”
DEIS at 6-2. This statement is not consistent with the analysis of air quality impacts earlier in the
DEIS which indicates that the modeling of NOx emissions from the power plants showed that the
operation of the power plant is likely to result in a slight reduction in ozone concentrations. See
DEIS at 4-51. Although this conclusion may seem surprising, it appears to be based on a sound
scientific methodology and should be presented consistently throughout the document.

Response 0018-009

In Section 6.4, the text “While it is likely that O3 would be secondarily produced due to
the operation of the two plants, the amount expected to reach the maximum U.S. receptor
point is so small it would be indistinguishable from ambient background levels” has been
changed to: “The amount of any O3 that could be produced due to the operation of the
two plants is so small it would be indistinguishable from ambient background levels.”

Comment 0018-010

MCLs as Water Quality Benchmarks. The DEIS uses EPA’s published maximum contaminant
levels (“MCLs”) as a benchmark to evaluate the quality of the New River with respect to several
constituents. DEIS at 3-15, 3-22. MCLs are standards for drinking water. The New River is not a
viable source of drinking water due to adverse water quality conditions entirely unrelated to
operation of the power plants. The final EIS should make clear that the use of MCLs to evaluate
New River Water quality is therefore, highly conservative.
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Response 0018-010

The text in Section 3.2.1.1.2 has been corrected to state that the use of maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for water in the New River is very conservative in as much as
this water is not used as a supply for drinking water.

Comment 0018-011

Salton Sea Salinity Impacts. The DEIS states that “[g]iven the uncertainties related to the
restoration activities at the Salton Sea, the long-term magnitude and significance of these impacts
is difficult to quantify.” In particular, the DEIS does not account for the effects of the Salton Sea
Restoration Protect in its analysis of cumulative impacts because the details of the project are
“still under development.” DEIS at 3-18. It appears, however, that the restoration activities may
not be as uncertain as the DEIS indicates. According to the Environmental Assessment for the
Mexicali II Wastewater Treatment Plant (one of the documents referenced in the DEIS), in April
2003, the Salton Sea Authority Board of Directors endorsed moving forward with the so-called
“North Lake” plan to improve the Salton Sea. The plan involves “creating and managing an
ocean-like lake in the North Basin of the Sea by constructing a dam mid-way across the current
Sea. Extensive shallow water habitat would be created using stepped ponds in the South of the
Sea. The plan also includes desalinization of Imperial Valley rivers.” Even if the Restoration
Project’s potential improvements to the Salton Sea cannot currently be quantified, the final EIS
at least should point out that the Restoration Project was tasked to consider a reduction in inflows
to the Sea of 540,000 acre-ft/yr. The reduction in inflow to the Sea due to operations of the
power plants is a small fraction of this amount. Thus, if the Restoration Project succeeds in
achieving its objectives, on a cumulative basis the impacts of the proposed action on the Salton
Sea would be effectively eliminated.

Response 0018-011

Information has been added to the EIS that points out that the Salton Sea Restoration
Project was tasked to consider a reduction in inflows to the Sea of 540,000 ac-ft/yr
(21.1 m3/s). The combined loss of water to the Sea from plant operations, 10,667 ac-ft/yr
(0.42 m3/s), represents a very small fraction of this quantity of water (about 2%), and its
impacts to the system would be correspondingly small. The published details of the North
Lake Plan are provided in Section 5.3.3, “Salton Sea Restoration Project,” in the
Cumulative Impacts section of the EIS. Additional information on the reduction of Salton
Sea inflow, as noted in this comment, has been added to the text of this section.

Comment 0018-012

Brawley Wetlands: The summary section of the DEIS (which could be the only section of the
report that many persons will read) states that “[i]ncreases in TDS and selenium concentrations
could cause adverse impacts to the wetland system.” DEIS at S-28. This conclusion is contrary to
the analysis presented in the main body of the report. Although this same statement is repeated in
Section 4.4.4.4.2, it is qualified immediately thereafter by the observation that the higher
concentrations of TDS and selenium “should not exceed the tolerance of wetland plants, whereas
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the changes in the other water quality parameters could be beneficial.” Id. at 4-25. The DEIS
elsewhere states that “[i]t is also anticipated that the changes in water depth and water quality
would not affect the ability to operate and maintain the Brawley wetland that has been
constructed adjacent to the New River.” Id. at 4-66. After discussing the negligible impacts of
the increased TDS concentration on the specific plants in the Brawley wetland in the next
paragraph, the DEIS goes on to state that “[t]he small change in salinity compared with the no
action alternative and the small probability of exceeding salinity tolerances of the wetland plants
indicate that implementing the proposed action using the wet cooling alternative is unlikely to
affect the wetland area at Brawley.” Id. Finally, further down on the same pate, the DEIS notes
that “[n]o data were available for selenium concentrations in sediments or water at the Brawley
wetland; therefore, there was no evaluation of impacts to wetland vegetation. Since the total load
of selenium to the New River is reduced by operation of the power plants, and flow rate
reductions from power plant water use would not likely reduce water depth in the stretch of the
river that supplies water to the Brawley wetland, adverse impacts to vegetation are not
expected.” Id.

Response 0018-012

The summary of potential impacts to wetlands in the Summary of the EIS has been
modified to be consistent with conclusions presented in Section 4.4.4.4.2.

Comment 0018-013

The DEIS considers two kinds of alternative technologies to reduce environmental impacts from
the operation of the power plants — oxidizing catalysts to limit emission of carbon monoxide
(“CO”) and some form of dry cooling to reduce consumption of water. The analysis of these
alternatives in the final EIS should be modified in several respects. First, and perhaps most
important, the discussion in the DEIS is almost entirely theoretical. The district court precluded
the Agencies from considering the fact the transmission lines have been built and are operating,
but it did not preclude the Agencies from considering the fact that the Mexican power plants
have been built and have commenced commercial operations. See DEIS at A-79. Nonetheless,
the DEIS describes the use of these alternative technologies in general terms as if the TDM and
EBC plants were still in the design phase and the issue were simply whether these technologies
could be worked into the design.6 Rather, the technical feasibility costs, and effectiveness of
these technologies must be considered in the context of a retrofit to an existing plant. A retrofit
presents additional technical and practical challenges and additional costs (including the
opportunity cost of down time for the physical installation). The analysis needs to address issues
such as whether the existing designs can physically accommodate a retrofit—i.e., is there is
enough space to install oxidizing catalyst equipment or enough properly situated land to
accommodate the dry cooling equipment? - and how a retrofit may affect vendor guarantees for

6The DEIS generally describes the power plants as if they had not yet been build. See, e.g., DEIS at 2-28 (“All
generating units at both power plants would operate in a combined cycle mode and would be fueled by natural
gas...”) (emphasis added). As noted, this approach is not required by the district court’s remedy ruling and may be
misleading to readers of the document. The final EIS should acknowledge that the plants have been constructed and
have commenced operation.
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the other equipment at the plant that are critical to the financing of the projects. The final EIS
also should include information as to the likely costs of a retrofit installation of the technologies
under consideration to give the public and the agency decision makers a basis on which to judge
the cost effectiveness of such measures.

In particular, contrary to the suggestion of some commentors, the retrofit of a dry or parallel wet-
dry cooling system at LRPC would present major technical problems and would entail very
significant costs. Parallel wet-dry cooling is not a proven retrofit technology. Such a system has
been installed as a retrofit on only a single plant in the United States - the 37 MW Streeter plant
in Cedar Falls, Iowa. This facility does not provide a model for the retrofit of parallel wet-dry
cooling at the LRPC. The dry tower required for the Streeter plant was relatively small due to the
modest generating capacity the plant and because the cooling system requirements were less
demanding given the appreciably colder climate compared to Mexicali. Several acres of dry
cooling towers would be required for the LRPC. These structures would need to be located close
to the generating facilities where their performance would be negatively affected by the vagaries
of the wind, and their interaction with the plant buildings, neither of which factors could have
been considered as part of the original plant design. See Letter Report from Burns Engineering,
Inc, “Retrofitting a Parallel Wet-Dry Cooling System to the La Rosita Power Complex,” July 29,
2004 at 5.7 In addition, the cost to retrofit a parallel wet-dry cooling system -- which include not
just the initial capital costs, but also the costs for engineering and design work, the cost of lost
power sales during down time required for the installations, and the ongoing additional operation
and maintenance costs (including the energy penalty associated with less efficient air cooling) —
are likely far higher than projected by some commentors. See id at 4.

Second, the discussion of the environmental consequences of the alternative technologies should
provide a proper context for evaluating whether the actual benefits of these technologies could
possibly warrant the significant costs and uncertainties of attempting to employ them. Moreover,
such discussion must focus on the TDM and EBC plants alone (or in the case of CO catalyst, just
the EBC plant), as they are the only ones where the use of such technologies might be induced
by means of a condition on the transmission line permits. For example, the discussion of CO
catalyst in Section 4.3.5.1 of the DEIS simply refers to table 4.3-4 for information regarding
potential CO reductions. DEIS at 4-57. Table 4.3-4 shows the reduction in CO assuming the use
of oxidizing catalyst at all four LRPC turbines, rather than just the EBC plant. Even then, what
the table shows — and what should be stated expressly in the text as well - is that effect of CO
emissions from the power plants on ambient CO are already so small (less than 1% of the
significance level) that there would be no justification for devoting additional resources to reduce
these already negligible impacts.

The same is true is with respect to the use of dry cooling (or wet-dry cooling) to reduce water
consumption. The DEIS states that the impacts to the Salton Sea from dry cooling system would
be “much less” than those estimated for the proposed action, and refers the reader to Table 4.2-7.
DEIS at 4-26. This statement creates the erroneous impression that the use of dry cooling could
produce significant environmental benefits in terms of water quality. As noted above,
Table 4.2-7 does not even show the proper “proposed action” scenario – the EBC plant together

7A copy of this report is attached to these comments as Appendix D.
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with the TDM plant - so the reader cannot readily identity the actual potential reduction in water
consumption. Moreover, simply stating the number of gallons of water that might be saved from
evaporation does not provide adequate context for evaluation. The DEIS elsewhere notes that
even at the rates of water consumption associated with the wet cooling systems currently in use
at the plants, the impacts to the Salton Sea are de minimis - perhaps accelerating by a few days
(over a period of more than 30 years) the point in time at which salinity levels in the Sea might
reach the critical concentration of 60,000 mg/L. Even if this impact were reduced by 90%, it
could not reasonably justify the cost and technical uncertainty of a dry cooling (or wet-dry
cooling) retrofit. Moreover, the discussion of the alternative cooling technologies fails to
acknowledge that a reduction in the amount of water used for cooling purposes also would
reduce the amount of wastewater that would need to be treated by the power plants, therefore
also would reduce the water quality benefits associated with removal of pollutants that otherwise
would reach the New River and the Salton Sea.

Response 0018-013

The EIS has been revised to more fully consider all alternatives in terms of the existing
power plants in Mexico, rather than using hypothetical plants for Alternative 3,
Alternative Technologies. Consequently, the installation of wet-dry cooling systems and
more efficient emission controls is now discussed in terms of a retrofit of the existing
plants. Please see the responses to Key Issue 5 and Key Issue 6. To this end, an analysis
of the cost, space, design, feasibility, and time considerations associated with retrofitting
a parallel wet-dry cooling system to the power plants has been added to Section 2.3.1.
Regarding the analysis of the installation of an oxidizing catalyst on all LRPC turbines,
this analysis was conducted to determine the maximum potential benefit of such a
modification. As noted in the comment, this benefit was found to be small. Such a level of
analysis serves the purposes of the EIS and has not been refined in the FEIS. Regarding
the discussion on page 4-26 noted in the comment, the text on dry-only cooling has been
removed from the EIS. The replacement text on wet-dry cooling systems compares
impacts to the Salton Sea for this alternative and the proposed action simply in terms of
computed water quality values. Also, a discussion of water quality impacts related to
reduced water treatment under wet-dry cooling has been added to Section 4.2.5.
Regarding which portions of the LRPC are properly included in the proposed action,
please see the response to Key Issue 4.

Comment 0018-014

The DEIS considers potential off-site measures for mitigating impacts from air emissions from
the power plants, specifically in the form of emission reductions from other sources to offset
emissions from the power plants. Unfortunately, like the discussion about alternative
technologies, the discussion in the DEIS about mitigation is not properly focused on the
emissions that properly could be the subject of a mitigation requirement in connection with the
approval of the transmission lines, and does not provide an adequate context for assessing the
cost-effectiveness of the various mitigation measures that are identified. The final EIS should
remedy these deficiencies.
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As an initial matter, any consideration of mitigation should be limited solely to significant,
adverse impacts attributable to the operation of the EBC and TDM plants. As noted above, these
are the only facilities whose impacts could be said to be caused by the transmission line
approvals. All three turbines at the EAX plant would operate regardless of whether the BCP
transmission line is permitted to operate. A mitigation condition imposed in connection with the
issuance of a federal permit must be reasonably related to the impacts associated with the action
for which the permit is sought.8 The Agencies thus have no legal authority to condition the
approval of the BCP line on mitigation measures to address impacts from the EAX plant, just as
they would have no legal authority to condition such approval on mitigation measures to address
impacts from any other existing source

8See e.g., U.S. v. Mango, 199 F.3d 85, 93 (2d Cir.1999) (holding that conditions imposed in a permit for the
discharge of fill material must be reasonably related to the discharge and cannot be used to regulate the larger
activity giving rise to the discharge); NRDC v. EPA, 859 F.2d 156 (DC Cir. 1988) (same).

Response 0018-014

Analyses in the EIS are not for the purpose of defining the parameters of a mitigation
program, since the assumptions regarding levels of impacts are generally quite
conservative and are intended for supporting the weighing of alternatives. The details of
any mitigation program would be described in a Mitigation Action Plan issued following
the publication of the FEIS. Regarding the question of conditioning the approval of the
Intergen transmission line, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0018-015

The discussion of mitigation also should include a more rigorous assessment of the cost-
effectiveness of the measures under consideration. The DEIS states that mitigation of power
plant air impacts could be cost effective and “viable” but does not provide any analysis to
support such a conclusion. See DEIS at S-31 and 4-58. For the most part, the discussion of
mitigation measures in the DEIS is vague about which pollutants could be offset and in what
quantities. Cost figures are provided for some of the measures considered but without any
indication of the quantity of emissions that would be offset by such measures, so that it [is] not
possible even to approximate the costs per ton of emissions offset. Where the DEIS does provide
an indication of the scope of the mitigation measures that would be required to offset power plant
emissions, it is apparent that the costs of mitigating air impacts are wholly out of proportion to
the minimal environmental benefits, particularly when the analysts is properly focused solely on
emissions from the EBC and TDM plants. The DEIS indicates that paving approximately
23 miles of roads in Imperial County could reduce PM10 emissions by about 650 tons
(presumably, per year). DEIS at 4-59. This figure is substantially larger than the projected annual
emissions of PM10 from the EBC plant and the TDM plant, which together total only
494 tons/yr.9 Even if the number of road miles to be paved were reduced proportionately, the
cost of such an effort would clearly run into the tens of millions of dollars. Costs of this

9Moreover, as noted above, the PM10 emission projections for the EBC plant used in the DEIS are far higher than
the likely actual emissions.
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magnitude are not justified when the impacts of power plant emissions of PM10 already are
demonstrated not to exceed the EPA significance levels used as a benchmark in the DEIS.10

10A number of commentors have criticized the DEIS’s a use of these EPA significance levels, asserting that they are
“not applicable” to power plants. It is true that these significance levels serve a particular regulatory function in
connection with the program for permitting of new sources under the Clean Air Act and that this permitting
program does not does not apply to sources located in Mexico. As the DEIS makes clear, however the significance
levels are cited not as regulatory requirements but solely as benchmarks to assist the reader to assess the
significance of the effects that emissions from the power plants may have on ambient air quality. See DEIS at 4-52
- 4-53. Because the significance levels have been established with reference to human health effects, they provide
a useful and appropriate context for evaluating the air quality impacts described in the DEIS.

Response 0018-015

Any mitigation of any impacts in the United States related to emissions from the Sempra
and Intergen power plants exporting power to the United States would be addressed in a
Mitigation Action Plan if one were incorporated by reference in the ROD issued
following publication of the FEIS. Generalized discussions on possible or conceptual
mitigation actions that could be undertaken are included in this EIS, but the costing of
such could be premature.

“Per year” was omitted from the DEIS text after “650 tons (598 t)” and has now been
added.

Regarding the cost of mitigation measures and the types of pollutants and quantities
offset by the measures, additional information on these factors has been added to
Section 2.4 of the EIS.

Comment 0018-016

Finally, the analysis of the mitigation alternative in the final EIS must account for the measures
already taken or planned to mitigate air quality impacts from the power plants. In response to
concerns expressed about air emissions from the LRPC, InterGen committed voluntarily to
install SCR [on] all three of the EAX turbines. SCR already is installed and operating on the
EAX export unit, and is scheduled to be installed and operating at the other two EAX turbines by
March of 2005. According to the data shown on Table 4.3-1a, the installation of SCR just on
these last two EAX units will result in NOx reductions of 1720 tons/yr. The installation of SCR
on the EAX export unit will result in additional NOx reductions of 860 tons/yr. These reductions
will completely offset NOx emissions from the EBC plant, which are only 136 tons/yr. The
remaining NOx reductions from these EAX units (approximately 2400 tons/yr) would be
sufficient to offset the projected PM10 emissions from the EBC plant at a ratio at more than
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10 to 1.11 Moreover, as noted above, the actual PM10 emissions from the EBC plant are likely to
be far less than the projected figure of 238 tons/yr. The emission reductions resulting from the
installation of SCR on the three EAX turbines are thus more than sufficient to offset fully the
emissions from the EBC plant.

11In its comments on the DEIS, the Border Power Plant Working Group endorsed the concept of “cross pollutant
offsetting” between NOx and PM10, at a ratio of only 1 to 1. See BPPWG comments on the Draft DEIS at
10 (comment11). In addition, as explained in the DEIS, ambient air produce particulates in the form of ammonium
nitrate. See DEIS at 4-44 to 4-45. The DEIS used a NOx-to-particulate conversion factor of 1.0 to 0.6 to estimate
an upper bound impact on ambient concentrations of PM10 from the secondary formation of particulates
attributable to emissions from the power plants. Id. As noted above, this conversion factor is overly conservative
and results in a “gross overestimate.” However, even if this conversion factor were reduced by a factor of six
(to 0.1), a reduction in NOx emission of 2400 tons/yr would completely offset the projected PM10 emissions from
the EBC plant.

Response 0018-016

The details of any mitigation program would be described in a Mitigation Action Plan if
one was incorporated by reference in a ROD issued after the publication of the FEIS.

Comment 0018-017

The DEIS states that the cooling towers at the LRPC are natural draft towers. DEIS at 2-31. The
cooling towers at the LRPC are mechanical draft towers.

Response 0018-017

The change has been made in the text as indicated in the comment.

Comment 0018-018

The DEIS states that certain water treatment facilities are “next to” the LRPC. DEIS at S-17.
Likewise, on Figures S-7 and 2.2-17, the “La Rosita Tertiary Treatment Plant” is shown outside
and adjacent to the LRPC. All of these water treatment facilities are within and are part of the
LRPC.

Response 0018-018

The text in the Summary and the figures in the Summary and in Section 1 have been
modified to indicate that the water treatment facilities are within the boundaries of the
LRPC.

Comment 0018-019

The DEIS repeatedly states that makeup water for the LRPC is taken from the Zaragoza
Lagoons. See e.g. DEIS at 2-41, (Table 2.5-1), 4-13, 4-19. In fact, the makeup water is municipal
waste (principally sewage) that is taken at the inlet to the lagoons. As a result, the operation of
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the LRPC not only reduces the pollutant loading to the New River in the water that it diverts
from the lagoons, but also improves the effectiveness of the lagoons by eliminating the
overloading of their treatment capacity.

Response 0018-019

A discussion of the sources of water for the LRPC and TDM plants is given on page 2-33
of the DEIS. The text states accurately that water for the LRPC would be obtained from
the inlet of the Zaragoza Oxidation Lagoons, while water for the TDM plant would be
obtained from the lagoons after the water was treated in the primary settling ponds. The
text in Table 2.5-1 has been changed to indicate that the water used by the LRPC would
be obtained from the inlet of the lagoons. Similarly, relevant text in Section 4 has been
modified to reflect the source of the water more accurately. Sufficient data are not
available to present a realistic and defensible discussion on the impacts to the lagoons
from diverting water from its inlet.

Comment 0018-020

One commentor asserts that the DEIS provides no information on any wastewater treatment
process at the power plants that is specifically designed to remove dissolved solids (TDS). In
fact, the DEIS does describe the treatment processes at both the LRPC and the TDM plant that
result in the removal of TDS - which are the biological sewage treatment plant and the lime
softening clarifiers. See DEIS at 2-33 to 2-34. The final EIS should clarify this point by
describing more explicitly the manner in which TDS is removed during these processes.
Specifically, in both the biological treatment plant and the lime softening clarifiers, a portion of
the compounds that are dissolved in the influent wastewater are precipitated out during the
treatment process and are removed as sludge which is disposed of in a landfill.

Moreover data regarding the wastewater quality at the TDM plant confirm that these processes
result in the removal of dissolved solids. The TDM treatment system contractor took numerous
conductivity readings for the raw water, biological treatment system effluent and lime softener
effluent for a five-month period after startup. Average conductivity readings for the three sample
points were 1960 microS/cm, 1830 microS/cm, and 1600 microS/cm, respectively. Conductivity
(specific conductance) is a measure of the conductive dissolved solids content (TDS) of water.
The greater the conductivity the higher the dissolved solids concentration. The DEIS used a TDS
concentration for the inflow the TDM plant of 1200 mg/l. Assuming that the measured
conductivity value of 1960 microS/cm is equivalent to a TDS concentration of 1200 mg/l (which
yields a reasonable TDS to conductivity ratio of 0.61) the derived TDS concentrations in the
biological system and lime softener effluent streams would be 1116 mg/l and 976 mg/l
respectively. In addition, these figures are even lower than the estimated dissolved solids
concentrations that were used to calculate mass of TDS removal. (For the TDM plant, the
estimated TDS concentrations in the treated water streams from the biological treatment system
and the lime softening process were 1180 mg/l and 1000 mg/l, respectively). Thus, not only does
actual operating experience verify the removal of TDS, it also demonstrates that mass of TDS
removed is somewhat higher than what was conservatively calculated in the DEIS.
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Response 0018-020

A further discussion of TDS removal by the water treatment plants has been added to
Section 2.2.2. Please see also the response to Key Issue 14.

Comment 0018-021

The draft EIS states that wastewater effluent from the LRPC would be collected in a sump and
then discharged to drainage channel where it eventually combines with the effluent from the
Zaragoza Lagoons. DEIS at 2-33. The final EIS should include a more complete description of
the configuration of the discharge points and the drainage channel system. The wastewater
effluent from the LRPC is discharged into a drainage channel that eventually connects to the
Drenaje de Internationale, which is a major drainage channel flowing to the east parallel to the
US Mexican border. The Drenaje de Internationale is part of a large network of drainage
channels that carry excess irrigation water from agricultural lands in the vicinity of the power
plant. The Drenaje de Internationale empties into the New River just south of the border between
Mexicali and Calexico. The point at which the power plants discharge into the drainage channel
network its [is] about six miles from the point at which the Drenaje de Internationale eventually
empties into the New River. The Drenaje de Internationale carries the combined flows of
irrigation runoff effluent front the LRPC and TDM plant and effluent from the Zaragoza
Lagoons. As a result, the quality of the [water] entering the New River from the drainage channel
reflects the characteristics of this combined flow.1

1Thus, the attempt by one commentor to contrast the beneficial “diluent” effect of the Zaragosa Lagoon effluent on TDS
concentrations in the New River to the adverse effect of the “direct discharge” into the New River of effluent from the power
plants is based on a fundamental misconception about the configuration of the discharge facilities for these wastewater streams.
At no times does the effluent from the plant discharge directly into the New River prior to being diluted by other flows in the
Drenage de Internationale (including the “low salinity” effluent from the Zaragoza lagoons).

Response 0018-021

The text relating to wastewater discharge at the LRPC and TDM power plants in
Section 2.2.2 has been corrected to include a more complete description of the drainage
system used to convey discharge effluent to the New River. Figure 2.2-17 illustrates the
details of the drainage system.

Comment 0018-022

The DEIS states that wastewater collected from operations at the LRPC is discharged
“untreated” to the drainage channel network that empties into the New River. DEIS at S-17. This
is not correct. Floor and equipment drains are processed through an oil/water separator and
demineralizer regeneration wastes are neutralized in a neutralization tank. In addition, to protect
the cooling tower from fouling, each cooling tower system has a sidestream filtration system to
remove suspended solids from the circulating water (and, thus, from cooling tower blowdown.
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Response 0018-022

Text in the summary and in Section 2.2.2 has been changed to indicate that treated as
well as untreated wastewater streams are discharged from the LRPC.

Comment 0018-023

One commentor asserts that the cumulative impacts analysis of the EIS must assume the future
operation of an additional 600 MW of generating facilities at the LRPC because the BCP
transmission line has the capacity to transmit an additional 600 MW of electricity. For the
record, there are currently no plans to install any additional generating capacity at the LRPC.

Response 0018-023

Comment noted. The cumulative impacts analysis in the EIS reflects no expansion of the
LRPC in the foreseeable future.

Comment 0018-024

On page S-26, the DEIS states that the EAX plant consumes water at the rate of 4440 acre-ft/yr.
The DEIS elsewhere uses the figure of 4940 acre-ft/yr. See e.g., Tables S-1 and 4.2-1.

Response 0018-024

The typographical error on page S-26 has been corrected.

Comment 0018-025

On page 3-22, the DEIS states that the current flow of wastewater entering the Zaragoza lagoons
is 27.4 mgd (30,670 acre-ft/yr). This is inconsistent with the figure of 33,200 ac-ft/yr for the flow
out of the lagoons which is stated in the following paragraph (and elsewhere in the DEIS).

Response 0018-025

The text that describes the current flows at the headwaters to the treatment process has
been deleted. The correct value is 33,200 ac-ft/yr (1.3 m3/s), as used in the remainder of
the document.

Comment 0018-026

Footnote “a” to Table 3.2-4 cites Kasper (2003) as the source of data presented for selenium and
total phosphorus. Kasper also is the source for the other data in the Table.
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Response 0018-026

Footnote (a) of Table 3.2-4 has been changed to state that all the material presented is
from Kasper (2003).

Comment 0018-027

The DEIS states that the concentration of selenium in the lagoon effluent is 0.0011 mg/l. See
Tables 3.2-4 and 4.2-2. This figure was calculated by taking the average of all detectable
concentrations in lagoon effluent samples. The more commonly accepted convention would have
been to use a figure of 50% of the method detection level for samples in which no selenium was
detected. By this method, the average concentration of selenium in the lagoon effluent would be
closer to 0.0007 mg/l.

Response 0018-027

The method used to estimate selenium concentrations in the lagoon effluent took into
account only the detectable levels of selenium. Footnotes have been added to both
Tables 3.2-4 and 4.2-2 to make the reader aware that this was the approach taken.

Comment 0018-028

To calculate the concentration of selenium in the effluent from the LRPC, the DEIS applied a
nominal 75% reduction factor to the average selenium concentration in the lagoon effluent. See
Table 4.2-2. The LRPC uses lagoon influent, not lagoon effluent. More important, this removal
factor should be applied for both the biological sewage treatment plant and the subsequent lime
softening process. Using an average concentration of 0.0007 mg/l Selenium in the raw sewage
entering the lagoon, assuming a 75% combined removal through the sewage treatment plant and
the lime softener, and using a concentration factor of 4.8 in the LRPC wastewater discharges, we
estimate that the selenium concentration in the final effluent from the plant to be 0.0008 mg/l,
Attached at Appendix B is a revised table 4.2-2 that shows the estimated selenium removal
figures using these revised inputs.

Response 0018-028

On the basis of the additional information provided in the comment, the figures for
selenium have been revised.

Comment 0018-029

The DEIS identifies oil- and gas-field brines as a major source of salts “in waters.” DEIS at
3-14. It is unclear if this is intended to be a general statement about the source of salts in the
New River. We are not aware of any oil- or gas-field operations in the area of the New River
between Mexicali and the Salton Sea.
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Response 0018-029

The text in the DEIS was meant to be general. However, the reference to oil and gas field
brines has been deleted.

Comment 0018-030

Table 4.2-1 contains a math error. In the “No Action” column, the figure for water discharged
from lagoons should be 26,989 ac-ft/yr and the figure for net water delivered to the New River
should be 28,260 ac-ft/yr.

Response 0018-030

The incorrect values in Table 4.2-1 have been corrected.

Comment 0018-031

Equation F.8 in Appendix F appears to use an incorrect input to calculate that a period of
0.2 years is required to reach equilibrium in response to reduced inflows resulting from power
plant operations. Common sense indicates this period should be closer to a year. The text
indicates that the new inflow to the Salton Sea with both TDM and LRPC operating would be
1,329,333 ac-ft/yr. At present, inflows to the Sea approximately equal the evaporation rate
because the level of the Sea is stable. Thus, multiplying the listed evaporation rate of 5.90 ft/yr
by the listed area (234,113 acres) yields a loss due to evaporation of 1,381,267 acre-ft/yr, which
should also equal the current inflow. The difference between this inflow figure and the inflow of
1,329,333 acre-ft/yr when both plants are operating is 51,934 acre-ft/yr. This figure is about five
time higher than the projected water consumption for all of the power plants, indicating that the
calculated period of 0.2 years is about five times too low. The calculation in Appendix F should
be redone using the correct flow rates.

Response 0018-031

The values reported in Appendix F using Equation F.8 are correct. However, the values
are only as good as the input values. For the calculations presented in the text, the
evaporation rate for the Salton Sea was assumed to be equal to the referenced value:
5.90 ft/yr (1.8 m/yr). A check on the existing conditions indicates that if the evaporation
rate was this high, the Sea would be out of balance, and a net loss of water would occur.
For equilibrium and quoted values for inflow and area, an evaporation rate of 5.724 ft/yr
(1.74 m/yr) would be required. Use of this value leads to an adjustment time of 1 year, as
suggested in the comment. Similarly, other input parameters could be changed to give the
same result. To avoid confusion, the evaporation rate used in the calculations has been
changed to 5.724 ft/yr (1.74 m/yr), and the adjustment period has been stated to be
1 year. Other related text has been modified accordingly. This change does not affect any
of the analysis of impacts to the Salton Sea in the EIS.
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Comment 0018-032

Table 4.2-2 provides no value for the concentration of several pollutants under the “Both Plants
Operating” column. Footnote ‘d’ explains that “[d]ischarge from the LRPC and TDM plant
occurs at different locations; therefore, no single concentration can be applied to both plants
operating.” This is not true when the concentrations in the discharge from each plant are equal,
as is the case for BOD, COD, phosphorus, and selenium.

Response 0018-032

If the concentrations from the power plants are equal and there is a common location
where the discharge waters mix, the concentration in the summed discharge water is the
same as the concentration for either plant operating alone. The “not applicables” (NAs),
therefore, have been replaced with a concentration value.

Comment 0018-033

Table 9-1 under ‘Water Resources: (CWA)” states “No NPDES permit required. Other
requirements may apply.” It is not clear what other Clean Water Act requirements may apply.
Certainly, the Clean Water Act does not apply to discharges from the power plants, which are
located in Mexico, and which discharge into the New River in Mexico. The same is true for
TMDLs identified in Table 9-1 as ‘applicable’ to the New River and the Salton Sea.

Response 0018-033

The analysis of the proposed action and alternatives in this EIS includes not only the
operation of the TDM and LRPC power plants but also the construction and operation of
the Sempra and Intergen transmission lines. The construction of the steel lattice tower
portions of both transmission lines would affect desert wash areas within the 100-year
floodplain considered to be nonwetland jurisdictional waters of the United States. In
accordance with the Clean Water Act (CWA), this could require a Section 404 permit
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a 401 Certificate from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The placement of tower footings and the construction of access
roads would affect 0.21 acre (0.08 ha) of wash. Because of the small area affected, this
project would be covered under Nationwide Permit No. 12, which regulates all activities
required for the construction of utility lines and associated facilities within waters of the
United States (see Section 4.4.4.1).

The text has been changed to clarify that the other requirements referred to in the table
would apply only to the construction phase of the transmission line.

Total maximum daily load (TMDL) programs have been or are being established for the
U.S. portion of the New River and the Salton Sea under the CWA. Therefore, the effects of
effluents from the TDM and LRPC power plants on the TMDL programs are discussed in
this EIS. However, the commentor is correct in stating that the CWA has no direct
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application to power plants in Mexico. The section mentioning TMDLs has therefore
been removed from Table 9-1.

Comment 0018-034

Table 9-I, under “Other: Pollution Prevention Act,” indicates that the certain release reporting
requirements are “potentially applicable.” No such requirements apply to the power plants,
which are located in Mexico, and it is not clear how such requirements could apply to the
transmission lines themselves.

Response 0018-034

The commentor has correctly identified an error in Table 9-1. The section referring to the
Pollution Prevention Act (United States Code [USC] 42 §§ 13101 et seq.) has been
removed.

COMMENTOR 0019:   Michael H. Scheible, Deputy Executive Officer
Air Resources Board

Comment 0019-001

1) The final EIS should clearly indicate that the area in which the transmission lines and power
plants are located violates applicable ambient air quality standards, and provide tabular
information about the severity of the air pollution problem.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has designated Imperial County as a
nonattainment area for the one-hour and eight-hour ozone standards, and for particulate matter
less than or equal to 10 microns in aerometric diameter (PM10) (see 40 CFR 81.305) The DEIS
discussion of air quality in the project area does not provide a summary of monitored air quality
in Imperial County that would allow the reader to quickly assess the severity of Imperial County
air pollution, and its attainment designations.

Table 1 summarizes recent air quality data from Imperial County monitoring sites.

The final EIS should note that Imperial County has not been designated nonattainment for carbon
monoxide (CO), despite many years of monitored exceedances in the border town of Calexico,
probably as a practical matter; Calexico’s high CO levels are clearly caused by emissions from
the adjacent city of Mexicali and beyond the State’s control. Consider that Calexico, with a
population of less than 30,000, is one of California’s smallest cities and one of only two areas
with recent CO standard exceedances. Only one other California monitoring site has recorded
violations of the national CO standard in recent years. This site, which has now attained the
standard, is in the Los Angeles metropolitan area near the convergence of two major freeways.
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TABLE 1  Imperial County Air County Air Quality Compared to U.S. National Ambient Air
Quality Standards

Compliance Measure/Year Standard 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Ozone (concentrations in parts per million)
Max. 1-hour concentration .12 .160 .236 .171 .169 .167 .158 .144
Days over 1-hour standard 10 5 24 5 10 3 3
Max. 8-hour concentration .08 .120 .104 .110 .113 .112 .104 .097
Days over 8-hour standard 50 18 20 5 18 13 8

Carbon Monoxide (concentrations in parts per million)
Max. 8-hour concentration 9 17.8 14.4 17.9 15.5 12.3 11.6 8.8
Days over 8-hour standard 10 8 11 6 6 3 0

PM10 (concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter)
Max 8-hour concentration 150 532 176 227 268 647 373 840
Monitored days over 24-hour standard 4 2 5 6 3 4 4
Calculated days over standard 12 12 32 38 18 21 25
Annual average 50 77.7 66.1 77.8 95.2 86.2 81.3 80.0

Response 0019-001

The table provided in the comment (Table 1) has been added to Section 3.3.2 of the EIS
as Table 3.3-3. Section 3.3.2 has been updated to provide current information on
attainment and nonattainment designations. Section 3.3.2 does describe the City of
Calexico near the border crossing as classified by the State of California as a state
nonattainment area for CO.

Comment 0019-002

2)  The final EIS should identify the Clean Air Act requirements for large new facilities locating
in nonattainment areas, particularly requirements that such facilities must control emissions to
achieve “lowest achievable emission rate” (LAER) and provide emission offsets for remaining
emissions.

In drafting the Clean Air Act, Congress carefully considered whether and how to allow new
polluting facilities in areas that already have unhealthy a pollution levels. Congress chose not to
take a ‘not one more molecule” approach. Instead, Congress established the “new source review”
(NSR) program to balance the need for clean air with the need for economic development.

NSR requires large new facilities to utilize controls that will enable them to achieve the LAER
and to offset remaining emissions by achieving enough emission reductions elsewhere in the
same facility or region, at a ratio of at least 1:1:1. The greater than 1:1 offset ratio helps ensure
that the net impact of the project will be to improve, rather than degrade, air quality in the
nonattainment area. The specific LAER and offset cutoffs depend on the severity of the pollution
problem in the area where the facility is being located, as indicated by its area classification.
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Table 2 shows LAER and offset thresholds for new major sources locating in ozone, CO and
PM10 federal nonattainment areas. A source with a potential to emit more than the indicated
thresholds would have to reduce its emissions to levels below the threshold through enforceable
permit conditions or apply controls representing LAER. If the emissions remaining after the
application of LAER exceed the applicable threshold, the source would have to obtain offsets, at
the specified offset ration, for all remaining emissions. For federal NSR purposes, all emitting
units at the same facility, located on contiguous property and/or under the same ownership, are
generally treated as a single source.

TABLE 2  Federal New Source Review
Requirements

Federal Non-Attainment
Area Classification

LAER/Offset
Threshold (tpy) Offset Ratio

Ozone ROG or NOx
Marginal/Transitional 100 1.1:1
Moderate 100 1.15:1
Serious 50 1.2:1
Severe 25 1.2:1 to 1.3:1
Extreme 10 1.2:1 to 1.5:1
Carbon Monoxide CO
Moderate 100 >1:1
Serious 50 >1:1
PM10 PM10 or PM10 Precursors
Moderate 100 >1:1
Serious 70 >1:1

Response 0019-002

CAA requirements, such as “lowest achievable emission rate” criteria, do not apply to
the power plants in Mexico. Regarding analysis of impacts in Mexico, please see the
response to Key Issue 1.

Comment 0019-003

3)  The final EIS should indicate that the level of control and mitigation required for new
facilities locating in nonattainment areas is determined by the proposed facility’s projected
emissions. The use of projected air quality impacts to determine “significance” is a
misapplication of federal law.

Emissions, not calculated impacts, determine whether a new source locating in a nonattainment
areas is “significant” and subject to permitting restrictions under the Clean Air Act. At 40 CFR
51.165(a)(1)(x) U.S. EPA indicates that: Significant means…a rate of emissions that would
equal or exceed any of the following rates: Carbon Monoxide: 100 tons per year; nitrogen
oxides: 40 tpy; sulfur dioxide: 40 tpy; ozone: 40 tpy of volatile organic compounds; lead: 0.6 tpy.
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The significance levels cited in the DEIS are those that would “apply to any source or
modification that would locate in any area designated as attainment or unclassifiable for any
national ambient air quality standard...” Since Imperial County is designated as a federal
nonattainment area for ozone and PM10, the DEIS references to the significance level table for
sources locating in attainment areas is not appropriate.

Mexicali has never been designated as a nonattainment area pursuant to the Clean Air Act
because the U.S. EPA’s area designation authority does not extend beyond the U.S. borders.
However, the Court’s rulings indicate that DOE can impose conditions on the transmission line
permits to reduce the environmental impacts of the power plants that will be using the
transmission lines. The discussion following comment number 4, below, clearly shows that air
pollution concentrations in Mexicali and the downwind areas impacted by Mexicali would
warrant “nonattainment” designations for ozone, PM10, and carbon monoxide. The requirements
set forth in 40 CFR 51.165(a)(1)(x) determine the appropriate mitigation. The use of Prevention
of Significant Deterioration (PSD) significant levels, which apply to facilities affecting areas that
attain air quality standards, is inappropriate.

Response 0019-003

CAA requirements do not apply to the power plants in Mexico. Regarding the
appropriateness of using SLs to evaluate air quality impacts in the EIS rather than the
projected emissions noted in the comment, please see the response to Key Issue 2.
Regarding required conditions on the permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0019-004

4)  The final EIS should recognize that emissions generated in the Mexicali area contribute to
poor air quality in Imperial County, and that monitored air quality levels in Mexicali violate both
U.S. and Mexican air quality standards.

In its 1993 report Assessment and Mitigation of the Impacts of Transported Pollutants on Ozone
Concentrations in California, ARB determined that emissions generated in Mexicali caused or
contributed significantly to every high ozone day recorded in Imperial County from 1989
through 1991 We have enclosed a copy of the staff’s report, which was approved by the Board
following a public hearing.

ARB staff reviewed all 16 ozone exceedence days recorded in Imperial County between 1989
and 1991. Our technical experts determined that emissions from Mexico had either an
overwhelming or significant impact on each of these days — an overwhelming impact when
emissions from Mexico caused violations in Imperial County, and significant when emissions
generated in Mexico and Imperial County together resulted in unhealthy ozone levels. ARB is
required to conduct such an analysis periodically to assess whether emissions generated in one
area cause or contribute to violations of the State’s ozone standard in downwind areas. Since the
report’s findings pertain to California’s State ozone standard — which, at 0.09 parts per million
(ppm), one-hour average, is more stringent than the corresponding federal standard of 0.12 ppm
— this analysis would also hold for the federal standard.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-134 December 2004

ARB’s determination of ozone transport couples is reflected in the California Code of
Regulations, Title 17 section 70500. (Imperial County was considered to be part of the Southeast
Desert Air Basin when this regulation was initially adopted. Air basin boundaries have since
been revised, and Imperial County is now considered to be part of the Salton Sea Air Basin.)

Pollution levels within Mexicali also indicate that this should be treated as a nonattainment area
for source siting purposes. Since 1991, ARB has operated a network of air quality monitors in
Mexicali under an agreement with ARB, U.S. EPA, and the Mexican government. The data
recorded by these monitors indicate that Mexicali’s air quality is clearly “nonattainment” for
ozone, CO, and PM10, as compared to U.S. EPA’s ambient air quality standards. The monitoring
data which is summarized in Table 3, indicates that:

U.S. EPA’s 1-hour ozone standard was exceeded an average of 12 days per year in Mexicali.

US EPA’s 8-hour CO standard was exceeded an average of 60 days per year in Mexicali.

Mexicali exceeded U.S. EPA’s 24-hour average PM10 standard an estimated 180 days per year
from 1998 through 2002. In three years during this period, the annual average concentration was
more than three times the national standard. (Because PM10 measurements are taken only every
six days, the expected number of annual exceedences is calculated from the observations, using
U.S. EPA guidelines).

Pollution levels in Mexicali also exceeded the Mexican national ambient air quality standards,
which, as Table 4 shows, are similar to U.S. standards.

TABLE 3  Mexicali Air Quality Compared to U.S. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Compliance Measure/Year Standard 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Ozone (concentrations in parts per million)
Max. 1-hour concentration .12 .211 .194 .176 .153 * * .171
Days over 1-hour standard 15 14 16 7 * * 5
Max. 8-hour concentration .08 .116 .118 .117 .119 * * .105
Days over 8-hour standard 22 21 22 9 * * 7

Carbon Monoxide (concentrations in parts per million)
Max. 8-hour concentration 9 29.9 37.0 25.9 26.9 * * 18.1
Days over 8-hour standard 59 82 85 60 * * 13

PM10 (concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter)
Max 8-hour concentration 150 378 476 508 595 599 667 521
Monitored days over 24-hour standard 27 28 37 53 44 38 37
Calculated days over standard ** 132 185 309 258 ** **
Annual average 50 55.5 147.9 194 264.9 217.4 57.8 211.5

* Data analysis not complete.

** Insufficient data available for calculation.
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TABLE 4  Comparison of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards United States and Mexico

Ambient Air Quality Standard

Pollutant Averaging time United States Mexico
1 Hour 0.12 ppm 0.11 ppm

Ozone
8 Hours 0.08 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 8 Hours 9.0 ppm 11.0 ppm
24 Hours 150 µg/m3 150 µg/m3

PM10 Annual 50 µg/m3 

Response 0019-004

Text has been added to Section 3.3.2 indicating that the ARB has reported evidence that
transboundary migration of Mexicali sources influences the NAAQS exceedances in
Imperial Valley, and the 1993 ARB report is now cited. Please also see the response to
Key Issue 11. Section 3.3.2 has been revised to include information on exceedances of air
quality standards in the region. Please see the response to Key Issue 8 for further
discussion of this topic. This EIS does not characterize air quality in Mexicali. Please see
the response to Key Issue 1.

Comment 0019-005

5)  The final EIS should support Alternative 3, conditioning the permits to require the application
of alternative technologies and Alternative 4, requiring the use of mitigation measures to
minimize environmental impacts in the U.S.

If they had been located 3 miles north, in Imperial County, the Sempra and Intergen power plants
would have been subject to Imperial County Rule 207, New and Modified Source Review (most
recently revised in 1999). Rule 207 applies to all proposed new sources, or modifications to
existing sources, that have the potential to emit 25 pounds per day (5 tons/yr [tpy]) or more of
any nonattainment pollutant or its precursors. The rule requires the use of Best Available Control
Technology (comparable to federal LAER) if emissions of any nonattainment pollutant or its
precursors except for CO exceed the 5 tpy threshold. Offsets are required if potential emissions
exceed 150 tpy. Offsetting emissions would have to be obtained at a ratio of at least 1:2:1. CO
control requirements would also apply because Imperial County is “nonattainment” for
California State ambient air quality standard for CO. BACT is required for CO emissions in
excess of 100 tpy, and offsets are required at 150 tpy if the CO emissions will cause or contribute
to a violation of the CO air quality standard.

Table 5 compares the emissions from the power plants, as reported in Appendix G of the DEIS to
Imperial County New Source Review requirements.
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TABLE 5  Mexicali Power Plant Emissions Compared to
Imperial County New Source Review Cutoffs

Intergen Sempra

Pollutant
Rule 207

Thresholda EBC (1) EAX (2) Total TDM(3)
NO2 emissions 136 tpy 995 tpy 3000 tpy 187 tpy
NOx LAER 5 tpy
NOx offsets 25 tpy
CO emissions 727 tpy 2181 tpy 2908 tpy 181 tpy
CO LAER 100 tpy
CO offsetsb 25 tpy
PM10 emissionsc 238 tpy 499 tpy 737 tpy 256 tpy
PM10 LAER 5 tpy
PM10 offsets 25 tpy
ROG emissionsd 350 tpy 542 tpy 384 tpy
ROG LAER 5 tpy
ROG offsets 25 tpy

a Rule 207 limits are expressed in pounds per day. For this table, Rule
207 values have been converted to annual emission rates (tons per year)
assuming 24 hour per day, 365 day per year operation.

b CO offsets are not required if the CO standards are not violated in the
affected area, and the CO emission increases will not cause or
contribute to a violation of ambient air quality standards.

c Includes generation and cooling emissions.
d Calculated.

(1) Energiá de Baja California, 2 turbines.
(2) Energiá AztecaX, S. de RL de C.V., four turbines.
(3) Termoeléctrica de Mexicali, three turbines.

TABLE 6  Power Plants Emission Limits in
the Border Region

State/Area
NOx Limit

(ppm)
CO Limit

(ppm)
Arizona 2.5 6
California 2.5 6
New Mexico 3.5 9
Texas 5 5
Mexico
   Critical Zonea 42 No Limit
   Rest of Border Area 143 No Limit

a Tijuana, Cludad Juarez

Source: Environmental Impacts of Increased Power
Production in the U.S.-Mexico Border, ARB issue
paper, September, 2001.
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In September 2001 ARB staff reviewed emission requirements applicable to new power plants
that were being sited in the border region. The results, shown in Table 6, indicate that LAER at
that time was a NOx emission limit of 2.5 ppm, and a CO limit of 5 ppm. The emission summary
provided in Appendix G of the DEIS indicates that the Sempra facility meets these emission
limits but the Intergen units do not. Since air quality in Mexicali far exceeds the allowable levels
established by ambient air quality standards and emissions generated in Mexicali impact air
quality in the Imperial County nonattainment area, the Intergen facility should also be required to
comply with these LAER emission levels. (A new power plant siting in California today would
be required to achieve 2.0 ppm NOx emission rate.)

Response 0019-005

Imperial County regulations for BACT and U.S. Federal regulations for lowest
achievable emission rate (LAER) do not apply to the power plants in Mexico. The EIS
analyzes the impacts of power plant emissions on air quality in Imperial County by
comparing maximum modeled increases in ambient air concentrations to SLs. Please
see the response to Key Issue 2. Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits, please
see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0019-006

6)  The final EIS should indicate that the failure to reduce emissions from the power generation
facilities to the greatest extent possible, and to offset the remaining emissions consistent with the
Clean Air Act, will inhibit economic growth in Imperial County.

The DEIS indicates that the power plants and transmission lines would have no lasting or
significant socioeconomic impact. This ignores the impact that air quality degradation associated
with the power plants will have on future economic development in Imperial County.

Like all other nonattainment areas, Imperial County is required to develop plans to attain federal
PM10 and ozone standards. Any control measure identified in an attainment demonstration plan
reduces the pool of emissions that a new source that wants to locate in Imperial County can use
to offset its emissions. Increased emissions from facilities in Mexico could force Imperial
County to adopt more stringent control rules and make it more difficult for new industrial
facilities to locate in the County.

Response 0019-006

Analysis of air quality impacts conducted for the EIS compared local-level emissions at a
series of receptor stations in the county and found that increases in PM10 emissions due
to power plant emissions were below SLs used as a benchmark for impacts. The plants
would not, therefore, produce any significant air quality impacts in the county.
Accordingly, little or no impacts on local economic development or local public health
are expected in the county as a result of emissions from the power plants.
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Comment 0019-007

7)  The final EIS should indicate how DOE will ensure compliance with emission levels that
form the basis for its decision.

DOE should include power plant emissions monitoring, reporting, and facility access
requirements in its permits for the use of the transmission lines. This point should be self-evident
given Intergen’s admission that it had provided the Court with false information about the
emission controls used at its facilities. U.S. EPA’s new source permitting requirements and its
Title V requirements for large air pollution sources provide an appropriate model for the
necessary monitoring, record keeping, and access provisions to ensure enforceability.

Response 0019-007

Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits as suggested in the comment, please see
the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 019-008

8)  The final EIS should more accurately portray the potential degradation of air quality in the
Salton Sea Air Basin due to the Mexicali power plants’ use of wet cooling.

The DEIS acknowledges that the wet cooling technology will decrease the annual flow of New
River water to the Salton Sea, accelerating the shrinking of the Salton Sea and creating the
potential for increased PM10 emission as the lakebed is exposed. However, the analysis provided
in the DEIS does not support its conclusion that the potential new PM10 will be minimal. The
final EIS should indicate a potential for an increase in short-term PM10 violations under high
wind conditions.

The DEIS provides a projection of annual average fugitive dust emissions for the Salton Sea, an
inappropriate statistic for PM10 problems associated with dry lakebeds. Like many fugitive dust
sources, dry lakebeds are a PM10 problem primarily under high wind conditions. The PM10
emissions resulting from high wind episodes can cause exceedences of the 24-hour standard
without endangering attainment of the annual average standard. This can be illustrated by
looking at recent air quality data from Inyo County, home to Owens Lake. Table 7 compares
maximum 24-hour concentrations to the annual average concentrations recorded in Inyo County
in recent years. Although Owens Lake is the State’s largest single source of particulate matter,
Inyo County has violated the annual average national PM10 standard for only two years from
1997 through 2002. The County violated the 24-hour standard every year in that same period
averaging a projected 14 violations per year.

The EIS analysis should also address the role that wind speed plays in ambient PM10 levels. The
Salton Sea Science Office convened a panel of experts in 2002 to examine potential fugitive dust
problems at the Salton Sea (Dale Gillette, whose research is cited in the DEIS was among the
panel members). Citing the World Meteorological Organization, the report indicates that wind
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TABLE 7  Inyo County PM10 Data

National
Standards 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Ave.

Max. 24-hr concentration µg/m3 150 402 1116 514 715 3189 219 1026
Annual average µg/m3 50 14.6 53.8 15.3 39.0 69.6 31.2 37.3
Measured days over 25-hr standard 6 7 2 2 13 2 5
Calculated days over 24-hr standard 17 22 2* 13 18 13 14

* Measured exceedences.

TABLE 8  Wind Speed Occurrences at the
Salton City CIMIS Monitoring Site

Wind Speed Category 1997 Dataa 1998 Data*

≥15 mph 397 hours 407 hours
≥18 mph 269 hours 229 hours
≥21 mph 95 hours 56 hours
≥24 mph 35 hours 23 hours
≥27 mph 20 hours 8 hours
≥30 mph 11 hours 1 hour

* CIMIS data extrapolated to 10 meters.

speeds as low as 15 miles per hour (mph) can initiate wind erosion, and that serious dust storms
are associated with wind speeds, 10 meters above the ground, starting at 20-22 mph. The panel
reviewed 1997 and 1998 meteorological data collected by the California Irrigation Management
Information System (CIMIS) on the west shore of the Salton Sea. The data, summarized in
Table 8, indicate that wind speeds exceeded the erosion threshold an average of 402 hours each
year. Winds reached speeds exceeding the dust storm threshold from 56 to 95 hours per year in
these two years.

Finally, the DEIS indicates that the narrow width of the exposed strip, estimated at “7 foot
18 inches wide,” would limit the potential for dust storm. Dust storm observations at Owens
Lake do indicate a relationship between the size of the exposed area and the potential for PM10
emissions. However, we disagree with the DEIS analysis in two aspects. First, the reduction in
lake level is not likely to produce a uniform strip of exposed land. Lake level modeling
illustrated in the “Final Panel Report” indicates that initially, lake level reductions will be most
evident around the southern portion of the lake. Second, the extent of the exposed area subject to
wind scouring and erosion is also influenced by the wind direction. Even with a uniform “narrow
strip,’ the width would be a limitation only where the wind direction is perpendicular to the
exposed strip. Should the wind follow the length of the exposed area, the width would not have
the same limiting effect.
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Response 0019-008

The text in 4.3.4.4.4 “…a thin strip 7 ft 18 in. (2.3 m) wide” has been removed from the
EIS.

The analysis undertaken in Section 4.3.4.4.4, based on extrapolation of measurements on
Owens Lake by Gillette et al. (2004), represented an approach for estimating maximum
possible theoretical emission levels and encompassed many conservative assumptions
(such as the power plants in Mexico operated at full capacity 24 hours a day and
365 days a year, and the windier Owens Lake area is representative of the Salton Sea).
The revised analysis yielded an expected value of less than 10 tons/yr (9 t/yr) of
additional lakebed PM10 emissions, as described in Section 4.3.4.4.4 of the FEIS. This
value is based on a further examination of the differences between the emissive
characteristics of Owens Lake and the Salton Sea shoreline area lakebed, as described in
the added text. This analysis draws upon differences in lakebed, characteristics described
in the EIS/EIR on the Imperial Irrigation District/San Diego County Water Authority
Water Conservation and Transfer Project (IID 2002).

The mention of convening a panel of experts by the Salton Sea Science Office to examine
the potential fugitive dust problems at the Salton Sea and the mention of the importance
of wind speed in initiating erosion are acknowledged. However, in order to make some
quantitative assessments, it was necessary to draw upon an available long-term
measurement study of fugitive dust emission from a representative dried brine lake
surface. Such a surrogate database was available from the Owens Lake study by Gillette
et al. (2004). The Owens Lake study represented a 12-month observation period, which
encompassed the type of conditions reviewed by the panel of experts convened by the
Salton Sea Science Office as described in the comment. For example, winds speeds at
Owens Lake were observed to often range between 10 and 45 mph (16 and 72 km per
hour). (The potential for frequent or severe dust events is much greater at Owens Lake
than at the Salton Sea because of the different wind profiles at these sites, illustrating the
conservative nature of the analysis undertaken, which would thereby tend to overestimate
a fugitive dust production term based on the Owens Lake model.)

Thus the estimate of <10 tons/yr (9 ton/yr) from the documented analysis conducted in
Section 4.3.4.4.4 would not support the supposition that “there is a significant likelihood
that the projected decreases in the lake level…would increase the number or extent of
violations of the 24-hour PM10 air quality standard.” Please also see the response to
Key Issue 17.

Comment 0019-009

9)  The discussion of potential ozone impacts is misleading and should not be included in the
final EIS.

The DEIS states that additional NOx emissions will not significantly increase ozone in the border
region, and implies that additional NOx emissions may in fact result in lower ozone
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concentrations. This conclusion is largely based on a comparison of observed ozone and NOx
concentrations at four monitoring sites in Calexico and El Centro (DEIS figures 4.3.1 to 4.3.4).
The common theme in these figures is a negative correlation between ozone concentrations and
NOx concentrations. This simple analysis is not sufficiently robust to be included in the final
EIS.

Ozone is formed through a complex chemical process influenced by many factors. Time is one of
those factors: different chemicals are formed over time as combustion products such as NO2
react with other gases. Because the air mass is constantly moving, the peak NOx concentrations
and peak ozone concentrations associated with any given emission source are most likely to
show up at different locations, with the peak ozone levels occurring downwind of the peak NOx
levels. It is worth noting that the predominant winds recorded during the summer, when ozone
formation is most likely, would tend to blow emissions generated near Mexicali towards the
populated areas in Imperial County (see DEIS figure 3.3-11).

Of course a simple two dimensional analysis also fails to account for factors such as other
pollutants that contribute to ozone formation, the geographical distribution of other emission
sources, changes in emission rates and ambient concentrations throughout the day, and
meteorological conditions that are conducive to the formation of ozone.

The DEIS analysis of the impact of additional NOx emissions on ozone concentrations is
inconclusive at best. As we indicated in comment number 4, the ARB’s 1993 analysis of the
impact of transported air pollutants indicates that emissions from Mexicali caused, or
significantly contributed to, every high ozone day recorded in Imperial County over a two-year
period.

Response 0019-009

DOE and BLM disagree that the discussion of O3 impacts presented in the DEIS should
be removed. However, Figures 4.3.1 through 4.3.4 have been removed from the EIS for
clarification, and the text has otherwise been significantly revised. The analysis of O3
impacts did not rely on the removed correlations of observed data for O3 and NOx
concentrations, as stated in the comment, but rather solely on the use and results of the
EPA’s OZIPR model as described in Section 4.3.2.2.2. The OZIPR modeling, which was
undertaken to analyze the O3 impact from precursor emissions (primarily NOx and VOC)
from the power plants operating in Mexico, represents an appropriate level of analysis
for the purposes of the EIS, and it drew from the best available data and best available
informational extrapolations. The purpose of the OZIPR modeling was to characterize
the maximum influence of emissions from the Mexico power plants on maximum possible
O3 levels in the air shed. The approach took into account, to the extent possible, relevant
factors and drivers such as meteorological conditions, chemical species present, and
speciation. The omission of VOC measurement data in the current and historic
measurement ARB databases imposed modeling challenges that were overcome to the
extent possible, as described in the EIS.
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As described in Section 4.3.2.2.2, “OZIPR is a single-day one-dimensional
photochemical box transport model that focuses on the atmospheric chemistry that leads
to O3 formation. It is a simple trajectory model capable of utilizing complex chemical
mechanisms, emissions, and various meteorological parameters of the lower atmosphere.
Its physical representation is a well-mixed column of air extending from the ground to the
top of the mixed layer. This idealized air column moves with the wind (along the wind
trajectory) but cannot expand horizontally. Emissions from the surface are included as
the air column passes over different emission sources, and air from above the column is
mixed in as the inversion rises during the day. Complex chemical mechanisms may be
input into OZIPR to describe the chemical processes that occur within this modeled air
mass. In addition to individual trajectory simulations, the program can use the Empirical
Kinetic Modeling Approach (EKMA) to estimate O3 levels from different types and
amounts of precursor emissions.”

Thus the factors modeled are largely consistent with those referenced in the comment.
The low response of O3 to changes in NOx reported in the EIS are the direct result of the
OZIPR modeling using inputs that included regional and power plant emissions of NOx
and VOC. These results are illustrated in Figure 4.3-1, which has now been added to the
EIS. In addition, a sensitivity analysis of the model results has been added to Appendix G.
This analysis shows that even under the most favorable conditions for O3 formation, no
more than minor increases in peak O3 concentrations would be expected resulting from
power plant operations.

COMMENTOR 0020:   Terrence O’Brien, Deputy Director,
Systems Assessment & Facilities Siting Div.
California Energy Commission

Comment 0020-001

Impacts from Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) identifies VOCs, in addition to oxides of
nitrogen (NOx), as an ozone (O3) precursor (p. 4-47). It presents ozone and nitrogen dioxide
(NO2) data from three air monitoring sites in Imperial County and Mexicali (pp. 4-47, 48) and
concludes that, since high ozone levels mainly occur at lower NO2 levels at these sites, the
condition exists such that introducing more NO2 reduces ozone (p. 4-47). Based on this
observation, the DEIS concludes that the Imperial County-Mexicali area within the Salton Sea
Air Basin represents an urban-like region where ozone formation is VOC-limited, not NO2
limited (p. 4-47). In addition, the proposed action lies within the ozone nonattainment area in
Imperial County (p. 4-38).

The section on ozone modeling (p. 4-50 et seq.) investigates the impact of plant operation on
incremental ozone formation in the VOC-limited area by discussing changes due to NOx
emissions from the projects. No meaningful increase or decrease in ozone levels was found.
However, as noted above, the DEIS determined the area to be VOC-limited, not NOx limited.
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The only mention of VOCs consists of an estimate in Table G-1 of VOC emissions for the
Termoelectrica de Mexicali Power Plant (TDM), with no related discussion of potential impacts.
Although section 4.3.2.2.4 states that “VOC emissions for the turbines at the TDM facility and
the La Rosita Power Complex (LRPC) were estimated using an EPA AP-42 natural gas
combustion emission factor” and “These data were drawn upon in the analysis and discussion of
O3 formation in Section 4.3.4.4.2” (p. 4-31), it is unclear how, or even if, VOC data were used in
that analysis. Staff suggest that a meaningful analysis of the impacts of project operation on
ozone formation in the area would need to include an explicit discussion of project VOC
emissions in the VOC-limited, ozone nonattainment area and a discussion of potential mitigation
measures as appropriate.

Response 0020-001

Background levels of regional VOC were overwhelmingly dominant relative to the small
amounts of VOC emissions from the TDM and LRPC power plants. VOC emissions from
the TDM and LRPC plants had little influence on the OZIPR modeling of any O3
formation resulting from TDM and LRPC emissions, consistent also with a sensitivity
plot (see Responses 0019-009 and 0007-003) for OZIPR modeling of O3 response to
changes in NOx and in VOC. Nevertheless, the VOC emissions from the TDM and LRPC
plants were estimated and were included as an input parameter in the OZIPR modeling
along with higher regional VOC emission rates. However, the identification of the source
of the power plants emission rates used in modeling was incorrectly reported in
Section 4.3.2.2.4, page 4-31, of the DEIS and has been changed in the FEIS. OZIPR
modeling used the emission rates reported in Table G-1 of the EIS, which are roughly
four times greater than the AP-42 (EPA 1998) values that were incorrectly referenced.
This value was 1,069 tons/yr (970 t/yr), whereas the larger initial regional VOC emission
rate was 47,605 tons/yr (43,187 t/yr). As described in Section 4.3.4.4.2, because of the
absence of actual data, other surrogate data were used when necessary, including
assumptions of VOC speciation. As described in Section 4.3.4.4.2, sensitivity tests showed
that modeled O3 estimates were not unduly influenced by the initial default parameters
assumed related to VOC. Please see also the response to Comment 0007-003 and
Key Issue 12.

Generalized discussions on possible or conceptual mitigation actions that could be
undertaken are included in Sections 4.3.6.1 and 4.3.6.2. The details of any mitigation
program would be described in a Mitigation Action Plan if one is incorporated by
reference in a ROD issued after the publication of the FEIS.

Comment 0020-002

Best Available Control Technology

The DEIS should note that BACT for NO2 and VOC would likely be required if the TDM and
LRPC generation projects were located in Imperial County. Whether or not BACT would be
required for any proposed project is determined by the air district that has jurisdiction over the
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project according to its applicable rules. Similarly, the district also specifies the BACT levels
that would be required.

Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (District) Rule 207 C.1 specifies that an applicant
shall apply BACT to any new Emissions Unit which has a Potential to Emit 25 pounds per day or
more, (or approximately 5 tons annually, assuming continuous operation) of any nonattainment
pollutant or its precursors. Additionally, District Rule 101 lists hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides
as ozone precursors; and, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, and sulfur oxides as precursors to
PM10.

EIS Table 4.3-1a shows that emissions of PM10 and NO2 would far exceed the 5 ton BACT
threshold. EIS Table G-1 shows that VOC emissions would also substantially exceed the
threshold.

The Salton Sea Air Basin is classified by the state as a nonattainment area for PM2.5 and PM10
and is federally classified by the EPA as a moderate nonattainment area for PM10. As the DEIS
notes, the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals has mandated that the EPA reclassify Imperial Valley
from a moderate to a serious nonattainment area for PM10 (p. 3-53). The air basin is classified as
a transitional nonattainment area for ozone per the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and
a moderate nonattainment area for ozone per the California Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Thus, it is likely that the district would have required BACT for NO2 and VOC as PM10 and
ozone precursors, were the TDM and LRPC projects located in Imperial County.

Because it is the district’s responsibility to set BACT levels as noted above, Energy Commission
staff cannot definitively identify BACT levels that might have applied to the projects. However,
Table 1 below compares project emissions to BACT levels recommended by EPA and/or the
California Air Resources Board.

The EIS discusses the use of more efficient CO emissions controls and concludes that both with
and without CO oxidizers, increases in ambient CO concentrations in Imperial County are well
below significance levels established by the EPA (p. 4-57). However, the use of CO oxidizers
would also reduce emissions from VOCs. Since VOCs are ozone precursors and the Salton Sea
Air Basin is nonattainment for ozone, the EIS should discuss the addition of CO oxidizers on the
LRPC facility (the TDM facility includes such oxidizers) as a mitigation measure for potential
ozone increases due to plant operations.
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Response 0020-002

BACT regulations mentioned in the comment do not apply to the power plants in Mexico,
nor do U.S. air quality attainment classifications apply in Mexico. The EIS analyzes the
impacts of the power plants as they are designed. With regard to plant VOC emissions,
while it is noted that oxidizing catalyst would reduce these emissions, these need be
recognized as being very small, particularly in relationship to regional emissions, which
are overwhelmingly dominated by vehicular sources (e.g., in the ICAPCD in 2003,
emissions were approximately 12,000 tons/yr (10,886 t/yr) for ROG alone). Further, the
influence of plant VOC emissions on O3 formation was analyzed in the EIS and found to
be very minor.

COMMENTOR 0021:   Enrique Manzanilla, Director, Cross Media Division
EPA Region IX

Comment 0021-001

LRPC and TDM facilities, EPA continues to be concerned about the project’s contribution to air
quality impacts in the Imperial Valley-Mexicali region. As the DEIS indicates, there are
substantial limitations in modeling ozone impacts, and it is difficult to conclude with certainty
whether emissions from the TDM and LRPC plants will worsen air quality in Imperial County,
which is an ozone non-attainment area. The document analyzes an alternative that includes
mitigation measures such as off-set emission reductions as a means of ensuring that air quality
would not be worsened by the project or the related power plants. Power plant facilities
permitted in the U S such as the 510-megawatt Otay Mesa facility in San Diego County,
California are required to obtain emission offsets to address the uncertainty related to modeling
projected emissions and to ensure that there would not be a net increase of air pollution in an air
basin. We recommend that off-site mitigation measures to reduce basin-wide emissions be
incorporated as part of the preferred alternative.

Response 0021-001

The commentor’s observations on the limitations on O3 modeling are noted as is the
expressed preference for the mitigation alternative.

Comment 0021-002

In addition, EPA is concerned about the cumulative impacts to the New River and Salton Sea,
especially in light of other planned projects such as the Mexicali II Wastewater Treatment Plant
and the multi-agency Quantification Settlement Agreement for water use in the basin. The DEIS
provides a thorough analysis of the impacts to water supply and quality in the New River and
Salton Sea, and discusses the environmental trade-offs between reducing water supply and
potentially improving water quality. EPA recognizes the difficulty in balancing these trade-offs,
but we are concerned that the water quality benefits from reducing some pollutants might be
outweighed by increased concentrations of other pollutants. Specifically, decreased flows into
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the New River will result in increased concentrations of total dissolved solids (salinity) and
selenium, which play a significant role in the degraded water quality of the New River and
Salton Sea. We encourage DOE to work with the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality
Control Board to identify the appropriate balance in these complex trade-offs and identify any
feasible mitigation measures which could be included in the preferred alternative to reduce
cumulative water quality impacts.

Response 0021-002

A discussion of potential water mitigation measures has now been added to Sections 2.4
and 4.2.6. Mitigation for water resources would focus on potential measures that could
be implemented in the United States and Mexico to offset increased TDS concentrations
resulting from reduced flow volumes in the New River due to power plant operations.
These measures would fall under the general category of water conservation; therefore,
the measures described in Section 2.4.1 are generally similar to those previously
developed and being implemented by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) as part of the
Water Conservation and Transfer Project taking place in Imperial County. A program to
mitigate water consumption by the two power plants in Mexico could conceivably consist
of a combination of water conservation programs similar to those being implemented in
Imperial County, but any such actions appear to raise significant questions as to
feasibility based on the financial, legal, environmental, and policy issues involved.

Comment 0021-003

The DEIS analyzed the potential impacts to air quality in the Mexicali and Imperial Valley
region from the construction and operation of the transmission lines and the TDM and LRPC
facilities. Imperial County is in the Salton Sea Air Basin, and is classified as non- attainment for
1- and 8-hour ozone and particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10) standards. Regarding the
new PM2.5 standard, the state initially recommended that part of Imperial County be designated
non-attainment for the PM2.5 standard. Based on the most recent ambient air monitoring data,
EPA stated in a June 29, 2004 letter to the State that, “the most recent air quality monitoring data
indicate that Imperial County meets the fine-particulate standard.” While our response to the
state’s initial recommendation expresses our intent, it does not constitute an official designation.
EPA expects to make that official determination by the end of 2004. In any event Imperial
County experiences PM2.5 , levels that are very close to exceeding the federal standard.

Response 0021-003

The EIS notes that Imperial County is designated as a nonattainment area for O3 and
PM10. The information in the comment regarding PM2.5 in Imperial County is
acknowledged.

Comment 0021-004

Carbon monoxide (CO) and PM10 and nitrogen oxides (NOx): The air quality impacts from the
TDM and LRPC units were estimated using the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD),
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surface meteorological data from the Imperial Airport, and upper air data from Miramar station
in San Diego, California. The results, presented in Table 4.3-6, indicate that the increase in
criteria pollutants at the maximum receptor point in the United States from the TDM and LRPC
units are below the significance levels for CO, PM10, and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). The impact of
secondary formation of PM10 from plant emissions of ammonia was also evaluated, and was
determined using a conservative production term for ammonium nitrate (NH4NO3) based on a
study using winter conditions in San Joaquin Valley. The increase of 24-hour PM10 (from
emissions of ammonium nitrate) was calculated to be approximately 1 to 2 percent of total PM10,
a very small amount. EPA believes that the analysis correctly shows that the project impact
levels will be below significance levels for CO, PM10 (primary and secondary), and NOx.

Response 0021-004

The comment that the EPA believes that the analysis correctly shows that the project
impact levels will be below SLs for CO, PM10, and NOx is noted.

Comment 0021-005

Ozone: As the DEIS acknowledges, it is difficult to quantify the impact of a small number of
facilities (i.e., the TDM and LRPC units) on the maximum ozone concentration in an airshed. In
the Imperial County/Mexicali area, the absence of area-specific information on mixing height,
temperature, relative humidity, and levels of volatile organic compounds (an ozone precursor)
makes the modeling of ozone formation particularly difficult. The analysis of ozone formation
presented in the DEIS instead relies on ambient air monitoring data analysis and the EPA Ozone
Isopleth Plotting Package Research (OZIPR) model to determine the potential influence of NO2
emissions (the primary pollutant emitted) from the TDM and LRPC facilities on ozone
concentrations in Imperial Valley. For ambient air data analysis, hourly ozone and NO2 data
from three air monitoring sites were presented. The results of this analysis indicate that higher
ozone levels primarily occur with lower NO2 levels. The document concludes that increased
NOx emissions from the TDM and LRPC plants could produce a decrease in ambient ozone
concentrations. However, peak ozone concentrations generally occur in areas away from sources
of high NOx emissions, not at the monitor where high NO2 concentrations are measured. As
such, the conclusion that ozone impacts will not be significant should be carefully interpreted.

Recommendations: The limitations and uncertainties of the modeling analysis should be clearly
disclosed in the Final ElS. Given these limitations, the document’s conclusions regarding
impacts to air quality should be qualified to indicate that if modeled ozone projections are not
correct, impacts to air quality from TDM and LRPC emissions could be significant.

Response 0021-005

The DEIS made the following conclusionary statement in Section 4.3.4.4.2 regarding the
OZIPR modeling approach undertaken in the EIS: “In conclusion, OZIPR modeling of
O3 formation in the Imperial Valley-Mexicali area does not indicate any meaningful
decrease (or increase) in O3 levels as a result of the operation of the TDM or LRPC
power plants.” This is consistent with the small responses of O3 to changes in NOx found
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during the OZIPR modeling of the impacts of plant emissions upon receptors in the
United States. This conclusion was based on the OZIPR modeled increments of O3. The
limitations and uncertainties of the modeling analysis associated with the extrapolated
input parameters were addressed, and Section 4.3.4.4.2 references the OZIPR sensitivity
tests performed. Additional discussion of the sensitivity analyses performed has been
added to the O3 discussion in the EIS, and sensitivity analysis results have been added to
Appendix G. The low response of O3 to a small change in NOx delta that was found is
consistent with the O3 isopleths used in the EPA’s EKMA approach, as described in
greater detail in the response to Comment 0007-003 and now shown in Figure 4.3-1.
Please see also the response to Key Issue 12 regarding the uncertainty of the O3 analysis.

Comment 0021-006

Mitigation of Air Quality Impacts

Because of the limitations of the ozone modeling and impact analysis, the magnitude of ozone
precursor emissions (i.e., NO2) and the proximity of the TDM and LRPC facilities to Imperial
County, it is difficult to conclude with certainty that the ozone impacts from this project will be
significant. Furthermore, the TDM and LRPC facilities are not required to seek emissions offsets
as they would if they were located in the U.S. In order to ensure that there will not be increased
concentrations of ozone precursor pollutants in the air basin from the TDM and LRPC facilities,
mitigation projects to reduce basin-wide pollutant emissions could be implemented.

Recommendations: The list of mitigation measures in Section 2.4 of the EIS provides an
excellent starting point for potential mitigation projects. EPA recommends that DOE and the
project sponsors continue to collaborate with the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District
and the Border Power Plant Working Group to prioritize which measures would be most
effective in reducing air quality impacts from the related TDM and LRPC plants. The Final FEIS
should address how these mitigation measures could be implemented, and evaluate the related
effects on air quality. EPA recommends DOE include mitigation commitments, as appropriate, in
the Record of Decision.

Response 0021-006

Specific mitigation measures could be identified in a Mitigation Action Plan issued after
the completion of the FEIS. Such measures, therefore, have not been added to the EIS.

Comment 0021-007

EPA is concerned about the potential cumulative impacts to the New River and Salton Sea from
the use of treated wastewater for cooling the TDM and LRPC facilities. Under the Clean Water
Act (CWA) Section 303, the New River is listed as impaired for total suspended solids (TSS),
pesticides, bacteria, nutrients, and volatile organic compounds. Salton Sea is listed as impaired
for salinity, nutrients, and selenium. Use of treated wastewater will improve water quality in the
New River and Salton Sea by decreasing the concentrations of phosphorus, chemical oxygen
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demand, biological oxygen demand, TSS and pathogens. However, the associated reduction in
water flows will also result in increased concentrations of total dissolved solids (salinity) and
selenium, both of which contribute to degraded water quality.

Recommendation: DOE should work with the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality
Control Board (CRBRWQCB) to address the trade-offs between reduced flows and water quality
improvements, and identify any feasible mitigation measures which could be included in the
preferred alternative to reduce cumulative water quality impacts. The Final EIS should describe
the coordination process with the CRBRWQCB.

Response 0021-007

A discussion of potential water mitigation measures has now been added to Section 2.4.1
and Section 4.2.6 as part of the mitigation alternative. These potential measures would
focus on water conservation as a means of offsetting increased TDS concentrations
resulting from reduced flow volumes in the New River due to power plant operations. As
a result, these sections analyze ways the proposed projects could potentially work with
the IID, which oversees water use and conservation efforts in Imperial Valley. As
discussed in these sections, the feasibility of implementing the potential measures is
questioned due to significant financial, legal, environmental, and policy issues.

Comment 0021-008

In the next few years, several neighborhoods in Mexicali plan to begin connecting to the
municipal sewer system. The EIS should discuss the potential cumulative impacts to water
quality and supply in the New River and Salton Sea from increased effluent levels from the
Zaragoza Oxidation Lagoons wastewater treatment facility as new neighborhoods are connected
to the sewer system.

Response 0021-008

Section 5.3.7.2 of the Cumulative Impacts section now includes a discussion of the
impacts of increased water usage and discharge by the increasing population of
Mexicali.

Comment 0021-009

Table 5.3-1 and Section 5.3-2 should be changed to reflect that the Mexicali II Wastewater
Treatment Project is now underway (not proposed). EPA accepted the project for Border
Environmental Infrastructure Fund (BEIF) assistance, and the subagreement between the North
American Development Bank and the local utility for disbursement of EPA BEIF funds was
signed on June 24, 2004.
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Response 0021-009

Table 5.3-1 and Section 5.3-2 have been changed to reflect the fact that construction of
the Mexicali II Wastewater Treatment Plant project is currently underway.

Comment 0021-010

The discussion of cumulative impacts for the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA)
(Sec. 5.3.1), and the Mexicali II Wastewater Treatment Plant (5.3.2) is inconsistent with regard
to salinity changes and changes in inflow to the Salton Sea. For example, Section 5.3.1 indicates
that the QSA, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects such as the Mexicali II
wastewater treatment project will result in the Salton Sea reaching a salinity of
60,000 milligrams/litre (mg/L) of total dissolved solids (TDS) in 2019 and 142,000 mg/L by
2074. However, Section 5.3.2 indicates that the Mexicali II Project will result in the Salton Sea
reaching a salinity of 60,000 mg/L a year earlier in 2018 (versus 2019 projected cumulatively for
the QSA), and an equilibrium of 150,741 mg/L of TDS in the year 2074 (versus 142,000 mg/ by
2074 projected cumulatively for the QSA).

Response 0021-010

Discrepancies between the projections in Sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.1 can be attributed to the
methods used by the analysts who prepared the impact evaluations for the two projects.
The evaluation in the EIS does not include an independent analysis of these projects and
their projected impacts but only reports on the impacts published by other investigators.
Section 5.3.1 discusses the projected impacts of the IID Water Conservation and Transfer
Project. In this section, it is reported that the Bureau of Reclamation’s (BOR’s) Salton
Sea Accounting Model predicts that, with implementation of the proposed water transfer,
salinity would reach 60,000 mg/L in 2019 (Weghorst 2004). The discussion of the
Mexicali II Wastewater Treatment Project presented in Section 5.3.2, however, does not
make comparable predictions regarding the increase in salinity over time. Rather, it
states that the project would result in an annual increase in salinity to the Salton Sea of
about 0.2 to 0.3%. As discussed in Section 5.4.2.1, one of the cumulative effects of these
projects is an increase in Salton Sea salinity.

COMMENTOR 0022-001: Representative campaign letter

Comment 0022-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.
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Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in
June 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially
granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to
adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permit are vital.

Response 0022-001

The commentor’s concerns are noted. Regarding the request that the Presidential permits
be conditioned on mitigation, monitoring, reporting, and enforcement measures, please
see the response to Issue 3. Regarding the health impacts in Imperial County from the
operation of the power plants, please see the response to Key Issue 13.

Comment 0022-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers - water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Response 0022-002

Operation of the power plants would decrease the flow of water in the New River and
increase its salinity. This effect would slightly increase the salinity of the Salton Sea
(about 0.14%), as discussed in Section 4.2.4. Cumulative impacts to the Salton Sea,
including effects from other actions, are discussed in Section 5.4.2.1.

Comment 0022-003

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons/yr of additional
particulate matter. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems with parallel wet-dry cooling
would greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants while allowing the plants to generate
full power on hot days. The parallel wet-dry option would also restore most of the river’s flow to
the sea and minimize particulate matter. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity
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prior to discharge into the river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river and
sea.

Response 0022-003

Regarding potential additional shoreline PM10 emissions, the FEIS now concludes in
Section 4.3.4.4.4 that additional emissions would be less than 10 tons (9 t). Further
discussion of the parallel wet-dry cooling option has been added to the FEIS in
Section 2.3.1, describing the technology in terms of a retrofit to the existing plants, and in
Section 4.2.5.2 regarding impacts to water resources as compared with wet-only cooling.

Comment 0022-004

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation.

DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality
ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts
further demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of the U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the
need to protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts.

Response 0022-004

Additional analysis of potential water mitigation measures has been added in
Section 2.4.1 of the EIS. Regarding impacts in Mexico, please see the response to
Key Issue 1. Regarding U.S. air regulations, please see the response to Key Issue 2.
Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3. Finally, regarding the impacts of power plant operations on the
4,000-mg/L TDS water quality objective for the New River, an analysis of such impacts
has been added to Section 4.2.4.1.2.

COMMENTOR 0023: William L. Fang, Deputy General Counsel & Climate Issue
Director, Edison Electric Institute

Comment 0023-001

In its May 12, 2004, “Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of Federal Defendants
Unopposed Motion for the Court to Continue to Defer the Setting Aside of Presidential Permits,”
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the federal government advised the court that DOE/BLM had prepared the draft EIS, that it was
available for public comment, that the plaintiffs requested an extension of the public comment
period on the draft EIS to July 30, 2004, and that normally the NEPA process would be complete
by the end of November. The Memorandum also notes that with the comment period extension
the EIS process “may” extend “into early 2005.” Nevertheless, the government concluded that
deferral just until December 2004 of the decision on the permits was appropriate, subject to a
second request from federal defendants for additional time should circumstances change as the
NEPA process moves forward. The Memorandum indicates that the plaintiffs would “not oppose
an extension of up to 60 days beyond December 15, 2004.” Consequently, the court issued a new
order on May 19, 2004, deferring action on the permits until completion of the EIS process, or
December 15, 2004, “whichever is earlier.”

As noted by the above-referenced Memorandum, when DOE proposed in October 2003 to “skip
straight to the more complex and detailed EIS process,” EEI was initially concerned because the
DOE proposal to have an EIS address CO2 emissions from such generating units may be
misunderstood by some to imply that such emissions are capable of creating “significant”
environmental impacts, which is the criterion for an EIS under NEPA. The explanation for this
choice given in the Memorandum — namely, that the decision to “complete a full-blown” EIS
although “not required” by the court’s order, would increase “opportunities for public
participation in the NEPA process” and shorten “the steps in the NEPA process,” coupled with a
similar explanation in the DOE October 2003 Federal Register notice — although important, did
not fully allay our concerns.

However, it is obvious from our review of the draft EIS that factors other than CO2 emissions
from an electric generating project or group of such projects were the real basis of preparing this
EIS. Absent such factors, an EA would more than likely have sufficed to address the subject of
CO2 emissions from one or more such projects in the global context if that was the only or prime
environmental consequence. We consider this issue to be very important, because no one
generating project or group of such projects could reasonably create a “significant” impact on
global climate particularly since the sum of greenhouse gases, including CO2 emitted from any
such projects is minuscule compared with the enormous global atmospheric pool of such gases.
As DOE and BLM know, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(a) provides that the significance of a federal
action must he judged in context. In addition, CO2 emitted from multiple sources worldwide
mixes in the global atmosphere and is considered by scientific experts as one of the “well-mixed
gases” Thus, the context for addressing CO2 impacts from any given project or group of projects
is the entire world. Viewed in that context, DOE/BLM must conclude that the CO2 impacts from
such projects are perforce insignificant, as is the case in the draft EIS.

Response 0023-001

The impact from CO2 was one of the four issues that the U.S. District Court for the
Southern District of California included for DOE’s attention in granting “…in part the
plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment to the extent it asserts violations of NEPA and
the APA arising from the EA [environmental assessment] and FONSI’s [Finding of
No Significant Impact] inadequate analysis.” Therefore, an analysis of the impacts of
CO2 emissions was incorporated into the EIS.
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As stated in Section 4.3.4.4.3 of the EIS, “Since there is no Federal regulatory guidance
on CO2 emissions, an analysis was conducted that focused on a comparison between
global and U.S. emissions and the total emissions from the no action and proposed action
alternatives.…Because CO2 is stable in the atmosphere and essentially uniformly mixed
throughout the troposphere and stratosphere, climatic impact does not depend on the
geographic location of sources. Therefore, an increase of CO2 emissions at a specific
source effectively alters CO2 concentrations only to the extent that it contributes to the
global total of fossil fuel burning that increases global CO2 concentrations.…the
percentage increase in CO2 emissions contributed by the TDM plant and the two LRPC
export turbines under the proposed action is approximately 0.088% compared with total
U.S. emissions from fossil fuel combustion and 0.023% compared with global emissions.
...The expected impacts to global climate change would be negligible. Comparative
estimates are based on maximum CO2 emissions from the respective turbines; actual
operational emissions would be lower.”

Comment 0023-002

Chapter 4 of the draft ElS “discusses” the environmental consequences of the “four alternatives”
set forth in Chapter 2, which are the two lines and the TDM and LRPC power plants, no action,
alternative technologies, and mitigation measures. Section 4.3 of the chapter “analyzes the
impacts” of those alternatives “on air quality in the United States” and states that such “impacts”
may result from air emissions produced during construction and maintenance of the lines and
from operation of the plants. One of the five “[m]ajor issues pertaining to air quality” listed in
the section is the impacts “in the United States” of CO2 emissions from the TDM and LRPC
power plants, which were compared with both the total U.S. emissions from fossil fuel
combustion and total global emissions from such combustion.

We are concerned that DOE would list CO2 emissions as a “major” issue pertaining to air
quality. As we already observed, while various energy projects are likely to produce CO2
emissions in differing amounts annually, their emissions are insignificant in the global context of
such emissions and other greenhouse gases. Indeed, the draft EIS states that such emissions from
these plants are about “0.023% compared with global emissions” and that the “expected impacts
to global climate change would be negligible” (p. 4-55). In fact, an energy project’s CO2
emissions should remain relatively constant over time once it reaches full output, while global
greenhouse gas emissions — particularly from developing countries like China, India, Brazil and
Indonesia continue to rise substantially. Thus, greenhouse gas emissions from energy projects
such as these, are quite insignificant from a global climate change perspective. In this regard, we
point out that the definition of “climate change” as used in the Framework Convention on
Climate Change (FCCC) “means a change of climate which is attributed directly or indirectly to
human activity that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and which is in addition to
natural climate variability observed over comparable time periods.” Since the FCCC is binding
on the U.S. we must assume that when using that term, DOE/BLM do so in the context of that
definition.
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Response 0023-002

Please see Response 0023-001.

Comment 0023-003

B. Section 4.3.4.4.3 – “Global Climate Change and Carbon Dioxide Emissions” This section
properly notes that “there is no Federal regulatory guidance on CO2 emissions.” Indeed, just
prior to DOE issuing its October 2003 notice of its intention to prepare an EIS, EPA decided on
August 28, 2003, that CO2 is not an air pollutant for any regulatory purpose under the Clean Air
Act (CAA) and that EPA lacks congressional authority to regulate CO2 emissions. That decision
was published on September 8, 2003. 68 Fed. Reg 52922. As recognized by EPA, important to
its decision is the 2001 report of the National Research Council titled “Climate Change Science:
An Analysis of Some Key Questions.” Since the EPA decision relying on that report is the
Executive Branch’s latest review on the record of global climate change science, DOE/BLM
should, in addition to noting no federal regulatory guidance, give deference to the EPA decision
in considering CO2 emissions from these projects.

Relying on NEPA-related regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) the
above-referenced court opinions were critical of the EA not comparing the alleged environmental
impacts of the proposed project with alternatives, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.l4. In light of the fact that no
energy project will emit a meaningful amount of CO2 compared with global emissions, there is
no sound basis, despite the court comments, for saying that any one project or alternative is
preferable to another as a result of lower (or no) CO2 emissions. Accordingly, the draft EIS
properly does not conclude that there are meaningful distinctions with the proposed project and
alternatives based on CO2 emissions.

Response 0023-003

Please see Response 0023-001.

Comment 0023-004

Finally, in certain circumstances the CEQ regulations require that EISs include a cumulative
impact analysis. 40 §§ 1508.7 and 15O8.8. Because of the very small quantity of CO2 emissions
produced by a particular project, such as the projects which are the subject of this EIS, a
cumulative review of energy projects subject to some form of federal approval would not justify
a finding of significant impact. The CO2 emissions of all such projects would still be so small as
to fall well below the significance threshold.

Response 0023-004

Please see Response 0023-001.
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COMMENTOR 0024: Marshall Magruder

Comment 0024-001

Issue One — Connected Actions.

The “connected actions” discussed in reference (e) were intended for the US and Mexican
environmental survey and actions connected on this Imperial Mexicali project. The comments
for other projects were not intended as indicated in 2.2.1 of Appendix B, Scoping Summary
Report (page 2) “Connected Actions.”
An international transmission line requires simultaneous actions on both sides of a common
border. The US environmental review process is covered by NEPA and associated Executive
Orders and Department of Energy (DOE) policies.

The Mexican environmental review process is covered by the General Law of Ecological
Balance and Environmental Protection of 1988 (abbreviated at LEEGEPA from its title in
Spanish) and associated

Regulations and the Secretary of Environment and Natural Resources (SEMARNAT) policies.

The DEIS comment in S.4.2, “Issues outside the Scope of the EIS,” (page S-24) and 1.3.2,
“Issues outside the Scope of the EIS” (page 1-11) indicates Executive Order 12114 was used to
not consider impacts originating in Mexico. That appears to negate much of the value for this
and similar border-oriented Environmental Reviews required by NEPA. In fact, it was non-
compliance with air pollution controls in Mexico that resulted in the legal arguments that
resulted in this EIS. There are definite border-crossing events and use of national processes on
both sides of this border, as discussed below, could results achieving the results demanded by
NEPA including a long-term CEQ (2000a) Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA).

Several of the LEEGEPA Articles discuss the international transmission line requirements for a
Mexican Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and specify that SEMARNAT policies will
overview this processes, very similar to the policies in the United States for a Presidential permit.

Both of these environmental reviews, the US EIS and Mexican EIA, are required for this project.
The elements of analysis are very similar, including, for example, Environmental Justice. Both
require that the EIS or EIA be completed prior to project start.

Since the environment is continuous and crosses border lines at will, common understanding and
agreements on actions on both sides, by both countries, will permit better and more
knowledgeable decisions.

Even without, working together, using both environmental review products, side-by-side, will
show or display information differences that should be reviewed, assessed and hidden risks
evaluated as to their potential environmental impact. In the systems engineering discipline, most
problems and highest risks occur at boundaries or interfaces between two systems. The boundary
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evaluation, which some marketers try to describe as “seamless,” only exists after both sides reach
knowledgeable decisions.

This Imperial-Mexicali transmission line system, which includes generation, transmission and
fuel subsystems, with interfaces to air, land and water, that crosses the border, needs to assess all
of these, as shown in Table 1 below:

This table shows potential interaction points between Mexican and US parts of this system, and
its three major subsystems.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA) from the Council for Environmental Qualify (CEQ)
guide should use both the Mexican ESA and the US EIS. Looking at these, side by side, note the
differences and then perform long-term “effects” caused by generation, transmission and fuel on
the air, land and water, in particular the impacts of these on all living species, including humans,
socioeconomic impacts, and the general area impacted by the Imperial Mexicali transmission
system. The CEA methodological steps, in 5.1.2 (page 5-2) are proper, however, the definition in
5.3 “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions,’ (page 5-4) pertains only to similar projects and
their construction actions, not to population growth, which is significant, in this area.

This bi-national environmental review apparently has not been done as indicated in
Appendix B.2.2.1. Assessments of Impacts in Mexico does not have to be accomplished by DOE
and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), but should be done, as prescribed by Mexican law,
through SEMARNAT for International Transmission Systems. Minimal coordination is required;
however, some agreements so that synchronization of schedules is necessary.

Using the result of this Mexican environmental review in the form of the required EIA, and
Table I above, then all of the “interfaces” or boundaries can be systematically reviewed to
validate and verify completeness of environmental impacts on both sides of the border.

The “reasonably foreseeable future actions” in 5.3 (page 5-4) are very narrowly defined. There
were some actions, but in 5.3.7 “General Trends in the Imperial Valley — Mexicali Region”
(page 5-12) shows that this is a fast growing area with the Imperial Valley growing 5% in the
prior year (page 5-13) and Mexicali at an annual growth rate of 4.9%. As Table 2 shows, the
population at this rate in 10 years will change as follows:
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This 10-year growth of 94,900 in the US is greatly overshadowed by the 555,000 on the Mexican
side of the border. These 650,000 people in ten years will have significant impacts on demand
for water, transportation, energy, food, housing, and work conditions. Assuming similar simple
linear decade growths (650,000/decade), the regional growth will be about 1,300,000 in
twenty years and an additional 3,200,000 people in 50-years, then some degree of that population
on all infrastructures is critical to understand and for planning. This sizable community may not
be exporting electricity; however, several new power plants will be necessary, and water
demands stained (sic).

In 5.3.7.1.3, “Precipitation Trends In California” (page 5-13) the 2 to 3 inches of annual rainfall
are what makes water critical and vital for life in this area. This population growth here will
eventually reach a limit due to water, thus conservation of all water, including any used for
exporting electricity out of the region must be considered.

The Imperial Mexicali Transmission system will probably have at least a fifty-year life, thus
decisions today will impact this region fifty years from now, with water already being a critical
regional resource.

Either a simple or sophisticated forecasting technique should be used for the basic parameters.
These parameters include population growth (extrapolated from above), land use changes
(agricultural to suburban to urban changes with all these people), technology impacts (efficiency,
upgrade), air quality (based on the growth factors) water availability and quality (based on
impacts of growth), transportation systems including roads and pipelines, fuel availability for
generation, and other key growth factors.

Using either a single forecast or “low,” “expected,” and “high” forecasts to provide limits on
these, then an expected environment can be predicted and assessed for the various Alternatives.
The DEIS comments in Appendix B, paragraph 2.2.15 imply that a long say 50-years,
Cumulative Effects Analysis is outside the scope of an EIS.

The referent CEQ (1997b) specifically looks for cumulative effects and ten-years is not adequate.
Knowing precise projects, as indicated in DEIS paragraph S 4.2 (p S-24) is not essential for the
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analysts discussed above, since long-term forecasts with “low” to “high” limits are used to show
future trends.

These trends, when beyond 2 or 3 years, is all that can realistically be used; however, very
important conclusions and beneficial decisions can be made.

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region IX, San Diego Office, has been
conducting several studies and active participation along the entire US-Mexican border,
including Border Energy Studies in its Border XXI Program. The Region of Interest (ROI) for
this project was recently expanded to 100 km on each side of the US-Mexican border. This EPA
project has many participants, including all the leading Mexican governmental agencies involved
with energy and the environment. None of the US EPA Border XXI documents are found as
references.

This, leads to the following questions:

2.1 What is the status of the Mexican Environmental Impact Assessment for these transmission
lines?

2.2 If a Mexican Environmental Impact Assessment has not been completed, should the US
expect Mexican law to be observed, as they should expect our laws to be followed, thus
presenting for and sharing independently derived, national data so that the bordering
countries can consider cross-border environmental impacts? If not, then why hasn’t the
DOE discussed this issue?

2.3 Has the DOE met with SEMARNAT during this ElS process to discuss cross-boundary
environmental impacts?

2.4 Will the DOE use the US Environmental Protection Agency Region IX “Border XXI”
teams to provide information necessary to assess impacts inside of the EPA’s 100 km on
either side of border study corridor?

2.5 Have at least population growth figures, such as in Table 2 above, been considered for 10,
25 and 50-year forecasts for this region?

2.6 What will the impact of an additional 3,200,000 people have on the water demand for this
region? On the air quality (considering automobiles and industrial needs to support that
population)? On the quality of water in the New River and Salton Sea (considering the
demand by this population)

2.7 Will the DOE consider the US State Department resources in Mexico to assist in obtaining
Mexican government data to assist in the Cumulative Effects Analysis?

2.8 Has the Mexican Environmental Impact Assessment been considered in the determination
of Environmental Impact and during Cumulative Effects Analysis, if not, why not?



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-160 December 2004

2.9 Will the Mexican Environmental Impact Assessment be used and assessed for boundary
differences, as discussed above?

2.10 During the period for the CEA, will any of the environmental impacts limit growth, such as
water? For example, what is the maximum population that the expected water supplies can
sustainability support and is that population used in the CEA?

2.11 Will the CEA be updated to reflect Mexican projections and US long-term ROI forecasts?

Response 0024-001

Regarding the question of performing analyses of impacts in Mexico or including in the
EIS existing analyses of impacts in Mexico from the operations of the power plants,
please see the response to Key Issue 1. Regarding the inclusion of the natural gas
pipeline system in the EIS analyses, see Key Issue 7. Regarding the suggested 50-year
forecast, NEPA does not require the analysis of future impacts that are not “reasonably
foreseeable.” Such a time horizon is beyond this limit.

The following are responses to the numbered comments:

2.1 The status of the Manestifactión de Ambientale (MIA) for the power plants in
Mexico is discussed in Appendix J of the EIS.

2.2 The analyses in the EIS assume that Mexico environmental laws and permits are
being observed.

2.3 DOE did not meet with the Secretaria de Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales
(SEMARNAT).

2.4 DOE did not use EPA Region IX teams to provide information for the impacts
analysis.

2.5 Population growth projections beyond the 10-year time line were considered too
speculative to provide a meaningful basis for impact analysis.

2.6 Increased population in Mexicali will increase water demand (and wastewater
discharge) in the region. The source of the water is undetermined at this time.
Discharges to the wastewater treatment facilities in Mexicali, some of which
discharge to the New River, would also be expected to increase in the next
10 years. A discussion on general water demand trends in Mexico
(Section 5.3.7.2.2) has been added to the Cumulative Impacts section. Increased
industrial development, automobile emissions, and energy demand in Mexico will
also likely have a negative cumulative impact on air quality in the region (see new
Section 5.4.3.3).

2.7 DOE has not consulted with U.S. State Department resources in Mexico.
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2.8 The EIS only considers impacts in the United States.

2.9 The EIS only considers impacts in the United States.

2.10 The cumulative impacts assessment did not consider the impacts of water
availability on the population growth in either the United States or Mexico since
neither region obtains its water from the New River or Salton Sea (the two water
bodies within the Salton Sea watershed of most concern in this EIS). However, the
impact of the general trend of increasing population in the Mexicali region on the
New River was considered in a qualitative way (see Section 5.3.7.2.2).

2.11 The cumulative impacts analysis will not be updated to include Mexico
projections, and agencies do not expect to update the long-term forecasts in any of
the trends mentioned (e.g., population, precipitation, industry development).

Comment 0024-002

Issue Two — Air Quality Issues

The comments in reference (e) recommending monitoring and pollution control equipment were
not presented in the DEIS. With the abundance of pollutants from this system, a real-time
monitoring system, that would be cross-border oriented, is a minimum mitigation measure. Each
kind of emission needs to be continuously monitored at the appropriate site(s) so that real time
maps can be presented. It should be noted that in Appendix B, in 2.2.4, “Air Quality” there was
not EIS Analysis under the heading “Air Analysis Parameters” thus the DEIS response from
DOE and BLM appears incomplete.

Monitored data over time will validate or negate the various computer model outputs used in the
DEIS. In fact, the models could be rerun based on a web of air monitoring sites, as a few sites are
inadequate to understand the situation. New wireless techniques could be used to network this to
a control room, with a few situation displays, with software that alerts operators whenever a
national standard (US or Mexican) is being exceeded. SCADA or other networks should be used
to communicate with the impacting power plant(s) to make the appropriate operational changes.
These “limits’ should be included in the Final EIS (FEIS) with specified monitoring
requirements necessary to ensure public health and safety.

Figures 3.3-12, “Salton Sea Air Basin Monitoring Stations ARB Map” and 3.3-13, “Mexico
Monitoring Stations ARB Maps” (pages 3-54 and 3-55) show existent air quality monitoring
stations. The closest two U.S. air quality monitoring sites are 10 and 12 miles to the north and
east of the transmission line (page 3-53). The two Mexican air quality monitoring sites are 8 and
11 miles to the east of the transmission line system. There are no sites to the west in either
country; however, the prevailing wind shown in Figures 3.3-6, 3.3-7, and 3.3-11 show significant
winds from the southwest. This means there will not be downwind monitoring capabilities from
the generation plants. Additional analysis is required; however, adequate air quality monitoring
appears to include additional stations.
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There are mitigation measures in Table S-1 (page S-49) to improve air quality monitoring
stations, data collection, display, analysis and consequence management necessary to ensure that
all air emitters involved with this project, including those in Mexico are known and required to
remain within the appropriate limits.

Assuming that an adequate bi-national air quality monitoring and control system is included as a
mitigation measure, data in Table H-4, “Maximum Ground Level Concentrations for a Single
Turbine at the TDM and LRPC Power Plants” (page H-9) for hourly and annual impacts by
pollutant to be considered as acceptable monitoring thresholds.

In Table H-6, “Estimated Risk for each Power Plant” (page H-12), for the LRPC (four turbine)
High-End entry, it shows that the “Cancer Risk” is 200 per million while the Significance
threshold in 1 per million. This shows that under these conditions there is an above threshold
cancer risk with the LRPC (four turbine) requiring management actions necessary to lower risk.
These are not included herein.

Since multiple agencies are involved in Air Quality monitoring, including US, California, and
Mexican, the mitigation plan must provide an agreement how these will coordinate and share air
quality information with the utilities and associated control centers.

The leads to the following questions:

2.1 Will the present air quality-monitoring stations be augmented to account for the
significant southwesterly wind flows that cannot be monitored by the present stations?

2 .2 Do the present air quality monitoring stations provide data in near real time?

2.3 What air pollutants does each station monitor and at what frequency?

2.4 Are the present air quality stations adequate to effectively monitor these plants in real
time?

2.5 Where should additional stations, with what capabilities, be sited to give a total, real time,
and air quality picture and where should the air quality station be located?

2.6 Is there a cross-border air quality agreement to share such data?

2.7 Will the mitigation measures require the US companies to fund, construct, site and
continuously monitor a network of air quality monitoring stations at one location to
provide a situational awareness picture?

2.8 Will the mitigation measure include and specify authorization for the air quality
situational awareness station to order power plants to change operational procedures and
ordering pollution equipment operations, including ordering plant shutdown, when critical
limits are exceeded? If there is not such a mitigation plan, how can there be any assurance
that air quality is within standards?
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2.9 What are the critical parameters from air quality monitoring that should “trigger” alerts or
require plant shutdown?

2.10 To whom will the applicants report compliance with the primary emissions, secondary air
pollutants, and fugitive dust emissions mitigation measures specified in the summary
Table S-1 (page S-49) and elsewhere in the DEIS?

2.11 What are the management or mitigation actions necessary to reduce the cancer risk for the
LRPC (four turbine) facility, as indicated in Table H-6?

Response 0024-002

Regarding including Mexico in the EIS analysis, please see the response to Key Issue 1.
The commentor’s suggestion of a binational air monitoring network is noted but is
beyond the scope of the EIS. A specific Mitigation Action Plan may be issued after the
FEIS is completed. Therefore, it is not currently possible to answer most of the specific
questions in the comment.

Comment 0024-003

Issue Three — Water Use/Quality Issues

The DEIS does not discuss assured water supply such as an “assured 100-year supply.” This is
required in Arizona and a similar requirement must exist in California. Thus, sustainability of
water both for use and in quality is essential elements of the water elements impacted by this
system.

In the DEIS, Figure 3.2-5, “New River in Mexicali, Mexico” (page 3-13) shows a large number
of actual or potential water pollutants along this river, including hog farm discharge, steel
recycling plant, and slaughterhouse discharges. Further, the DEIS states in 3.2.1.1.2, ‘“Water
Quality” (page 3-2) based on a 1996 report that …

“Contaminants of concern detected in water samples from the New River at the
U.S.-Mexican border that exceeded comparison values set by the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry include pathogens (e.g., fecal coliform bacterial, fecal
streptococci, E. coli bacteria, and enterococci bacteria), metals (e.g., lead arsenic,
cadmium, thallium, antimony, boron and manganese), pesticides (e.g., aldrin, chlordane,
dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane [DDD], 4,4DDD, dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene
[DDE], dichlorodiphenyltrichloroeythene [DDT], and heptachlor epoxide), and volatile
organic compounds (VOC) (e.g., tetrachloroethylene [TCE], methylene chloride, and
n-nitro diphenylamine) (DNHS 1996)”

In addition, Table 5.3-2, “TMDL pollutants and Time Lines for the New River and the Salton
Sea (page 5-10) provides another list of pollutants in the New River and eventually into the
Salton Sea.
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The New River is not healthy water. This river flows into the United States and near population
centers. Recently, in Idaho, the EPA filed a suit against a Canadian mining company for
polluting a river that flowed into the U.S. from Canada. Without frequent water measurements
all along the New River, effective water safety and health care cannot be monitored or even
acted upon. We recently have 25,000,000 gallons of very contaminated water flow from Sonora
into Arizona due to a plugged drain (a dead dog) that hazarded thousands in Nogales, Arizona.
Unfortunately, the Mexican water gages are not remotely monitored and water sampled by the
U.S. in Mexico was only weekly. This is a major issue here and with the International Water
Boundary Commission (IBWC). Our congressman Grijalva made a significant complaint to the
IBWC because lack of real time monitoring resulted in this flow going on for 48 hours before the
Mexican authorities notified the U.S. side of the border. Real time monitoring on both sides of
the border is the best solution.

The DEIS carefully notes the changes at two gages, at each end of the US portion of the New
River, based on expected “mitigation” proposed by the applicants. There appear to be no
equivalent water gages in Mexico. In the Ambos Nogales area, there a US monitored water gages
installed on the Mexican side of the Santa Cruz River and used by the Arizona Department of
Water Resources for water management in Arizona.
The use of “wet-dry” cooling must not discharge treated water into the already troubled New
River, thus the cooling system must recycle all its water, such as accomplished at the
C.F.E. Aqua Prieta, Sonora plant.

There supporting rationale for not using “dry” cooling when compared to the “wet-dry cooling”
is system discussed on page 2-36. Due to the long-term importance of water for communities on
both side of the border, any application of “wet” cooling decreases water resources. Wet-dry
cooling should not be an Alternative as the water supply is more valuable that electricity, as only
dry cooling will have minimal cumulative effects. The decrease in efficiency on hot days is when
others require water more than cooler days, which lowers the value to this view.

This leads to the following questions:

3.1 Are two water gages enough to monitor the New River or should additional gages be
installed in Mexico? .

3.2 How often will the water be sampled for pollutants and where?

3.3 Will this provide adequate indicators and warning time, based on known pollutant levels in
the New River, for people to be notified and sluice gated be closed to prevent ruining
valuable crops?

3.4 How much will each of the contaminants be removed by the water treatment processes
associated with generation?

3.5 Will all treated water be prevented from entering the water table or the New River?
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3.6 What would be the long-term impacts of the water chemicals added to the electrical plant
cooling water if it entered the New River and Salton Sea?

3.7 As clean and safe water is an objective for both sides of the border, are the water treatment
plants in the US and in Mexico capable of handing and cleaning all of the known pollutants
in this river so that the effluent is not hazardous to health? Is there anyway the power plants
could contribute to cleaner water than is now present, such as operating sizable distillation
plants (at least 100,000 gallons/hour) as a mitigation measure to remove salt and other
impurities as an air cooling measure?

3.8 What are the specific details in terms of a design trade study, using objective, site-specific
numeric data (such as specification sheets) instead of the existing subjective statements on
page 2-36 needs to be completed before the DOE and BLM consider the “wet-dry” cooling
approach?

Response 0024-003

A large number of issues are raised in this multipart comment. Responses are as follows:

• Arizona’s Assured Water Supply program requires all new subdivisions in
designated areas to demonstrate that sufficient water supplies are available
for 100 years as a measure to assure long-term water supplies for residential
development. In the southern California region, a similar objective is
achieved through a program managed by a partnership among various
agencies, including the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California,
the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority, and the Southern California
Water Dialogue. These agencies work collaboratively on a variety of
programs to produce reliable drinking water supplies that meet or exceed
state and federal standards. Programs include groundwater management,
urban water conservation and recycling, water transfers, desalinization, and
treatment technologies research (e.g., ultraviolet light disinfection).

• Because the New River and the Salton Sea are not used to supply drinking
water, sustainability of their water quantity is not a water supply concern. The
quantity and quality of water impacted by operation of the power plants are
discussed in Section 4.2.

• Effluent from the power plants ultimately enters the New River close to the
location of the Calexico monitoring station. The U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) operates and maintains this gage and the corresponding gage at
Westmorland. Changes in flow and water quality at these gages as a result of
plant operations are discussed in Section 4.2. The USGS performs sampling at
the Calexico and Westmorland gages. There are no known changes in
sampling frequency or locations.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-166 December 2004

• The agencies have revised and expanded the discussion of wet-dry cooling
and zero-discharge cooling in Section 2.3 of the EIS. Additional details on the
wet-dry scenario are discussed in the response to Key Issue 6.

• Water monitoring in Mexico is outside the jurisdictions of the U.S. agencies
preparing this EIS. However, because discharge from the plants ultimately
enters the New River near the location of the Calexico gage, additional gages
in Mexico would not aid in monitoring project impacts. Power plant
operations would not affect New River water quality in a manner that could
necessitate warnings to the public or dosing of sluice gates.

• Discharges from the power plants decrease concentrations of all of the
contaminants of concern except TDS and selenium. Other contaminants in the
New River (e.g., pesticides and volatile organics) have no additional input
from the power plants.

• EIS Section 4.2.4 presents tables listing the quantities of contaminants of
concern for the power plants that would be either reduced or increased by
power plant operations.

• All water released from the power plants would enter the New River after
moving through a system of channels. Because the New River is a gaining
stream (i.e., it gains flow as it moves downstream due to additional point
sources and diffuse groundwater flow), little water would enter the
groundwater system.

• Almost all of the chemicals (e.g., lime) added to the water during treatment
for the power plants are removed by precipitation and hauled off as sludge.
No long-term impacts are anticipated.

• As discussed in the EIS, operation of the power plants would remove large
quantities of objectionable material from water withdrawn from either the
Zaragoza Oxidation Lagoons or their inlet. Concentrations of TDS and
selenium would increase because of water consumption. The EIS has been
revised to include additional discussion of TDS removal and the potential
impacts of a zero-liquid discharge system (see Appendix K of the FEIS).

Comment 0024-004

Issue Four – Mitigation

The mitigation measures included in Table S-1 are rather weak in ensuring a safe, healthy and
sustainable environment for people and living things on both sides of the border.
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This leads to the following questions:

4.1 Can additional air quality monitoring stations be included so that the west and northwest of
the transmission line and power plants be adequately monitored?

4.2 Can the US and Mexican air quality monitoring stations be networked so that real time air
quality monitoring can be assessed on both sides of the border?

4.3 Can a co-generation distillation plant, of at least 100,000 gallons per hour, be included with
the generators to remove harmful pollutants and salt from the New River? Could this be
increased to 1,000,000 gallons of potable water per hour?

4.4 Can only “dry” coolers (and any cogeneration options) be installed with the generators?

4.5 Can air quality monitors be installed, as a system, to monitor all air pollutants to ensure
continual compliance with air quality standards?

4.6 Can additional water monitoring stations be installed, including ones in Mexico, along the
New River to continuously determine the safety of water?

4.7 Does the mitigation plans including bi-national sharing of water and air quality data,
including real time monitoring in both countries with both countries receiving the same
data?

4.8 How will the applicant’s compliance with the mitigation measure be monitored, reported
and tracked and what will be the consequences when not complying?

4.9 What mitigation measures are included to account for the loss of one or more towers, if
destroyed by terrorist or a truck hits one and knocks it down?

Response 0024-004

The details of any mitigation program would be specified in a Mitigation Action Plan
issued after completion of the EIS. Regarding the monitoring of plant operations in
connection with mitigation alternatives, please see the response to Key Issue 3. With
respect to including a cogeneration distillation plant in the options studied, such
proposals would be considered during the scoping of alternatives. This proposal, it
appears, would not have been considered a reasonable option warranting analysis in the
EIS had it been raised in scoping. Regarding questions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.5, please see
Response 0024-002, which refers also to Key Issue 1. Regarding questions 4.4 and 4.6,
please see the response to Comment 0024-003. Regarding the loss of transmission line
towers, Section 1.3.1.2, “Issues outside the Scope of the EIS,” explains that planning for
emergency outages would be handled by local public safety officials. DOE will perform
an electric reliability study outside the NEPA process to assess the impacts of a sudden
loss of power from downed transmission lines.
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Comment 0024-005

Issue Five - Need for an Environmental Impact Statement.

A completely compliant EIS will include a bi-national Cumulative Effects Analysis, which DOE
has stated is not required. Under Issue 1 above, a suggested approach was suggested.

Response 0024-005

Regarding analyzing impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1 in
Section 3 of this volume.

Comment 0024-006

Issue Six - Other Permitting Requirements

The transmission line will cross the Pinto Wash, Figure 3.2-21 “FEMA 100-Year Floodplain of
Pinto Wash” (page 3-33). In Table 9-1, “Federal Environmental Statutes, Regulations and Order”
(page 9-3), indicates the Floodplain Management (EO 11988) reporting is required.

This leads to the following questions:

6.1 Has this transmission system been determined by the US Army Corps of Engineers to be
“critical facility” and if so, then will the floodplain requirements be changed to “500-year”
instead of the “100-year” requirements in section 3.2?

6.2 Will a Section 404 report be required?

6.3 Will a biological assessment and biological opinion be required for this project for the
19 species listed in 3.4:4, “Special Status Species”?

Response 0024-006

The transmission system crossing the Pinto Wash has not been determined by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to be a critical facility. A Section 404 report will not be
required since the project affects less than an acre of jurisdictional waters; instead, it is
covered by Nationwide Permit No. 12.

An analysis of potential impacts to listed species is required only for Federal-listed
threatened and endangered species that a project may affect. Not all of the species
discussed in Section 3.4.4 have this status. The agencies (in informal consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) performed an analysis of potential impacts
to all special status species; the findings are presented in Section 4.4.7. No need for a
separate biological assessment has been identified.
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Comment 0024-007

Issue Seven — Emergency Response Measures.

The risk of sabotage to these transmission lines is real and a possible threat to the distant users
with minimal local personnel. In 1.3.2, “Issues outside the Scope of the EIS (page 1-11) and in
Appendix B, 2.2.9, “Homeland Security” (page 7), the EIS response was the “homeland security
issues is beyond the scope of the EIS.” Specific response plans, which are probably company
private, are not necessary for the responses to the below questions (the had actor, a terrorist or
truck isn’t the key concern). The last question is to confirm that the Border Patrol has reviewed
this project, and not their response.

This leads to the following questions:

7.1 What are the impacts to the users of each of these two transmission line systems if one or
more towers was disabled (knocked down) by a terrorist or even a truck hitting it?

7.2 How many days would it take to replace a down tower and what alternatives would exist
for such a situation?

7.3 Would the two applicant’s responses be different if such an incident occurred on either side
of the border, and if so, what impacts [will] that have on restoration time?

7.4 Has the U.S. Border Patrol been involved in the review of the DEIS?

Response 0024-007

Please see the response to Comment 0024-004.

Comment 0024-008

Issue Eight — System Capabilities.

This issue appears to be closed, as all transmission lines appear to be initially constructed as
double-circuits and a second environmental review will not be necessary in future years.

Response 0024-008

Comment noted.

Comment 0024-009

Issue Nine —National Gas and Transmission Line Impacts.

In S.4.2, ‘“Issues outside the Scope of the EIS” (page S-24), in 1.3.2, “Issues Outside the Scope
of the EIS” (page 1-12) and in Appendix B 2.2.1, “National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Process/Decision-Making,” (page 3) all state that the nearest natural gasline is more than
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50 miles away. The concern was with natural gaslines in Mexico and the criteria of the Gas
Technology Institute (GTI) Report 105 concerning minimum separate between electrical and
natural gas transmission lines.

The Federal Director of the Office of Pipeline Safety told me that the National Academy of
Science was assessing the complex soil resistance (ohms) or conductivity, pipe corrosion,
various active and passive cathodic protection schemes, voltage and current at various distances
above ground, transmission tower earth-grounding in various soils (desert or dry environments
have poorest grounding), and several additional factors to prevent unwanted interactions between
gaslines and electrical transmission line systems.

The interactive impacts of passive or active cathodic protection systems, electrostatic discharges
and electromagnetic effects should not cause premature failure of the gasline, sparks from
vehicles passing under the lines, or induced current traveling through the gasline to unsuspecting
users, such as when one turns on a stove to receive a serious shock or to cause an air-natural gas
mixture that a spark sets of a significant fuel-explosive. The answer is complex.
The Baja Norte Pipeline and two 230 kV lines appear to run in parallel, where most long-term
corrosion damage to the pipelines may occur.

This leads to the following questions:

9.1 Are all the transmission lines at the appropriate safe distance from natural gasline,
including those in Mexico, so that various interactions are insignificant?

Response 0024-009

Regarding the issue of line siting in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.
Transmission lines in the United States would be a safe distance from the natural gas
lines.

COMMENTOR 0025:   Kenneth M. Smokoska, Air Quality Committee Chair
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter

Comment 0025-001

We find the draft has significant deficiencies with regard to the alternatives proposed. The air
quality in Imperial County is non-compliant with the Clean Air Act provisions. We feel the
cumulative effects of power plants and transmission lines in Imperial County cannot be offset.
How do you put a value on the anticipated deaths due to the worsening air quality if these power
plants come online? They should never have been built without a proper environmental impact
report, including CEQA provisions and cumulative impacts of the power plants in the region,
LNG importation and expansion of transmission lines.
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Response 0025-001

The power plants in Mexico were permitted by Mexico authorities after the required
environmental studies were performed. Appendix J has been added to the EIS, which
summarizes the permitting of the power plants in Mexico.

The purpose of the current NEPA review is to objectively examine issues like those
alluded to in the comment, including alternatives, health, cumulative impacts
(encompassing power plants in the region of influence), etc. These topic areas can be
found within the EIS.

Comment 0025-002

We propose an economic study be included to compare a solar manufacturing plant versus a
natural gas power plant. This study to include air quality, cost benefit analysis, economic impacts
and totals life cycle evaluation of solar generated. If the citizens of Imperial County have to
endure electricity generation in their county, then a proper economic analysis needs to be
performed.

Response 0025-002

The scope of the EIS was determined during the public scoping period, which closed on
December 1, 2003. Public scoping is summarized in Section 1.3 of the EIS. Alternative
power generation was not identified for analysis in the EIS. This is a reasonable
limitation of the scope of the study since power generation is not the proposed action.
Rather the power plants in Mexico are included as connected actions to the construction
of the electrical transmission lines. Thus, the EIS examines a set of reasonable options
for the existing power plants.

Comment 0025-003

...we find the following incorrect analysis of basic sciences performed by the consultants:

1. Improper AQ analysis by DOE leads DOE to conclusion that PM10 and NOx emission offsets
are not necessary for the power plant emissions.

2. Proper AQ analysis confirms that emission offsets is necessary.

Response 0025-003

Regarding the air quality analysis in the EIS, please see the response to Issue 2.

Comment 0025-004

...we find the following incorrect analysis of basic sciences performed by the consultants:
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3. Appropriate AQ mitigation: A total 733 tons of PM10 emissions and approximately 400 tons
of NOx in Imperial County and Mexicali must be offset to account for PM10 and NOx emissions
from the Intergen (LRPC) and Sempra plants.

Response 0025-004

The commentor’s preference for mitigation of air emissions is noted. Regarding the
appropriateness of the air quality analysis in the EIS with respect to mitigation, please
see the response to Key Issue 2.

Comment 0025-005

...we find the following incorrect analysis of basic sciences performed by the consultants:

4. Diversion of low salinity water destined for New River to LRPC and TDM plants results in
evaporation of nearly 3.5 billion gallons per year of water (in power plant cooling towers) that
would otherwise reduce salinity of New River, and the discharge of nearly 1 billion gallons of
high salinity wastewater into the New River.

5. Loss of this flow in the New River will expose nearly 100 additional acres of Salton Sea
shoreline and result in up to 100 tons/yr of PM10 emissions from the exposed shoreline.

Response 0025-005

Regarding water use by the power plants, the results of the calculations presented in the
DEIS are correct. There is not sufficient information provided in the comment to
determine what part of the water use analysis is in question.

Section 4.3.4.4.4 describes a maximum theoretical exposure of Salton Sea shoreline,
based on the assumption that the power plants in Mexico operate at full capacity for
365 days a year and represent a considerable overestimate of any actual loss. As with the
previous point, it is not clear what part of the analysis is in question.

Comment 0025-006

...we find the following incorrect analysis of basic sciences performed by the consultants:

6. The New River exceeds the 4,000 mg/l TDS ceiling established for Colorado River Basin
rivers near its terminus prior to entering the Salton Sea. High salinity wastewater discharges
from LRPC and TDM plants, ranging from 4,400 to 4,800 mg/l, exacerbate New River
exceedances of the 4,000 mg/l TDS ceiling.

Response 0025-006

Regarding the impacts of the proposed projects on the 4,000-mg/L TDS water quality
objective, please see the response to Key Issue 15.
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Comment 0025-007

...we find the following incorrect analysis of basic sciences performed by the consultants:

7. Appropriate water quality mitigation: Retrofit a dry cooling system to the existing wet cooling
system at each plant. Design the parallel “wet-dry” cooling system to reduce water consumption
by 90 percent or more over the current wet cooling system. Add a zero liquid discharge system to
treat the remaining wastewater to eliminate high salinity wastewater discharge to the New River.

Response 0025-007

Parallel wet-dry cooling systems and zero-liquid discharge technologies are analyzed in
Section 2.3.1 of the FEIS.

Comment 0025-008

...we find the following incorrect analysis of basic sciences performed by the consultants:

8. Add explicit environmental conditions to the Presidential Permits for LRPC and TDM

Suggested permit conditions are:

• All PM10 and NOx emissions must be completely offset within two years of the issuance of
an approved Presidential Permit;

• The DOE will enjoin use of the transmission line(s) at any time the plants are in violation of
the air emission limits specified on p. G-3 and p. G-4 of the DEIS;

• Air monitoring data will routinely/continuously be provided to Imperial County APCD
authorities by LRPC and TDM;

• Averaging time for all air pollutants is 3 hours;

• Consumptive water use is limited to 717 acre-ft/yr at LRPC and 350 acre-ft/yr at TDM;

• Data from an approved flow monitor must be routinely provided to the Regional Board to
verify water consumption;

• Discharge of wastewater to the New River that has not been treated for salinity removal is
prohibited.

Response 0025-008

Regarding the inclusion of mitigation conditions in the Presidential permits, please see
the response to Key Issue 3.
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Comment 0025-009

We would like to work with the Department of Energy to perform an economic study of the
benefits of solar generation of electricity versus natural gas generated electricity. We feel serious
consideration should be given for denying an operating permit. If a permit is issued significant
offsets should be provided to Imperial County with community input as to how this should be
accomplished. This will help lead to reducing our dependence on foreign oil and provide clean
renewable energy for generations to come.

Response 0025-009

With regard to a study of solar generation as an alternative to the natural-gas-fired
power plants analyzed in the EIS, because the power plants are analyzed as connected
actions rather than the action itself (i.e., construction of transmission lines), alternatives
affecting power plants and the generation of power are confined to a set of reasonable
options for the existing plants. Alternative power sources are considered beyond the
scope of the EIS. Please see also the response to Comment 0025-002.

COMMENTOR 0026: Mark Doyle

Comment 0026-001

First, I am outraged that this project was approved and constructed before a DEIS was issued,
much less reviewed. Such a backwards process is not permissible. Any major projects must be
carefully reviewed for environmental impacts prior to construction. The local desert ecology is
extremely sensitive. If those charged with its protection fail in their duties, none of it will
survive. Additionally, this region is rich in Native American cultural sites, which also require
protection from major.

Response 0026-001

A NEPA environmental assessment (EA) of the proposed transmission lines was prepared
and approved, and a FONSI made prior to construction of the transmission lines
(DOE 2001). The EA and FONSI were challenged in court prior to construction. After
the transmission lines were built and had started operations, the court ruled that the EA
was inadequate in some aspects and ordered further analysis, resulting in a decision by
DOE to perform an EIS (refer to Section 1.1.1). The court allowed the lines to continue to
operate while the analysis was being completed. Desert ecology and cultural resources
are described in Sections 3.4 and 3.5, respectively, and the impacts of the projects in
these resources are presented in Sections 4.4 and 4.5, respectively.
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Comment 0026-002

Second, I believe that fact that the transmission lines have already been built does not preclude
the implementation of a number of measures to reduce their impact. I strenuously urge the
following:

1.  Upgrade emission controls: The proximity to the United States of the power generation
sources connected to these lines means that the emission from these sources will affect the air
quality in adjacent US areas. The obvious target of the output of these plants is the Southern
California market. Taken together, these make the project equivalent to any new US power plant
project. In my view this requires that the strictest current emission standards be applied. I call on
you to make the license to operate these transmission lines conditional on the installation and
maintenance of the equipment meeting highest emission standards listed in the DEIS.

Response 0026-002

Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses the impacts on air. Regarding conditioning the
Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

Comment 0026-003

... I believe that fact that the transmission lines have already been built does not preclude the
implementation of a number of measures to reduce their impact. I strenuously urge the
following:…

2. Cooling technology: I urge the use of dry or wet-dry cooling technology to reduce impacts on
the stressed water supply in the area. According to experts in the field, the efficiency penalty for
using these cooling technologies is a fraction of that stated in the DEIS.

Response 0026-003

Regarding the efficiency penalty for dry cooling, the cited 10 to 15% penalty on the steam
cycle is an established industry value at high ambient temperatures, which exist in the
study area. Overall plant efficiency would be less affected, since the steam turbine
produces roughly one-third of total plant output. Thus, the penalty would be 3 to 5%
overall, as now clarified in Section 2.3.2 of the FEIS.

Comment 0026-004

...I believe that fact that the transmission lines have already been built does not preclude the
implementation of a number of measures to reduce their impact. I strenuously urge the
following:…

3. FTHL management plan: The Flat Horned Lizard, a soon to be listed endangered species, is
native to the region. I call on DOE to require mitigation measures commiserate (sic) with the
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sensitivity of this rare specie, and to encourage BLM to develop a true management plan to deal
with this problem.

Response 0026-004

The USFWS withdrew a proposed rule to list the species as threatened in early 2003
(see Section 3.4.4.6 of the EIS). Mitigation measures for the flat-tailed horned lizard are
identified in Section 2.2.1.4.1 of the EIS and are fully consistent with mitigation measures
identified in the Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy, 2003
Revision (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee 2003).

Preparation of a Mitigation Action Plan specifically for the flat-tailed horned lizard is
beyond the scope of the NEPA process for this EIS.

COMMENTOR 0027: Carole Levenson

Comment 0027-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies significant air and
water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not reach a sufficient
level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores
the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in
Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and
conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.
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Response 0027-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0028: Martin Pleasant

Comment 0028-001

I believe it is important that energy producers outside the United States meet our environmental
standards. Please make sure the environment is fully protected.

Response 0028-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority. The
EIS evaluates the impacts in the United States of the power plants as they are currently
operated. Please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0029: Campaign letter

Comment 0029-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of
their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits
on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexican border already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.
Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the
border.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concludes that
these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of
4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these effects further
demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of the U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
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important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0029-001

Comment noted. Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0030: Campaign letter

Comment 0030-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to make additional profits in the U.S. at the expense of the public health and
the environment. The majority of California residents, along with Greenpeace, are demanding
clean renewable resources, but multinational corporations are pressuring both States to invest in
foreign liquid natural gas that could fuel an explosion of dirty power plants on the border.
Instead, the U.S. and Mexican governments should be working to bring clean renewable energy
to Mexico and the California.

The residents of the California and Mexico border deserve clean renewable energy sources.
These populations suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of water. Imperial County, California
has by far the highest childhood asthma rates in the State. Pulmonary sickness rates are also
elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County. The county is a Federal
non-attainment area for PM10 and ozone. Air monitoring data available for Mexicali show the
city’s air quality is at least as bad as conditions in Imperial County. DOE’s failure to insist on
emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and PM10 emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power
Complex (LRPC) and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali (TDM), threatens the health and
well being of communities on both sides of the border. Adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures must be included in the final EIS to effectively address the air and water quality
impacts caused by the LRPC and TDM power plants.

The recent scandal involving Intergen’s misrepresentation of its environmental practices
indicates that Presidential Permits should not be granted. Intergen displayed its complete
disregard for the pollution control commitments made to the DOE by failing to install advanced
smog controls on one of its two export units at the time of commercial startup (June 2003). When
local communities discovered Intergen’s failure, the result was a two month forced shutdown of
the unit, which ended only when the appropriate pollution control system was installed. The
uncontrolled unit generated hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what the DOE estimated when
initially granting a Presidential Permit that allowed Intergen to transmit power to the U.S. While
the situation has now been corrected, the damages done while the plant was operating without
meeting environmental standards are reprehensible. The lack of accountability in the current
Presidential Permit process must be addressed and corrected.
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Response 0030-001

Regarding the power plants in Mexico that would use the proposed transmission lines,
these plants are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority. Please see the response
to Key Issue 1. These plants are fueled by an existing natural gas pipeline and are
regarded as relatively clean providers of power, not as “dirty power plants.” All export
gas turbines employ low-NOx burners and SCR controls for NOx emissions. The TDM
turbines also have catalytic oxidizers to further control CO and VOC.

The high incidence of asthma in the region noted in the comment is acknowledged in
Section 4.11 of the EIS. The maximum potential increase in asthma hospitalizations in
Imperial County resulting from PM10 emissions from the power plants is estimated to be
two to three cases per year, as now noted in Section 4.11.4.2 of the FEIS. Actual
increases would be a fraction of this. Please see the response to Key Issue 13.

Regarding the analysis of mitigation measures, Section 2.4.1 of the FEIS includes
additional information on water mitigation opportunities in Imperial County, consistent
with what is already being practiced or recommended by local water authorities. In
addition, Section 2.4.2 now includes additional information on costs of identified air
mitigation opportunities.

Regarding accountability in the current Presidential permit process, this EIS has been
prepared in part to increase the opportunities for public participation in the decision
process, as noted in Section 1.1.1 of the EIS.

Comment 0030-002

The two power projects should be retrofitted to parallel wet-dry cooling systems. This would
greatly reduce the amount of water used by the plants while maintaining full power generating
capacity on hot days. The parallel cooling option would also restore most of the river’s flow to
the Salton Sea and minimize PM10 emissions from exposed shoreline. The New River that is
affected by this salinity is crucial because it flows northward from Mexicali to the Sonny Bono
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County. The Salton Sea suffers from ever
increasing salinity and decreased volume, which exposes the shoreline to wind erosion. These
harms jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West.

The salinity problem is exacerbated by the plants’ practice of dumping high salinity wastewater
directly into the New River. A prohibition on the dumping of high salinity wastewater into the
New River would effectively address the dangerous changes in the salinity levels of the New
River and the Salton Sea.

Response 0030-002

Regarding the impacts of plant wastewater discharges on the salinity of the New River, a
revised analysis of the impacts of the installation of wet-dry cooling as compared to the
proposed action appears in Section 4.2.5.2 of the FEIS. As noted in Section 4.2.4,
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operation of the two power plants with wet cooling under the proposed action would
increase the salinity of the Salton Sea by only 0.14% (Table 4.2-7) and reduce its surface
area by 0.04% or 97 acres (39 ha) (Table 4.2.6). These changes would not impact bird
populations at the Salton Sea, as noted in Section 4.4.3.4 of the EIS, while reduced
phosphorus loads from water treatment at the power plants would have a slight
beneficial effect.

Comment 0030-003

Secretary Abraham, as the head of the Department of Energy, you should not place the economic
interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS that effectively address the air and water quality impacts
caused by the power plants. I also urge you to work together with the Mexican and California
governments to bring clean renewable energy solutions to the region. Renewable energy like
wind and solar will solve the air and water problems that plague the area and help solve our
looming global warming crisis.

Response 0030-003

Regarding mitigation measures discussed in the FEIS, please see the response to
Comment 0030-001.

COMMENTOR 0031: Kent Wooldridge

Comment 0031-001

I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition
any permits on mitigation. It is clearly pointless to have clean air standards if they can be
circumvented by positioning plants near the border and then selling the power they produce
across the border.

Response 0031-001

Regarding conditioning the Presidential Permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0032: Gary Brazel

Comment 0032-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
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power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Response 0032-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

COMMENTOR 0033: Stacy L. Ozesmi

Comment 0033-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0033-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

COMMENTOR 0034: Ron Richards

Comment 0034-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the air and water
impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any
permits on mitigation.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these impacts, while
at the same time concluding that these impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to
require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River
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Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion
of these impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Response 0034-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0035: Casey Roth

Comment 0035-001

As a concerned citizen and compassionate human being, I am horrified at U.S. power plant
developers taking advantage of less stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of
public health and the environment.

I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any
permits on mitigation.

Response 0035-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0036: Merril Cousin

Comment 0036-001

I am writing to insist that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and
Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and
that DOE condition any permits on mitigation. I am very concerned that U.S. power plant
developers are taking advantage of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at
the expense of public health and the environment.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts. Yet it concludes that these problems do
not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air
quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling for salinity, and
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ignores other environmental impacts in Mexico. Inclusion of these effects further demonstrates
the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0036-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0037: B. Todd Shirley

Comment 0037-001

It has come to my attention that two U.S. power plant developers (Sempra Energy and Intergen)
are seeking permits to send electricity generated at plants in Mexico near its border with the U.S.
into the United States. I also understand that these plants do not currently meet environmental
standards imposed by the U.S. for its power plants. As granting them permits to distribute energy
in the U.S. would likely encourage other such operations, to the detriment of surrounding areas’
states of personal and environmental health, I encourage you to not to grant these plants permits
to distribute their power in the U.S. unless they can meet the standards that we require of our
own power plants.

Response 0037-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority to meet
Mexico standards. Please see the response to Key Issue 1. The impacts in the
United States from the operation of the plants as analyzed in this EIS will be considered
in the decision to grant Presidential permits.

COMMENTOR 0038: Christine Powell

Comment 0038-001

I learned about U.S. power plant developers attempting to take advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico during the NEPA process. It is very important the full NEPA
process not be averted, shortened or avoided. That is your responsibility as a government worker
and a US citizen.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-184 December 2004

The current NEPA regulation requires that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of
their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits
on mitigation.

That process must take into account the emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concludes that
these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation.

Response 0038-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

COMMENTOR 0039: Maureen Lattimore

Comment 0039-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality
regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and
ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for
impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two

Response 0039-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.
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COMMENTOR 0040: John Fowler

Comment 0040-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up
in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially
granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to
adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

Response 0040-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0040-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West.

Response 0040-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

Comment 0040-003

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons/yr of additional
particulate matter. The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies
these and other significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
impacts do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies
U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l
salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the
need for impact mitigation and conditional permitting.
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DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Response 0040-003

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-003 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0041: Karen Gayda

Comment 0041-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

I live in San Diego County and I have a beach home in Rosarito. I see the effects of the complete
disregard for the environment by the Mexican people and the by Mexican government on a daily
basis. Allowing expansion of already unmitigated environmental damage is reprehensible.
Moreover, these plants are not a necessity.

Greater demand for power in the Southwest is due to unrestrained growth because of local
government’s lack of desire constrain housing development because it generates tax revenue.
These local officials neither have the capacity or the desire to consider the far reaching
environmental effects and the lack of infrastructure to support the excessive population growth
that these developments create.

Providing dirty power only exacerbates the problem. It’s like the rich drug dealer providing
greater quantities of heroin to drug blighted neighborhoods. The dealer’s only concern is money
and not how many lives are damaged or snuffed out.
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Response 0041-001

Regarding the request that the Presidential permits be conditioned on mitigation, please
see the response to Key Issue 3. Regarding the analyses of mitigation measures in the
FEIS, please see the response to Comment 0030-001.

COMMENTOR 0042: Robert Vanderkamp

Comment 0042-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Response 0042-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0042-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West.

Response 0042-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

Comment 0042-003

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons/yr of additional
particulate matter. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems with parallel wet-dry cooling
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would greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants while allowing the plants to generate
full power on hot days.

Response 0042-003

Please see the response to Comment 0022-003.

Comment 0042-004

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Response 0042-004

Please see the response to Comment 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0043: Rudy Kelling

Comment 0043-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June
2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate
mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-189 December 2004

Response 0043-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0043-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Response 0043-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

Comment 0043-003

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two

Response 0043-003

Regarding impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1. Regarding the
inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the response to
Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0044: Jason Ball

Comment 0044-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.

I ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any
permits on mitigation.
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Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.

Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the
border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in
June 2003.

Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted Intergen a
permit were therefore released.

This incident proves that, in addition to adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring,
reporting, and enforcement provisions in the presidential permits are vital.

Response 0044-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0044-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Response 0044-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

COMMENTOR 0045: Barbara Chally

Comment 0045-001

Ms. Russell, have you ever been to Imperial Valley? I have, and I write to ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on this
mitigation.
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Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less
stringent standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.

Response 0045-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0045-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California, which suffers from increasing salinity
that may jeopardize one of the most important migratory bird habitats in the West. Processing
wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity prior to discharge into the river would effectively
address a pollutant of concern for the river and the sea.

Response 0045-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

Comment 0045-003

I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by these
two power plants. DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead
of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants.

Response 0045-003

Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3. Regarding impacts in Mexico, please see the response to
Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0046: William E. Fraser

Comment 0046-001

Please require Sempra Energy and Intergen to meet US air quality standards before allowing
them to build power plants along the U.S. - Mexico Border.
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In my opinion, It is vital that we not export our pollution trouble to other countries. However,
even if that is beyond the DOE mandate, we must make certain that we don’t allow companies to
use international borders to evade their responsibilities to U.S. citizens.

Response 0046-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority. Please
see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0047: Mac Downing

Comment 0047-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. Communities
along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial
County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.

Response 0047-001

The commentor’s concerns are noted. The high asthma rate in Imperial County is noted
in the EIS.

COMMENTOR 0048: Barbara Francisco

Comment 0048-001

Please do not grant permits to allow U.S. energy companies to transmit power from two power
plants in Mexico that emit polluting particles into the air and dump high-saline wastewater into
the New River.

Please see that the power plants meet U.S. environmental standards.

Response 0048-001

The impacts in the United States from the operation of the power plants in Mexico as
analyzed in this EIS will be considered in the decision to grant Presidential permits for
the transmission lines.
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COMMENTOR 0049: Marilyn Burdick

Comment 0049-001

Please say NO to dirty power.

Response 0049-001

Comment noted.

COMMENTOR 0050: Thomas Matthews

Comment 0050-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico. This move is profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I
ask that the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts
of their power plants before granting presidential permits. The DOE should condition the
granting of any permits on mitigation.

My reasons for this request are:

- Public health (both in the U.S. and Mexico. Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer
from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest
childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city
of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in Mexico.

- The environment. The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from
the New River to evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny
Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea
suffers from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most
important migratory bird habitats in the West.

Response 0050-001

Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits, please see the response to
Comment 0022-001. Regarding decreased flow and increased salinity in the New River,
please see the response to Comment 0022-002. Regarding health impacts of power plant
operations, please see Key Issue 13.

Comment 0050-002

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts. Unfortunately, the DOE wrongly concludes that these impacts
are not significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores
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the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in
Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and
conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public and
the need to protect the New River. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and
water quality impacts caused by these.

Response 0050-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0051: Sandy van Calcar

Comment 0051-001

I am writing to comment on the DOE plan to provide a waiver of environmental standards to
Intergen and Sempra energy plants located in Mexico. I am HIGHLY OPPOSED to this plan.
Environmental regulations are necessary to protect the health of US citizens. Just because these
plants decide to move to Mexico does not exempt them from these regulations. The pollutants
from these plants will affect US citizens, particularly in southern California (not to mention the
many Mexican citizens living near the plants). Someone has to draw the line with companies
who move to Mexico to avoid US regulations. In my opinion, US plants should follow US
regulations, no matter where they are located.

Response 0051-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority. Please
see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0052: Sarah F. Vines

Comment 0052-001

I’m extremely concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition
any permits on mitigation.

The DOE needs to put public health and environmental safety first, before economic interest.
Please ensure that the air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS are stringent
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enough to both safeguard the public health of both USA and Mexican citizens as well as
protecting the Salton Sea and the New River.

Response 0052-001

Regarding the request that the Presidential permits be conditioned on mitigation, please
see the response to Issue 3. Additional information has been added to the discussion of
air and water mitigation opportunities in Section 2.4 of the FEIS.

COMMENTOR 0053: Gene Ulmer

Comment 0053-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation. Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity
of clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.
Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the
border. Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up
in June, 2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially
granted Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to
adequate mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

Response 0053-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0053-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.
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Response 0053-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

COMMENTOR 0054: Olive Wilson

Comment 0054-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June
2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate
mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

Response 0054-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0054-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons/yr of additional
particulate. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity prior to discharge into the river
would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river and the sea.
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Response 0054-002

The commentor’s concerns are noted. Regarding the decreased flow of water and
increased salinity in the New River, please see the response to Comment 0022-002.
Regarding the potential additional shoreline PM10 emissions, the EIS now concludes that
additional emissions would be less than 10 tons (9 t).

Comment 0054-003

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon.

Response 0054-003

Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0055: Matthew Wold

Comment 0055-001

U.S. power plant developers should not take advantage of lower environmental standards in
Mexico to profit at the expense of public health. The Department of Energy should require that
Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting
presidential permits, and that the DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Border communities already suffer from poor air and water quality. They already have
outrageously-high lung disease and asthma rates.

You know the facts about Intergen and their NOx emissions and about the diversion of water
from the Salton Sea.

You must formulate adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in
any permits.

Remember, many McCain/Perot voters like myself consider environmental protection to be a
conservative issue.

Response 0055-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.
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COMMENTOR 0056: Bob Pulfer

Comment 0056-001

Please don’t honor a request by electric power companies to import power from across the
Mexican border. These companies are in violation of environmental laws and to allow them
permission will open the door to other wrongdoers.

Response 0056-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority. Please
see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0057: Brad Miller

Comment 0057-001

I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by these
two power plants.

Response 0057-001

Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0058: Cheryl McKinney

Comment 0058-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.

I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen FULLY
mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that
DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Issues include:

•  air quality: asthma and other pulmonary diseases

•  water quality: salinity issues

•  water quality: fresh water for Salton Sea Wildlife Refuge
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Response 0058-001

Air quality and water quality impacts of the proposed projects are analyzed in the EIS.
Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits on mitigation, please see the responses
to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0059: Neil Kraus

Comment 0059-001

Please do not issue any permits to U.S power companies operating across the border in Mexico
until they prove that they will meet the same high air and water quality pollution standards that
are required of US companies.

Response 0059-001

Please see the responses to Key Issue 1, which discuss the permitting and regulating of
the plants in Mexico.

COMMENTOR 0060: David E. Roy

Comment 0060-001

Fresno, CA, like Imperial, CA, has an extremely high rate of childhood asthma because of air
that is highly polluted by local sources. Because of this, I am incredulous that there is any
consideration on the part of the DOE to grant presidential permits to Sempra Energy and
Intergen without requiring them to mitigate the impact of the power plants.

I find the on-going disregard of public well-being in these kinds of decisions to be
unconscionable. Please reassure me that the DOE will help keep the health and welfare of human
beings on both sides of this national border as a higher priority than the industrial enterprises that
will benefit only a few. While we seem to need power, we do not need to have it at the
unnecessary expense of the health of innocent citizens of two nations.

Response 0060-001

Regarding requiring mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3. The health impacts in the United States of the operation of the
power plants in Mexico are analyzed in Section 4.11 of the EIS.
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COMMENTOR 0061: Marie Le Boeuf

Comment 0061-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June,
2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate
mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

Response 0061-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0061-002

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies air and water
impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not reach a sufficient level of
significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge.

I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water quality impacts caused by these
two power plants.

Response 0061-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0062: Mary Warren

Comment 0062-001

Once again U.S. power plant developers and operators are looking to exploit the less stringent air
quality standards in Mexico to line their pockets at the expense of public health and the
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environment on both sides of the border. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) must demand
that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the harmful impacts of their power plants before
granting the needed permits. Further, the DOE should condition any permits granted on
mitigation accompanied by monitoring and reporting.

People living along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. I don’t understand why their situation is to be worsened so Americans can consume
cheaper electricity.

Just think about it. If there were plans to create such power plants just over the border into
Canada to ship cheap electricity into the United States, the Canadian government would never
stand for it. And the Canadians living along the border would never stand for it. It because it’s
Mexico and Mexicans -- because they are poorer and weaker and because the health of Mexicans
doesn’t seem important to them -- that these corporations think they can get away with such an
outrage. If that isn’t exploitation at its ugliest, I don’t know what is.

Response 0062-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority.
Appendix J has been added to the FEIS, which summarizes the permitting and
environmental studies performed in Mexico. Please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0063: Teddi Curtis

Comment 0063-001

Californians have been robbed by power companies such as Enron and El Paso who were
allowed to create a power crisis and now the same DOE that allowed that wants to spread murky
air so that our many years of work to clean our air are negated. Our state laws regarding air
pollution will make it necessary for our own industries to make up the difference in clean air! If I
were running a company in California I’d be very, very angry.

Response 0063-001

Comment noted.

COMMENTOR 0064: Vanessa Pinter

Comment 0064-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
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I ask that Sempra Energy and Intergen NOT be granted presidential permits. (If so, I ask that
DOE condition any permits on excellent mitigation, considering the health and well-being of
people on both sides of the border.)

Childhood asthma in the US and Mexico is rising at an alarming rate. Clean air needs to be a
basic right, part of our right to health and dignity.

The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge.

I urge you to craft excellent air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0064-001

Regarding the request that the Presidential permits be conditioned on mitigation, please
see the response to Key Issue 3. Regarding impacts in Mexico, please see the response to
Key Issue 1. Additional discussion of water mitigation opportunities has been added to
Section 2.4.1 of the EIS. An analysis of impacts on asthma in the United States has been
added to Section 4.11.4.2.

COMMENTOR 0065: Carol S. Goodwin

Comment 0065-001

I am writing to urge the Department of Energy not to approve the presidential permits requested
by Sempra Energy and InterGen to transmit power from their plants in Mexico across the border
into California.

I believe these companies built plants in Mexico to take advantage of less stringent and less
costly air and water quality control standards, with the intention of sending the power to the
U.S. where the profit margin is higher. What benefits the economic interests of these companies
certainly does not benefit the health and well-being of residents on both sides of the border.

Giving these plants permission to transmit power to the U.S., without requiring air and water
quality mitigation, will encourage the development of other U.S. power plants in Mexico, further
endangering the public’s health and the environment. We cannot allow plants that violate
U.S. emission standards to provide power to the U.S., and to operate in a way that compromises
air and water quality in California.
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I have read that the DOE’s draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for these two power
plants identifies significant air and water impacts but, even so, concludes that these problems are
not of a high enough level to require mitigation. The DOE must develop adequate air and water
quality mitigation measures in the final Environmental Impact Statement and in any permits
resulting from the statement. How can we as a nation, in good conscience, put our disadvantaged
neighbors at risk, not to mention our own citizens?

Response 0065-001

Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3.
Additional discussion of water mitigation opportunities has been added to Section 2.4.1
of the EIS. The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico
authority. Please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0066: David Weldon

Comment 0066-001

This letter is in regards to the proposed power lines coming from the area near Mexicali Mexico
into the Imperial Valley of California. Powerful power companies such as Sempra and Baja
California Power should not be able to circumvent United States of America regulations and
standards by simply moving their power plants 3 miles into Mexico. I am a local high school
math teacher and I know that we have a much higher asthma rate in our valley and that
unchecked pollution a couple miles away will exacerbate the health conditions of our local
United States citizens. No approval or Presidential Permit of any kind should be made without
both Sempra Energy and Baja California Power having to fulfill specific items completely for the
safety, security, well-being, and Environmental Justice of the American Citizen that live in the
Imperial Valley. Any Presidential Permit should contain regulations that force the power plants
that are 3 miles just south of our boarder to operate at United States standards with regard to all
pollution, mitigation offsets, and environmental impacts. If any power plant generating power
into the United States is not operating at United States Pollution control standards then the
power line coming into the United States should be disconnected immediately. California
and surrounding areas need power we just don’t need power companies that operate power
generating facilities without any pollution controls dumping hugh amounts of pollution into the
local air of the Imperial Valley, which by the way is already occurring at a plant we are
talking about. It is clear that these companies will generate power without proper pollution
controls due to the fact that they all ready are! The pollution from these power plants comes
directly into our US air space due to the typography of our bowl shaped valley. The power
companies are out to make a profit and to do so they must have electricity moving over their
generating lines. DOE and the Presidential Permit should also contain a comprehensive
monitoring plan of the Imperial Valley air and water qualities. The power Companies should also
invest in the Imperial Valleys projects to offset the pollution from the plants “note: the US
standards of pollution”. Additional, DOE should insist that the power plants add dry cooling
systems to control the negative impact that the New River and Salton Sea.
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If the items mention above are not implemented then it will be almost impossible for individual
local United States Citizens, city, county and state governments to have legal redress from these
companies when they: 1) pollute the Imperial Valley’s air above United States Standards,
2) cause negative impacts on the health and welfare of the United States Citizens that live in this
area, and 3)

Every issue comes down to some simple truths: 1) we need the power and we understand we will
have extra pollution because of it but not at the unchecked, unenforceable levels that they will be
able to operate at in Mexico, 2) the main difference between Mexico's legal system and our own
is that ours places a much higher emphasis on individual rights which will be eliminated without
proper regulation by the DOE, legislative bodies, and included in the proposed Presidential
Permit, 3) I can keep my 1 year old son Steve, who has received breathing treatments, out of the
New River “the most polluted dangerous water way in America” but I can’t stop the pollution
from those plants from entering his lungs.

You need to ask the question, “Why would these profit driven power companies not put their
power plants 3 miles north on United States soil?”. The answer is clearly to avoid US standards
and regulations. Please do not let this happen. The tenth amendment to the United States of
America reads: “The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the states respectively, or to the people.” No law,
regulation or lack of, Presidential Permit or lack of restriction there in should take away our
Constitutional power of self-representation and legal redress to unregulated pollution that we had
control over in the issuing/permit process. We can’t tell Mexico or other similar big
multinational companies how to act, just take a swim in the new River to figure that out but we
can control our borders and preserve our nations individuals, cities, counties, and states rights.

Response 0066-001

The power plants in Mexico are permitted and regulated under Mexico authority. Please
see the response to Key Issue 1. Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the
Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3. A discussion of the impacts
of the power plants on asthma rates in Imperial County is provided in the response to
Key Issue 13. For a discussion of the wet-dry cooling option, see Sections 2.3.1 and
4.5.5.2 of the EIS. DOE and BLM will consider the impacts of the projects as analyzed in
the EIS in any decision to grant Presidential permits.

COMMENTOR 0067: Bryan Wyberg

Comment 0067-001

I am writing because I am very angry about the questionable actions being considered with
regard to the building of two power plants in Mexico to produce power for California. This is a
CLEAR CIRCUMVENTION of our nation’s air pollution laws. If the Department of Energy
should approve this proposal I feel it simply demonstrates once again how the Bush
Administration is in the pockets of Big Energy. Please do not approve this project!
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There is absolutely no way that you can present a believable case that the location of these plants
just over the border in Mexico is not designed to do an end-run around US law. These US power
plant developers are acting unethically to take advantage of less stringent standards of air and
other environmental protections in Mexico. They should not be allowed to profit in this way at
the expense of public health and the environment.

Therefore, I implore the Department of Energy to require that Sempra Energy and Intergen
mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE
condition any permits on mitigation.

All I hear about is the incredibly poor air quality of the Imperial Valley in California. The worst
air in the nation. High Asthma rates. Attempts in the news to rein in emissions, such as from the
exhaust of tractors for example. Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air
quality and scarcity of clean water.

DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions
from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens
the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border. And the
pollution emitted in Mexico simply is blown into the already horribly polluted south central
California region! It would be stupid to allow this to occur, and unconscionable for this project to
move forward with its egregious impacts on health both north as well as south of the border.

Response 0067-001

Regarding requiring mitigation as a condition of the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3. The poor air quality and high asthma rates in Imperial Valley
are noted in the EIS. Impacts of the operation of the power plants on air quality and
health are analyzed in the EIS. These impacts will be considered in the decision on the
Presidential permits for the transmission lines.

Comment 0067-002

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons/yr of additional
particulate matter. Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems with parallel wet-dry cooling
would greatly reduce consumptive water use at the plants while allowing the plants to generate
full power on hot days. The parallel wet-dry option would also restore most of the river’s flow to
the sea and minimize particulate matter. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity
prior to discharge into the river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river and
the sea.

Response 0067-002

Regarding potential additional shoreline PM10 emissions, the FEIS now concludes in
Section 4.3.4.4.4 that additional emissions would be less than 10 tons (9 t). Further
discussion of the parallel wet-dry cooling option has been added to the FEIS in
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Section 2.3.1 describing the technology in terms of a retrofit to the existing plants, and in
Section 4.2.5.2 regarding impacts to water resources as compared to wet-only cooling.

Comment 0067-003

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality
regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and
ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for
impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge.

I urge the DOE to impose adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and
in any permits based thereon. The only ethical action DOE can take is to head off this end-run
around our nation’s pollution control requirements. The DOE must effectively address the air
and water quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Response 0067-003

Please see the response to Comment 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0068: Cindy Lamberti

Comment 0068-001

Power plants built just a few miles over the Mexico-USA border for all intensive purposes may
as well be in the United States. Ozone and smoke don’t care about manmade borders between
countries. Even if you don’t care about the health of our neighbors to the south, care about
Americans who live in border towns. They deserve the same protections as if the power plant
were on our side of the border. This is a shameless move to circumvent environmental standards.
I guarantee that if the power plant executives lived in the border cities, they would be more
careful.

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the
Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.
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Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June,
2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate
mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

Response 0068-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0068-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Response 0068-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

Comment 0068-003

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality
regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and
ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for
impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-208 December 2004

Response 0068-003

Please see the response to Comment 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0069: Joan Howe

Comment 0069-001

I object to the effort by Sempra Energy and InterGen to dodge U.S. environmental regulation by
building electrical power plants in Mexico near the border and transmitting the electricity across
the border to be sold here. Air pollution has no respect for borders. Please require that Sempra
Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential
permits.

Response 0069-001

Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3.

COMMENTOR 0070: Diane Sklensky

Comment 0070-001

The environment is all one piece. There may be variations in local severity, but taking advantage
of less stringent standards in Mexico still dumps garbage into the world’s air and water. This is a
cynical and destructive practice. The Dept. of Energy should require Sempra Energy and
Intergen, who engage in this practice to send power back to the U.S. while avoiding U.S.
standards, to clean up their power plants before granting presidential permits. DOE should make
this mitigation of the impact of electricity generation a condition of any permits.

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and
Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threaten the health and well-being of highly stressed
communities on both sides of the California- Mexico border.

Transporting electricity long distances is inherently inefficient. Doing so to avoid environmental
standards is wrong. The fact that, violating the terms of its permit, Intergen failed to install
advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June, 2003 shows that
monitoring, reporting, and enforcement need to be part of the permit, in addition to planned
mitigation.

Response 0070-001

Regarding requiring mitigation, monitoring, and enforcement as conditions of the
Presidential permits, please see the response to Key Issue 3. The impacts of power plant
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emissions of NOx and PM10 on air quality and health are analyzed in the EIS in
Sections 4.3 and 4.4, respectively.

Comment 0070-002

The water used for cooling also threatens critical wildlife habitat and causes additional
particulate pollution by increasing the salinity and decreasing the volume of the Salton Sea.
Retrofitting the existing wet cooling systems with parallel wet-dry cooling would greatly reduce
consumptive water use at the plants while allowing the plants to generate full power on hot days.
The parallel wet-dry option would also restore most of the river’s flow to the sea and minimize
particulate matter. Processing wastewater to reduce or eliminate salinity prior to discharge into
the river would effectively address a pollutant of concern for the river and the sea.

Response 0070-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-003.

Comment 0070-003

These and other significant air and water impacts were identified in the draft environmental
impact statement. The conclusion that these are not sufficient to require amelioration puts the
short-term economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of public health and
environmental health.

Why doesn’t anyone ever talk about the economic interests of people who manufacture pollution
control systems?

The final EIS should include mitigation measures and require them to be monitored and
enforced, should any permits be issued.

Response 0070-003

The EIS identifies and quantifies the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on
air and water resources. As described in Sections 4.2 (water) and 4.3 (air), these impacts
are shown to be fairly minimal. Regarding the mitigation measures and conditioning
permits on enforcement, please see the response to Key Issue 3.

The economic impacts on pollution control system manufacturers would take place
outside the geographic region of the proposed action and thus are outside the scope of
the EIS.
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COMMENTOR 0071: Jan Saecker

Comment 0071-001

Please do what you can personally to block the use of dirty power plants in Mexico so that
energy companies can circumvent environmental regulations in the United States.

Even Mr. Bush may comprehend that air pollution has no high wall confining the damage to its
source. Texans breathe the worst of this nation’s air, but we all share in some of the Texas
toxins, since air pollution is never confined to a single area. In fact, the bulk of all ambient
industrial pollution finds its way to the polar regions, endangering indigenous populations. To a
lesser extent, the temperate zones play host to pollution generated in warmer climates.

We need your help in passing the buck and the filth to Mexico. Such a policy would help no one.

Response 0071-001

Comment noted.

COMMENTOR 0072: Ernest Dain

Comment 0072-001

Please do not set a destructive precedent by allowing U.S. based energy-producing companies to
bypass important restrictions that ensure the health and welfare of our and Mexico’s citizens and
transmit energy from higher polluting installations across the border into America. This would
not be healthy for America or Mexico. It is important to maintain environmental safeguards to
protect people and wildlife as much as possible. What kind of world are we leaving for the
future? You have a role in the answer to that question!

Response 0072-001

Please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0073: Charlene Mayne Woodcock

Comment 0073-001

At a time when all responsible people on our planet should be working to reduce the burning of
fossil fuels in order to slow climate change and global warming, U.S. power plant developers
have gone across the border into Mexico to build plants to supply the U.S. energy market--a
grossly irresponsible ploy to escape U.S. air pollution regulations.
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I ask that the DOE not grant Intergen and Sempra Energy the right to sell energy in the U.S. if
they pollute the air on the Mexico side of the border. Obviously the border will not protect
U.S. citizens from the asthma, heart disease and other consequences of breathing foul air from
power plant smokestacks.

The DOE’s failure to require emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions
from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens
the health of communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE’s responsibility is to the U.S. public, not to profits for energy providers. Please
recognize this responsibility and protect our interests as you frame the final EIS for these power
plants.

Response 0073-001

Please see the response to Key Issue 3, which discusses conditioning the Presidential
permits. Please see the response to Key Issue 13 concerning the potential health impacts
in the United States of the power plant emissions.

COMMENTOR 0074: Rick Drayton

Comment 0074-001

After living in Taxco Gurerrero for some 30 odd years I have a very real understanding of the
environmental sacrifices that Mexico is willing to make for a piece of the American pie. The
uneducated character of the majority of the Mexican populace is the target of this fleecing of the
American public. I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers attempting to make a
killing by selling electricity that the US consumer is paying top dollar for and expects to be
environmental friendly only to find out that these companies have struck a deal with Mexico to
produce electricity with 1950 technology that emits enormous quantities of pollution. Maybe not
on paper but in practice it will. With constant monitoring it can be controlled. It is true that the
paper deals that the US companies have made are impressive. If these were backed by a legal
system that prosecutes more than 2 percent of the street crime that occurs within its borders it
would be encouraging. Mexico does not have environmental laws that are enforceable.
Unfortunely we can’t enforce our own laws in our own country. The US corporations have
teamed with front companies set up across the border for three distinct reasons. One: To
fraudently sell electricity to unsuspecting US consumers who expect and assume that their
electricity conform to the environmental standards that they have demanded from their
congressional representatives. Two: To cut costs by half by scrimping on environmental
protections and employing Mexican labor who have no union and make one forth of their
American counterpart. The horrible conditions just across the border attest to the total social
failure of trying to set up manufacturing opporations across the border without a significant
investment in Housing, WATER,WATER,WATER. I ask that the Department of Energy require
that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants before granting
presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.
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Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in
June 2003.

Response 0074-001

Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits on mitigation, please see the response to
Key Issue 3. Regarding the permitting and regulating of the power plants in Mexico,
please see the response to Key Issue 1.

Comment 0074-002

The Salton Sea suffers from increasing salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of
the most important migratory bird habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per
year of water are evaporated by the power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s
salinity problem and increase flow in the New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high
salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons per year of additional
particulate matter.

Response 0074-002

Regarding the increased salinity of the Salton Sea and the decreased flow of the New
River, please see the response to Comment 0022-002. Regarding the potential additional
shoreline PM10 emissions, the EIS now estimates that additional emissions would be less
than 10 tons/yr (9 t/yr).

Comment 0074-003

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient interest to require mitigation in the United States and ignores impacts in
Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for impact mitigation and
conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.
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Response 0074-003

Regarding the inclusion of mitigation measures in the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Issue 3. Regarding impacts in Mexico, please see the response to Key Issue 1.
Regarding the mitigation of health impacts, please see the response to Key Issue 13.

COMMENTOR 0075: Alexandra Lamb

Comment 0075-001

I urge the Department of Energy (DOE) not to grant the proposed presidential permits for the
construction of transmission lines connecting to two Mexican power plants unless Baja
California Power, Inc. (InterGen) and Sempra Energy Resources (Sempra) meet all federal
environmental laws.

As a resident of southern California and frequent visitor to the Salton Sea to bird watch, I am
extremely concerned that the Mexican power plants, La Rosita Power Project and Termoeléctrica
de Mexicali, violate U.S. air emissions standards and threaten the health of the New River and
Salton Sea ecosystems.

The Draft EIS fails to require adequate air quality mitigation measures such as emission offsets
for nitrogen oxide and particulates, without which the power plants will exacerbate already poor
air quality in the Imperial Valley basin and threaten public health on both sides of the border. It
also fails to require adequate monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions that are
necessary in light of InterGen’s previous release of hundreds of tons of excess nitrogen oxide in
June, 2003.

Response 0075-001

The power plants in Mexico are not subject to U.S. environmental laws. Please see the
response to Key Issue 1. Analysis in Section 4.4.4 of the EIS indicates that power plant
operations would not impact wildlife at the New River or Salton Sea. Regarding the
request that conditions be placed on the Presidential permits, please see the response to
Key Issue 3.

Comment 0075-002

The Draft EIS also fails to adequately address the deleterious impact of these plants on the water
quality of the New River and Salton Sea. Both plants divert billions of gallons of low salinity
water annually from the New River to evaporative cooling towers and return to the River nearly
1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater. This diversion reduces the Salton Sea’s volume,
resulting in additional particulates from shoreline erosion, and increases its salinity, damaging
the ecosystem and threatening one of the most significant migratory bird habitats in the
United States. The DOE should include in the Final EIS requirements that the existing plant
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cooling systems are retrofitted with parallel wet-dry cooling to reduce water consumption and
that wastewater is processed to reduce or eliminate salinity.

Response 0075-002

Additional analysis of the wet-dry cooling option has been added to Section 2.3.1 of the
EIS.

Comment 0075-003

I urge the DOE to make the protection of air quality, public health, and wildlife dependent on the
Salton Sea paramount by holding InterGen and Sempra accountable to all U.S. environmental
regulations.

Response 0075-003

Please see the response to Key Issue 1.

COMMENTOR 0076: Alan Forsberg

Comment 0076-001

Water and air pollution do not recognize borders. The air blows and streams flow right over
those dotted lines on maps. By building power plants across the border in Mexico, the energy
industry trying to escape the jurisdiction of US environmental laws, and yet the pollution they
produce contaminates Mexico and comes right back across the border to the US. I am very
concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent standards in
Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. I ask that the Department
of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their power plants
before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June,
2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate
mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.
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Response 0076-001

Regarding conditioning the Presidential permits on mitigation, please see the response to
Key Issue 3.

Comment 0076-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers -- water that would otherwise flow to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing
salinity that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird
habitats in the West. Approximately 3.5 billion gallons per year of water are evaporated by the
power plants that would otherwise moderate the Sea’s salinity problem and increase flow in the
New River, while nearly 1 billion gallons of high salinity wastewater are dumped into the river.

Water diversion accentuates New River and Salton Sea salinity, and reduces the volume of the
Sea, exposing more shoreline to wind erosion, resulting in up to 100 tons/yr of additional
particulate matter.

Response 0076-002

Regarding the decreased flow and increased salinity of the New River, please see the
response to Comment 0022-002. Regarding the increase in particulate matter, the EIS
now concludes that additional PM10 emissions would be less than 10 tons (9 t).

Comment 0076-003

The draft EIS prepared by DOE for these two power plants clearly identifies these and other
significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these impacts do not
reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. DOE misapplies U.S. air quality
regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and
ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these impacts further demonstrates the need for
impact mitigation and conditional permitting.

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures
in the final EIS and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water
quality impacts caused by these two power plants.

Response 0076-003

Please see the response to Comment 0022-004.
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COMMENTOR 0077: Kathaleen Parker

Comment 0077-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to make additional profits in the U.S. at the expense of public health and the
environment.

Secretary Abraham, as the head of the Department of Energy, you should not place the economic
interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor
ahead of the need to protect the New River. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality
mitigation measures in the final EIS that effectively address the air and water quality impacts
caused by the power plants. I also urge you to work together with the Mexican and California
governments to bring clean renewable energy solutions to the region. Renewable energy like
wind and solar will solve the air and water problems that plague the area and help solve our
looming global warming crisis.

Response 0077-001

The commentor’s concerns and preference for mitigation measures are noted.

COMMENTOR 0078: Jann Howell

Comment 0078-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition
any permits on mitigation.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concludes that
these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of
4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these effects further
demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.
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Response 0078-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0079: Michael Heaney

Comment 0079-001

Allowing power plant developers selling power in the American market to take advantage of less
stringent environmental standards in Mexico sets a disastrous precedent. I ask that the
Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of
their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits
on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concludes that
these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin limits on salinity, and
ignores impacts in Mexico. Inclusion of these effects further demonstrates the need for
mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0079-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0080: Harry A. Freiberg III

Comment 0080-001

I am writing to you to express my concerns about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage
of less stringent environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and
the environment. I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require Intergen and Sempra
Energy to mitigate the impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits
and that DOE condition any permits on mitigation.
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The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants, Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali, clearly
identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concluding that these
problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE
misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of
4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these effects further
demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens. I urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation
measures in the final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Response 0080-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0081: Dianne Post

Comment 0081-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition
any permits on mitigation.

I used to work in the border communities including Mexicali and Calexico. These communities
already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean water. Imperial County, California has
the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in
Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist
on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita
Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of
highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0081-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.
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COMMENTOR 0082: Joanne Dunn

Comment 0082-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition
any permits on mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.
Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the
border.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0082-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

COMMENTOR 0083: Karen, Frank, and Dana Fickeisen

Comment 0083-001

I am very concerned about Sempra Energy and Intergen misusing the system to develop plants
that are hazardous to the health of people and the environment. If the DOE insists on permitting
those plants, which I do not support, then at a minimum, the DOE must require mitigation efforts
on the part of these groups. Without substantial mitigation efforts, they should not be granted
presidential permits.

As you know, border communities already suffer from poor air quality, lack of clean water, and,
as a result poor child health. It is morally repugnant to me that we are exporting problems to
Mexico, and creating problems for children and adults in California. The DOES should insist that
Intergen and Sempra Energy be held to higher standards.

Although the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two
power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, the DOES seems reluctant to
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enforce air quality regulations and the Colorado River Basin’s water quality ceiling. It also
ignores the impacts on Mexico which, again, is morally reprehensible. We are fueling our
reckless energy consumption by ignoring the harm we do to other human beings and to the
environment as a whole. The time will come when all this recklessness will create a crash and
that is quite clear scientifically. It seems incumbent upon us to consider our descendants when
taking actions that may make their lives more difficult.

The DOE does not have a mandate to increase the profits of U.S. energy producers. It has a
mandate to help develop safe, clean energy that will be of broad public benefit, including the
public health of U.S. and Mexican citizens and the health of the New River, an important source
of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge you first of all to
deny these permits. If there is too much political pressure for this, then you must insist on strong
air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any permits based upon them.

Response 0083-001

Regarding requiring mitigation as a condition of the Presidential permits, please see the
response to Key Issue 3. Regarding the regulation of the power plants in Mexico, please
see the response to Key Issue 1. Also, further analysis of the Colorado River Basin
4,000-mg/L TDS objective has been added to the EIS in Section 4.2.4.1.2.

COMMENTOR 0084: Lin Kaatz Chary

Comment 0084-001

I am writing to comment on the pending issue of Department of Energy (DOE) issuance of
presidential permits to Sempra Energy and Intergen. As an environmental health professional, I
am extremely concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
It is critical that no permits be granted to Sempra or Intergen until they have made binding
commitments to mitigate the impacts of their power plants, and that DOE condition any permits
on mitigation, both in this case and in others of a similar nature.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.
Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the
border.

In my understanding, this is NOT the manner in which either NAFTA nor the proposed CAFTA
are intended to operate, nor is the failure of DOE to insist on offsets consistent with promised
policy under the Bush administration, which purports to promote the rule of law and protection
of the environment. The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for
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these two power plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time
concludes that these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require
mitigation. The DOE misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin
water quality ceiling of 4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of
these effects further demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I call
on you to assure adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0084-001

With regard to the application of U.S. air quality regulations, please see the response to
Key Issue 2. Regarding requiring mitigation as a condition of the Presidential permits,
please see the response to Key Issue 3. Regarding the impacts of power plant operations
on human health, please see the response to Key Issue 13. Also, further analysis of the
Colorado River Basin 4,000-mg/L TDS objective has been added to the EIS in
Section 4.2.4.1.2.

COMMENTOR 0085: Will Edgington

Comment 0085-001

I am very concerned about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
environmental standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment.
I ask that the Department of Energy (DOE) require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the
impacts of their power plants before being granted presidential permits, and that DOE condition
any permits on mitigation.

Further, I am also concerned about security, reliability, and safety issues, all of which are less
regulated in Mexico.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border already suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of
clean water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state.
Pulmonary sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial
County in Mexico. The DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
particulate emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de
Mexicali threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the
border.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the DOE for these two power
plants clearly identifies significant air and water impacts, while at the same time concludes that
these problems do not reach a sufficient level of significance to require mitigation. The DOE
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misapplies U.S. air quality regulations, ignores the Colorado River Basin water quality ceiling of
4,000 mg/l salinity, and ignores impacts in Mexico when inclusion of these effects further
demonstrates the need for mitigation and conditional permitting.

The DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens, nor ahead of the need to protect the New River, an
important source of fresh water for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. I urge
you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS and in any
permits based upon them.

Response 0085-001

Please see the responses to Comments 0022-001 and 0022-004.

COMMENTOR 0086: Campaign letter

Comment 0086-0001

We are very disturbed about U.S. power plant developers taking advantage of less stringent
standards in Mexico to profit at the expense of public health and the environment. We ask that
the Department of Energy require that Sempra Energy and Intergen mitigate the impacts of their
power plants before granting presidential permits, and that DOE condition any permits on
mitigation.

Communities along the U.S.-Mexico border suffer from poor air quality and scarcity of clean
water. Imperial County, California, has the highest childhood asthma rate in the state. Pulmonary
sickness rates are also elevated in Mexicali, a city of 600,000 just south of Imperial County in
Mexico. DOE’s failure to insist on emission offsets for nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate
emissions from Intergen’s La Rosita Power Complex and Sempra’s Termoelectrica de Mexicali
threatens the health and well-being of highly stressed communities on both sides of the border.

Intergen failed to install advanced NOx controls on one of its export turbines on start-up in June,
2003. Hundreds of tons of NOx beyond what had been estimated when DOE initially granted
Intergen a permit were therefore released. This incident proves that, in addition to adequate
mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement provisions in the
presidential permits are vital.

Response 0086-001

Please see the response to Comment 0022-001.

Comment 0086-002

The two power plants divert tremendous amounts of low salinity water from the New River to
evaporative cooling towers  water that would otherwise flow to the Salton Sea National



Comment and Response Document Imperial-Mexicali FEIS

4-223 December 2004

Wildlife Refuge in Imperial County, California. The Salton Sea suffers from increasing salinity
that may ultimately jeopardize its status as one of the most important migratory bird habitats in
the West.

Response 0086-002

Please see the response to Comment 0022-002.

Comment 0086-003

DOE should not place the economic interests of U.S. power developers ahead of the public
health of U.S. and Mexican citizens living in the vicinity of these plants, nor ahead of the need to
protect the New River, an important source of fresh water for the Salton Sea National Wildlife
Refuge. We urge you to craft adequate air and water quality mitigation measures in the final EIS
and in any permits based thereon, that effectively address the air and water quality impacts
caused by these two power plants.

Response 0086-003

Further analysis of potential water mitigation measures has been added to Section 2.4.1
of the EIS.
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