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VOLUME IV(B): WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DEIS 
This Section of Volume IV contains reproductions of all written comments (i.e., letters and postcards) 
received by DOE's Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) during the comment period 
(November 25, 1994 through January 31, 1995). To the extent practicable, written correspondence 
submitted either before or after the comment period or to other DOE individuals has also been included. 

For written comments (i.e., public comment cards and letters), the convention is to assign the comment 
a prefix of "W" (denoting a written comment), followed by the initials of the commenter's name (e.g., 
JKL), followed by the commenter's submittal date in month/day (e.g., 1/04), followed by an alphabetical 
suffix denoting the specific comment's order of sequence in the entire written submittal. For instance, 
the designation W-JKL-1/04c denotes the third (i.e., "c") specific comment contained in a written 
comment submitted on January 4th by an author whose initials are JKL. 

In responses to comments, three acronyms referring to environmental impact statements are used . 
"DEIS" refers specifically to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement published in November 1994; 
"FEIS" refers to this Final Environmental Impact Statement; "EIS" refers to both the DEIS and the 
FEIS, in general. Thus, when a ·reference to the DEIS, FEIS, or EIS is made in a response to a 
comment, that information can be found only in the DEIS, only in the FEIS, or in both documents, 
respectively. 

DOE addressed the pertinent and relevant comments contained in the written comment. The Department 
appreciates receiving all comments, and those not specifically marked for response are recorded here as 
being received, considered, and noted for the record by DOE. 

Volume IV 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/16 and D-100 /9. 

The technology of the proposed project is not obsolete, as explained in the response 
to Comment D-39/13. Atmospheric circulating fluidized bed (ACFB) technology 
at this scale is one of the innovative technologies which the Clean Coal Technology 
(CCT) Program has set out to demonstrate using funds dictated for this purpose by 
Congress. Because of the specific funding and goals of the CCT Program and the 
technology development strategies developed by the CCT Program, the range of 
alternatives that can be considered for funding are limited. Please refer to Section 
2.2.5 "Alternative and Issues Dismissed from Further Consideration" for more 
information concerning what alternatives are not being considered in the EIS and 
why. 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) has proposed this project for joint 
funding, and DOE has accepted this project into its CCT Program. As stated 
previously, the monies for the CCT Program were set aside by Congress. As 
required by law, DOE is now in the process of evaluating the environmental impacts 
which would result from the project proceeding or not proceeding, and examining 
reasonable alternatives to the project within the scope of the needs of the CCT 
Program. As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, the 
public has been made aware of project details, and their input has been solicited in 
the form of scoping meetings and requests for written comments to help identify 
project issues. In the end, however, DOE's signer of the Record of Decision at 
DOE Headquarters is the authority who will determine whether CCT Program funds 
are dispersed for this proposed project. 
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s top 
'1' argeting 

·our 
P eople 

C/O Richard J. Clark 
Box 7238, RD 117 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

Dear Honorable O'Leary: 

December 5, 1994 

Honorable Hazel O'Leary 
U.S. Department of Energy 

1000 Independence Ave. S. w. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

We of S.T.O.P (=Stop Targeting Our People) are writing you 
to inform you of a situation which concerns action within the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl laws. Briefly, the U.S. Dept : of Energy (DOE! 
is considering the provision of 75 million dollars of U.S. taxpayers' money to 
cost-share the building of a 250 megawatt cogeneration plant here in North 
Codorus Township, York County, PA. The project is within the Clean-Coal 
Technology Program of DOE. It was placed on the alternate list in Round I (July 
1986), moved from the alternate list (June 19891 first to Tallahassee, FL, then 
':-:- �"<;!!:.. �;�.n-:�eeter TO'-'lll'bi!), Y�rk, PA (Sep... 1991! +:h .. :-: .. o North """�"rt'� 
Township, York, (June 1993). 

A four pound DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement was issued 17 November 1994 
along with a notice that public hearings will be held for three nights (December 
14, 15 and 16) 1994 here in York. After an initial attempt to try and do a 
meaningful job of examining this document along with 22 supporting documents 
(some multivolurnes) the impossibility of the task became obvious. This leads us 
to the conclusion that the DOE cannot be serious about getting meaningful input 
on this document and thus the hearings become a meaningless, pro forma action 
which violates the spirit of NEPA. I am writing you, not as an individual, but 
rather as an elected spokesperson for a not-for-profit organization incorporated 
within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. We admit, up-front, that we are opposed 
to the building of this specific project at this proposed site. Our reasons, 
however, are not strictly NIMBY; i.e., Not In My Back Yard, for we know that the 
local utility (Metropolitan Edison) does not need the electricity locally. They 
\o•ere ordered into a 25-year purchase agreement with YCEP by the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission. Met-Ed had declined to initially enter into such an 
agreement with YCEP because at the time YCEP asked Met-Ed, Met-Ed had a 
competitive procurement program before the PUC and Met-Ed wanted the agreement 
to go through a competitive process to give their ratepayers the most competitive 
price available for their electricai rates. YCEP and the PUC circumvented all 
of that. Other reasons include the fact that the particular technology being 
considered has already been demonstrated at the scale proposed. Last, but 
certainly not least, the environmental consequences are going to be much worse 
than is portrayed. 

YCEP has been, what might pest be characterized as, a corporate bully throughout 
this whole process thus far. The latest evidence of the corporate bullying going 
on was demonstrated at the 15 November 1994 meeting of the North Codorus Township 
Planning Commission. At that meeting were five representatives of YCEP. They 
have asked the local municipality to pass final approval on the Land Development 
Plan and they should know full well that the preliminary approval was a 
conditional one with the first condition being that all necessary permits must 
be "in hand" (please see the enclosed Minutes of the 6 October meeting when the 
Supervisors aeted on the Plan--especially page 6 [please note that the poor 
quality of the copy is due to poor quality of the copy provided us by the 
Supe!:visors--and that we are providing the minutes in their entirety because it 
reveals much about the local setting of this proposed project). You should be 
aware, to get the full impact of their actions, that as yet they do not have a 
single permit that we know of. Yet they are pressing for final approval for 
their plan. 

Local residents, including the news media (please see enclosed clippings) are 

I W-RJC-12/So 

I W-RJC-12/Sb 

I W-RJC-12/Sc 

W-RJC-12/Sd 
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-31122 and 32/13. 

Response: Based on the analysis of various publicly-avaiiable reports, DOE has 
verified that Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) has a need for power to meet 
required reserve margins (see Appendix K of the FEIS). Generally, utilities plan 
the acquisition of new power resources on a system-wide basis rather than on the 
needs of the locality where the plant is to be sited. Because of the way electricity 
is distributed over all available electrical paths, it is impossible to determine how 
much of the energy generated by the proposed project would be used by York 
County or the surrounding area. Please see the response to Comment D-83/5 . 

Response: Please see the response for Comment D-39113. 

Response: Interactions between York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) and 
the North Codorus Township Board of Supervisors are outside the control of DOE. 

According to the minutes prepared for a meeting of the North Codorus Township 
Board of Supervisors on October 6, 1993, Mr. Carl Cramer (YCEP) requested 
preliminary approval for YCEP's Land Development Plan. The board voted on and 
granted preliminary approval with several conditions. The vote followed a response 
to a question about whether or not preliminary approval was needed before YCEP 
could go forward with the permitting process. Mr. Cramer stated that such approval 
was (or might be) required for YCEP to obtain some permits and that DOE had 
expressed to YCEP a preference for such approval before the Department launched 
into the expensive NEPA process. 

DOE had made a request of YCEP for preliminary land use information during the 
initial stages of developing the DEIS. The Department asked YCEP for a cursory 
site assessment [to ascertain the possibility of Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) liabilities] and for some 
assurance that the proposed facility could be in accord with local ordinances (and 
therefore potentially approved). The Department, however, did not require any 
permit approvals before starting the NEPA process. 

Whether YCEP must still meet all the conditions of the preliminary approval prior 
to final approval is within the discretion of the board, unless a local ordinance 
precludes final approval before an applicant obtains all required permits. DOE notes 
that all permits need not be in place prior to issuing a Record of Decision. 
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dismayed at the extent to which the Morgantown (WV) Energy Technology Center has 
gone along with this bullying. The first L!OAL NOTICB which appeared in our 
local newspaper was·on 3 December 1994. Further the documents that METC claimed 
would be provided, as suvporting material, have not all been provided or have 
only been provided with less than 15 days to review. Our first point then, is 
that inadequate time has been provided for a fair hearing of the DRAFT EIS. 

Another matter of even more concern is that METC has omitted documents from the 
EIS which carried some constructive suggestions with regard to the proposed 
project. These omissions appear to be intentional and if so border on 
censorship. This is a part of a continuing pattern on the part of both YCEP and 
the METC unit of DOE in dealing with anyone not totally supportive of this 
project going full speed.ahead. 

We ask you to intercede and direct the people of the Morgantown Energy Technology 
Center to reschedule these hearings after a reasonable time period; e.g., early 
February. Considering the years that the DOE has been working on this project 
this time period for review seems more than reasonable to us, but use your good 
judgement, and bring about some meaningful action in what is appearing to be a 
meaningless process. 

Thank you, for a better environment 
Richard J. Clark, Ph.D. 
Elected Spokesperson for STOP 
RDII7, sox 7238 ��A�� Spring Grove, PA 17362 ' . rclark@yorkcol.edu 
(voicPJ 717-225-4143 

cc: Dr. Jan K. Wachter, U.S. DOE, METC 
Ms. Patricia Prey Godley, Assistant Secretary for Fossil 
U.S. Congressman William Goodling, 19th District 
u.s. Senator Arlen Specter, PA 
Mr. Peter Kostmayer, U.s. EPA, Region III Director 
email letter to Vice President Al�ert Gore 
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-59/15, D-59/22, and D-32/13. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-61/1 and D-76/16. Section 
4.1.2.11 of the FEIS has been revised to incorporate many of the documents that 
were received by DOE from the York County medical societies. 
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MINUTES OP OCTOBER 6, 1993���ji7 
The meeting of North Codorus Township Board of Supervisors was 

called to order by Chairman Wayne Stough. Supervisors, Glenn 
Wildasin and Daniel Stroupe were also present; Clayton Beaverson, 
Township Manager, Timothy J. Shultis and Thomas E. Miller, Acting 
Solicitors and the Township Engineer, Charles Rider, were present. 
The Assistant Secreta;y, Wayne Stough, directed the Acti�g 
Solicitors to take minutes of the meeting. 

Wayne Stough made a motion to pay all Township bills. The 
motion was seconded by Daniel Stroupe and approved by unanimous 
vote. 

Chairman Wayne Stough then announced the administrative 
procedure by which the Township will handle the presentation of the 
P.H. Glatfelter Cogeneration Subdivision and Land Development plan: 

1. 
plan; 

The applicant will have an opportunity to present its 

2. The Board will have an opportunity to question the 
applicant; 

3 .  The Township will hear the comments of the Township 
Engineer; 

4. The Township will hear the comments· of the Township 
Solicitor; 

5. Finally, there will be a 3 0  minute comment period for any 
persons who wish to make comment. 

Chairman Stough identified two persons, Margaret Klunk and 
State Representative Todd Platts, who, prior to the meeting, 
requested to be put on the agenda under New Business. Chai�&n· 
Stough then circulated a sign-up sheet for persons who desired to 
address the Board. Chairman Stough requested that the 30 minutes 
be limited to comments only and that the Board would not field 
questions. Chairman Stough asked if there were any questions about 
the procedures, and hearing none, called for the first plan. 

Plan No. L P.H. Glatfelter Cogeneration Plan. Catherine 
Gault, Esquire and Carl Cramer appeared on behalf of the applicant 
to present the plan. Mr. cramer presented an overview of tne plan. 
Chairman Stough then opened questions up to the members of the 
Board. 

1 
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�aniel Stroupe asked a number of questions of the applicant taaluding the location of the steamline and powerlines, the w�ter 
�-o�f·water from the parking area, the effect on traffic that the thbound and outbo�d weight scales will have, whether or not the 
�t.id study was· up-to-date since it was based on "print date" of ·19.BS and.tinally, Stroupe expressed his desire to have a flashing 
t:attic light installed at the entrance of the Roundwood facility. 

· Glenn Wildasin asked whether or not the traffic light at Rt. 
�� and 516 - will be permanent. Glenn Wildasin also expres�ed a 
Gancern about traffic during the construction phase of the project 
�a Vbether or not staggered work hours were being considered and, 
!'� 40� ·.whether or not that would mean that construction would occur· 
llltA A1U'iight. 

·Supervisor Stroupe asked where the applicant intended to 
�ov�de parking for construction crews during the construction. 
�t&··· 

"Mia ·Township Engineer, Charles Rider, then addressed the 
Jloa�d. 'l'he Engineer opined that the applicant met all of the 
�•au�aments of the North Codorus Township Subdivision and Land 
nav.a;J.opmant Ordinance and all required permits have been applied Jeo�� The Engineer made a recommendation that i� the Township were 
�o·�pp��va this plan it should be condition on the acquisition o� 
.al '· :�aquired permits and that the off-street parking and 
S1analization be the first items of construction. 

. . Thomas E. Miller, Esquire, Acting Solicitor, addressed the l!Oard stating that upon his review, in conjunction with the 
P.lann1ng commission, all of the Township requirements have bean 
aaareaaed. He noted that the applicant has agreed to put security «enc�nq around the stornwater detention pond and install sidewalks. 

th 
�

�ai rman, Wayne Stough, asked the applicant about recycling th:t;�;� water. Carl Cramer, on behalf of the applicant, noted 
�ich wou 

No. 10 referenced a sewer and water feasibility study, to :.u .;.a1
1d

1 
have to be completed and acceptable to the Board prior *�' P an approval. 

cii:.tz�� ·c�:;nftem of �usiness was to open up the meeting to 
C:sit'culzlted a si 

s • Cha rman Wayne Stough, who had previously 
noted that ther 

gn-up sheet for persons wishing to address the Board 
e�taida the 'ro

e w�le two Townsh.ip residents signed·up, two persons 
ag-enda. 'rhose 

wns P who had previously requested to be on the 
ethers vishin 

persons would be allowed to speak and that all 
all�cated to p

g
ub

to
li

speak would be given time within the JO minutes 
c comment. 
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George Myers addressed the Township and stated that it was 
unreasonable that the Township citizens could not ask questions and 
that it was unreasonable that there was no PA system so that all 
persons could hear the presentation of the applicant. Mr. Myers 
stated that he was worried about the environment, pollution, 
traffic, water and noise and that he had not heard any of the 
Township officials voice any concern about the environment. 
Finally, he stated that the applicant has promised everything but 
has given no guarantees. 

Richard Clark addressed the Board and echoed the comments of 
George Myers that 30 minutes was an unreasonable time for public 
comment considering the magnitude of this project. He objected to 
the limitation on asking questions, especially because he has 
previously asked questions which have not been answered. 
Specifically, his question regarding the application of Ordinance 
27 (sic) has not been answered. He addressed the concern that too 
many loose ends were left hanging--especially with respect to the· 
wetlands delineation. In his review, not one soil test was 
performed within the footprint of any building; rather, the soil 
test danced around the footprints of the building. He noted that 
Altlendment 27 .to Article I of the Pennsylvania Constitution gave 
citizens of the Commonwealth a constitutional right to clean air, 
pure water and cited case decisions which apply to this particular 
Amendment. Mr. Clark stated that the Commonwealth has a duty to 
maintain its environment. He cited case law to the effect that a 
municipal body could enforce Amendment 27. He finally reiterated 
his request that the Township consider Amendment 27 in their 
decision to grant or not to grant preliminary plan approval. 

Margaret Klunk next addressed the Board and objected to the 
resolution adopted by the Board on September 1, 1993, in that it 
discriminated between residents of the Township and non-residents 
and did not require applicants to register on the agenda. She 
stated that this resolution was drafted to stifle comment on this 
subdivision plan and the drafting of such a resolution was not 
within the spirit of Act 20 of 1993. 

Representative Todd Platts then addressed the Supervisors. He 
questioned the legality of the September 1, 1993 Ordinance (sic) in 
that it distinguished between residents and non-residents whereas 
Act 20 distinguishes between property owners and non-property 
owners. He stated that there may be property owners who are not 
residents, and, therefore, the ordinance (sic) as adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors is illegal. . He also stated that the 30 
minutes is not a reasonable amount of time to discuss a project of 
this magnitude. Referring to the merits of the plan, �epresentative Platts questioned whether or not the traffic study 
l.ncluded traffic coming from the Hanover area and Hanover area 
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�pro,acts.ons • .. ltepresent�tive Platts stated that his reading 
a� �a:. Borth c:oc1orus. ·-;rownship Subdivision and Land Development 
arttJ!liUida .tno.Luau .. the protection of the health of residents and 
-th.: �taction . . at tha ·waterways. 'rhis gives the Township a basis 
-= 1fh1Ch to . �-· d.aeiSions about the plan 1 s environmental impact 
�·t.h• �lP.• l!a �stated .that the Township should make the 
�cial\t .. F.OVa �at!. there is not environmental impact • 
.Ra=-am1:&.t1.W, · -:�l:atta ' ·also stated that the Pell11_sylvania 
-�wt:ion �1.Vid the �ownship the right to pursue environmental 

· JZmauca.. . K*. �lo� �e orownship to follow the recommendation 
.taaaa. lll • ;�»tilimllic:r: .�salon: member, Earl Wolfe, to require an 
tQ�ViJ;'OUmrc.-1 �� •ta�ament . prior to making a decision on 

· k8lfsws_Mr.v -apt):ov&l. • .  'Finally, Representative Platts urged the 
�,o� ��arvl•ora. to delay the decision making process until 
fD:tl1�.��11n1:: frall·1:!ita·:CJeneral public can be heard on this issue. 

: 
· ��- tfayne ;�tough.· then asked for any comment of any 

�Lv �ilr. ili'Hcn:th �orus· Township who is not a resident if � lf1all.._ 't:a .. �; ::waieru::-. ·Be asked for a show. of hands if anyone � to ea=.!qt; _ _ lm4 •••�g none, Chairman Stough moved down the 
· Ja•w: <1� tllG••· M!O . .s1�K.' up for. comment. 

�abn .iel=X 'Ac!�··�ad. the .. Board and expressed his concern over b.._.�ra•t.. -t�ate. 1UI�CJa: t.aaue .. brought up by Chairman Stough during Zba.lsoam•;a .w..,:tbnlri9 :of· the applicant. Mr. Klunk stated that "!!n• �! I;OC;I•nc"a�on, �unt may. use waste water, instead of fresh ��· �•· �·� _auat!': �o=.a· . . from. somewhere and that will have a 
,u;a•-.C ma�c:=. :ell�·-.Mu!Nrg �nd the Codorus Creek. He noted �::� .. �unt. . . p�ppaac t:.C)_ uae l million gallons of water per day . ... ·� •..-.C.liiii ��:C?.ncem·about the amount of steam and mist ;;:�� a=jeet: and,,ita. e!fect on the health and safety of ��� �·;.: ,than addressed the Board and expressed her t-. ftJ . -s: a:G'· !h•. �:ana o� the Board and in the Board 1 s actions 

·�•n:aue · · · . · 
al! till& ,���··�,.the -Board and proposed another analysis -� a::�•.wn�--..wlq �rocua. .-He stated that the Township �• �1.ct ���

n
�ctlga� . and. liat all the positive elements of ��"'n4·"-ia�.t:har:•·. 11 • ::: all o� the negative elements on the � II&JC& =•� �r..;__ • . llenged the Board to use this analysis 

· · · · · � · on t:.na:c. basi a. 
. Chahiwt • . . 

t'.UlaeAt. .... ... ..,_.__ �Will!ied �-.:!'' .asked whether. or not anyone else ...... .-.... . . ,.., .. ..Julka ·co11U1lent. ' 

'ft&nc:J.'• .,.,.___ .. 
. 

;.,.;,;a . . � �equeat·aa a copy t th t � .cu:. � - ::Metinq \lhen. ''''"·•-.- n o e ape of this meeting 
'""' .. � Stough excused himself in 

" 
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participation of this process. Mr . McKean was informed that. the 
Township does not have a policy o f  retaininq tapes and that the 
audio· tape is used simply for the preparation o f  non-verbatim 
minutes . Mr. McKean then wanted to make it a matter of record that 
Chairman Stough presided over this meetinq . 

Harold Bender , res ident of West Manchester Township , addressed 
the Board and expressed his disappointment of how the meeting was 
run· and how the Township was cutting itself off from its own 
citizens . · 

Chairman Wayne Stough then asked if anyone else wanted to make 
any comment. Hearinq no further requests , Chairman Stough asked 
the applicant ·if the applicant wished to address any comments made 
by the persons present at the meeting . The applicant stated that 
they did not at this time . 

Supervisor Daniel Stroupe , then asked whether the traffic 
�tudy included Hanover's population study . �epresentative for the 
applicant , Carl Cramer , stated that the traffic study was done in 
accordance with a protocol set forth in the Institute o f  
Transportation Engineering Manual with respect t o  roadway impact 
for s ite development . The protocol requires the study to use a 
growth factor of Township's surrounding the proj ect , and, in this 
cas e ,  those townships along Route 116. According to census fiqures 
in 1970, 1980 and 1990, growth factors in those townships along 
Route 116 increased 1. 63% per year . The growth fa�tor used.by this 
particular study used a growth factor of 2. 9% per year which is in 
excess of one percent greater than the actual growth factor as 
indicated in the United States Census . The traffic study · did 
exclude Hanover Borough in that during the last two census periods , 
namely 1980 and 1990, Hanover Borough had a declining population. 

Supervisor Daniel Stroupe then questioned Carl cramer on 
whether or not there was any other available study from years prior 
so that that study could be compared with the current study to see 
whether or not the population trendlines are accurately reflected. 
The applicant stated that he was unaware of any other prior traffic 
studies done in this area, but he noted that PennDOT does set up 
traffic count stations on a regular basis throughout the state but 
a coordination with traffic count stations in this area was not 
conducted primarily because .PennDOT itself uses the trendline 
figure of the growth factor in its own calculations . 

Supervisor Daniel Stroupe then questioned the applicant 
reqardinq how many of 37· permits required need preliminary plan 
approval before they can be processed. Mr. Cramer stated that he 
was not an environmental enqineer but that he was aware that 
preliminary plan. approval was required for sewer modules , highway 
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h s the soil and erosion settlement permit 
-occu�an.c:v' perm1.�' per a:ion and that he was aware at least of a 'l'imueci.: � soU �=�� of Ener9'Y that a preliminary plan .approval 
coU;ay: �:e ·· .. �� cep 

d prior to ooE performinq an environmental impact 
WQu:La ;be -a:.•,;:r:ffort expendin9' in doinq an EIS was extensive, the .r.u.4V; ��ca. :, �0 known whether or not the plan met . the basic DOll .Jraul��h� local ordinances. Attorney cathenne Gault, �� �·the applicant, stated that the requir8l'l1ents of the 

���·":i�1rownship ordinance were met. <?tarle� Rider, Township �;:;:.::�. 'a.Ls�· opined that all of those perml ts WhJ.ch �ere required 
cn4�·�a·o�a1nance had been applied for. 

WaYJ'l•� b:,i;ouqh . then called tor any questions or comments and 
baa�qnona·�lled tor a motion. 

w�o: .Daniel Stroupe made a motion to ·approve the 
� P"-""' conditioned on the followinq: 

�...... �1l?7:. .• !o final plan approval the ap�licant must comply 
v.U:li a1tl.. app1iCallle federal, state, county, local. laws, �equla tions 
aJUI. �ri!lrlincas·, and obtain all necessary perm1 ts, llcenses and 
Gth.C aocuman�tion showinq compliance. 

2... ?nl6 applicant.must, subject to approval and requlation by 
��- eonstru�t off-street parkinq for tractor trailer storaqe ilt:' J:be ltelunclWOcx! facility, off-street parkif.19' for construction CHU:"a�nn��. ·.install permanent siqnalization at the· intersection of 
�c1, .�tate Route 516 and state Rout:e 116, install temporary =•�X�Q siQnalization at the Roundwood fac1lity entrance and at the ��··�iora of Colonial Valley Road and State Route 116, and m.ark
ar� lil.e:�. turn lanes on Lehman Road and on Pennsylvania Route 
lL'Dt:a 

'( fl'he applicant must utilize wastewater in its coqeneration ..v.•�em.:ather: than an independent source of freshwater • 
. . � .. Sbew.'on the final plan all proposed steam lines and other lltilll:v. lines . . connected to the Glatfelter plant and facility. 

l'b& ·'DOtion was seconded by Glenn Wildasin. 

D! �ior to the vote, Mr. Clark stood and asked to make a point JT!Ii:r:;r�. Clark read from the Municipalities Planninq Code 
tiult:a.liSOUnt t the qrantinq of preliminary plan approval would be 
lipPl,. to qrantinq final plan approval provided that the bY l:h��:.::�t any and all conditions. This point of order was noted ..-.� of Supervisors. 
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Chairman Wayne Stough then asked for a vote. The motion was 
approved by a margin of 2 to o and Chairman Stough abstained. 

Plan No. 2. pouqlas F. Heimbach. The applicant requested 
waiver of road frontage, road improvements, curbs and sidewalks. 
The Township reserved ruling on the request for waivers until they 
determined whether or not the lots in this particular subdivision 
came off a prior subdivision. No action taken. 

Contract 93-300. Firehall. Chairman Wayne Stough made note 
that the bids for North Codorus Township Contract. 93-300 were 
reviewed bY..the Township Engineer and Township Solicitor and found 
to be in· order. Prior to the award, the Township Engineer noted 
that the bid of the low bidder was significantly under the next 
highest bidqer and that the bid of the low bidder was significantly 
below the Engineer's earliest estimates. The Township Solicitor 
asked the Township Engineer whether or not that raised any question 
in the Township Engineer's mind whether or not the building could 
be built for that price. The Township Engineer refused to make any 
comment but stated that the low bidder bided that amount and that 
he had the opportunity to withdraw his bid. 

John Barry Rebert addressed the Board in his opposition to the 
new fireball. He noted that he was elected in the primary on the 
position that there is no need for a new fireball. The Township 
should take notice of that. He also stated that the location 
proposed for the new fireball is not safe and that it would be a 
better expenditure of money to renovate the old facility. 

Chairman Stough then called for a show of hands of the 
volunteer firemen present who supported the new fireball. 

Chairman Wayne Stough then called for any motions. Supervisor 
Daniel Stroupe made a motion to reject all bids because there was 
not enough money in the Township budget to pay for the new 
fireball. No second was made to the motion. 

Wayne Stough then made a motion to award Contract 93-300 .. to 
Joseph A. Myers in the base amount of $207,820.00. That .motion was 
seconded by Glenn Wildasin, motion was approved by a 2 to 1 margin, 
opposed by Daniel Stroupe. 

· 
George Shaffer, Mr. Shaffer approached the . Board with a 

building permit. Mr. Shaffer wants permission to erect a mobile 
home to live in while he makes the appropriate improvements. The 
foard advised Mr. Shaffer that it is Township policy that the 
1::-uilding permit state in writing that the applicant agrees to 
remove the mobile home within ninety (90) days in completion of the 
project. 
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.Qonald R. Bankert. Plan NO. E-2954. Glenn Wildasin made a 
·· otion to deny subdivision approval. The Supervisors noted that no :a�resentative of the applicant was present tonight and_ no request 
�� an extension was made. This motion was seconded by Daniel 
strou�e and approved by unanimous vote. 

E;R. Glatfelter waste Water Sludge Proposal. The Township 
�qtneer presented its report on the P. H. Glatfelter Waste Water 
slude!a Proposal and opined that the proposed plan of action was not 
� v�olation of any Township Ordinance. The Board directed the 
8ol:1�1tor- to review the same. · 

a··tt�dum Municipal Obligation. A motion to pay the 
KtnfmUm Municipal Obligation for its pension was made by Daniel 
H'CX'au�e, seconded by Wayne Stough. The motion· was passed by 
amaru.ilous vote. 

�Otl wolf. A letter of resignation from Earl Wolf from the 
Pl'"anriinq commission dated September 21; 1993, was read. Wayne 
111;0\lih .. addressed Earl Wolf's long time service to the Planning 
�sion and made a motion regretfully to accept the letter of 
z:••1an_a,;ion. Daniel Stroupe seconded the motion, the motion was 
passed ·.bY unanimous vote. 

'Leaf pic1c-up. supervisors decided to leave the Township 
•dh�ule up to the road crew. With regard to the· request by New 
;Sal:a.Borough, the Township Manager was directed to research the ra-.;aa �nd suggest a schedule. 

ltolloween. The Board noted that the Halloween party was 111c:he4uled for october 27, 1993, between the hours of 7: oo and 9: 0 0  
ID-•:... ''An� trick-or-treating will be schedu;Led within the Township 
��-��ober 31, 1993, between 6: 30 and 8: 30 p.m. The supervisors 4�·�·�- the Township Manager to remind Brenda to advertise the 
....... 

�. fire rep·ort was read by Wayne Stough • 
.. Tfmesbeets. The timesheets where reviewed for the road crew ;� 0i�i1e staff for the period of September 12 through September t:a:;, . 

D 
8 roted that emergency time was authorized for the road 

�Clad 
� •J Stroupe made a motion to accept the timesheets, 

lUJ:vln vi4 l
ayne Stough. The motion was approved by a 2 to 0 

. · G enn Wildasin abstaining. . 
)OHS . •tt::encs th I• Supervisors read a request from Chief Malloy to !l!b . J... mo:i��m:unity forum on underage drinking on Monday , October 

U &1located $1�8 0
m

0
ad

f
e by Wayne Stough, seconded by Daniel Stroupe • · ee for Chief Malloy's attendance. The motion 
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was unanimously approved. 

Sale of the Township's 1979 Ford F-800 Tru9k to Jackson 
Township . Daniel Stroupe made a motion to sell the truck "as is" 
:for $8,000. 00. Glenn Wildasin seconded the motion .  The motion was 
passed by unanimous vote . 

The Board addressed a concern about an apparent abandoned 
trailer on Waltersdor:f:f Road. The Township Manager was directed to 
investigate �e same and take any appropriate action. 

The Township Manager announced that road inspection wo�ld 
occur on October 1� at 3:30 p . m. 

The Solicitor was directed by supervisors to accomplish an 
independent audit by D�cember 1, 1993. 

District utility Coordination Conference for October 13. 
Wayne Stough made a motion to direct the Engineer to attend the 
conference on October 13 which was seconded by Daniel Stroupe. The 
motion passed by unanimous vote . 

Roy Neil . Daniel Stroupe made a motion to submit the modules · to DER . Glenn Wildasin seconded the vote . The vote passed by 
unanimous vote. 

Douglas F. Heimbach. Daniel Stroupe made a motion to submit 
the modules to DER, seconded by Glenn Wildasin, the motion passed 
by unanimous vote. 

twin Pine Farrns. Motion was made by Daniel Stroupe, seconded 
by Glenn Wildasin to submit the modules to DER. The motion was 
passed by unanimous vote. 

Arbitration:· Garry Bartos . Daniel Stroupe made a motion to 
advertise for the new position for policeman. Wayne Stough 
seconded the motion , the motion was passed by unanimous vot�. 

It being no further business , Wayne Stough made a motion to 
adjourn which was seconded by Glenn Wildasin. The mo.t,ion, was 
passed by unanimous vote . � �  �.):c. 
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YORK, PA., SONDAY, NOVEMBER 77, 1994 ONE DOLLA 

Report key to plant's future 
Analysis 

A federal Energy Depart
ment report could decide 
the fate of the proposed 
coal-bUrning power plant 
in North Codorus. The 
report itself raises ques
tions. 

By JEFF IKIALOWETZ · ing project could lower local politan Edison to increase rates 
Dispa/di/Sarullq N- . electric rates and improve both to ita cust9mers. . 

:t'fle scufile • oyer plans to J�\� tJ;ae
quali
l� economy and overall Having the final report to re-

build a $380-milli.on cogenera· '�IWN·• au ty: Beet some o! those co�cerns 
tion plant near Spring Grove i>; . . • . • . . ,. But a Wide range or �era - -and contesting some or Its as-
has shifted to whether a poten· . . Crom doctors and envuonmen- sumptions - will be part or the 
tilldy ·show-stopping Cederal iC the proj� ge� $'15 million in · � � utility officials·:-.are mission Cor local opponents or 
report presents a true picture or. Cederal Cunding It needs to stay questionmg those conclU810D& . the plant plans when they 
the project's environmental e(. alive. · . · In ··Cact, ·t.bey say, the�coal· See REPORT Page A7 
recta. . · In its present Corm, the ·envi· burning project would add tons 

The u;s. Department or ronmental iinpact . statement or toxic substances to. the air 
Energy report, issued in draft .contends that U,e 227omegawAtt . Cuither . degrade the Codo� • Plant facts, hearing lnfonnation 
Corm last week,�uld determine iteam-. and:electricitY.gene�� · Cfi8k aDclpoasibly ro�,Metrv- Alr7 --------___,.;�_...., __ ,__..., ..: ·· ·�· � . .  ··-� ' . ....::. -. �:.-=�======::;::::;:::;:;;;==·;:.:· == . - � ............ ... ..:-

� ., 
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YORK SUNDAY NEWS, NOVEMBER 27, 1994 

FROM PAGE ONE 
Cogeneration in North Codorus: · Fast fa� 

Nhat: A planned coal·bumlng co
eration plant that would produce 
1m tor P.H. Glatfelter Co. and 
triclty for Metropolitan Edison 

Vhere: North Codorus Township 
md next to the P.H. Glatfelter Co. 
�r mlll. 
·ost: $380 million, with $75 mil
to be provided by the u.s. 
lrtment of Energy. The project 
the federal money only If It 
;es an environmental impact 
r currently under way, lho: York County Energy Partners 
a subsidiary of Allentown-based 
roducts and Chemicals Inc., 
d build and o�rate the plant. 
roducts Is a major international 
ucer of Industrial gases. with 
.oo employees In 29 countries 
S3.3 billion In sales last year. It 
JUilt and operated two similar, 
mailer cogeneration plants, one 
1mbria County and another In 
kton, Calif. 

P.H. Glatfelter Co., the county's 
14th largest employer and Its top 
emitter of toxic pollutants, would pro
vide the land for the project and 
would buy the steam It would pro. 
duce. Under terms of a permit appll· 

.cation pending In Harrisburg, 
Glatfelter also would shut down one 
of Its currently-operating coal-bur
ning boilers If the new plant Is built. 

When: Energy Partners otnclals 
expect to begin operating t!Mi plant 
In 1998. . ProJect basics: The plant would 
bum about 2,400 tons of coal per 
day (which would arrive at the facility 
by rail, 90 to 100 rail cars each four 
or five days), Heat from the boiler 
(which bums crushed coal on a "clr· 
culatlng bed" of hot air) would be 
used to create 400,000 pounds of 
steam per hour to be piped to P.H. 
Glatfelter. Additional steam would 
tum a turbine creating electricity to 
be sold to Met-Ed. 

The plant would be cooled by 

drawing nearly 3 million gallons of 
wastewater from Glatfelter's waste
water treatment system each day, 
Glatfelter currently returns about 12 
million gallons of treated wastewater 
to the Codorus Creek each day. 

Air emissions would be controlled 
In several ways. Crushed limestone 
would be jetted Into the boiler with 
the burning coal to absorb about 92 
percent of the sulfur dioxide created, 
and ammonia would be Injected Into . 
exhaust gases to reduce emissions 
of oxides of nitrogen. Various fllt�rs 

also would be used. 
The limestone and ammonia In

Jection teChniques are lm�ents 
over pollution controls used In earlier 
coal-bumlng plants, and constitute 
one of the technology packages the 
Energy Department wants to enc:Our· 
age through Its Clean Coal Technofo. 
gy prognn. The program plans to 
award the Energy Partners project 
$75 milllon. Project benefits: Energy Partners · say$ Its project would generate 65· · 70 new permanent jobs, up to 1.� 

000 construction jobs and $500,· 
000 In local taxes. The company 
also says the plan to shut down Glat· 
fetter's boiler No. 4 will cut the over· 
all emissions of some pollutants. 
Energy Partners contends Its poject 
will lead to lower electric rates for 
Met·Ed customers. Opponents' obJections: Both local 
medical societies as well as localcltl· 
zens' and conservation groups 
oppose the plant. Some of the ques· 
tlons concemlng them Include the 
following: 

• Will diverting 3 million gallo•4 
of treated waste water from the Co
dorus Creek each day hurt the 
stream by reducing Its volume? 

• Will increased emissions of 
toxic heavy metals affect local 
health? 

• Will other air emissions threa,l 
en the lung health of resld!!nts wid> 
athsma and other aliments? 

• Should the federal govemme1'11 
be spending $75 million on tha prq 
ject when more efficient pollution re 
duclng technologies exist? 

Q � 
(") 
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REPORT 
.ey to 
ant's future 
!linued from Page Al 
tk at DOE hearings next 
. th. 
pblic hearings have been 
!Ciuled Dec. 14-16, and are 
indication that the DOE is 
1g to limit public involve
t, said Richard Clark, 
:esman Cor the opposition 
ip, Stop Targeting Our 
1le. 
The report) weighs four •!Is with pages printed on 
:sides,'' Clark said. ''To JO 
ugh that (in three weeks) 
verify everything is impossi· 
' · 

lark said he has asked U.S. 
William F. Goodling, R· 
chester, to intervene with 
>OE to get the hearings de-
:1 until after the holidays. 
ther project opponents in· 
� the York County Medical 
!ty, York County Osteopa· 
Medical Society, the Ameri· 
:.ung Association or 
hcentral Pennsylvania and 
bers of Clean Air, Safe Envi· 
1ent (CASE), formed when 
•roject earlier was targeted 
site in West Manchester 

nship. 

t-Ed questions 
ne of the kef assumptions in 
Iran report IS that without 
•roposed new plant, local 

electric rates could increase. 
But Met· Ed officials say the 

assumption is not necessarily 
right. 
· They say the federal officials 
failed to account Cor changing 
market forces when they as
sumed that Met-Ed customers 
would have to pay Cor the compa· 
ny to build· a new power plant or 
to have a private company build 
one if the plan by developers 
York County Energy Partners 
Calls through. 

In fact, Met-Ed spokeswoman 
Judith Botvin said that Met-Ed 
rates could be lowered if the pro
ject is not built. 

The utility could replace the 
electricity it would have bought 
from the proposed new plant 
with potentially cheaper elec· 
tricity on the short-term market 
or from other sources, she said. 

''What we would look Cor 
would be the most economical 
supplier at the time we need the 
energy," Botvin said. 

It's already In use 
Another assumption in the 

federal report is that if the pro
ject is not built, utilities across 
the country will use older, dirt
ier technology in their new coal· 
burning boilers. · 

The reason: They will not 
have the project to look to as · 
proof that the cogeneration tech· 
nology works on a utility scale. 

Tlie problem with that argu. 
ment, project opponents say, is 
that 1n the eight years it took 
the proposal to relocate from 

FROM PAGE ONE 
And they say that"increasinJ.· 

ly rigid environmental rules wdl 
make it virtually impossible Cor 
utilities to return to pre-1980s 
technology Cor their new boilers. 

Bottom line, opponents say, if 
the technology is going to be on 
the market anyway, there is no 
reason Cor the federal �ovem· 
ment to spend $75 million subsi· 
dizing a demonstration or the. 
technology. 

Balky boiler 
A third conclusion reached in 

, the federal dran report is that I ! 1*1 without the new power genera· 
.. !'!01111 - :  .------ ' • tor, a ke o rtunitr to shut . ; , . · t,�}.·"·"""""*''' "*""'"""''··'·'''"''V:i down P.�. �f:tfelter s 1950s V1n· 

"lldcl Sloud\ISiall a111st. tage boiler No. 4 would be lost. 

Tallahassee, Fla., to West Man· 
chester Townsliip and finally to 
North Codorus Township next to 
the P.H. Glatfelter Co. paper 
mill, the technology has become 
\\.;rlcly accepted. 

There are now more than a 
dozen boilers currently operat· 
ing in Pennsylvania using the 
same technology. 

And although the Pennsylva· 
nia boilers are all smaller than 
the local project would be, DOE 
acknowledged last week that· 
boilers or the same scale or · 
larger are now being sold com· 
mercially elsewhere. 

Taken together, those facts 
make the DOE's assumption that 
the technology won't be commer· 
cialized tough to accept, oppo. 
nents say, 

But provisions in the report 
Cor boiler No. 4 to continue. oper
ating Cor part or each year call 
those environmental savings 
into question. 

Glatfelter officials have said 
they could shut down the older 
boiler ·if the new cogeneration 
project is built because the new 
boiler would generate steam Cor 
the papermaker at the ume time uenerates electricity Cor Met-

Glatfelter would buy 400 
pounds or steam per hour Crom 
the new boiler, which York 
County Energy Partners plan to 
build next to the papermaker's 
Spring Grove mill. 

DOE data show that the new 
boiler would emit 60 percent less 
sulfur dioxide than the Glatfelt. 
er boiler No. ·4 while producing 
the same amount of steam.- . .  

YORK SUNDAY NEWS, t\ 

Although the new boiler 
would emit other air pollutants, 
including some components of 
smog, DOE and companf om. 
cials have repeatedly satd the 
project would represent a net de
crease in air emissions - assum· 
ing boiler No. 4 was shut down • 

But the dran report also says 
boiler No. 4 would not have to 
be shut down entirely. 

In fact, it could run indefi. 
nitely when the new boiler is 
shut down Cor repairs. 

And the two boilers could op
erate together Cor up to 30 days (720 hours). 

Heated hearings 
With these and other provi· 

sions or the dran in question, 
hearings on the report mal be as 
contentious as earlier DOE 
visits in August and October 
1993. 

Officials at Met-Ed say they 
have not ruled out making an 
appearance at the hearings, and 
a wide range oC iocal opponents �1 �ey will p_articipa.te, as they 
did m the earlier heanngs. 

DOE officials said they will 
consider both oral and written 
public comments as they prepare 
the final environmental impact 
statement. 

Meantime, hundreds of York 
County residents will be poring 
over their copies or the draf't 
report to get an idea of what the 
chances are they will see bul· 
)dozers moving this sprin_g at the 
proposed project site on Route 
116. 

ij 
n 
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VEMBER 27, 1994 ·A7 

Cogen�rA+Inn Impact statement 
The U.$. Department of EneraY 

will hOld PI'DIIc 'liearlncs 7 ·10:30 
p.m. Dec..14-16 on lta.clritt enY!ton· 
·"!181't81 atateme!lt fol:'�.proposecl. 
York Cou� Ener&Y Pa}tnenl coaeoe
ratlon faCIII4' In .NortiJ. Codorus. · 

The hearings will bfheld'ln the' 
Old Matn.BIIIIdlng ot-ttte York 
FalrJ!OUnds, 334 Clrll,sle.Ave. . •  �esldents who want to,ipeak at 
the hearings may.� a tlm!t by 
contacting Dr. Iueiien v .. Qotel• hem, M� �Tecllnoloo fYCenter,;3810.CoUine Feny Roed, MOflllltown,'W.Ve. 28S07o0880 
(telephone: 104481 1443). Envelopes requestlna a apeaklna 
reservation should be labeled "Yoik 
County Enet&Y. PartnerS Draft EIS." 

Advance reatstratlon for present. 
Ina oral commentS at the hearf!'las . 
will be accepted up. to one weelc � 
to the hearlna date. Comments will 
be limited to 5 minutes.. 

Written comments will be ac
cepted at the·aame addreu, and 
must be submitted by· Jan. 10. 

Copies of the'dreft environmental 
ImPact atudy are on file at the folloW 
Ina locations: 

• Glatfelter Memorial Ubrary, 
101· Glenview Road, Spring Grove. 

• York County Ubrery, 118 
Pleasant Acres Road, Yblk. 

• York County Courthouse. 28 E.· 
Market St., York.' 

• U.S. Department' of Ener&Y· 
Freedom of Information Readlfll 
Roorn;1E·190, Forreatal Bulldlna, 
1000 Independence Ave.. S.W .. 
Walhlnaton. D.C • 

• u.s. Department of Ener&Y 
Moraantown Enef'IY Technoloo · 
Center, 3810 Collins Feery Road, 
Moraantown. w.va. 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Bureau of Forestry 

COMMONWEALTH OF PEN NSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

10099 Lincoln Way East F�ettevil le, PA 17222-9609 
December 1 .  1994 

{717) 352-2211/352-2260 
FAX { 717) 352-3007 

Mr. Jan K. Wachter.  D i rector 
Env i ronment. Safety and Hea lth 

Program Support D i v i s ion 
MQrgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O .  Box 880 , 
Morgantown, \IV 26507-0880 
Dear Mr. Wachte r: 

I t  i s  now c l ear that the proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration 
Project i s  not i n  IllY area of respon s i b i l i ty .  Therefore , you may drop IllY name from w-KDS-1217 
your ma i l i ng l i st. Than k you for your cooperation i n  this  matter. 

KDS: jac 

An Fnlultl nnnnrt . . ..  : .... tA I''·--·'· ·- A _  .. . .  
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KEYwoRDS: 
General 

Vohone IV 

Response: Comment is noted. 
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NEPA 

December 7 ,  1994 8 
Dr . Suellen Van Ooteghem 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Rd . 
Morgantown , W.Va .  26507-0880 

Dear Ms . Van Ooteghe : 

Again I find it necessary to consult you 
concerning the proposed cogeneration facility proposed by York 
County Energy Partners in Springrove Pa . 

Once again Mr . Platts and his followers are 
attempting to delay the normal process by demanding that the public 
hearings be delayed until after the first of the year . As I myself 
have experienced in the pas t ,  I am sure that Mr . Platts and his 
followers will do everything in their power to delay and disrupt 
the normal process no matter when it is held . It is obvious to me 
that their narrow-mindedness is only over shadowed by their unfoun
ded accusation ' s  aimed at the DOE and their handl ing of the process 
by which this proj ect has been handled from the very beginning . 
The bottom l ine · is that this is a good proj ect . From every point 
of view , this proj ect is safe , cleaner and needed very badly at 
this time . I received a copy of the Impact Statement and have 
been going over i t  very carefully for sometime now . As yet , I 
cannot f ind one aspect of the impact that this facility will 
have either directly or indirectly that has not been addressed . 
This leads me to belive that there in no valid reason to delay 
the hearings scheduled for December 14th through 16th, 1994 . 

In addition , the opinion ' s  expressed by 
Mr . Platts and Mr . Goodling , is not shared by myself and the 
maj ority of those who will either directly or indirectly be 
affected by this proj ect . Their agenda is to destroy this proj ect 
regardless of overwhelming advantages . As I have relayed to you 
in the pas t ,  this facility is necessary for the environment , 
the working people and the taxpayers of York County . 

I would also like to bring to your attention 
an article that appeared in the Sunday News here in York 
which quoted Mr . Jan Wachter , DOE Proj ect Supervisor : Quote" 
We ' re definitely feeling pressure from the company ' s  to get 
the proj ect moving . "  Unquote . Given Mr . Wachter ' s  pos ition , I 
feel that it would be better served for ALL concerned if he 
would reserve his opinion ' s  until after these proceedings have 
run their course , regardless of the outcome . This of course is 
only: my opinion . 
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Response: There are various stakeholders when conducting an environmental 
analysis through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. The 
pressure to maintain a schedule was as much from internal customers at DOE as 
from external groups (e.g., public and Industrial Participant). 

WRITTEK-43 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

In conclus ion , I look forward to seeing you 
again in attendance at the up-coming hearings . 

cc : 

WRiftEN"44 
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S incerely 

William D .  Blackwell 
International Brotherhood of 
Boilermaker ' s  Local #13 , AFL/CIO 
2907 Village Square Drive 
Dover , Pa . 17315 

Mr . Mike DiCicco , Bus iness Manager , Boilermakers Local #13 
Mr . Bradley F. Hahn , Dir . Bus iness Development , York County 
Energy Partners 
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P o L L U T I O N  
NIX ON NOx . . 

Chemical precursors to acid rairi, 
oxides of nitrogen <NOx> are ma· 
jor culprits in maiiy an air-poilu· 

tion story. Now Asea Brown Boveri of 
Sweden has introduced two industrial 
systems that dramatically reduce 
NOx emissio1111 from coal· and Ps
fired power plants. 

How dramatically? Conventional 
coal-fired boUers typically emit 500 to 
1,000 parts per million (ppm) of NOx. 
�B� �w �� pwwmed-eoal 
furnace, on the other hand, produces 
a !Jlere 150 ppm. There are two keys 
to this reduction: First, a •dynamic 
classifier" eoritrols the size of the coal 
powder, only feeding particles as fine 
·as talcum powder into the furnace. 
Second, just a small amount of air is 
introduced with the fuel. This de
prives the flame of oxygen; with leas 
oxygen, the furnace produces harm· 
leas nitrogen rather than NOx. To ful. 
ly bum the coal, more oxygen is added 
in controlled amounts at several 
points along the stack. 

No less impressive is the EV Burn
er. While typical gas burners release 
150 to 300 ppm ofNOx, the EV Burn· 
er emits less than 15 ppm. The sys· 
tem p�ly controls the gas-and-air 
mixture's" vortex-shaped flow into the 
burner and keeps the temperature 
relatively low to discourage NOx for
mation.-M. D. · 

(Article layout altered for ease of comment spacing) 
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Response: The cooperative agreement between DOE and York County Energy 
Partners, L.P. (YCEP) specifies that this $75 million is to be used specifically for 
the design, construction, and operation of the Clean Coal Technology (CCT) project 
proposed. For any other uses, these monies either have to be reprogrammed within 
the CCT Program in order to be allocated to another CCT project or congressionally 
mandated for use in another area. 
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Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

Response: Atmospheric circulating fluidized bed (ACFB) combustion technology 
is in use, but not at utility scale. The Federal funding in question is not a grant, but 
cost-shared financial support which would reduce the York County Energy Partners, 
L.P. (YCEP) financial risk from demonstrating a technology which has not yet been 
demonstrated at this scale. Please refer to the responses for Comments D-39/13,  D-
37/16, and D-100/9 for more information regarding the need for demonstrating this 
technology at this scale, the consideration of alternative technologies, and the 
timeliness of this technology. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-31122, D-32/13,  and D-61123 . 
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Margaret K l un k  
RD #4 Box 4624 

Sp r i n g G rove , PA 1 7 362 

MA I N  PO I NTS OF CONCERN-DRAFT E I S  
FOR PUBL I C  HEAR I NGS HELD DECEMBER 1 4 , 1 5  AND 1 6  

Not i ce of  t h e i ssuance of t he D E I S  and t he Dec . 1 4 ,  1 5  an d 1 6 ,  1 99 4  I W-MK-Uilla 
P u b l i c  Hea r i n g s  f i rst appeared on Dec . 3 ,  1 994 i n  t h e Yo rk Dai l y  
Record . Th i s  i s  on l y  1 1  days not i c e wh i ch i s  t oo l i t t l e  not i ce for 
t hose who may have w i shed t o  make t hought fu l comment . 

�he Yo rk Count y L i b rary Read i ng Room at 1 1 8 P l easant Acres Road 
�oes not now , no r has i t  eve r ex i st ed ,  even t houg h  i t  i s  l i st e d as 
a DOE Read i n g Room i n  every p u b l i c  not i f i cat i on .  · 
:rhe fo l l ow i ng source documen t s  we re unavai l ab l e  i n  t he Pub l i c  
�ead i ng Rooms on o r  before Nov . 29 , 1 9 94 : 

C l ean Coal Techno l og y  P rog ram :  F i nal  P rogrammat i c  
Env i ronment a l  I mpact St at ement ( 1 9 89 ) 

· Wast ewat e r  Reuse Feas i b i l i t y St udy ( May 1 99 4 )  

D raft Env i ronment a l  I n fo rmat i on Vo l ume for t h e  YCEP 
Cog ene rat i on Fac i l i t y :  West Manchest e r  Si t e  ( J u l y 1 9 9 2 ) 

A i r Qual i t y  D i spe r s i on Ana l y s i s ( Au g u s t  1 5 ,  1 99 4 )  

F i ve of  t he sou rce document s  we re j ust  f i na l i z e d  f rom Novembe r a 
t h rough November 1 1  and sent  by Dynamac -Co r po rat i on t o  t he 
l i b r a r i es on November 22 , 1 9 9 4 .  How were t hese document s rev i ewed 
so q u i ck l y? Was an adequat e r ev i ew conduct ed ·o r was i t  fast -t racked 
because as Jan Wac h t e r  st at e d t o  t he EPA , " As a t est case for t he 
De partment o f  Energy ' s  i n i t i at i ve i n  " re i nvent i n g gove rnmen t "  as i t  
app l i es t o  t he NEPA p rocess , t he DOE i s  on an a g g ress i ve schedu l e  
for deve l op i n g t h e  E I S  for t h i s  p roposed p ro j e ct . We are 
benchma r k i ng t he devel opment and i ssuance of  t h i s  EIS in t e rms o f  
t i me an d cost . A s  such , w e  ant i c i pat e t hat t he D E I S  wi l l  b e  
r e l eased t o  t he pub l i c  i n  Sept embe r ,  1 99 4 ,  and a record o f  deci s i on 
i s sued b y  F e b ruary , 1 99 5 . "  

W-MK-U/llb 

Accord i n g t o  t h e DE I S  ove r 2 7 7  wr i t t en comment s we re mai l ed t o  DOE I W-MK-U/llc: 
on or b e f o r e  t he Novemb e r  5 ,  1 9 93 c l ose of t h e  sco p i  ng pe r i od ,  
howeve r on l y · t he 35 subm i t t ed on t he even i n g s  o f  t he scop i ng 
hear i n gs w e r e  i nc l uded i n  t he pu b l i c  record . What happened t o  t he 
rest ? 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment D-59/15. 

Response: Please see the response to Comments D-59122, D-60/2, and D-60/13. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-61/14. 
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pag e 2 Comment s on D E I S  

YCEP ' s  e x t en s i ve s i t e  search l ast i ng mo re t han o n e  and o n e  hal f 
years began i n  ear l y  1 990 and i s  descr i bed i n  t h e  DE I S  as resu l t i ng 
f rom a Met -Ed pow e r  g en e rat i on so l i c i t at i on . Du r i n g t hat same t i me 
pe r i od t h e  C i t y  o f  Tal l ahassee was t o  be t he r e c i p i ent o f  t he 
" coope rat i ve agreement . "  Was A i r P roduct s and C h em i c a l s search i n g 
for a s i t e  t o  b u i l d  a co-gene rat i on f ac i l i t y  w i t hout any Fede r a l  
mon i es b e i ng i nvo l ved? May w e  assume t hen t hat Brad Hahn o f  YCEP 
was co r rect when he s t a t e d  t h i s  p ro j ect wou l d  go f o rward wi t hout 
t h e  $75 m i  1 1  i on ?  

Ou r g roup has asked du r i n g  t he scop i ng pe r i od and once aga i n when 
comment i ng on t he Impl ement at i on P l an t hat pol l ut i on resul t i n g  f rom 
m i n i ng and wash i ng and t ran spo rt at i on of nearl y 1 m i l l i on t ons o f  
coal  p e r  year fo r 25 years b e  i nc l uded i n  t he E I S .  I f  DOE can c i t e  
a st udy st at i ng t hat , "An i nd i rect , pos i t i ve i mpact [of  t h i s 
p ro j ect ] wou l d  be r eal i z ed i n  t h e  coal product ion i ndust ry as a 
resu l t  o f  424 j o bs b e i ng prov i ded annual l y  t h roug hout t he 25-year 
l i f e span o f  t he proj ect , "  t hen DOE can c e rt a i n l y  est i mat e t he 
resou rces comm i t t ed t o  t h e  t ranspo rt at i on o f  t h e  coal , l i mestone 
and ash byproduct and t he cost in  po l l ut i on o f  t hese act i v i t i es 
1 nc l u d i n g t he m i n i ng and c l ean i ng of t h e  coal . I t  i s  i nt e rest i ng t o  
not e t hat i n  a l et t e r  f rom Heat h e r  Harvey o f  t h e  A l l egheny Nat i on a l  
F- o r rest t o  D O E  wh i ch was i n c l uded i n  t he Agency Coord i nat i on 
Sec t i on of t h e  DE I S  she e x p resses a s i mi l ar des i re .  She st at es ,  • . . .  , t h e � e  needs t o  be an acknowl edgment i n  t h e ana l ys i s  t hat t h e 
real  env i ronment al i mpact s of t he p r o j ect are i n  t he area t hat ' s  
p roduc i ng t h e 2400 tons o f  coal p e r  day needed t o  power t he 
p r o j ect . "  

A Phase I archeo l og i cal i nvest i gat i on i s  c u r rent l y  unde rway for t he 
e l ec t r i cal  i nt e rconnect i on .  The D E I S  st at es ,  " T h e  Phase I resu l t s  
of t he i nvest i g at i on are ex pect ed t o  be subm i t t ed t o  t he st at e 
�enn s y l van i a  B u r eau o f  H i st o r i c  Prese rvat i on i n  t he fou r t h  Quart e r  
of 1 99 5 . "  Wou l dn ' t  t h i s  b e  t oo l at e? 

I t  i s  u n f a i r t o  u s e  t h e  West Manch est e r  s i t e  as an a l t ernat i ve 
s i t e .  Agai n ,  i t  seems t h i s  p r o j ect i s  be i ng fas t -t racked w i t h  t he 
l oc a l  commun i t y  b e i n g  t he l os e r .  For purposes o f  t he E I V  t he West 
Manches t e r  and t he Nort h Codo rus s i t es we re l umped toget h e r  as one 
p r o j ect . DOE al l owed t h i s ,  most l i ke l y  to save t i me . S i t e  speci f i c  
met eoro l og i cal  st ud i es we r e  not reQu i r ed at t h e No r t h  Codorus s i t e ,  
t h e  dat a col l ect ed at West Manchest e r  was a l l owed t o  be used 
i nst ead . Sho rt changed aga i n  i n  DOE ' s  mad rush t o  get  t h i s  E I S  
comp l e t e d before t h i s  t e chno l ogy has been demonst rat ed at t h i s  
sca l e  i n  t he Un i t ed St at es as i t  has been i n  ot h e r  count r i es .  

U n d e r  t he no ac t i on al t e rnat i ve i t  shou l d  not be assumed t hat n ew 
powe r  gene rat i on fac i l i t i e s wou l d  be bu i l t .  Met-Ed had a short-fal l 
i n  e l ect r i cal  gene rat i on i n  1 9 94 and 1 99 5 ,  howev e r  by t he t i me t h i s  
proposed fac i l i t y  wou l d  be bu i l t t h e re wou l d  be no need . 

W-MK-ll/lld 

W-MK-ll/lle 

I W-MK-U/21f 

W-MK·ll/llg 

IW-MK-U/21> 

WRITTEN-54 
May 1995 Volume IV 



W-MK-12/21d 

KEYwoRDS: 
Alternative technologies 
Site selection 

W-MK-12/21e 

KEYWORDS: 
NEPA 
Scope 

W-MK-12/21f 

KEYWORDS: 
Archaeology 
Utility corridor 

Volwne IV 

Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

Response: Air Products had proposed to Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed), 
in August 1992, a pulverized coal plant with flue gas desulfurization cogeneration 
facility that would be located in West Manchester Township. Only when the City 
of Tallahassee decided not to move forward with the project did Air Products change 
the design of the project to a circulating fluidized bed combustor. 

Representatives from York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP), including Mr. 
Brad Hahn, have formally denied making the statement that the proposed circulating 
fluidized bed (CFB) project would move forward without government funds. YCEP 
has stated on numerous occasions that they would not proceed to completion with 
a coal-fired CFB cogeneration project without government funds. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-139/24. 

Response: The Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation has reviewed the 
Phase I Archaeological Survey for the proposed Cogeneration Facility (main site), 
and has concurred that the project would have no effect on archaeological resources 
(letter dated November 29, 1993). 

Subsequently, a Phase I Archaeological Survey was completed for the proposed 
upgrade of the intersection of Route 1 16 and Route 516, near Spring Grove and was 
submitted to the Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation in July of 1994. A 
Phase I Archaeological Survey was also completed for the proposed electric 
transmission corridor, from the proposed plant site to the Bair Substation, and was 
submitted to the Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation in October of 1994. 

In January 1995, Bureau for Historic Preservation personnel conducted a site 
inspection of the proposed corridor and highway intersection. Following the site 
inspection, the Bureau contacted DOE and reported that both surveys appeared to 
adequately assess the potential for impact to archaeological resources (no impact), 
but insufficiently surveyed historic resources potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register. DOE has received a letter from the Pennsylvania Bureau for 
Historic Preservation (letter from Barrett to Van Ooteghem, dated April 14, 1995), 
indicating that all archaeological reports submitted for the proposed project and its 
electrical interconnection meet the required standards and specifications and that 
further testing for archaeological resources will not be necessary. 

The Bureau requested that a survey of eligible properties be completed for the 
project area, including the utility corridor, and determination be made of the effect 
to those properties found eligible for listing. With DOE concurrence, York County 
Energy Partners retained Historic York, Inc., to perform the Historic Sites Survey 
and Determination of Effect. This firm, approved by the Bureau for Historic 
Preservation, conducted the field work necessary to complete the survey in early 
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;lage 3 Comment s on t he DE I S  

T h e  D r a f t  E I S  goes i nt o  a v e r y  san i t i z e d  versi on of t he h i story o f  
t h i s  p ro j ect . The fact t hat a vot er re f ti ren dum was respons i b l e  fo r 
t h e  u l t i mat e dem i se o f  t he C i t y  o f  T a l l ahassee proj ect s hou l d  be 
i nc l uded in t he DE I S .  L i k ew i se , YCEP ' s  s ee k i ng oppo r t un i t i es t o  
o bt a i n  ai r emi ss i on of fset s was not t he p r i mary reason for 
r e l ocat i ng t h e  proj ect f rom W. Manchest e r  t o N .  Codorus . In real i t y  
W .  Manchest e r  had zon i n g / l and use o r d i nance wh i ch p r e c l uded 
b u i l d i ngs exceed i ng 1 00 ft . YCEP was i nvol ved an ext ens i ve and 
expen s i ve zon i ng bat t l e  w i t h  pos s i b l e  l i t i gat i on expenses l oomi ng 
i n  t he fut ure . An easy s i t i ng oppor t un i t y  i n  Nort h Codorus w i t h  i t s 
absence of zon i ng o r d i nances cou l d  be ach i eved by r e l ocat i ng t he 
p roposed YCEP p r o j ect a d j acent t o  t he P . H .  Gl at fe l t e r Co . 

I am at t ac h i ng t h e  commen t s  I niade t o  Dr . Van Oot eghem on t he 
Impl ement at i on ' P l an .  Si nce t h e  DE I S  f a i l ed t o  address any of my 
commen t s  sat i s fact o r i l y ,  my quest i ons and comment s are as val i d  
t oday i n  refe rence t o  t h e  Draft  E I S  as t hey were on J u l y 29 , 1 9 9 4 ,  
i n  re sponse t o  t he Imp l ement at i on P l an .  

At t achment s :  
J u l y 29 , 1 9 94 l et t e r  t o  D r . Van Oot eghem concern i n g comment s 
on t h e  Draft I mp l eme n t at i on p l an fo r t he p roposed Yo rk Count y 
Ene rgy Par t n e r s  c i r cu l at i n g f l u i d i z e d  bed cog enerat i on p rQ j ect ( '-1  I')C:JCC..J 
::: 0 \ : :::::;s: 3 ·  :t:'%a:3 c:'ca:ii-ftlJ tfti'i, ; ;: ; 73:;-

W-MK-12/lli 
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1995. Results have been made available to the Bureau for review and concurrence. 
Sections 3 . 1 . 1 1 . 1 , 3 . 1 . 14. 1 1 ,  4. 1 . 1 1 . 1 ,  and 4. 1 . 14. 1 of the FEIS describe the 
results of the Bureau for Historic Preservation review of the Survey. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-121/14, D-141/15, and 
D-155/1 1 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-83/5 which addresses this issue. 
Also, DOE-Headquarters' assessment of the need for power has been attached as 
Appendix K to the FEIS . 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-67/18 ,  D-121/14, and 
D-326/19. 
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Margaret K l u n k  
R . D . #4 Box 4624 

Spr i n g G rove , PA 1 7 3 6 2  phone ( 7 1 7 ) 225-3 7 6 9  

Ju l y  29 , 1 9 9 4  

S ue l l en A .  V a n  Oot e g h em ,  P h . D .  
Department o f  Energy 
Mo rgantown En e rgy Techno l ogy Cent e r  
P . O .  Box BBO 
Mo rgantown , We st V i rg i n i a  2 6 5 0 7 -0BSO 

Re : COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT I MP LEMENTAT I ON P LAN FOR THE PROPOSED YORK 
COUNTY ENERGY PARTN ERS C I RCULAT I NG F LU I D I ZED BED COGENERATI O N  
PROJ ECT 

Dear D r .  Van Oot e g h em :  

I am r e spond i n g  u n d e r  prot est t o  you r r e q u e s t  for comment o n  t he 
D r a f t  Impl ement at i on P l an by t he .  i mpos e d  d e a d l i n e o f  J u l y 29 , 1 9 9 4 .  
I d o  not f e e l  t h e  dead l i ne i s  re asonab l e .  Bot h t he C l arks and t h e  
K l unks had vacat i on s  sch edu l ed for t h i s  past week , Or . Dabb has a 
pe rson a l  p rob l em wh i ch requ i re d  h i m  t o  g o  t o  Denmark , and Todd 
P l at t s  i s  i n  t h e  hosp i t a l w i t h  k i dney s t o n e  p ro b l ems . Con s i d e r i n g 
t h i s  I P  was s c h e du l e d t o  be comp l et ed ,  acco r d i n g  to t he August 1 5 ,  
1 9 93 , Yo r k  Sunday N ews , ·  i n  Decemb e r  o f  1 9 9 3 , i t  i s  al ready ove r  7 
mont h s  b eh i nd schedul e .  How c r i t i ca l  can t h i s  t i mel i ne be? 

On t h e h i st o r y ·o f t h i s  p r o j ect ( Bac k g round 1 . 1 )  I wou l d  l i ke to 
sug g e s t  some co r r e ct i ons or add i t i ons . Tne t ex t  i s  unfa i r l y  b i ased 
show i n g  DOE and t h i s pro j ect st r i c t l y  i n  a pos i t i ve l i ght . On page 
3 t h e  narrat i ve says " i n  Sept emb e r  o f  1 99 1  t h e  C i t y  o f  
Tal l ahassee i n d i c at e d  t hat , p r i mar i l y  f o r  economi c reasons ,  i t  no 
l on g e r  w i shed t o  p roceed . . . . .. Acco r d i n g  t o  t he Thu rsday , May 2 6 ,  
1 9 94 , TALLAHASSEE D EMOCRAT , "Wh en Tal l ahas see vot e r s  r e j ect e d  a 
" c l ean coal " p l an t  i n  a 1 9 92 r e f e rendum , t he c i t y  so l d  t he 
eng i ne e r i ng p l ans t o  a Pennsy l van i a  company for $ 3  mi l l i on . "  

On pag e 4 t h e  t ext  i nd i cat es t hat t he re ason f o r  YCEP request i n g  a 
s i t e  c hang e  f rom W .  Manch e st e r t o  N .  Codo rus was fue l ed by YCEP ' s  
s e e k i ng a i r em i s s i ons o f f s et s .  The fact · t hat YCEP was bog g e d  down 
i n  zon i ng h e a r i ng p rob l ems i s  not ment i on e d . W .  Manchest e r  has a 
1 00 f t . h e ight rest r i ct i on f o r  wh i c h YCEP wou l d  have needed a 
var i ance for s ev e r a l  st r u ct u res . Consequent l y ,  YCEP t h reat ened t o  
sue t h e  p r ev i ous l y  p roposed host mu n i c i pa l i t y .  I n  fact , W .  
Man chest e r  Towns h i p i s  out $ 7 5  t housand , wh i c h may not seem l i ke a 
l ot o f  money t o  t h e  F e d e r a l  gove rnmen t , but i s  a subst ant i a l  sum 
for a mun i c i p a l i t y  to wa st e d e fend i n g  t h e i r zon i ng l aws . Compared 
t o  t h e p rob l ems encount e red by YCEP in West Manchest e r  Towns h i p ,  
No r t h  Codor u s ,  w i t h  i t s  absence o f  zon i n g l aws , must have se emed 
v e ry i nv i t i ng .  

W·MK·71l9a 

W-MK-71l9b 
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Final. Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Note: Although comments W-MK-79a through W-MK-791 are in response to a review of the implementation 
plan for the proposed project, the commenter stated that the issues were still valid to the review ofthe 
DEIS. Thus, the comments have been responded to in this FEIS. 

W-MK-7/29a 
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Volwne IV 

Response: Rejection of the proposed project to be sited in Tallahassee was based 
on several issues, including environmental impacts and deteriorating economics of 
the project. No DOE money was involved in York County Energy Partners, L.P. 's 
(YCEP's) purchase of the "engineering plans" from the City of Tallahassee. Please 
see the response to Comment D-326/19. 

Response: The siting of the proposed project at either the West Manchester or the 
North Codorus sites has advantages and disadvantages. All sites had critical issues 
that must be resolved before the project could go forward. Zoning was one of the 
critical issues associated with the West Manchester site. Please see the responses 
to Comments D-67/18 and D-121/14. 
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pag e 2 Commen t s  on D r a f t  I P  

� n  pag e s i x  u n d e r  t h e  h e ad i ng o f  1 . 2 · NEPA STRATEGY i t  i s  s t at ed 
t hat , "The  YCEP E I V w i l l  b e  one of t h e  maj or sou rce document s u s e d  
t o  prepare t h e E I S . "  I t  seems i r re�u l a r t hat t he E I V  submi t t e d for 
West Manche st e r  in Augu s t .  1 9 92 is l ab e l e d  DRAFT and t h e one 
� ubmi t t e d for No r t h  Codorus in  March 1 9 94 i s  cal l e d F I NA L .  Th e EIV 
is  supposed t o  b e  s i t e  s p ec i f i c  yet t he d raft fo r West Man ch est e r  
was adequat e t o  p r e p a r e  t h e  f i n al for t h e  Nort h Codorus s i t e ? As  
far as the  E I V  goes , t he t wo p ro j ects  are t reat e d  as one ( d raft  an d 
f i nal ) y e t  for t h e  purpose of t h e  E I S ,  4 . 3 . 2 ,  DOE i s  p l ans t o  
con s i d e r  t h e We st Manchest e r  s i t e  t o  b e  t h e a l t e rnat i ve • i t e .  One 
way or t h e ot h e r ,  we are g et t i n g  short-chan g e d . 

DOE , i n  t he w r i t i n g o f  t h i s  draft , once ag a i n  d i s p l ays i t s  
p r e j ud i c i a l b i as on page 1 9  sect i on 3 .  DESCR I PT ION OF THE SCOP I NG 
PROCESS . The t e xt reads , " I n response to t h e. d e g r e e  of p u b l i c  
i nt e rest i n  t h i s  proposed Fede ral act i on ,  and t o  ensu r e  t hat al l 
i nd i v i dual s who w i s h t o  speak were  accommodat e d , t h e  pu b l i c  seep i ng 
� eat i n g  was cont i nu e d  on Oct ob e r  5 ,  1 9 9 4 . " .  Accord i n g  t o  an art i c l e 
1 n  t he August 1 5 ,  1 9 93 , Yo rk Sunday News , ( enc l ose d ) ove r  50 
s p eakers were on t h e l i st t o  sp eak , wh i ch even cons i d e r i n g t h e 5 
m i nut e p e r  pe rson t i me l i m i t ,  wou l d  ext end t he meet i n g  unt i l  w e l l 
past mi d n i g h t . The wr i t e r goes on t o  say , " A l t hough DOE of f i c i a l s  
�ave rece i ve d  c a l l s  as k i n g t h em t o  e x t end t h e hear i ng t o  ad d i t i on a l  
f!l i g ht s ,  Wagaov i c h  ( DOE spokesman ) says t h ey won ' t . "  I n  t rut h ,  o n l y 
aft e r  pu b l i c  out c ry f rom c i t i zens an d c i t i z ens ' g roups p l us 
p r e s s u r e  f rom Represeniat i ve B i l l  Good l i ng and Senator A r l en 
Spect o r , d i d  DOE agree  t o  a cont i nuat i on of t he scop i n g meet i n g . 
Once ag a i n  t h i s  goes to t h e  heart of our . m i st rust of t h e  p rocess 
and ou r skept i c i sm a bout t h e f a i rness and accu racy of DOE ' s  
eval uat i on o f  t h i s  proj ect ' s  envi ronment a l  i mpact s .  

I n  t h e  November 1 9 92 Su f f i c i ency R e v i ew o f  t h e  DE I V ,  page 3 ,  t h e 
revi ewer says , "The d i scuss i on o f  al t e rnat i ves i s  very superf i c i a l , 
espec i a l l y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  al t e rnat i ve s i t e  s e l ect i on .  S u f f i c i ent 
det ai l must b� prov i d e d  to support t h e stat ement i n  t h e E I V  t hat an 
" e xhaust i ve "  s i t e  s e l ect i on process was conduct�d . "  T h e  F i n a l  E I V  
4 . 2  ALTERNAT I VE S I TES says t h e  P . H . Gl at fe l t e r s i t e  was t he f i nal 
s e l ect i on res u l t i ng f rom an ext ens i ve s i t e  se a rch , wh i ch was 
i n i t i at ed i n  1 990 as a resu l t  of a pu b l i c l y  announced powe r 
g ene rat i on so l i c i t at i on on t h e  part of Met -Ed . The fact i s  Met -Ed 
d i d  have a g en e rat i on short fal l but by the t i me t h i s  pl ant wou l d be 
bu i l t t h ey w i l l  have a substant i a l . r e s e rve capac i t y .  YCEP has b ased 
t h e i r s i t e  s e l ect i on p r i mari l y  on t h i s  "n eed " yet now on pag e 55 of 
DOE ' s  D r aft  IP under 4 . 3 . 4  ALTERNAT IVES AND ISSUES D I SM I SSED FROM 
FURTHER CONS I DERAT I ON ,  i t  r eads " t he E I S  wi l l  d i scuss t h e need for 
t h e  pro j e c t  i n  re l at i on to t he goal s of the CCT P rog ram , but lUll � eya l uat e t he need for e l ect r i ca l  generat i on .  Th i s  i l l u st rat e 
mo re hypocr i sy i n  DOE ' s  despe rat e at t empt to get  t h i s  p r o j ect 
s i t e d .  

W-MK-7/29c 

W-MK·7/29d 

I W·MK-7/19< 

WRITTEN-6o 
May 1995 Volume IV 



\V-MK-7/29c 

KEYWORDS: 
Documentation 
Schedule 

W-MK-7/29d 

KEYWORDS: 
NEPA 
Procedures 

W-MK-7/29e 

KEYWORDS: 
Met-Ed 
Need for power 
Need for project 

Volwne IV 

Final Environmental bnpact Statement 

Response: The two environmental information volumes (EIVs) were developed as 
separate documents; one was not the draft for the other. DOE notes that there is 
some information that is common to the proposed projects at both the North Codorus 
and West Manchester sites . As such, some information appears in both reports. 

Normally, a draft EIV is not released to the public. A draft EIV for the West 
Manchester site was prepared, and from that draft version a final EIV would have 
been prepared once all comments had been resolved. Because of the change in the 
proposed site (to North Codorus Township) for the project, however, a final EIV 
for the West Manchester site was never completed. 

Individuals requested a copy of the West Manchester EIV. In an attempt to provide 
as much information as possible to the public, the draft EIV (normally unavailable 
to the public in a draft form) for the West Manchester site was released. 

The development of the EIV for the North Codorus Township site followed the 
traditional procedure. A draft EIV was submitted (September 1993), comments 
were resolved, and a final EIV was produced (March 1994). As is normally the 
process, only the final EIV for the North Codorus Township site was released. 

Response: The quoted language from the text of the DEIS is accurate and certainly 
not intended to be misleading. The fact is, DOE held an additional scoping meeting 
to ensure fairness in light of the substantial amount of public interest in the proposed 
project. 

As a matter of explanation, when DOE announces that a public (scoping) meeting 
is to take place on a certain date and within a certain timeframe, DOE has a legal 
obligation to precisely meet this date and timeframe. In order to continue the 
meetings (provide more time for public comments), new notices need to be placed 
in the Federal Register and meeting notices published in the York County area to 
advertise the upcoming (continuation) meetings. Once the degree of public interest 
was apparent, DOE immediately began to consider the need for a Continuation 
Public Scoping Meeting. DOE was unable to release information regarding 
Continuation Public Scoping Meetings, however, prior to publication of this 
information in the Federal Register. When scheduling the dates for the public 
hearing in late 1994, DOE announced three days of consecutive hearings (December 
14, 15, and 16) which equates to a "lesson learned."  

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-83/5 which addresses this issue. 
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p:age 3 Commen t s  on D ra f t  I P  
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In t he F i na l  E I V ,  2 . 1  SUMMARY OF PURPOSE AND NEED i t  says , "The 
�reposed fac i l i t y  wou l d  a l so ass i st i n  meet i ng an ene rgy short fa l l  • • •  � and aga i n ,  3 . 2  DESCR I PT I ON OF THE PROPOSED PROJ ECT , • • • •  t he 
proposed YCEP fac i l i t y  wou l d  supp l y  e l ect r i c  pow e r  t o  econom i c a l l y  
a'nd re l i ab l y  meet p ro j ect e d  short f a l l s  · o f  energy and capac i t y  
tihe reby as s i st i ng Met-Ed i n  meet i ng i t s  energy deman ds . "  YCEP has 
C:er t a i n l y  opened t he door for t h e  EIS t o  cove r t h e  e l ect r i cal  
g e n e rat i on n e e d  by dec l a r i ng t h at need , a p r i mary cons i derat i on i n  
tih e i r s i t e  se arch and s e l ect i on ,  i n  t h e i r des c r i pt i on o f  t he 
�reposed p ro j e ct , and i n  t he pu rpose and need f o r  t h e  p roposed 
pro j ect . The quest i on of e l ect r i cal  gene rat i on need was a l so 
add ressed by several  comment at o r s  at t h e  see p i ng meet i ngs and 
therefore i t  d e s e rves cons i d e rat i on i n  t h e  E I S .  

O n  Page 6 1 , 2 . 2 . 3  No-Act i on A l t e rnat i ve i t  st at es ,  " [An 
i � t roduct i on w i l l  desc r i be t h e  no-act i on a l t e rnat i ve ( DOE does not 
p rov i de cost -shared support for t he p roposed YCEP Cogen e rat i on 
s i t e ) ,  as we l l  as t he reasonab l y  foreseeab l e  con sequence resu l t i n g 
�rom i t s  s e l ect i on ( i . e . , new powe r gene rat i on f ac i l i t i•s wou l d  be 
r-eq u i red in  o rd e r  t o  meet t h e  need for e l ect r i c a l  powe r i n  t he 
r<ag i on ) ] , "  Wi l l  t he Met-Ed documen t s  desc r i b i n g t h e i r rese rve 
capac i t y  f rom 1 9 97  on be cons i d ered or not ? The reasonab l e  no
act i on a l t e rnat i ve cons i de red shou l d  be t hat no fac i l i t y  wi l l  b e  
b u i l t  i n  Yo r k  Coun t y ,  because t he re i s  n o  " n eed . "  Anot h e r  
con sequense of t h e  no-act i on a l t e rnat i ve t h at shou l d  be e xami n e d  i n  
t � e  E I S  i s  what reduct i cin s  o f  emi s s i on s  i n  G l at f e l t e r ' s  #4 bo i l e r 
wou l d  be req u i red i n  1 9 9 5  by t h e C l ean A i·r Act o f  1 99 0 .  

l ab l e  7 ,  page 46; t h e  fou r t h comment st at e s ,  "An i nd i v i dual  
reques t e d  t hat t he quant i t y  o f  emi s s i ons t h at wou l d  pot ent i a l l y  
�es u l t  f rom re l at e d  coal p rocessed ( e . g . , mi n i ng ,  t ranspo rt at i on ,  
coa l wash i n g ,  b u rn i ng ,  d i s pos i ng )  b e  document ed . "  I n  respon s e  DOE 
d e c l ares , "These act i ons are not cons i d ered t o  be connect ed act i ons 
tor t h i s  E I S  due to the commod i t y  o r  shared nat u r e  o f  t he resou rce 
or act i v i t y . ;  I do not unde rst and how t h ey can be e xc l uded . The 
aemand for near l y  one m i l l i on t ons o f  coa l a year c e rt a i n l y  causes 
m i nes t o  be m i ned , coa l wash i ng fac i l i t i es t o  be const ruct ed and 
�pe rat ed and t ru c k s  to t ranspo rt t h at amount of coa l , l i mest one and 
c.sh byproduct i n  and out of t h e  fac i l i t y .  These are d i rect 
consequences o f  t he act i on be i n g proposed and shou l d  de f i n i t e l y  be 

· 1�cl uded in  t h e  E I S .  

tn t h e  f i nal  E I V ,  re fe r r i ng t o  t � e econom i c bene f i t s  d e r i ve d  f rom 
more coal cons umpt i on at t h e  N .  Codo r u s  s i t e ,  Or . Adam Rose s t at es ,  
-The bene f i t s  o f  ope rat i on w i l l  on l y  b e  ma rg i n al l y  h i gher i n  Yo r k  
Co� nt y  because t h e  coal i s  m i n e d  e l sewh e re . Howeve r ,  t he benef i t s  
w i t h i n  t he S t at e shou l d  i nc rease by about 33� . "  He adds i n  Append i x  
B t h at "The spec i a l  mu l t i p l i e r s  i n  Tab l e  6 are ca l cu l at e d  as 
f o l l ows : t he tot al  d i rect , i n d i rect , and i n duced j obs st i mu l at ed by 
t h e O P !l! rat i on o f  t h e  cogene rat i on fac i l i t y  subsume t he d i rect , 
i nd i rect and i n duced jobs c reat e d  by ext ract i on o f  $30 mi l l i on 

(continued) 
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: The P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4 is an industrial 
boiler used to produce steam. The provisions of Title IV of the Clean Air Act 
(CAA) as amended in 1990 pertain to electric utilities and electric generating 
facilities. Within the provisions of Title IV (the so-called "opt-in" provisions), 
certain industrial boilers may optionally comply with the emission reductions 
provided for in Title IV and hence create sulfur dioxide (S02) "allowances" which 
can be sold on an open market to electric utilities. However, no reductions of 
emissions from P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4 are prescribed by 
the provisions of Title IV of the CAA Amendments of 1990. Please see the 
response to Comment J-8917. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-139/24. 
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page 4 Comment s  on t h e  Draft  I P  

d o l l ars o f  coa l annual l y  t o  fue l t he fac i l i t y . " Cert a i n l y  i f  o r .  
Rose can c a l c u l at e  t h e numbe r  o f  j obs and t he econom i c  bene f i t s ,  
thereof , a s  a consequence o f  t h i s  act i on ,  DOE s h ou l d  b e  ab l e  t o  
c a l cul at e  t he pol l ut i on assoc i at ed w i t h  t h e  e x t ract i on o f  $30 
m i l l i on do l l ars wor t h  of coal  annual l y .  I f  pol l ut i on crea� ed i s  not 
a " connect e d  act i on "  for t h e  E I S ,  n e i t he r  shou l d  Or . Rose ' s  
� s s umpt i on s  be cons i de red a " connect ed act i on . ·  H i s f i nd i ng s  shou l d  
b e  cons i de red non-val i d  and not r e l i ed u pon o r  c i t ed i n  t h e  E I S .  

l1nd e r  3 . 1 . 2  A i r Qual i t y  i t  s t at es ,  "The ex i st i ng amb i ent ai r 
q u a l i t y cond i t i on s , at mosph e r i c  v i s i b i l i t y ,  c l i mat e and met eoro l ogy 
of t he areas s u rround i ng t he s i t e  o f  the p roposed faci l i t y  wi l l  be 
d e s c r i bed , "  Th i s  wou l d be an i mpos s i bl e t as k  i f  DOE i s  re l y i n g  on 
t he E I V  as i t s  sou rce . In t he s u f f i c i ency rev i ew dat ed Novembe r 
1' 9 9 2 ,  page 1 9 ,  t h e revi ewer wr i t es ,  " . . . .  i t  i s  s t at ed i n  t he 
fou r t h  parag raph t hat t hey are u s i ng me t eo ro l og i ca l  dat a f rom t he 
Nat i on a l  Weat h e r  S e rv i c e s t at i on at Ha r r i sburg , some 25 m i l e s NW o f  
t he p ro j e ct s i t e .  Th i s  may not b e  va l i d  and app l i ca b l e .  A t  METC we 
were t o l d t hat due to t he comp l ex ( h i l l y )  t e r rai n ,  we cou l d  not u s e  
weat h e r  dat a f rom ou r ai rport 5 m i l e s away , but rat he r ,  t hat we 
n e eded to o bt a i n  ons i t e  met eoro l og i cal  dat a .  The fo l l owi ng need t o  
b o  mon i t ored : w i n d  speed , wi nd d i rect i on ,  t empe rat u re ,  so l ar 
r ad i at i on , dew poi nt , r e l at i ve humi d i t y  and baromet r i c  p r e ssure . ·  
r t  i s  re asonab l e  for us  to demand t he s e  meas u r ement s be co l l e ct e d  
at t h e proposed Nort h Codo rus s i t e .  T h e  s i t e  i s  l ocat ed i n  a val l ey 
s u r rounded by h i l l y t e r ra i n ,  t he G l at fe l t e r  p l ant c reat e s  a 
m i n i c li mat e o f  i t s  own , and t he combi ned wat e r  out put ( evaporat i on )  
o f  t h e  two p l ant s wou l d  be app ro x i mat e l y  4 . 5  m i l l i on g a l l on s  p e r  
day . DOE wou l d  be der e l i ct i n  t he i r dut i es i f  t h ey d i d  not req u i re 
t h e col l ect i on of t he s i t e- s pec i f i c  dat a requ est ed i n  t h e  Novemb e r  
1 9 9 2  Su f f i c i ency Revi ew o f  t h e  D r a f t  E I V  ( i . e . , w i nd s peed , w i n d  
d i rect i on ; t empe rat ure , so l a r rad i at i on , dew po i n t , re l at i ve 
numi d i t y  an d baromet r i c  p r e s s u r e ) .  I t  shou l d be not ed t hat t h i s  
req u i rement was not add r e ssed i n  t he F i nal  E I V  o r  i n  t h e  
S u f f i c i ency 8ev i ew o f  t h at document dat ed Ap r i l 1 9 9 4 . 

G i ven more t i me a more t horough c r i t i que o f  t h i s  D raft 
Imp l ementat i on P l an may have been poss i b l e .  I t hank you for the 
ooport un i t y  t o  comment even t hough it was a re l at i ve l y  s ho rt t i me 
� e r i od i n  wh i c h to comp l et e  t h e  revi ew of t h i s  83-page document . I 

· s i nc e re l y  hope t h at t h i s  i s  a " DRAFT " IP and t h at you choose t o  
amend i t  t o  i n c l ude t hose t op i cs .men t i oned h e re i n .  

S i nc e re l y ,  

Ma r g a ret K l u n k  

W-MK-7/l9h 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-139/24. 

Response: DOE's sufficiency review, normally an internal report, was used as a 
guideline for changes to be performed on the draft Environmental Information 
Volumes (EIVs). Upon further discussion with regulatory agencies and the 
industrial partner, DOE deemed the meteorological information provided in the EIV s 
to be appropriate. 

The type and amount of meteorological data collected for presentation in the 
Environmental Information Volume and/or EIS is dependent on the input parameters 
of the air quality, fogging, and icing modeling to be performed. As discussed in 
responses to Comments D-62/8 and D-155/1 1 ,  appropriate data were used in 
meteorological modeling. Data not needed for modeling purposes and for which no 
cause and effect relationship to environmental impacts could be attributed are 
ancillary to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) impact analysis, and 
consequently are not required to support the analysis and are not included in the 
EIS . 
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Response: Because the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
project's maximum permitted oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission rate of 1 ,437 
tons/yr exceeds the 100 tons/yr threshold level for a major source and because the 
proposed project would lie within the Northeast Ozone Transport Region, a total of 
1 ,652 tons/yr of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission reduction credits (ERCs) would 
need to be obtained to provide the 1 . 15 to 1 offset required by EPA air permitting 
regulations. As described in Section 4. 1 .2.3 of the EIS, a total of 1 ,  700 ERCs 
would be obtained from a combination of the curtailment of the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's Power Boiler No. 4, Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) 
modifications to that boiler, and ERCs acquired from the Transcontinental Gas Pipe 
Line Corporation. The net result of the ERC requirement and the associated 1 . 15 
to 1 offset would be a regional redu�ion of a minimum of 272 tons/yr of oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) emissions. Emissions reductions by the promotion of such 
regulatory mechanisms as ERC requirements could be considered to be beneficial 
to human health and the environment. 

The air quality analysis described in Sections 4. 1 .2.6 through 4. 1 .2. 1 1 , analyzed the 
impacts of the expected emissions from the proposed YCEP project on ambient 
conditions without the benefit of ERC reductions or other factors such as the 
curtailment of the P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4. As is stated in 
Section 4. 1 .2.6 of the EIS, the air quality modeling assumed very conservative 
operating parameters .  Modeling results indicated that air quality would remain well 
below National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and concentrations of criteria 
pollutants would be 27 percent or less of their respective allowable Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments, or would be below EPA significance 
levels . 

The proposed YCEP facility would have a sulfur dioxide (SOz) emissions rate of 
0.25 lb/MMBtu, which is four times lower than the Clean Air Act (CAA) 
requirement of 1 .2 lb/MMBtu for the Year 2000. In addition, as described in 
Section 4. 1 .2.3, under the provisions of Phase II of Title IV of the CAA Am 
endments of 1990, YCEP would be obligated to obtain sulfur dioxide (SOz) 
"allowances" to emit sulfur dioxide (SOz) from the proposed facility after January 
1 ,  2000. This Phase II obligation would not be unique to the proposed facility: the 
electric utility units in the contiguous United States that intend to operate beyond 
2000 will become subject to the Phase II obligations and requirements of Section 405 
of the CAA. YCEP intends to obtain the necessary allowances with the knowledge 
that if no allowances are obtained, the proposed plant would not be able to operate 
beyond 2000. 

The total amount of air pollutants at a given receptor results from the emissions 
from the sources influencing that receptor (a "linear" relationship) . In more subtle, 
large-scale regional situations, due to the complexities of the chemistry in the 
atmosphere, processes such as acidic deposition may be not-quite linear (a so-called 
"non-linear" relationship). 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-39/13 and D-42/2. 

Response: The "restrictive auto emissions test" is not within the scope of the 
analysis for the proposed action. Such issues fall under the purview of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for Pennsylvania, and it would be more appropriate for 
any guidance to be directly obtained from the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (PADER). 

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Air Quality Permit Application 
for the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) project was submitted 
in January 1994 to PADER by YCEP and is based upon Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT). The PSD Air Quality Permit Application includes review of 
limestone handling and storage, and control of particulate emission, including fly 
ash. Emission estimates are based on such review. Section 3 . 1 .2 of the EIS 
describes the current air quality in the region of the proposed YCEP project. 
Discussions of air quality impacts of the proposed YCEP project may be found in 
Sections 4. 1 .2.6, 4. 1 .2.6. 1 ,  4. 1 .2.6.2, and 4. 1 .2.6.4, and are based on the analyses 
performed in the PSD Air Quality Application. 

Response: The risk assessment analyses were conducted by Environ, Inc. As with 
most of the specific source reports that were used in developing the EIS, contractors 
were utilized to research various topics. These reports were reviewed not only by 
DOE representatives (e.g. ,  METC, Office of National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Policy and Assistance - HQ, Office of Fossil Energy - HQ, General 
Counsel - HQ) and their support contractors (both at a field and headquarters level), 
but also by the Army Corps of Engineers and its contractor, Dynamac Corporation. 
Thus, there was "third-party" involvement in the writing and review of the EIS .  
These steps were taken to ensure the unbiased review of information and writing of 
an objective EIS. 

See also the response to Comment D-125/ 12. 

Response: The referenced report by the EPA, which is expected in late 1995, is a 
report to the Congress regarding hazardous air pollutants from the combustion of 
fossil fuels. No additional regulations will be proposed by the report, nor is it 
anticipated that the EPA will soon propose new standards for radionuclide emissions 
on coal-fired boilers . 

Unlike criteria pollutants, which are regulated by the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), radionuclides are cover� under the Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(HAP) section of the Clean Air Act. HAPs are regulated "at the source" in the form 
of industry-specific emissions standards.  If in the future EPA should, through its 
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formal regulatory process, promulgate a NESHAP (New Emission Standard for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants) for radionuclide emissions from coal-fired industrial and 
utility boilers, existing sources (including those that would be under construction) 
would probably be required to comply with the new standard within 90 days 
following the effective date of the new standards in accordance with 42 U.S.C 
Section 7412(c)(l)(B)(i) . 

Response: Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) has already entered into a 
power purchase agreement with the York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
under direction of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC). This power 
purchase agreement is contingent on the availability of DOE funds. The mechanism 
by which this agreement was reached between the industrial partner and Met-Ed is 
beyond the purview of analysis in the EIS , except to say that a consent agreement 
was established in which the PUC directed Met-Ed to enter into the power purchase 
agreement which consequently made the proposed project feasible from the Industrial 
Participant's point of view . YCEP has stated on numerous occasions that without 
DOE cost-sharing, the proposed project would not go forward as described due to 
YCEP's analysis of both economic and timing considerations. If the proposed 
project does not proceed, many possible courses of action exist. Power needs might 
be filled by purchase of power from elsewhere in the Mid-Atlantic region, or a bid 
might be put out for a different project. A renegotiation of the existing power 
purchase agreement with YCEP to investigate other technologies without government 
funds is also a possibility. Please also refer to the response to Comment D-83/5. 

Response: The numbers presented in the EIS assume that Reasonably Available 
Control Technology (RACT) for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) control had already been 
incorporated into P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4. 

Response: As noted in Section 4. 1 .7 of the EIS, normal pressure release at the 
proposed facility would be handled by an automatic pressure control valve. The 
sound levels from this valve would be dampened by a vent silencer. The safety 
relief valve is the backup pressure relief mechanism, and would only release 
pressure if the automatic system failed. It can be functionally likened to the 
temperature/pressure relief valves on a domestic hot water tank or residential boiler, 
which serve to prevent rupture of the tank or boiler under a "worst-case" failure, but 
which rarely, if ever, come into play.  Safety and periodic inspection and 
maintenance considerations preclude installing a vent silencer on the safety relief 
valve. 
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Response: The Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) Responsible Care 
Pollution Prevention Code of Management Practices is a self-imposed obligation. 
These guidelines are not legally enforceable by any Federal or state agency. 
However, the guidelines are not without value. Such guidelines establish some of 
the standards of care (towards the environment) that are practiced within an industry. 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) has declared that it would implement 
the code in stages over the first years of operation. 

Response: As reported in the EIS (Section 3 . 1 .4. 1), Table 3 . 1-8 (Summary of 
Codorus Creek water quality studies), water quality in Codorus Creek has gradually 
improved over the last 20 years. There is reason to believe that additional 
improvements will occur in the future. P. H.  Glatfelter Company modernized its 
pulp mill wastewater processing to reduce impacts related to color, heat, odor, 
dissolved oxygen, and chlorinated organics [P. H. Glatfelter Company, September 
14, 1994, application to the Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) for a 
permit modification] . These improvements would lessen impacts from the proposed 
project. For example, prior to the Pulp Mill Modernization Project, downstream 
color averaged 220 color units; after modernization, downstream color has averaged 
150 to 160 color units (Bob Callahan, P. H .  Glatfelter Company). The reductions 
from the Pulp Mill Modernization Project tend to offset, partially or totally, the 
impacts expected from the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
project. For example, the downstream color would increase to about 165 color units 
for a net improvement of 55 color units. The proposed project itself would lower 
the thermal impact of the P. H. Glatfelter Company's discharge. Please see the 
response to Comment D-83/21 for a discussion of odor issues. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-132/21 and D-265/2. 

Response: The proposed project would meet many needs, as noted in the EIS, 
Section 1 .3 .  These include the need to demonstrate this technology at utility scale, 
the need for electricity, and the need for steam by P.  H. Glatfelter Company. 
Under the Clean Coal Technology Program, DOE can only consider funding of 
proposed projects. Therefore, other possible facilities have not been evaluated. 
Please review the response to Comment D-37/16 for more information on why 
certain alternatives have been dismissed from consideration. 

It is difficult to assess the best available system for a particular situation, since the 
criteria for analysis of what is best can vary. For instance, some technologies may 
generate less sulfur dioxide (S02) than other technologies, but may also emit higher 
levels of particles . In addition, one needs to assess technological risk as a 
component of this analysis, since this criterion could play an important role in 
determining reliability, maintainability, and variability of operation. The proposed 
project sponsor would need to obtain a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
permit through PADER. As a component of this permit, the state requires that best 
available control technology (BACT) applicable for a particular technology (e.g. , 
atmospheric fluidized bed combustors) be evaluated and incorporated into the design 
of the plant, unless there is a prohibitive cost issue or a technology-incompatibility 
reason why BACT cannot be used. 
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Dr . Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
Morgantown Energy -Technology Center 
3 6 10 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , w .  Va . 2 650 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem, 

December 22 , 1994 

Thank-you for providing the draft environmental impact statement 
( E I S )  for the proposed "York Conty Energy Partners Cogeneration 

Facility . "  I am writing to voice my opposition to this project . 
My opposition is not based on flaws in the technology of the 
utility- scale circulating fluidized bed cogeneration facility 
proposed for North Codorus Township per s e ,  as I do not pocess 
the knowledge to do this evaluation . Instead I write as a citizen 
res iding on the south branch of Codorus Creek and have 
experienced how " safe " technology has negatively impacted our 
evironment , assurances to the contrary. 

My major problem is with the premise that coal needs to be 
promoted " to reduce dependence on imported oil and to enhance the 
energy security of the United States . "  The environmental 
degradation of the United . States is the real security risk . There 
are areas of the eastern forest ( e . g . , Maryland and West 
Virgina ) where no oak · or maple trees are regenerating , most 
l ikely because of acid rain . · 

While the EIS claims the cogeneration faci lity wi ll lessen the 
amount of sul fur dioxide ( S02 ) released to the atmosphere in this 
particular s ituation , the EIS is silent regarding the estimated 
amount ot S02 that will be released in the u . s .  should this 
demonstration technology be deemed feasible and duplicated 
e l sewhere . It is silent regarding the envi ronmental impact of 
coal mining and coal transportation to meet the demands at this 
s ite and future needs that would come with adoption of this 
t echnology . This , coupled with the statement that issues beyond 
the scope of the EIS are certain alternative technologies , causes 
one to question the adequacy of this EIS . 

Just recently (November 14 , 1994 ) the nation ' s  largest natural 
gas company, Enron Corporation, annouced the building of a plant 
to produce solar power at rates competitive with those of energy 
generated from oil , gas and coal . How can this not be considered 
in the EIS? Why are we being made guinea pigs for some "political 
agenda" to promote coal? 

There is nothing reflected in the EIS that docum�nts a real need 
for the extra electricity this facil ity wi ll generate . Energy 
conservation is not even considered .  The EIS does not adequately 
explain : 

o how far electricity wi ll be transported from the site ; 
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Response: One of the strategic goals of both DOE and the Clean Coal Technology 
Demonstration Program is to reduce dependence on imported oil and to enhance the 
energy security of the United States . However, one of the goals of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is to ensure that environmental and 
human health impacts are considered in the Federal decision-making process. Thus, 
accomplishment of strategic and environmental goals should not be viewed as 
necessarily mutually exclusive. In terms of the specific proposed project, it is 
expected that sulfur dioxide (SOi) emissions would decrease by approximately 2,400 
tons/year when compared to current baseline. Thus, one would not expect that acid 
rain precursor emissions would increase due to the proposed project, and, 
consequently, eastern forests should not be adversely affected by the proposed 
project. 

Response: The Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement issued for the Clean 
Coal Technology Demonstration Program (1989) addresses the effect of widespread 
commercialization of clean coal technologies in the United States . 

Specific transportation impacts due to transportation of (additional) coal in the area 
of the proposed site location (i.e . ,  North Codorus Township site) are deemed to be 
within the scope of analysis for this EIS, since these effects could be specifically 
related to the proposed action. Potential impacts from surface transportation are 
discussed in Section 4. 1 . 8  of the EIS . 

Please see the response to Comment D-37/16 for information related to the 
appropriateness of including alternative technologies for analysis in this EIS . 

Please see the response to Comment D-139/24 for information related to the 
appropriateness of including mining (and similar) impact analyses in this EIS . 

Response: DOE is conducting research in a wide variety of areas with respect to 
developing and improving methods of energy generation. These include energy 
renewables (such as solar and waste energy), fossil fuels (such as coal) , and nuclear 
fuels. Solar power is one of many technologies that is being promoted by DOE. 
However, solar technology does not have the widespread applicability, reliability, 
and acceptability in the United States to be the single source of energy for our 
country. Given that coal is the most vast fossil fuel resource in the United States, 
it is understandable that the government would develop programs, such as the Clean 
Coal Technology Program, to capitalize on and utilize this resource. 

Please see the response to Comment D-37/16 for more information on alternative 
technologies . 
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o where exactly the electricity is expected to be 
transported and for what purpose? 

o what is the socioeconomic and environmental impact on 
these specific areas? 

Instead the EIS speaks in generalities ( e . g . , see pages 1 - 1 1 ) . 

On page E3 - 2 8  and elsewhere in the EIS , the issue of dioxin is W-RW-12/22f 
discus sed . Yet it makes no mention of a February 7 ,  1 9 93 � 
Sunday News article , " State warns fishermen : Don ' t eat Codorus 
catch . " The article is about the detection of dioxin in the West 
and East branches of Codorus Creek . It is my understanding that 
dioxin is a byproduct of the manufacture of paper .  If the 
f indings of this 1993 monitoring program were inaccurate the EIS 
should explain this to alleviate people ' s  concerns . No mention of 
these findings are discussed on page 3 - 4 1  of the EIS . 

Other EIS sections raise questions in my mind , but I will I W-RW-12/22g 
conclude with these comments on biodiversity . The sections 
relating to biodiversity are incomplete in that biodiversity must 
be considered at the genetic level , as well as the ecosystem 
level , not j ust at the species level as is done in the EIS . 
Whether this would make a difference I cannot say but the EIS as 
now written i s  inadequate .  

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this proposal . Please 
consider the above in the final draft and your final 
recommendations . 

Sincerel�;{ J I 4trh·u (((/J:f;ym-yv rf.od.;::[ Waldman 
RD 2 ,  Box 3 2 5A 
Seven Valleys , Pa . 
717-42 8 - 13 2 0  (H) 
4 1 0 - 9 6 5 - 7 88 6  (W) 
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Response: DOE has projected that nationally there will be a long-term need for 
additional electrical capacity. There are many alternatives that could be chosen to 
handle this need for power. Demand-side management (conservation) is one of 
many mechanisms being actively explored by other DOE programs to meet power 
demands; however, further funding of other DOE programs using Clean Coal 
Technology Program funds are necessarily excluded as an alternative due to the 
congressional obligation of these funds to be used for clean coal demonstrations. 
The Clean Coal Technology Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement further 
addresses this issue. Please also refer to the response to Comment D-83/5 which 
addresses issues related to the local need for power. 

Response: It is very hard to predict where the electricity would be transported from 
the proposed site and eventually used. It is impossible to predict accurately the 
ultimate end-use point of the electricity generated by the proposed project. Electric 
utility companies do not manage their electricity supply and demand in as precise 
(with respect to location) and long-term (with respect to duration) a manner as would 
be required to estimate the socioeconomic and environmental impacts of specific 
end-usage. 

Response: The discussion of dioxin levels in aquatic species in Codorus Creek in 
Section 3 . 1 .5 . 1  references directly the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources (PADER) studies on which the York Sunday News article was based. 
The findings of that study are summarized in the text. Also, please note that 
additional studies, as part of the same continuous monitoring program by PADER, 
led to the July 28, 1994, repeal of the advisory against eating green sunfish from 
Codorus Creek. Please see responses to Comments D-82/1 and D-266/9 . 

Response: In accord with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations (40 CPR Part 1502), a graded 
approach has been used to consider the complex question of biodiversity. Most 
biodiversity investigations, to DOE's knowledge, have been made on the ecosystem 
or "species" level, whereby the presence or absence of certain species and the 
degree of variation among species "mix" are important indicators of ecosystem 
stability. Genotypic investigations are rare, and typically conducted only when 
threatened or endangered species are involved. Consultations with Federal, state, 
and local agencies responsible for ensuring sound environmental resource 
management, as well as management of threatened and endangered species, have not 
indicated a need (or desire on the part of these agencies) for further, more in-depth 
analyses . These agencies have also not indicated a need for mitigation of potential 
impacts . 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P.  o. Box 8 4 1 5  
Harrisburg , PA 17105-84 65 

December 22 , 1994 

Bureau of . Watar Quality Management 
( 7 17 ) 787-9637 

Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
Morqantown Energy Technology Center 
3 610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morqantown, WV 26507-0880 

Re: DER File No . 08032 

Dear Dr. Van ooteghem: 

We have received your November 17 , 1994 letter and Draft 
Environmental Impact statement for the Proposed York County Enerqy 
Partners Coqeneration Facility . It appears as though the project lies 
within the Codorus creak drainaqe basin rather than West Branch 
Codorus Creak as indicated by the draft ' s  text and fiqures . 

The section of Codorus creak in proximity to the proposed 
facility is desiqnated Warm Water Fishes (WWF) and carries an 
additional parameter for "color" in Chapter 9 3  of the Rules and 
Regulations of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources. 
The WWF protected use includes the maintenance and propagation of fish 
species and additional flora and fauna which are indiqenous to a warm 
water habitat . The color criteria is for a maximum of so units on the 
platinum-cobalt scale with no other colors perceptible to the human 
eye. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement points out that 
discharges of wastewat�r and stormwater are planned to Codorus creak. 
We are concerned by the expected increases in dissolved solids in · 
Codorus creek caused by the proposed facility and by the proj ected 
concentration of chloride which is in exceedence of the EPA ( 1988a) 
chronic ambient water quality criteria. Other concerns involve the 
placement of a portion of the proj ect within the 100-year floodplain 
and the placement of proposed pipelines through identified wetlands . 
It is prudent to avoid these situations where alternatives exist. 
Additionally , adequate erosion controls must be utilized to minimize 
sedimentation of Codorus Creek during construction . 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper � � 
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Response: Maps and text have been clarified to indicate that the proposed site is in 
the Codorus Creek drainage basin. 

Response: References to the regulatory water color criterion for this portion of 
Codorus Creek have been corrected in the FEIS (Section 4. 1 .4.2.6) . Please also see 
the response to Comment D-271/25. 

Response: Total dissolved solids (IDS) is an issue that is being addressed by P. H. 
Glatfelter Company and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
(PADER) through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permitting process. The EIS (Section 4. 1 .4) reports that the proposed project would 
nQ1 increase the loading of TDS, but would increase P. H.  Glatfelter Company's 
effluent concentrations due to evaporative water losses. As discussed in Section 
4. 1 .4.2.7, when combined with the effects of the P. H. Glatfelter Company's Pulp 
Mill Modernization Project, the proposed facility would result in an expected net 
increase of TDS of 4 percent in the effluent discharged to Codorus Creek. This 
increase in effluent concentration would not be expected to have an adverse impact 
on the aquatic community of Codorus Creek. 

Current in-stream concentrations of total dissolved solids below P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's discharge during low-flow years average 1 ,096 mg/L (ERM, 1994a). 
P. H .  Glatfelter Company's Pulp Mill Modernization Project will lower these 
concentrations to 908 mg/L, but the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP) project would raise the average in-stream concentration at "low-flow" 
conditions to about 1 ,001 mg/L (ERM, 1994a). 

It was predicted that low-flow concentrations of chloride after start-up of the 
proposed YCEP project would be 246 mg/L downstream of P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's discharge. This concentration would nearly exceed the Federal 
secondary drinking water standard of 250 mg/L. It would slightly exceed EPA's 
chronic exposure limit for aquatic organisms of 230 mg/L. As discussed in Section · 4. 1 .5 . 1 of the EIS, the criteria would be exceeded only during low-flow conditions. 
Furthermore, the projected low-flow concentration of chloride is below the chronic 
maximum acceptable toxicant concentration (MA TC = 372. 1 mg/L) for the most 
sensitive species tested and below the chronic MATC (4,343. 1  mg/L) for the fathead 
minnow, a warm-water fish commonly used in toxicologic tests. It is unlikely that 
significant adverse impacts to the biodiversity of Codorus Creek would result from 
the projected chloride levels because the water quality criteria are intentionally 
conservative and because the exceedance is marginal and only occurs for the 
projected low-flow condition. In addition, hardness levels play an important role 
in determining the effects of chloride to aquatic organisms . For more information 
on this topic, please see the response to Comment W-LMY-1110cl .  
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Dr. Van Ooteghem -2- December 22 , 1994 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed York 
County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility project . 

Sincerely, ?� AAA� . FAw�b ZJ_: _ 
Chief 
Division of Assessment and Standards 
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Erosion controls to be used during construction, as described in Section 4. 1 .4.3, 
would include a stormwater/sediment pond. In addition, the construction contractor 
would be expected to use earthen berms, straw bales, and other sediment traps to 
prevent soil erosion. An erosion and sediment control plan for the proposed site 
was approved by the York County Conservation District office on February 2, 1995. 
The plan has been forwarded to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources' (PADER) Water Management Program staff for review and approval. 
Approval of the plan is required before issuance of an NPDES storm water permit, 
which is required for operation of the facility. 

Response: The Baltimore District of the U.S . Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
has determined that wetlands described in the DEIS were identified and documented 
correctly. On November 2 1 ,  1994, the preferred electric transmission line route was 
inspected by the ACOE River Basin Permits Section ecologist responsible for these 
determinations. ACOE found that: (1)  the limits of Waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands, are appropriately documented for both the facility 
site and the preferred electric transmission line route; (2) that the delineation was 
performed correctly and accurately; and, (3) the preferred electric transmission line 
route may pose minor adverse impacts to identified wetlands and Codorus Creek. 
It was recommended that minor impacts to wetlands be mitigated using lands of 
P. H.  Glatfelter Company, York County Energy Partners L.P. (YCEP), or other 
private lands. ACOE indicated that once the preferred alignment is determined for 
all utility corridors, it would most likely authorize the minor disturbances to 
wetlands under Nationwide Permit Number 12 (Backfilling and Bedding For Utility 
Lines), and require a Letter of Permission (LOP), for aerial crossing Codorus 
Creek, a Section 10 waterway. 

ACOE will endorse the use of flood control lands at Indian Rock Dam for the 
preferred electric transmission line route, provided all concerns identified by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission, the current lessee, are satisfied. In their 
comments on the DEIS, ACOE has stated that "while portions of the proposed 
facilities are located within the 100-year floodplain, there is no significant impact 
on the floodplain. " A mitigation plan for flood control lands impacted by the 
electrical interconnection corridor must be approved by both the Pennsylvania Game 
Commission and ACOE. The preferred electric transmission line route would be 
permitted through an easement granted by the ACOE. 

Floodplains and wetlands were avoided to the greatest extent possible during siting 
evaluations for both the proposed Cogeneration Facility and attendant utilities. 
Some areas, such as Wetland B, shown on Figure 3 . 1-10 in the EIS, were 
unavoidable. Wetland B, the "edge" of both Kessler and the mill ponds, extends 
along the entire eastern border of the proposed cogeneration site. Both the steam 
supply pipeline from YCEP to P. H. Glatfelter Company, and the condensate return 
line back have to cross this wetland area. Disturbance to this wetland would be 
minimized by the proposed point of crossing, which is at the "breakwater" between 
the mill pond and Kessler Pond. The breakwater was determined to be the point of 
least impact, due to the preexisting spillway and dam structures already at that site. 
The two pipelines would traverse the breakwater area, and then cross Codorus Creek 
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at approximately the same location where P.  H. Glatfelter Company pipelines now 
cross. YCEP may be able to mount the two pipelines on P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's existing in-stream footing structures, thereby avoiding any disturbance 
to the creek itself at this location. Completion of detailed design would confirm 
whether this possibility is certain. 

Other wetlands, identified as Wetlands 12, 13,  and 14, would be unavoidably 
impacted by cooling tower service pipelines. Impacts would primarily consist of 
trenching and backfilling for underground placement of the pipelines, resulting in 
some temporary disturbance of vegetation, sedimentation, and exposed soils on 
approximately 0.3 acres (0.08 hectares) of wetland. It is anticipated that these areas 
would be restored to natural grade once the pipelines have been bedded, and very 
little, if any, additional disturbance would occur. The areas should recover and 
provide approximately the same quantity and quality of wetland habitat. The 
disturbance in these areas would be handled under the General Permit Program of 
the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) Water 
Management Program. 
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December 30 , 1994 

York County Energy Partners Draft EIS 
Dr . Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 6 1 0  Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 2 6507 -0880 
Telephone : 285-54 4 3  

Dear Tort : 

1 .  I am requesting for the information on how many square miles 
of air would. be useo t·or this proj ect on the daily basses . to make 
sure that you answer £or air pollution is not dilution. 

2 .  I would like see the proof of exactly how much each part 
( Example nuts bolts . screws and all the air purifying equipment ) .  would 
cost to build this 380 million dollars tax exempt projept . In order 
to make sure the tax payers are getting their mo��ys worth. United 
States Qode �ervice , title 18 USCS 552 Freedom of Information Act . 
�nited States �ode �ervice , titl� 18 USCS False Act . 

Please notify me where and �hen this will become public i nformation . 

cc: 
Ms . Carol M .  Borgstrom 
Director. Office of NEPA Oversight ( EG- 2 5 )  
u . s .  Department o f  Energy 
1000 Independence . s . w .  
Washi ngton. D . C . 20585 
Telephone : ( 202 ) 586-4600 & ( 800 ) 4 7 2 -2 7 5 6  
p # 0 3 0  3 1 4  339 

Respectfull���d .  �� 
David c. Palmer Pro se . 
2640 North Sheridan Road 
York . PA 17402- 1325 
( 7 1 7 )  7 55-7 4 8 8  

I 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment D-93/9. 

Response: The required information in accounting reports that DOE requests from 
its industrial partners do not include the specificity that the commenter would need 
in order to perform this assessment. However, major component cost breakdowns 
(exclusive of any proprietary cost data) for the proposed facility can be provided to 
the public when the information becomes available. It is likely that the information 
would not be available unti1 1998. 
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OS·2 13-891 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Engineering District 8-0 
2 140 Herr Street 

Harrisburg 17 103-1699 
January 3, 1995 

Department of Energy ' s  Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Project 

York County, PA ( DOE/EIS-0221 ) 

Dr. Suellen Zan Ooteghen 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Ooteghen: 

Thank you for sending a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the proposed York County Energy Partners • Cogeneration 
project in York County, Pennsylvania . This has been reviewed by the 
PennDOT District 8 staff . 

Air Products has submitted an application for the 
signalization of PA 16 and PA 116 as required in their traffic impact 
study for the cogeneration plant . Recommendations fran the s tudy have 
been included in their PennDOT highway occupancy permit application . 
They will receive the permit from PennDOT . PennDOT District 8 has no 
substantive comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document .  If you 
have any questions , please contact Christie J .  Perry, District 
Environmental Manager, at 7 17-787-522 2 .  

Very truly yours, 

e::�.-�� District Engineer 

CJP : j lg 

Rec:ycled Paper� 
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Response: Comment is noted. 
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Response: The human health risk assessment conducted for the proposed project, 
which is summarized in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS, assessed the impacts to human 
health due to continuous exposure to emissions over the operational life of the 
proposed facility. Worst-case exposure assumptions were used in the health risk 
assessment even though the literature suggests that this approach, which is consistent 
with EPA-recommended methodology, tends to overstate actual risks to human 
health. As stated in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1 ,  the proposed project would not be expected 
to have measurable adverse effects to human health. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-298/8 . 

Response: As described in Section 4. 1 . 12.2, the 70 full-time permanent employees 
that would compose the operations staff of the proposed facility would be hired from 
the local labor force to the extent possible. York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP) would favor local residents, assuming qualified applicants are available, 
since it would cost more to relocate personnel. 

Training would be provided to new employees, as outlined in the response to 
Comment D-298/8. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Mid-Atlantic Region 

IN IULYRDU TO; 
143 South Third Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

N3615 (MAR-MR) 

suellen A. Van OOteghem, Ph.D.  
Environmental Project Manager 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Collins Farry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

Dear Ms . Van OOteghema 

DEC 2 I 1994 

We received the copy of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration ( PSD ) 
application for the York County Energy Partners L . P .  (YCEP ) Cogeneration 
Project, a Clean Coal Technology Demonatration Project under conaidaration 
by the Department of Energy (DOE ) . As part of the DOE ' a  preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement, you requested our comments regarding the 
application. The YCEP project would be located approximately 150 km 
northwest of Shenandoah National Park, and 29 km northeast of Gettysburg 
National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site. Shenandoah 
National Park is a Class I area administered by the National Park Service. 
Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower. National Historic Site are 
Class II areas, also administered by the National Park service. We have 
reviewed the PSD application and have the following comments .  

Additional Impact Analysis 

Section 6 . 9  of the application contains the required additional impact 
analysis , to assess impacts to visibility, acid deposition, soils, and 
vegetation in the vicinity of the source. We are pleased that YCEP 
submitted a modeling analysis for Gettysburg National Military Park. Since 
expected reductions in nitrogen oxide and sulfur oxide emissions from P . H. 
Glatfelter Company, an adj acent pulp mill, will be made federally 
enforceable concurrent with this permit, the YCEP project should result in 
a net air · quality benefit for the two parks in Gettysburg, .  Pennsylvania . 

Class I Impact Analyses 
Section 6 . 10 of the application states that because the project is mora 
than 100 km from any Class I area, no air quality modeling analysis is 
required . Because emissions will decrease substantially ( 19 10 tons per year 
of sulfur dioxide, 998 tone per year of nitroqen oxides and 110 tons per 
year of particulate matter) ,  a net air quality benefit should also occur at 
Shenandoah National Park. However, for your future information, we would 
like to clarify the requirements for Federal Land Manager ( FLK) 
notification and Class I impact analyses . 

Volmne IV 



Volwne IV 

Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

WRITTEN-95 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-96 
May 1995 

2 
Generally, the permLtting authority should notify the FLK of all major 
sources proposing to locate within 100 km of a Class I area, however, the 
permitting authority should also notify the PLM of sources proposing to 
locate at distances greater than 100 km in certain instances .  In this 
instance, the National Park Service has certified that adverse impacts 
currently exist at Shenandoah National Park. · In addition, the BPA 
guidelines state that vary large sources may be expected to affect air 
quality related values at distances greater than 100 km, and the FLH should 
be notified of such sources on a case-by-case basis. Regarding the 
distance limitation for using dispersion models ,  although th• Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) generally limits the application of models to a 
distance of 50 km in non-Class I situations , any reasonably expected 
impacts for Class I areas must be considered irrespective of the 50_ km 
model limitation. If the EPA intended the NPS to be notified of certain 
projects located more than 100 km from Class I areas, as indicated above, 
it follows that the potential impacts of these sources are to be assessed 
( i . e . , modeled ) . More information and guidance · regarding this policy can 
be found in the EPA ' s  New Source Revlew Hanual ( October 1990 ) . In 

· 
addition, our Per.m!c Appl1cae1on Guldance Lor New A1r Polluclon Source• 
includes information regarding notification and impact analyses. 

Best Available Control Technology CBACTl Analysis 
We have reviewed the BACT analysis and agree the proposed technologies 
represent BACT, except that previous BACT determinations in Pennsylvania 
required coal cleaning to further reduce sulfur dioxide emissions. YCEP 
and DOB should still be able to demonstrate the effectiveness of this 
clean coal technology, evan if coal cleaning is required. Therefore, we 
believe BACT for this project should be 95' control of sulfur dioxide. In 
addition, the application indicates no fluidized bad units of the proposed 
size exist, therefore data are not available to establish what actual 
levels of emissions may be achievable. It is possible that actual 
achievable emissions may ba lower than those proposed. we agree that the 
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate for nitrogen oxide emissions should be 
determined during compliance testing. Likewise ,  we believe the BACT 
emission levels for the other pollutants should be set at lower levels than 
those proposed, if tasting indicates lower levels can ba achieved on a 
continuous basis. 

Emission Eeduetions 
The application indicates nitrogen oxide emission offsets will be obtained. 
We have received your September 27, 1994,  latter , which diac�asaa the 
reductions that will be made at P. H. Glatfelter company. The latter 
indiclltcacl that those reductions will be · mad• federally ·enforceable, anCS 
that YCEP ' s  permit will reference the reductions at P.H. Glatfelter. It is 
extremely important that the proposed reductions in both nitrogen oxide and 
sulfur dioxide emissions ba made federally enforceable and permanent . 
Provided the reductions are permanent , we have no concerns regarding air 
quality impacts to Shenandoah National Park, Eisenhower National Historic 

. S ite or to Gettysburg National Military Park. Should the reductions become 
unenforceable for whatever reason in the future, we would request to review 
the associated impacts .  

W-BJG-12/lla 

I W-BJG-lli2lb 

Volume IV 



W-BJG-12/22a 

KEYwORDS: 
BACT 
Emission reduction 
LAER 
Oxides of nitrogen 
Sulfur dioxide 

W-BJG-12/22b 

KEYWORDS: 
Enforcement 
Oxides of nitrogen 
Parks 
Permits 
Sulfur dioxide 

Volume IV 

Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for the proposed project 
and the subsequent emission levels established will be determined through the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) review process. The current PSD permit application 
under review by the PADER has a sulfur removal effectiveness of 92 percent. As 
with most facilities, actual emissions would be below permitted levels in order to 
accommodate for variations in boiler and cleanup technology performance and short
term upset conditions. It is estimated that emissions for sulfur dioxide (SOv. oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) 
would be approximately 90 percent of their respective maximum emission levels in 
the PSD permit application. This 10-percent margin is maintained by 
overcontrolling the circulating fluidized bed (CFB) unit to allow for short-term 
upsets without violating the PSD permit limits. Emissions for uncontrolled 
emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and carbon monoxide (CO) would 
be approximately 80 percent of the maximum levels in the PSD permit application. 
The boiler manufacturers typically include this margin to allow for upset in the 
boiler operation without violating the PSD permit limits . This SO-percent level is 
based on the operating experience at two other bituminous coal CFB boilers operated 
by Air Products . 

Please see also the response to Comment W-WRS-1130c. 

Response: The proposed project is located within the Northeast Ozone Transport 
Region (NOTR), which has been designated under the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments. Any new "major" source of air emissions sited in the NOTR must 
obtain emission reduction credits (ERCs) from existing emission sources for each 
pollutant at a ratio of 1 . 15 to 1 .  A new major source in this case is defined as 
having the potential to emit more than 100 tons/yr of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ 
and/or 50 tons/yr of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), which are both ozone (03) 
precursors. These ERCs must be qualified and approved by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) prior to their issuance of an air 
quality permit to the new source [in this case, the York County Energy Partners, 
L.P. (YCEP) facility] . The existing source (in this case, the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company) for these ERCs must implement the approved emission reductions prior 
to start-up of the new source (YCEP). The P. H .  Glatfelter Company completed 
installation of their emission reduction equipment in 1994. 

As required under the Clean Air Act Amendments, these ERCs must be permanent 
and federally enforceable. In Pennsylvania, the 1990 (Federal) Clean Air Act (as 
amended) is regulated and enforced by PADER, under coordination and review with 
the EPA. Please see also the response to Comment D-297/4. 

Since the proposed YCEP facility is considered to be a major source for oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) emissions, it must obtain oxides of nitrogen (NOJ ERCs as part of 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding this project . 
Please contact Cathy Rhodes of our Air Quality Diviaion in Denver at ( 303 ) 
969-2075 if you have any queationa regarding our comments . 

Sincerely� 

I� WaJ-Hn .D. &A� + B. J. Griffin (Ha. ) 
Regional Dizector 
Hid-Atlantic Region 

CCI 
Lief J:dkaon 
Pennsylvania Department of J:nvironmental Resources 
Southce�tral Harrisburg Region 
Air Quality Division 
1 Ararat Blvd. 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110 

{John Garland 
Department of Bnergy 
Morgantown Bnerqy Technology center 
P.o. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 2 6507-0880 
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the new source air quality permit process.  The P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power 
Boiler No. 4 is being used by the proposed YCEP facility as one source of oxides 
of nitrogen (NOJ ERCs. Therefore, a permit modification for Power Boiler No. 
4 is required before PADER would authorize YCEP to begin operation of the 
proposed Cogeneration Facility. The P. H. Glatfelter Company is currently 
preparing a permit modification application to reduce Power Boiler No. 4's annual 
operation to a maximum of 720 hours, in tandem with the YCEP Cogeneration 
Facility. The application would allow the P. H. Glatfelter Company the flexibility 
to operate Power Boiler No. 4 above the 720 hours per year limit in the event that 
one of their other power boilers goes out of service, or in the event that the YCEP 
boiler is shut down for maintenance or is temporarily out of service for some other 
reason. 

YCEP submitted their Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) "Plan Approval 
Authority to Construct" permit application to PADER in January of 1994, and it is 
currently under review. The regulatory requirements state that both the YCEP 
permit application and the Power Boiler No. 4 permit modification must be approved 
prior to start-up of the proposed YCEP facility. Therefore, these permit conditions 
would assure that the oxides of nitrogen (NOJ ERCs would be permanent and 
federally enforceable during the lifetime operation of the YCEP Cogeneration 
Facility. Additionally, the expected sulfur dioxide (SO� and particle emissions from 
the P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4 would be reduced by an 
estimated 3,252 and 121 tons/yr respectively, through the permit-limited operations 
of Power Boiler No. 4 (see Table 4 . 1 -2a in FEIS) . 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division or Environmental Services 
450 Robinson Lane Bellefonte, PA 16823-9616 

(814) 359-5147 

Ianuary 10, 199S 

Dr. Suellen Van Ootepem 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Eneqy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Re: York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Project 
Comments - Draft EIS 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
· Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility. 
This project would be located adjacent to the P. H. Glatfelter Company Roundwood Facility in 
North Codorus Township. Cooling water system make-up requirements for the project would 
be provided by the P.H. Glatfelter facility wastewater treatment plant discharge. These 
withdrawals would average 4. 1 million gallons per day (mgd) with a peak use of S.4 mgd. 
Consumptive use would equal 2.8 mgd. Thus the total discharge volume from the P. H. 
Glatfelter facility would decline from 12.S mgd to 9. 7 mgd. 

On December 21, 1994 we provided comments to the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission (SRBC) regarding a consumptive use application for the proposed cogeneration 
facility. As most of our concerns regarding this project are related to the issue of consumptive 
water loss, we are including th� SRBC commc:tt letter :1.5 an atbchment ·to this letter and request 
that it also be considered as comments to the DEIS. The following items are provided as 
additional comments on the DEIS: 

1. 

2. 

Pqe 3-22 - It is statec;l that •when flows exceed 3.7 cfs (2.4 mgd), water is I W-LMY-1/10a 

pumped by P. H. Glatfelter Company from the diversion dam to Lake Marburg. • 
How is this possible when the minimum flowby at the diversion dam per the 
SRBC consumptive use permit is 4.9 mgd? Please explain. 

Pa&e 3-23; Paragraph 2 - It is stated that low flows have averaged 23.0 (14.9 J W-LMY-1/10b 
mgd) for the USGS Spring Grove Station since 1970. Do these values represent 
stream flow at Spring Grove before or aftU the P. H. Glatfelter wastewater 
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Response: The minimum flowby at the diversion dam for Lake Marburg is not 
subject to Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) approval . The minimum 
flowby of 3 .7 cfs (2.4 mgd) is part of an agreement between the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) and the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company. However, as discussed in Section 3 . 1 .  4 . 1 ,  the minimum water flow over 
the mill dam is 7.62 cfs (4.93 mgd). As discussed in Section 4. 1 .4.2. 7, this SRBC
required flow would not be jeopardized by the proposed facility. 

Response: Section 3. 1 .4 . 1  of the FEIS has been modified to clarify the procedures 
used by the U.S.  Geological Su·rvey (USGS) to measure the flow of Codorus Creek 
at Spring Grove. Because the intake for the P .  H .  Glatfelter Company is above the 
USGS gage and the outfall is below it, the USGS adds the average intake of the 
P .  H. Glatfelter Company to the reading of their gage in Spring Grove to determine 
the flow at Spring Grove. 
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Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
1anuary 10, 1995 
Page 2 

volume is added, since USGS typically adds these flows in their statistics on I (continued) 

stream flow at Spring Grove? 

3. 

4. 

We are concerned with the finding that EPA and DER chronic fish health criteria 
for chloride and copper are projected to be exceeded downstream of the discharge 
due in part to the effects of the consumptive loss during low flow conditions. 
EPA acute fish health copper levels will be approached (16.29 ug/1 compared to 
EPA criterion of 18 ug/1 - See Table 15 of 1une 23, 1994 Codorus Creek Water 
Resource Study prepared by ERM). In addition, lead concentrations were found 
to exceed· DER water quality standards downstream of the P. H. Glatfelter 
discharge during a 1990 SRBC study (Table 3. 1-9, Page 3-29). Since the SRBC 
study was not conducted at Qr.10 conditions, it would seem that greater 
exceedances in the lead concentration could result as a result of consumptive 
losses. (This finding conflicts with the information reported in Table 15 of the 
1une 23, 1994 Codorus Creek Water Resource Study prepared by ERM which 
shows that chronic fish health concentrations of lead will not be exceeded.) 
Please explain the reason for the discrepancies in the various reports regarding 
lead. Also, we request that both the USEP A and Pennsylvania DER be consulted 
for an opinion on how these violations of state and federal water quality criteria 
will be addressed. 

Pages 3-26, 3-27, 3-29 and Table 3. 1-9 - Related to comment 3 above, the 1990 
SRBC data on which estimates of lead and copper concentrations were based 
represent only a single monitoring event and were not adequate to allow 
determination of the frequency and duration of the various water quality criteria 
exceedances. Was this lack of data remedied in any way in the preparation of the 
EIS? It would seem that additional preproject water quality monitoring may be 
necessary to address this issue. 

S. Page 3-41; last paragraph - It is stated that in 1uly 1994, the Pennsylvania DER 
and PFBC lifted a consumption advisory for green sunfish in Codorus Creek. 
The Pennsylvania Department of Health is also involved in the lifting of 
consumption advisories. 

6. Page 4-87; Section 4. 1.4.2.8, Paragraph 1 - It is stated that Marburg Lake 
drawdowns as low as 188.6 m (619 ft) have been demonstrated to have little 
effect on recreation in Codorus State Park. We would comment that though the 
data is not definitive, we feel there may be a connection between drawdowns in 
Lake Marburg and poor yellow perch spawning success and periodically low year 
class strength. As such, this could represent a potential impact to recreation in 
terms of angling. 

I W-LMY-1/!0d 

W-LMY-1110c2 

I W-LMY-1/10c3 

W-LJ\IY-l!lOd 

W-LMY-lllOe 
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Response: A discussion of the expected increase in concentrations of copper (Cu), 
lead (Pb ), and chloride has been added to Section 4. 1 .5 . 1 .  See also the Table of 
Exceedances in Chapter 9 of the FEIS for more information. 

The criteria reported by Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM) (1994a) 
are based on a standard hardness of 100 mgiL which is too low for the existing 
hardness conditions, thereby giving the appearance of an exceedance. When the 
water hardness is measured, the criteria for lead (Pb) and copper (Cu) should be 
calculated from the measured hardness. For example, using the Susquehanna River 
Basin Commission's (SRBC's) (1991) data, copper's (Cu) chronic and acute 
exposure limits for aquatic organisms, properly adjusted for the measured water 
hardness [224 mg!L at a flow of 45.3 mgd (70. 1 cfs)], are 23 .5 ,.,.giL and 37.9 
,.,.giL, respectively. These limits are higher than the expected copper (Cu) 
concentration of 12.0 ,.,.giL at a flow of 65 .8 cfs [adjusting for the expected 
consumption by York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP)] . Likewise, if one 
volumetrically adjusts the measured water hardness to a flow of 26 mgd (40.7 cfs) 
(ERM's estimate of the "low-flow" including YCEP's expected water consumption), 
copper's (Cu) chronic and acute exposure limits for aquatic organisms are 37.5 ,.,.giL 
and 63 .3 ,.,.giL, respectively. ERM's estimate of the copper (Cu) concentration 
(16.29 ,.,.giL) at this flow rate are below these limits . With these examples, it can 
be seen that an exceedance is unlikely, provided the SRBC (1991) data do not 
represent atypically low concentrations in Codorus Creek. Environ (1994a) provides 
a current assessment of the chloride exceedance. This analysis is summarized in the 
FEIS . 

Response: The perceived differences in the lead (Pb) concentrations discussed in 
the 1994 Environmental Resources Management (ERM) study and in the 1991 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) study are due, in part, to differences 
in the locations under consideration. The SRBC study evaluated water quality at 
several locations along Codorus Creek, including RM (river mile) 5.03 and RM 
6.60, where lead (Pb) concentrations exceeded applicable water quality criteria for 
chronic exposure of aquatic organisms. These two exceedances occurred 28 km (18 
mi) or more downstream from P. H. Glatfelter Company's discharge with several 
major dischargers located in between. 

ERM used the SRBC data to evaluate lead (Pb) concentrations at two locations, RM 
13.27 and RM 21 .5, located near P.  H. Glatfelter Company's discharge. The SRBC 
study found no exceedances immediately downstream from P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's discharge where the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP) consumptive water use could have the greatest effect. Lead (Pb) 
concentrations were low enough immediately below P .  H. Glatfelter Company's 
outfall for DOE to conclude that no lead (Pb) exceedances would occur as a result 
of YCEP's action, assuming that the SRBC data is representative of normal 
conditions. 
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P. H. Glatfelter Company is one of several major water users and dischargers that 
affect water quality in Codorus Creek. The SRBC data suggests that far 
downstream, other dischargers may cause frequent exceedances. YCEP's 
contribution to those exceedances should be negligible because the 2.8 mgd (4.3 cfs) 
water loss is such a small fraction ( < 3 .  7 percent) of the total water flow in those 
sections of the Creek. 

Please note that the SRBC data represents a single sampling event and are 
insufficient for a determination of the frequency, duration, or degree of exceedances. 

Response: These issues could be addressed during meetings between the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) and P. H. 
Glatfelter Company as part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit process. Please see the response to Comment D-82/1 .  

Response: The apparent lack of data was remedied. A biodiversity study (Environ, 
1994a) was conducted to evaluate the effect of P. H. Glatfelter Company's 
discharges on Codorus Creek. This study reviewed several biological studies, and 
it specifically addressed the toxicological characteristics of P. H.  Glatfelter 
Company's wastewater and receiving waters. Environ referenced and attached a 
toxicologic study (EA, Inc. 1989). The toxicologic study revealed, based on 
bioassays and two ambient toxicity assessments, that undiluted and diluted P. H. 
Glatfelter Company effluent showed neither acute nor chronic toxicity. Based on 
this finding, EA, Inc. predicted "minimal to nonexistent" in-stream toxicity resulting 
from discharge of the wastewater. In 1986, the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (PADER) (1987) conducted a toxicologic study that found 
toxic effects of the whole effluent and diluted effluent generated at that time, 
although the specific toxic constituents were not identified. 

PADER's 1986 study included measurements of lead (Pb) and copper (Cu) 
concentrations in Codorus Creek. The two nearest sample sites downstream from 
P. H. Glatfelter Company's discharge had concentrations below the limits for these 
two metals. 

The apparent exceedance reported by Environmental Resources Management (ERM) 
(1994a) for copper (Cu) and the near exceedance reported for lead (Pb) result from 
ERM' s use of a standard water hardness of 100 mg/L for criteria determination. 
Water quality criteria calculated with the measured water hardness are higher so that 
no exceedance occurs (please see the response to Comment W-LMY-11 10c1 for the 
correct criteria) . Volumetric adjustments to water hardness (yielding 683 p.g/L) and 
to lead (Pb) and copper (Cu) concentrations (yielding 12.2 and 34 p.g/L, 
respectively) to match ERM's estimation of minimum flow conditions (15 mgd or 
23 cfs) suggest that no exceedance is likely (chronic exposure criteria = 36.7 and 
61 p.g/L, respectively), unless the Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) 
(199la) data represent substantially below-normal concentrations of these metals in 
Codorus Creek. 
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Dr. Suellcn Van Ooteghem 
January 10, 199S 
Page 3 

7. Pago 4-94; Section 4. 1.5.1; Paragraph 1 - It is stated that the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company dischargo is not currently adversely impacting the aquatic community 
structure. However, we would note that the most recent (1992) fisheries data 
compUed by Dr. Robert Dcnoncourt (See Table 1 of November 1992 Report, 
Appendix D of SRBC consumptive use permit application) showed depressed 
fauna downstream of the P. H. Glatfelter discharge with mi values in the •poor• 
to •fair• range. 

8. Page 6-15; Section 6.4.4 - We disagree wi:h the statement that since the water 
used for the proposed project would be drawn from wastewater from the P. H. 
Glatfelter discharge it would not constitute an additional withdrawal from Codorus 
Creek. Since the P. H. Glatfelter water is withdrawn from Codorus Creek and 
then returned, any withdrawal of water from the return flow constitutes an 
additional withdrawal from Codorus Creek with respect to the discharge point. 

9. Appendix E - We would note that our September 20, 1993 letter regarding the 
Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS was not included in this appendix. We are 
attaching another copy of this letter for your reference. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. Please feel free to contact me 
if you have any questions concerning the above comments. 

LMY:dms 

cc: Arway, M. Hartle, Snyder, Kaufmann, Creyer - PFBC 
Kostmayer - EPA, Region m 
Oberdick - DER 
Kulp - USFWS 
J. Klunk 

Att.achmcnts 

W-LMY-1/lOf 

W-LMY-1/lOg 

I W-LMY-11100 
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Given this information, DOE decided not to collect additional measurements of lead 
(Pb) and copper (Cu) concentrations as part of developing the EIS . However, DOE 
will consider incorporating the monitoring of P. H. Glatfelter Company effluent at 
its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge point and 
upstream/downstream of the Codorus Creek at the discharge point in the 
development of its Environmental Monitoring Plan for the proposed project. If 
selected as a monitoring action in the Record of Decision, DOE would monitor for 
chemical species of interest [e.g. , phenol, chloroform, lead (Pb), copper Cu)] . 

Response: The comment is noted and has been incorporated into Section 4. 1 . 12.3 
of the FEIS . 

Response: It is noted that some stations in the Denoncourt 1992 study had low 
index of biological integrity (IBI) values. However, the conclusion that P. H. 
Glatfelter Company is not adversely impacting the aquatic community structure is 
based on a review of several studies, as compiled in the Biodiversity Study for 
Codorus Creek (Environ 1994a) and summarized in the EIS in Section 4. 1 .5 .  Also, 
one should note Denoncourt's own conclusion in his 1992 report: II A diverse 
community of fishes was found at most stations . Differences in particular species 
or numbers can be expected between stations, seasons, or years. However, at 
stations above and below P. H. Glatfelter Company-treated effluent discharge, there 
were fishes representative of trophic levels to be found in a balanced aquatic 
ecosystem. " In addition, the IBI value of the station just below the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company ( 42) is higher than the worst values downstream [W. Br. at Sunnyside (32) 
and W. Br. at Graybill (34)] , indicating that other sources of pollution are degrading 
water quality downstream of the P. H .  Glatfelter Company. 

Response: The comment is noted. As described in Sections 4. 1 .4.2.7 and 6 .4.4, 
the proposed facility would evaporate an average of 3.9 cfs (2.5 mgd), 4.3 cfs (2.8  
mgd) maximum of water that ultimately would have been returned to Codorus Creek 
without the proposed facility. However, the term 11 additional withdrawal" is 
intended to alert the reader to the fact that the cooling tower make-up is not 
physically withdrawn from Codorus Creek via an additional intake. 

Response: The September 20, 1993, letter from the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat 
Commission sent to DOE is now included in Appendix E of the FEIS . 
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COMMONWEALm OFPENNSYLV ANIA 
December 21, 1994 

SUBJECT: York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

TO: 

FROM: 

Consumptive Use Application 
· Codorus Creek 

Paul Swartz, Executive Director 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission 

Leroy M. Young, Fisheries Biologist _j ]J ur
Division of Environmental Services \} lj 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has reviewed the subject pennit application for the 
consumptive use of up to 2. 8 million gallons per day (mgd) of the treated wastewater from the 
P. H. Glatfelter facility by the York County Energy Partners (YCEP) proposed cogeneration 
plant. We have the following comments regarding this application. 

1. The consumptive water losses related to the YCEP proposal have the potential to 
improve water quality downstream of the Glatfelter facility by removing 
�tewater load from the stream. While these improvements are welcome, it 
would seem that the best approach to protecting water quality in Codorus Creek 
would be to properly treat the discharge. Information such as that provided in 
the most recent (1992) fisheries data compiled by Dr. Denoncourt show depressed 
fauna downstream of the Glatfelter discharge with IBI values in the "poor" to 
"fair" range (See Table 1 of November 1992 Report, Appendix D). We note that 
the proposed wastewater effluent flow of 9. 7 mgd exceeds the SRBC required 
stream flow upstream of the discharge by a factor of 2. Without the YCEP 
withdrawal, wastewater flow exceeds permitted stream flow by a factor of 2.S. 
Improvements of the water quality and protection of the aquatic life should be 
thoroughly reevaluated through the NPDES permitting process. We are currently 
discussing this issued with the Department of Environmental Resources (DER). 
Regarding the SRBC permit, will instream water quality monitoring be required 
to verify that the predicted improvements in water quality will indeed occur? 

2. Changes in physical habitat' related to the proposed consumptive use would be 
limited to the area downstream of the Glatfelter discharge. The additional 
reductions in flow are relatively small and the augmented flow from Lalce 
Marburg appear adequate to protect habitat in this reach. We have greater 
concern, however, with the 1 .  8 mile section of Codorus Creek between the taking 
point and the discharge. Although impacts in this region are unrelated to the 
current permit, we would like to request the following information to improve our 
understanding of the impacts of flow reductions on this section of the stream: 

W·LMY·l2/2la 

W·LMY·l2/2lb 
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Note: Although Comments W-LMY-12/12a through W-LMY-12121d are in response to a review by the 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission of a consumptive use application submitted by YCEP to the 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission, the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission requested that 
this comment letter be treated as additional comments to the DEIS. 

W-LMY-12/21a 
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Water quality 

W-LMY-12/2lb 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment W -LMY -111 Of for a discussion of 
the index of biological integrity (IBI) values presented by Denoncourt. The 
commenter is correct in discussing aspects of P. H. Glatfelter Company's Natiopal 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit with the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources (PADER), the permitting agency, as DOE 
does not participate in the permitting process. The terms of the York County 
Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP's) Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) 
Consumptive Use Permit do not require in-stream water quality monitoring. 

The proposed project, under worst case conditions (lowest possible flow), would 
increase most of the chemical constituents in Codorus Creek by approximately 20 
percent due to evaporative losses (e.g . ,  sulfates in Codorus Creek immediately 
below the P. H.  Glatfelter Company's outfall would increase by 20 percent) . This 
occurrence would be a rare event. Under normal flow conditions, the evaporative 
impact translates to an increase of 4.9 percent. These evaporative losses in flow 
(and their effect of in-stream concentrations) are attenuated downstream. Given the 
rather small amount of constituent increase in the stream (at both low and normal 
flows) and the short duration of these increases along the length of Codorus Creek 
due to attenuation, no additional wastewater treatment is planned at this time. 

Response: These requests are not within the scope of this EIS . The proposed 
facility would have no impact on any section of Codorus Creek above P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's outfall .  Furthermore, because York County Energy Partners, 
L.P. (YCEP) consumptive use comes from P. H. Glatfelter Company's secondary 
effluent, the proposed facility would not cause P. H. Glatfelter Company to increase 
withdrawals from Codorus Creek. DOE suggests that these requests be submitted 
to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) as part of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process .  
Please see also the response to Comment W-LMY-12/21a. 
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3. 

4. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

-2-

A flow duration analysis of Codorus Creek upstream of the taking 
point prior to the construction of Lake Marburg 
A flow duration analysis of Codorus Creek upstream of the taking 
point subsequent to the construction of Lake Marburg 
A flow duration analysis of Codorus Creek downstream of the 
taking point subsequent to the construction of Lake Marburg. This 
analysis should not include the discharge flows from Glatfelter, 
which are ow included in the USGS records for the Spring Grove 
gage. 

We request that calculations of average daily flow be provided for each of the 
above analyses. 

Page 4 of the application states that the currently permitted consumptive use for . 
the Glatfelter facility is 0.9 mgd; Page 5 states •The proposed net consumptive 
use will be 0.67 mgd after completion of the Pulp Mill Modernization Project in 
August 1994; and Table 7 of Appendix C lists current consumptive use as 2.5 
mgd. Which is correct'? 

Although loading of a number of contaminants will decrease as a result of the 
YCEP proposal, we note that copper concentrations will increase to levels which 
are above Chronic Fish Health criteria (Table 15 of Appendix C). Will these 
impacts be mitigated by improved treatment of wastewater? 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this application. We plan to also provide comments 
to the Department of Energy (DOE) regarding this project proposal. There is a considerable 
amount of additional information we have been provided by DOE which we are in the process 
of reviewing. Additional concerns may come to light as a result of that review. We will be 
sure to inform you of any such concerns at the time this review is completed. 

LMY:dms 

cc: Arway, Snyder, Kaufmann, Creyer - PFBC 
Schott - DER 
Wachter - DOE 
John Klunk 

(continued) 

I W-LMY-Uill< 

I W-LMY-Uilld 
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Response: The last value is correct. On January 12, 1995, the application (No. 
19950104) for the consumptive water use of up to 4.3 cfs (2.8  mgd) (3 .9 cfs or 2.5 
mgd average) by the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
Cogeneration Facility was approved by the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, 
subject to the conditions specified. The 0.9 mgd refers to an increase in 
consumption by P. H. Glatfelter Company following the start-up of a new power 
boiler in the late 1980s. The 0.67 mgd refers to another increase in consumption 
by P.  H. Glatfelter Company following the August, 1994, start-up of the Pulp Mill 
Modernization Project. 

Response: Available data indicate that exceedances of water quality criteria for 
copper are unlikely; therefore, no plans have been made to further treat P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's wastewater. Briefly, copper (Cu) toxicity to aquatic life is 
mitigated by the hardness of the P. H. Glatfelter Company effluent and the presence 
of a copper (Cu)-tolerant community. Please see also the responses to Comments 
W-LMY-1110c1 and W-LMY-1/lOd for further explanation. A discussion of the 
effects of these slight exceedances of the chronic fish health criteria is included in 
Section 4. 1 .5 . 1  of the FEIS. In addition, please see Table 9-4 of the FEIS which 
discusses the issues of exceedances in Codorus Creek for water quality parameters .  
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COM:\IONWEALTH OF PE.''INSYLVA:SIA 

PE�NSYL,�NIA FISH &: BOAT COMMISSION 
Division or Environmental Sen·ices 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 

450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte. PA 168:!3-96 16 

fB/41 JS9-S147 

September 20, 1993 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Re: York County Cogeneration Facility 
Notice of Intent to Prepare EIS 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has reviewed the "Notice of Intent to 
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and Conduct a Public Scoping Meeting for the 
Proposed York County, Pennsylvania, Cogeneration Facility" which was published in the 
July 29, 1993 Federal Register. The proposed 250 MW facility would be located on a 36 acre 
site in North Codorus Township along State Route 116. The site is situated approximately 40 
miles southwest of York and adjacent to the P. H. Glatfelter Company paper mill. We have the 
following recommendations regarding issues which should be addressed in preparation of the 
Environmental Impact Statement: 

1) Wastewater from the P. H. Glatfelter Company has historically degraded water quality 
within Codorus Creek. Furthermore, according to a July 1984 Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Resources report " . . .  the main stem of Codorus Creek from York to 
the mouth is impacted by a large number of industrial waste and treated sewage 
discharges which have a total design flow of 105 cubic feet per second (cfs) which is 
2.84 times the stream's critical low flow of 37 cfs." We understand that the proposed 
project will consume approximately 2.4 million gallons of water per day. How will this 
loss of stream flow affect downstream water quality in light of the above concerns? 

2) Reductions in stream flow could also impact the physical amount of fish and other 
aquatic life habitat of the stream. The effect of significant changes in stream flow should 
be evaluated using such methodologies as the Instream Flow Increme!ltal Methodology 
(IFIM) which is the state-of-the-art instream flow study methodology. 
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Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
September 20, 1993 
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3) As required by Susquehanna River Basin Commission regulations, any consumptive 
water losses would have to be mitigated. What would be the source of this make-up? 
Additional releases from Lake Marburg could affect the fishery of the reservoir, 
recreational use of the reservoir, and the fishery of downstream areas which are currently 
stocked with trout by the PFBC. The implications of any changes in water management 
to each of these issues should be thoroughly evaluated. 

4) Would the siting of the proposed facility have impacts to ground water, wetlands, or 
the flood plain of Codorus Creek? 

5) How far would the coal be transported and by what means? We have historically 
seen the need to construct new highway facilities to accommodate excess truck traffic to 
coal-fired power generation stations. 

6) How does the proposed facility and the P. H. Glatfelter Company fit into the Acid 
Deposition Control provisions of the Cl� Air Act Amendments of 1990? 

7) There is presently an advisory on Codorus Creek green sunfish for dioxin. Will pre
treatment handle dioxin which is a known contaminant of paper processing? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS scope. We request the opportunity 
to be kept fully informed of the EIS process. Please feel free to contact me if either further 
information or clarification of the above comments is needed. �ocerely, 

. 

, 
.fil/Jf'f(_ / � 
Lero/ M. Yo��'j sheries Biologist 
Division of Envir nmental Services 

LMY:dms 

cc: Arway, Spotts, Snyder, Kaufmann, Creyer - PFBC 
Franklin, Hoffman, Schott - DER 
Swartz - SRBC 

Volwne IV 



Volume IV 

Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

WkiTI'EN-115 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

77ae Deparmwnt ofEnuo l.r lntuuted In obtaining your written colfiiM7rU on t1r• Drqfl ElSfor 1M ;ropased l'Ork Ct1llnly Enuo 
Partners Cogt��erotlon Facility In York Co1111ty, P1111UJ1llldllla. Please provide your CoiMIIIIt.r In the spaC#l hlow and print your 
Mme and addreu on the rrHrse side ofthl.r t:t1rd. Your CtlnU. can be deposited In the boJ:u provlded at the publl� hlllrlng or 
lfUiiled directly to 1M addreu on the rrHrse rid.. , 

w .r \t ,. a a . .  ewees E a vr "· q- .,  '-'drZ w .. ,.,. -rw: Ot•l?. .r...q -.sv. 
\yC. A'\C e 0 o ,.,. e '" c- r Q c' 9  

Q S  C p  • J ('  
V.ALVC 

1!'3 C: <recJ c-. A pel Co A On ct:z=: 

t. ,,.., e:r . ovtJ c�e'""''-'"� cur w•t·;�� 
r��c-.r-y I,S R��'IS'X ,Jorc r lt•r W•F& pur.4 .,(: � .. "'E&? wsr 
W1"" 4c'" Ut: tiA f ' ,J 

WRITTEN-116 
May 1995 

f"-1<' 1'"11C: � •F �""j4'!, VI�� •/: nr '-•�J IJ 

Dr. Suell•n A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental ProJect Manager 
U.S, Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center IMETCI 
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Morgantown, West VIrginia 26807·0880 
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Response: The FEIS (Sections 3 . 1 . 14.6 and 4. 1 . 14.6) contains an expanded 
discussion of electromagnetic fields (EMFs), including summarized results of the 
most recent epidemiological studies relating to EMFs and their potential to adversely 
affect human health. In addition, York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
enlisted the assistance of highly qualified specialists to model the maximum or 
"worst case" potential EMF intensities that could be expected from the proposed 
electric transmission line and switchyard near the existing Bair Substation. 

The proposed electric transmission line would terminate at the proposed switchyard 
near the Bair Substation in the community of Bair. To accommodate the proposed 
transmission line connection to the Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) system, 
a switchyard would be constructed approximately 120m (200 ft) southwest of the 
existing Bair Substation and over 60m (400 ft) from the Whiteleather residence. 
Short electric transmission lines would connect the switchyard to the existing Met-Ed 
1 15-kilovolt (kV) transmission line. 

Although a 100-meter setback could be achieved along the entire proposed corridor 
from the York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) Cogeneration Facility site to 
Bair, the comment is correct; several homes are within 100 meters (328 ft) of the 
existing Bair Substation. The comment regarding Mr. Whiteleather's residence is 
also correct; this home is within 35m (1 15 feet) of the existing Bair Substation. 
However, the location of the proposed switchyard facility would be over 120m (400 
ft) from the nearest (Mr. Whiteleather's) residence, exceeding the 100-meter (328-ft) 
setback requirement. 

Information contained in Table 2.2-6 on page 2-79 in the DEIS related to the 
proposed line is correct, if understood in the context of viewing the transmission line 
along the proposed route. However, there are more than five residential dwellings 
within view of the existing Bair Substation, which is adjacent to the site of the 
proposed switchyard facility and therefore within the project viewshed. Table 2.2-6 
has been updated in the FEIS to include additional information regarding the 
proposed switchyard near the Bair Substation. Please see also the responses to 
Comments D-48/23, D-49/14, and D-52/23 for EMF concerns, and the response to 
Comment D-5113 for Bair Substation concerns. 

Response: A discussion of the impacts from the utility corridors on local real estate 
values has been added to Section 4. 1 . 14. 12 of the FEIS . 

Response: The proposed electric transmission line would terminate at the proposed 
switchyard near Bair Substation, in the community of Bair. To accommodate the 
proposed transmission line connection to the Metropolitan Edison Company (Met
Ed) system, a switchyard would be constructed approximately 60m (200 ft) 
southwest of the existing Bair Substation and over 120m (400 ft) from the 
Whiteleather residence (in the open field area referred to in the comment). Short 
electric transmission lines would connect the switchyard to the existing Met-Ed 
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Revised 6/14/94 

PENNSYLVANIA NATURAL DIVERSITY INVENTORY 
REVIEW RESPONSE 

REQUESTER: 

PROJECT: 

Ms. Jan K. Wachter 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 61 0 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 

North Cordorus Township Project Site and Associated Optional Transmission Line 
Rights-ofWay, York County 

QUADRANGLE: Abbotstown, Hanover, Seven Valleys, West York 

In response to your request of January 6, 1995, an area was reviewed for the presence of natural resources of · l W-PNDI-Olll7 

special concern using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity �nventory (PNDI) information system. We do not 
anticipate any impact on rare, threatened or endangered species at this location. 

!&-= 
PNDI staff 

1/10/95 
Date 

PNDI is a site specific information system which describes significant natural resources ofPennsylvania. This 
system includes data descriptive of plant and animal species of special concern, exemplary natural 
communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a cooperative project of the Department of 
Environmental Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy. This 
response represents the most up-to-date summary ofthe PNDI data files. However, an absence of recorded 
information does not necessarily imply actuai conditions on-site. A field survey of any site may reveal 
previously unreported populations. PNDI is funded through contributions to the Wild Resource Conservation 
Fund. 

Be advised that legal authority for Pennsylvania's biological resources resides with three administrative 
agencies. The enclosure titled PNDI Species List, outlines which species groups are managed by these 
agencies. If you have questions concerning this response or the PND I system, please contact our office at 
7 1 71787-3444 or write: 
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1 15-kilovolt (kV) transmission line. Appropriate information has been included in 
the FEIS (Section 4. 1 . 14.9) to describe this facility, and figures have been included 
to provide a representative picture of the proposed development. Also, please see 
the response to Comment D-5113 .  

Response: The comment is correct; the location of the Bair Substation modifications 
is sited within West Manchester Township, and therefore, is subject to West 
Manchester Township zoning requirements. Table 9-1 has been corrected in the 
FEIS to include these requirements. Please see also the response to Comment D-
5113 .  

Response: Comment is noted. 
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PENNSYLVANIA NATURAL DIVERSITY INVENTORY 
SPECIES LISTS 

The statutory authority for Pennsylvania's animals and plants resides with three separate agencies. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources has the respansibility tor management of tbe Conunoawealth's native wild plaats. The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commissi011 is responsible for management of fish, reptiles, amPhibians aud aquatic O'llltisms within the . Commonwealth. The Pennsylvania Gamo Commissica has tbe respoasibility for managing tbe state's wild birds aud mammals. 
For infonnatioa oa cumm species status, please COilSUlt tbe appropriate asency. Requests for information should be directed to: 

Plants and rNDI - reamJ 

FISH, REmLES. 
AMPIUBIANS, 
AOUAJ]C ORGANJSM� 

BIRDS and � 

Plaut Program Manager 
P A Department of Enviroameuta� Resources Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advisory Services 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 11105-8552 
(711) 787-3444 

Endangered Species & Hetpctology Coordiaator Pennsylvania Fish &: Boat Commissica Bureau of Fisheries aud Engineering 
450 Robinsm Laue 
Bellefoate, PA 16.823 
(8 14) 359-5 1 13 

Pennsylvania Game Commissica 
Bureau of Wildlife Mll1agemeat 
2001 Elmerta'l Avenue 
Harrisburg. PA 17110-9797 
(711) 181-5529 

For infonDidaa. ca species listed under the federal Endangered Species Ar:t of 1973 occuning in Peunsylvmia, caatac:t: 
Endangered Species Biologist 
U.S. Fish aud Wildlife Service 
3 15 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801 
(8 14) 234-4090 
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Response: The proposed facility is not expected to adversely affect the quality of 
life in the community. A net reduction in particulate matter (PM10), sulfur dioxide 
(S�, and oxides of nitrogen (NOJ would be expected to result from the proposed 
project [although increases in carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) would result] . The increase in noise due to operation of the 
proposed Cogeneration Facility is expected to be no more than 3 decibels, and 
exposure to hazardous substances emitted by the facility would not be expected to 
adversely affect human health. In addition, the tax and sales revenues expected to 
be generated by the proposed plant could improve the infrastructure of the 
community, such as the school system. 

Response: The plant size proposed by the York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP) is necessary to fulfill the needs of DOE's Clean Coal Technology Program, 
the needs of P. H. Glatfelter Company, and, ultimately, to meet the economic 
considerations of YCEP. The facility size is closely tied to cost efficiency, power 
purchase agreements, and the ability to deliver steam to P. H. Glatfelter Company. 

It takes several years for a plant to go from the design stage to the operation stage; 
however, the proposed Foster Wheeler utility-scale atmospheric circulating fluidized 
bed (ACFB) would represent a design innovation more advanced (i.e. , larger) and 
efficient than most technologies currently being used. Other clean coal technologies 
being developed by DOE also represent improvements over existing technologies and 
are in various stages of demonstration. 

Adherence to regulations and guidelines, including public involvement and risk 
analyses conducted as part of the National Environmental Policy Act process, help 
ensure that the construction and operation of projects would not jeopardize citizens' 
lives. 

Please refer to the response to Comments D-100/9 and D-39/13 for more 
information about the unique aspects of ACFB technology (especially at this scale) . 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P.O. Box 8551 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8551 

January 20, 1995 

Bureau of Forestry 
717n87-3444 ·-

r NaaA-.. 
Mr. John Garland JAN 2 5 1995 
Department ofEnergy, Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880, Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 � .  • I li: � 
Dear Mr. Garland: 

Re: Threatened and Endangered Species Review of the York County Energy Partners Cogeneration 
Project North Codorus Township Site and Associated Transmission Line Rights-of-Way, York 
County, Pennsylvania. 

This letter documents our phone conversation of January 20, 1995, in response to a letter from 
Mr. Jan Wachter of your agency, dated January 6, 1995. The historic record of an endangered plant 
species, Sparganlum androcladum, Branching bur-reed near the referenced site, cited in a letter from the 
Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission dated July 13, 1994, was investigated during our reviews of the 
site conducted at the Bureau of Forestry in April l992, August 1993, and December 1994, using the 
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) information system. PNDI is a site specific information 
system which describes significant natural resources of Pennsylvania. PNDI includes data descriptive of · 
plant and animal species of special concern, exemplary natural communities and unique geological 
features. 

The only record ofBranching bur-reed in this vicinity is an herbarium specimen collected in 1938 
from a reservoir northeast ofHanover. More recent field work has failed to relocate the species in this 
area. PNDI has no record of suitable habitat for Sparganium androcladum at or near the referenced site, 
therefore, we do not anticipate any impact on this or any other species of special concern due to this 
project. 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

Sincerely, 

#J9.-d 
Edward T. Dix 
Botanist 
Forest Advisory Services 

Recycled Paper ·�� 
� ' . 

I W-DER .. l/28 
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Response: Comment is noted. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P . o .  Box 2 0 63 
Harrisburq, PA 17 105-2 063 

January 1 1 ,  1995 

secretary ' s  Office of Policy 

Dr . suellen Van Ooteghem 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 6 10 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Ooteghem : 

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources ( DER) 
has reviewed the Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement ( DEIS)  
involving York county Energy Partners Proposed cogeneration 
Facility . We have the following comment : 

Regional staff from the Air Quality Program, Water 
Management Program and Waste Management Program as well as the 
Regional Permit Coordinator will be involved in the required 
permit application reviews . Permit requirements are listed on 
Table 9-1 of the DEIS . 

I f  you have any questions , please feel free to contact 
Michael R. Steiner at DER ' s  Southcentral Regional Office at 
{717 ) 5 4 1-7969 . 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposal . 

Policy 

I W-FGC-01111 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper � 
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Response: Table 9-1 in the FEIS has been revised to include Regional Staff of the 
Air Quality Program, Water Management Program, Waste Management Program, 
and the Regional Permit Coordinator as well as the state headquarters staff. 
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Dr. Suellen A Van Ootegbem 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Environmental Project Manager 3610 Collins Feny Road 
Morgantown, WV 26SOS 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG, PA 17110.9797 

January 18, 1995 

In re: York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Site and Transmission Line Conidors 
North Codorus Township, York County, PA 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

ADMIIIISTIIATIVa -IAUI: 
AOMfNISTIIIJJON . . . • . • • • . . • . . • •  717-717·5870 

AUTOMOTIVE ANO • 

PROCUREMEHT OMSION • . • . . .  717-717-esM 
UCENSE OMSION • . . • • • • • . . . •  71 HI HOM 
P£ASONNEL. DMS10N • • • • • • • • •  717-717-78311 

WIUlUF£ MANAGEMENT • • . • • • • •  717·787-55211 
INFORWJION & EDUCATION • • • . •  71H17.e288 
1-'W EI'IFOACEMENT • • • • • • . . . . . .  717-717-57.0 
I.ANO MANAGEMENT • • . . • • . . . • .  717-787.18 

REAL ESTATE DMSION • • . • • • • •  717·787-11588 
MANAGEMENT INFORWJION 
sYSTEMS. • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  717-717_.078 

This is in response to Mr. Synoracki's letter of Jan\181y 16, 1995, requesting infonuation concerning endangered and threatened species of birds and mammals as related to this project 

Our office review has determined that no state listed endangered or threatened species are known to occur I within lhe proposed project area. Except for occasional transient individuals, this project should not impact any 
endangered or threatened species s>fbirds or mammals recognized by lhe Pennsylvania Game Commission. However, 
should project plans change or if additional information on endangered or threatened species becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered. 

If you have any questions, please contact Roland Bergner of my stall"" at (7 17) 783-4919. 

v�PZ�Y1 � lit'!!!!�!. 
and Habitat Protection 
Bureau ofLand Management 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

W-DAM-01/18 

Volume IV 



W-DAM-01/18 

KEYWORDS: 
Endangered species 

Volume IV 

Response: Comment is noted. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Sections 4. 1 . 12 and 4.2. 12 of the EIS analyze the socioeconomic impact 
of the proposed project at the North Codorus site. No major adverse or beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts are associated with the proposed project, with the possible 
exception of the increase of 276 construction jobs during the three years of 
construction for the proposed project, the $6.3 million in annual state and local tax 
revenue resulting from operation of the proposed project, and the $500,000 in 
property taxes, directly benefitting the Spring Grove School District and York 
County. Reasons for YCEP selecting York County for the proposed demonstration 
project are discussed in Section 2.2. 1 . 1  of the EIS . 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-83/5. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act process helps to ensure that 
environmental concerns are factored into the Federal government's decision-making 
process related to the expenditure of government funds and/or the use of public 
lands. In particular, Chapter 6 of the EIS, Cumulative Effects, analyzes the effect 
of the proposed project with respect to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions that may affect the same resources as the proposed action. 

Response: There are a number of programs that DOE is investigating and 
promoting in order to conserve natural resources (e.g. , conservation, use of 
renewables). However, DOE also believes that a multi-faceted program of research, 
development, and demonstration projects encompassing a range of energy 
management strategies to meet the current and future United States energy needs 
would best support the interests of the Nation in terms of national security. 

Please see also the response to Comment J -97/5. 
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SFA Pacific, Inc. 

444 Castro Street. Suite 920 
Mountain Vtev< California 94041 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

January 25, 1995 

Telephone: (415) 969-8876 
FAX: 41 5-969-1 317 

Subject: Public comments on the Draft EIS for the York County Energy Partners 
circulating fluidized bed combustion (CFBC) boiler cogeneration project. 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

I was shocked to see that several people made technically incorrect statements in public 
comments regarding the size and commercial experience with large CFBC boilers of the 
above projects. 

Enclosed is a listing of the ten largest CFBC boilers in the world. This includes planned, 
under construction, and operating units. The list was generated from our company's (SFA 
Pacific, Inc.) FBC database. The York County CFBC project represents the largest CFBC 
boiler in the world. 

The York County CFBC project clearly deserves DOE Clean Coal Technology (CCI') 
support due to the technical risk of building the largest CFBC boiler in the world. Please 
note that SFA Pacific has n�ver done work for the CFBC vendor for the York County 
project (Foster Wheeler), and we have no vested interest in this project. 

For completeness, I have also enclosed the following: 

A December 7, 1994 letter to Pennsylvania State Representative Todd Platt's staff 
from me, which included output data from our FBC database clearly showing the 
York County CFBC project represented the largest CFBC boiler in the world. 

Brochure about SFA Pacific, Inc., which includes my professional biography. 

A recent paper we presented on our FBC Database. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: The list mentioned further confirms the significance of the scale at which 
the proposed project would be demonstrated. Please also refer to the additional 
information provided in response to Comment D-39/13 .  Section 1 .3,  "Purpose and 
Need, "  in the FEIS has been revised to address more thoroughly the public's interest 
in other fluidized bed combustor (FBC) projects, both existing and proposed, and 
has been updated to incorporate the latest developments of new FBC projects. 
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SFA Pacific, 1nc. 

Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
January 24, 1995 
Page 2 

The York County CFBC project deserves everyone's support as it is a •win-win. • It will 
benefit the local York County environment and economy while also helping the overall U.S. 
environment and economy by assisting an American developed CFBC technology to become 
the world leader. 

Sincerely, 

�� fl . j �  
Dale R. Simbeck 
Vice President, Technology 

DRS:ba 

Enclosures 

Volume IV 



Vol\Dile IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFl' BLANK 

WRI'ITEN-m 
May 1.995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-136 
May 1995 

SFA Pacific, Inc. 
444 castro Street, Suite 920 
Mountain V18'1< Carlfornla 94041 

Mr. Bryan Tate 
c/o State Representative 

Todd Platt's office 
1 998-C Carlisle Blvd. 
York, PA 17404 

Dear Bryan: 

Telephone: (415) 969-8876 
FAX: 415-969-1317 

December 7. 1 994 

I greatly enjoyed our telephone discussion on Friday, December 2 regarding fluidized bed 
combustion (FBC) boiler technology. I hope the information I sent you about large FBC 
boiler installations is useful. 

I believe the York 250 MW FBC project is a very worthwhile effort that deserves 
everyone's support. As we discussed, this project is much like the many anthracite waste
fired FBC projects in Pennsylvania, as it is a "win-win." The York project will benefit both 
the local environment and local economy. 

Please contact me if I can be of additional assistance. Being from Pennsylvania and a Penn 
State graduate, I am always willing to help with efforts that improve Pennsylvania. 

Sincerely, 

Dale R. Simbeck 
Vice President, Technology 

DRS:ll 

cc: Gary Kinsey, York County Energy Partners 
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'811.,1.. GOODLING 18TH DI8TIIICT1 PINNI'fLVANIA 

TOLL "''I DISTRICT NUMIIII: 
IOD-832-111 I 
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January 2 4 ,  1995 

Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
PO Box 8 8 0  
MOrgantown , West Virginia 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Dear D r .  Van Ooteghem: 
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The attached communication sent to me by Harold McFerren has 
been respectfully referred to you for your review, consideration, 
and comment . 

I ask that you kindly return the enclosed correspondence to 
Ki�berly Strycharz of my staf f . 

Thank yo� in advance for your assis tance . 

SincK;, 

BILL GOODLING 
Member of Congress 

WFG/ksf 
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Th e Honorab l e  B i l l  Good l i n g 
F e d e r a l  Bu i l d i n g Room 1 0 3 
200 S .  G e o r g e  S t . 
York , PA 1 74 0 5  

R D S  Box 5234 H i l l s i de L an e 
S p r i n g Gr ov e , PA 1 7362 
D � c �m b e r  29 , 1 9 94 

I am g r e a t l y - d i s t r e s s e d by t h e  p r op o s e d Co Gen p l an t  
t h a t  i s  s e e k i n g e n dorseme n t f r om t h e  US D e p a r tme n t of En e r gy . 
As obse r v e d  by m a n y  sp e ak e r s  a t  t h e  Y o r k  F a i r  G r o u n d  r e v i ew 
se s s i on ,  t h e  De p ar tme n t of En e r gy ' s  d r af t r e p or t. i s  t h e  
p r ocu c t  o f  h u r r i e d ,  i n c omp l e t e ,  a n d , a t  t i me s ,  i n ac c u r a t e  
i n f orma t i on .  P e r son a l l y ,  I am c: on.c: � r n e d  t h a t  t h e  r e p or t 
r e f e r s  t o  t h os e  of us w h o  I i v e w i t h i n  c l ose p r ox i m i t y of t h e  
p r op os e d  s i t e  a. s  " r e c e p t or p o i n t s . •  I u n de r s t a n d  t h a t  t h e  
m e n  and wome n wh o bu i l t  t h i s  draf t r e p or �  ar e t r a i ne d  t o  u s e  
obj e c: t i •J e  sc i e n t i f i c:  j ar go n . Howe v tt r , t h e  " r e c e p t or p o i n t s •  
are our h ome s < n o t  j u s t  h ou se s  b u t o u r  h ome s )  our c h i l dr e n ' s  
p l ay yar d s , o u r  p l ace of c om f or t ,  l au gh t e r  an d f am i l i a l  
i de n t i t y .  Ou r h ome s  a r e  t h e  ou twar c man i f e s t a t i on of T h omas 

Je f f e r son ' s  p r om i se t h a t  e ac h  of us i n d i v i du a l  c i t i z e n s  h as 
t h e  " i n a l i e n ab l e r i gh t  t o  1 i f e ,  I i be r t y  a n d  p u r su i t  of 
h a p p i n e ss . •  Th e �r e c e p t or p o i n t s •  a r e  o u r  a t t emp t to r e a l i z e 
t h e  Amer i c an Dr e am .  To w h a t  e x t e n t s h o u l d  obj e c t i v e ,  
c: l i n i c: a l  l an gu ag e  be a l l ow e d  t o  d i sc o l or t h e  h uman suf f e r i n g 
t h a t  w i l l  r e su l t f r om t h i s  i n c u r s i on of i n du s t r y  i n t o our 
h ome s ,  o u r  f am i l l e s ,  our I i v e s? We w i l l  l i v e  i n  the sh adow 
of t h e  smoK e s t ak e  an d w i t h i n  t h e  n o i se p ar am e t e r s  twe n t y-fo u r  
h o u r s  a d a y  w h i l e t h e  p l an t ' s  c on tr ac t o r s  an d o p e r a t or s  an d 
p r o f i t e e r s  w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h e i r  d i s t a n t h ome s an d f am i l i e s .  
To w h a t  e x t e n t c an my f e ar s  be c a l m e d  wh e n  I 1 i s t e n  t o  
De p ar tme n t of En e r gy r e p r e se n t a t i v e s  say w h a t  t h e  n o i se l e v e l  
" sh ou l d  be , •  w h a t  t h e  p o l l u t i on l e v e l " sh ou l d  be " ?  " Sh ou l d  
b e "  i s  n o t  c om f or t i n g wh e n  I h e ar t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t r y  t o  
s e c on d gu e s s  wh a. t  w i l l  be . Bu t t h e n , w h o  mu s t  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  
u n su sp e c t e d  c on se q u e n c e s  o f  t h e  " sh ou l d  b e " p r oj e c t i ons? 
Wh a t  g u ar an t e e s  c an we be g i v e n ?  Wh a t  h ap p e n s  i f  t h e  
b l as t i n g c au s e s  m y  w a t e r  w e l l s  t o  go d r y ?  Wh e r e  w i l l  I ge t 
t h e  g l ass of wa t e r  f or my c h i l d t o  dr i n k ?  Now my h ome i s  a 
p 1 3c e  of c on v e r s a t i on ?  How w i l l  t h e  c ou p l i n g an d u n c ou p l i n g 
of h u n dr e ds of c oa l  cars i n  an op e n  f i e l d  aff e c t  my fam i l y ' s  
a b i l i t y t o  c o n v e r s e , t o  r e ad ,  t o  r e l ax ,  I h�v e  r e ad my c o p y  
o f  t h e  De p ar tme n t  o f  En e r g y ' s  r e p o r t an d I k n ow w h a t  " sh ou l d 
b e . •  Bu t " sh ou l d  be " i s  of n o  c on se q u e n c e  t o  t h e  r e p or t ' s  
wr i t e r s  two ye a r s  f r om  n ow wh e n  t h e  f ac t  c: on t r ad l c: t s wh a t  
" sh ou l d  h a v e  b e e n , •  No t on l y  m u s t  w e  s u f f e r  t h e  
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Comment is noted. 

Response: It should be understood that in developing an EIS during the planning 
phase of any project, authors are dealing with some uncertainty in terms of many 
of the specific impacts that may occur. Instead of making definitive statements, the 
authors attempt to be more accurate and state their findings in terminology 
representative of the degree of uncertainty (e.g . ,  "should, "  "probably, "  " it is 
expected that . . .  ").  Due to the technological maturity of the proposed technology 
and the extensive information base available for the design of the proposed project, 
there would tend to be fewer unsuspected consequences resulting from this action 
than from other demonstration projects, due in large part to the expected low 
occurrence of upset conditions and off-specification performance for atmospheric 
fluidized bed combustor (AFBC) technology. 

The proposed project would be required to adhere to all applicable Federal , state, 
and local laws. This requirement is one mechanism by which the industrial partner 
would deal with any unsuspected consequences of the proposed project. In addition, 
during the demonstration phase of the proposed project, DOE would require the 
generation of an Environmental Monitoring Plan, whereby the status of 
environmental performance/non-conformance would be reviewed by DOE. 

Please see also the response to Comment J-62/20. 

Response: The preliminary site investigation work completed by York County 
Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) shows that the subsurface site conditions would not 
require blasting during construction of the proposed facility. Consequently, there 
is no potential disruption of groundwater supplies. 

Response: Lifestyles, personal preferences, and activity patterns vary widely within 
a population. These affect an individual's perception of noise impacts on the 
execution of personal activities . Nevertheless, various guidelines and criteria have 
been established to assess the impact of noise to the average individual . The noise 
assessment conducted for the proposed project considered the potentially adverse 
impacts of rail car noise for 7 specific locations which included residences nearest 
to the proposed facility as well as potentially noise-sensitive locations (e.g.,  the T&J 
Breeder Farm and Lions Club pavilion). The predicted noise levels due to rail car 
coupling and uncoupling are tabulated in Table 4. 1 -37 of the EIS. At one of these 
residences, the home of the manager of the T&J Breeder Farm, the maximum 
coupling noise level is predicted to be 56 decibels. 
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• n v i ronme n t a l  c on � e q u • n c e s  an d l os s  o f  our hom• J and' s wor t h , 
bu t n ow  we m u s t  assume t h r ou gh o u r  t ax e s  any c o s t  o v e r r u n  T Or 
t h e  p r oj e c t t h a t  i s  l i n i n g A i r  Produ c t ' s  p ocke t s  w i t h  h u ge p r of i t s ,  P l e as e , Con gr e ssman Good l l n g ,  b • c om• mor e aggr e ss i v •  i n  d e f e n d i n g o u r  h ome s  f r om  t h •  A i r  Produ c t s  a n d  York Cou n t y En e r gy Par t n e r s '  i n v as i on of Nor t h  Codo r u s  Townsh i p ,  P l e as e  u se You r  p o l i t i c a l  acum• n t o  s a y  to th os• wh o w i l l  p r o f i t f r om  our m i sfor t u n e  t h a t  t h e y  may not r e a p  p r of i t s a t  o u r  exp e n se , P l • ase wor k I mm e d i a t e l y  t o  • x p • l th i s  n i gh tmar e f r om  our bac kyards . 

Your c on s t i t u e n t ,  
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In its 1974 document "Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to 
Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety," the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recommended an exterior day-night noise 
level of 55 decibels as adequate to allow 100 percent intelligibility of human speech 
indoors at normal distances and volumes. Rail car coupling and uncoupling can 
produce short duration, impulsive noise, as slack in a string of cars is taken up 
during starting or stopping. Noise from coal-car coupling and uncoupling for the 
proposed project would be infrequent (every five days) and would occur during the 
day when background noise is generally higher. 

The maximum noise level from coal-car coupling and uncoupling at the residence 
of the T&J Breeder Farm manager would be 1 decibel higher than the EPA's 1974 
recommendation. However, the expected maximum noise is of short duration, and 
would not be expected to interfere with normal conversation. For the other 
residences included in the noise assessment, the predicted noise from coal-car 
coupling and decoupling would be below the existing daytime noise levels, and 
would not be expected to adversely affect human conversation. This "human 
conversation" impact criteria is a standard guideline used to judge generic noise 
impacts. 
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: York County Energy Partners,  L.P. (YCEP) and its contractors have 
prepared over 25 separate publicly available documents that provide the data and 
analysis related to the proposed project. These data have been independently 
analyzed by the staff at DOE and their contractors. The data have been provided 
to and reviewed by regulatory agencies to support their decision-making processes 
relative to air emissions and water pollution. There are numerous quality control 
and information/data validation steps that have been institutionalized in executing the 
National Environmental Policy Act process for this proposed project that help to 
ensure the accuracy of the information. 

Please see also the responses to Comments D-1 12/15, D-125/12, D-287/16, and J-
93/19. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments W-MJN-1 1/29 and W-PNP-12/19. 
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Mr. & Mrs. Ralph Gilbert 
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York. PA 17404 
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F'mal Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: It is believed by DOE that the Department of Justice or the Inspector 
General's offices may be conducting investigations to determine whether the 
allegations in the letter are indeed factual . Other than the "controversial" letter and 
the allegations it made, no evidence has been provided by third parties to DOE 
which would substantiate the claims in this letter. 

Please see also the responses to Comments D-1 12/15, D-125/12, D-287/16, J-93/19, 
and W -RDG-1125a. 
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Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem, Ph . D .  
Environmental Project Manager 

January 2 7 ,  1995 

Environment, Safety & Health Program Support Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P .  o. Box 880 
Cullins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 26507-0880 

Re : Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Facility 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem: 

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ( "EIS " )  for the proposed York County 
Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility in York County , Pennsylvania . 

We represent Metropolitan Edison Company ( " Met-Ed" ) ,  the 
proposed purchaser of the electric energy and capacity from the 
above referenced facility . Met-Ed was directed by the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission ( "Commission " )  to enter into a power 
purchase agreement ( "PPA" ) with York County Energy Partners 
( " YCEP " ) ,  and did so in April 1992 . 

This letter provides Met-Ed ' s  comments to the EIS for 
consideration by the Department of Energy ( " DOE" ) .  

These comments are intended to clarify certain statements 
in the EIS in connection with Met-Ed 's proposed energy and capacity 
needs and the alternatives available to it in the absence of the 
YCEP project. We hope these clarifications to the EIS will be 
helpful to the DOE and othe� interested parties . 
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On page 1-10 of the EIS , reference is made to certain 
annual Met-Ed filings with the Commission pursuant to regulations 
at 52 Pa . Code SS 5 7 . 4 9 and 5 7 . 50 .  The data and information 
provided by all electric utilities in Pennsylvania pursuant to 
these regulations is in a format prescribed by the Commis sion . 
These filings do not contain all of the relevant data and 
information necessary to reach meaningful �accurate conclusions 
regarding an electric utility ' s  short , intermediate and long-term 
electric energy and capacity needs . The bulk of the data filed 
pursuant to these regulations contains 20 year proj ections of 
electric demand and capacity - focusing attention on long-term 
rather than short and intermediate term needs . Met-Ed believes 
that undue reliance upon the data submitted to the Commission in 
the referenced filings can provide inaccurate and less than 
complete information regarding the Company ' s  full array of plans to 
meet its ever-changing long , intermediate and short term capacity 
and energy needs . The scant information contained in the EIS does 
not allow us to reach any definitive conclusions about how the DOE 
may have used the Commission filings in the report . However ,  it 
appears that the DOE may have placed substantial reliance upon 
public information that does not constitute the entire basis upon 
which actual energy and capacity planning decisions are made at 
Met-Ed. 

For example , on page 1-11 of the EIS , reference is made 
to a document entitled "Electric Power Outlook for Pennsylvania ,  
1 9 9 3 -2 0 1 3 ( 19 9 4 ) "  which i s  prepared annually by the Commission ' s  
Bureau o f  Conservation , Economics and Energy Planning . Since the 
interpretation and analysis of this data are not subject to prior 
review and comment by jurisdictional electric utilitie s ,  it is not 
always reasonable or appropriate to rely upon this document as a 
definitive resource for Met-Ed ' s  overall energy and capacity need s .  
While it is true that the investor-owned utilities operating within 
Pennsylvania provide the data included in the Electric Power 
Outlook for Pennsylvania , there is little , if any , opportunity to 
rebut , clarify or change any of the reported material or 
conclusions relating thereto . 

Perhaps the greatest indication that the EIS contains 
inaccurate and mis leading information is the statement set forth on 
page xxi where the report concludes : 

Met-Ed has indicated that future electricity 
demands would be met by purchasing power from 
new non-utility generators . Based on a 1992 
Met-Ed solicitation for bidders ,  it is 
reasonable to assume the need for power would 
be met by either a 2 2 7  MW natural gas-fired 
combined-cycle facility or a 2 2 7  MW twin 
boiler coal-fired facility . 
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Final Envirorunental Impact Statement 

Response: DOE analyzed another no-action alternative ramification in the FEIS, 
purchasing electricity in the short-term from the power pool, as a result of the 
information received from Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed). 

The information contained in the DEIS was based on publicly available information, 
information supplied by Met-Ed, or recent actions taken by Met-Ed in the past at the 
time of the writing of the DEIS. 

WklTTEN-153 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITtEN-154 
May 1995 

- 3 -

The aforesaid quote from page xxi of the EIS is not supported at 
all . To the best of Met-Ed ' s  knowledge , it was not contacted by 
the DOE or any parties providing input into the EIS for the 
Company ' s  assessment of its needs . In any event , it is 
unreasonable to assume that any need for electric power during the 
relevant planning horizon for the YCEP Project would be met by a 
2 27 megawatt natural gas-fired combined cycle facility or a 2 2 7  
megawatt twin boiler coal-fired facility . There are several more 
preferable options available for economically meeting any projected 
energy and capacity needs , including short-term energy and capacity 
purchases from the power pool , purchase transactions outside of the 
pool with private entities , etc . that are likely to be utilized by 
the Company in the absence of the proposed YCEP Project . Given the 
vagaries of the long-term energy supply market , the ready 
availability of short-term energy and capacity, and the 
overwhelming changes currently taking place in the electric utility 
industry , there is a decideq preference against ( i )  entering into 
l ong-term power purchase agreements for capacity and electric 
energy, and/or ( ii )  utility construction of new power plants . 
Thus , Met-Ed would not build its own combined cycle facilities as 
suggested on page xxi of the EIS . 

The EIS does not appear to understand and appreciate the 
capacity planning process and the current market for energy and 
capacity . On page 2 - 7 1  of the EIS , the report "assume s "  that new 
power generation facilities would be required to meet needs in the 
region . As discussed above , this is simply not correct . There is 
ample energy and capacity available on the market from which Met-Ed 
could ( and would in the absence of the YCEP Pro j ect ) satis fy its 
needs . Because of .excess electric generating capacity presently 
available in the Mid-Atlantic region , there are abundant supplies 
of very low cost capacity and energy from which Met-Ed could, and 
would, meet its needs over the next 2-6 years in the absence of the 
proposed YCEP Project . 

There is also a common theme in the EIS that the proposed 
YCEP Proj ect is needed specifically to support electric 
requirements in the York County area and, absent the project , Met
Ed would construct a power plant there . The location of a power 
plant is rarely related to the specific electric needs of any 
particular community within the Company ' s  service territory . 
Rather , power plants are built based upon the electric capacity and 
energy needs of the entire Met-Ed electric system, and located on 
those sites that permit the most cost-effective and environmentally 
benign construction . It is not correct to assume that if a power 
plant was built to serve the needs of all of Met-Ed ' s  customers , 
such a facility would be constructed in York County . 

Met-Ed also takes issue with the unsupported statement on 
page 2 - ' U  that it would conduct a bidding program " similar " to that 
conducted in 1992 if it needed capacity under the no-action 
alternative . The highly structured and prescriptive nature of Met-

(continued) 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-83/5 and W-AMS-1/27a. 

Response: DOE did not assume that if a power plant was built to serve the needs 
of all Metropolitan Edison Company's (Met-Ed) customers, such a facility would be 
constructed in York County. On the contrary, it assumed the opposite, as noted in 
the generic (site) analyses for the two power plant options (gas-fired combustor, 
coal-fired twin boilers) that could hypothetically be built as a ramification of 
selecting the no-action alternative. 

Please see also the responses to Comments D-205/17 and W-JK-1/28hh. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-AMS-1/27a. Section 2.2.4 of 
the FEIS has been revised to reflect information received by DOE from Metropolitan 
Edison Company. 
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Ed ' s  1992 competitive solicitation (which was originally filed in 
June 1989 ) has not been repeated in Pennsylvania and has been 
superseded by later bidding programs conducted in New Jersey by 
Met-Ed ' s  sister company, Jersey Central Power & Light Company 
( "JCP&L" ) .  None of the winning bids in JCP&L ' s  most recent 
solicitation was from a non-utility generation supplier, contrary 
to the statements on page 2-71  of the EIS . In addition , more than 
6 0 0 0  megawatts of capacity was bid in this solicitation for at best 
a 5 00 megawatt capacity need, further substantiating the current 
availability of low cost energy and capacity in this region . 

Finally, and most importantly, Met-Ed cannot agree with 
the statement on page 4-134 of the EIS that operation of the YCEP 
Project would provide lower costs to the local area than if Met-Ed 
built another facility to fill its energy needs . Met-Ed ' s  current 
economic analyses clearly show that the proposed payments to YCEP 
are likely to be hundreds of millions of dollars greater than if 
Met-Ed const�ucted a new gas-fired combined cycle facility . Met-Ed 
recently completed an economic evaluation of its entire non-utility 
generation portfolio , including the proposed YCEP Proj ect . The 
expected payments to YCEP were compared to the costs of a new gas
f ired combined cycle generating facility operating over a similar 
period. As demonstrated by these studie s ,  the YCEP Project does not 
provide the long ( or short ) term economic benefits to Met-Ed and 
its customers portrayed in the EIS . 

We hope the foregoing comments concerning Met-Ed ' s  energy 
and capacity needs are helpful in the final review of the EIS . 

I f  you would like us to answer any specific questions in 
connection with th£s letter, please do not hesitate to contact me . 

Very truly yours , 

RYAN, RUSSELL , OGDEN & SELTZER 

0.� t�t'IJ-A� ...LJJp 
Alan Michael Seltzer 

AMS/sae 
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Response: The cited statement in the DEIS (which has been removed from the 
FEIS) was based on a very generic comparison of costs for the proposed project 
(which would be co-funded by the Federal government on the order of $75 million) 
to other new coal-based facilities not having these monies factored into their cost 
structure. Information from Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) indicates that 
there are short-term options (e.g., purchasing excess electricity in the power pool 
and a gas-fired combined cycle facility) which would provide cheaper energy to the 
marketplace than the proposed project. DOE has analyzed both of these cited 
options in the analysis of the no-action alternative (see Section 4.3 of the FEIS). 

Please see also the responses to Comments D-83/5, D-1 19/1 1 ,  and D-137/17. 
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-1 12/15 and D-1 15/6. 
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Margaret K l unk 
RO t4 Box 4624 

Sp r i ng G rove , PA 1 7 3 6 2  

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL - Z 1 94 1 75 300 

D r .  S ue l l en A .  Van Oot eghem 
Envi ronment al  P ro j ect Manage r 
U . S . Department of Ene rgy 
P . O .  Box 880 ( METC ) 
3 6 1 0  Col l i ns F e r ry Road 
Morgant own , West Vi rg i n i a  2 6 5 0 7-880 

January 2 8 , 1 9 9 5  

Re : Yo rk Coun t y Ene rgy Par t n e r s  
D r a f t  E I S  - Comment s 

D ear O r .  Van Oot eghem,  

I wou l d  l i ke t o  add one mor e  conce rn t o  t he l i st of concerns I 
s u bm i t t ed · at t h e pub l i c  he a r i n g  he l d  on January 1 8 ,  1 9 95 . I 
q uest i on t he val i d i t y of t he heal t h  r i sk assessmen t  of t h e  coo l i ng 
t owe r d r i f t . Accord i ng t o  page 4-55 " , • •  YCE P  i dent i f i ed t h e 
pot ent i al emi s s i on o f  ch l o roform f rom t h e  p roposed p r o j ect ' s  
cool i n g t owe r s . Ch l o roform i s  i dent i f i ed as a hazardous a i r 
po l l u t ant und e r  � h e  CAA Amendment s o f  1 9 9 0 . Add i t i onal l y ,  
c h l o ro fo rm i s  a h uman ca r c i nogen . To assess t he pot ent i al e f fect s 
t hat t he re l ease o f  ch l oroform wou l d  pose t o  h uman heal t h ,  t h e  DOE 
reque s t e d  YCEP to conduct a s u p p l eme n t al r i s k assessment of t h e 
cool i ng t owe r d r i ft , "  I f  DOE i s  t ru l y  conce rned w i t h  t he h eal t h  
and s a f e t y  o f  t hose l i v i ng i n  t he i mmed i at e  area t hey shou l d  have 
h ad Env i ron cons i de r  t h e a l ready ex i st i ng em i s s i ons of VOCs i n  
part i cu l ar c h l o ro fo rm .  Cert a i n l y  w i t h  t he c l ose prox i m i t y  of t he 
t wo p l ant s t he r e  wou l d  be a c umu l at i ve e f f ect . 

For t he i r 1 9 92 Tox i c  R e l ease I nvent ory Report , G l at f e l t e r report ed 
c h l o roform a i r em i ss i ons of 2 9 5 , 000 poun d s . In add i t i on t he EPA 

. Form R requ i res comp l et i on o f  Sect i on 8 ,  Sou rce Reduct i on and 
Recyc l i n g Act i vi t i es , · wh i ch asks for p ro j e c t e d  em i s s i·ons . 
G l at f e l t e r ' s  Tox i c  Re l ease I nvent o ry f o r  1 9 9 2  p ro j ec t s  an i ncrease 
i n  ch l o roform em i s s i on s  for 1 9 9 4  to 2 9 9 , 000 pou n d s . What wou l d  be 
t he cumu l at i ve heal t h  e f fect of add i ng YCEP ' s  p ro j ect ed ch l o roform 
em � ss i ons of 1 , 1 40 l bs .  per year to t he al read y  h u g e  amount b e i n g  
r e l eased by t he Gl at f e l t e r  company? Th i s  cumu l at i ve i mpact must be 
cons i de red i n  any val i d  r i s k assessment . 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-MK-1128b. 

Response: The release of toxic substances (in this case, chloroform) does not 
directly translate to direct risk to human health. It is first necessary to consider the 
exposure pathways for the toxic substance. For carcinogenic substances, a "no
threshold" exposure assumption is applied. This means that carcinogenic substances 
are assumed to pose a finite risk, however small, at all exposure levels. This 
approach was used in the health risk assumptions conducted for the proposed 
project, and is consistent with EPA recommendations (EPA, 1989b) . Under the "no
threshold" assumption, it is reasonable to evaluate the incremental health risk from 
the proposed project separately from the P .  H. Glatfelter Company's reported 
emissions, since such an approach would evaluate the risks which can be rightly 
attributable to the Federal action being proposed. 

Unit risk due to inhalation of chloroform is 2.3 x 10-5. This means that the risk of 
incurring cancer from a lifetime exposure to an average daily dose of 1 p.g/m3 would 
be approximately 2 in 100,000. The maximum ground-level air concentration of 
chloroform attributable to the proposed project would be 3 .05 x 10-3 p.g/m3. The 
additional cancer risk due to this incremental exposure would be 2 in 100 million. 
For the reasons discussed above, this risk, which is the incremental risk attributable 
to additional chloroform from the proposed facility, is not dependent on the baseline 
concentrations in the existing environment. 

A discussion on chloroform emissions from the P. H .  Glatfelter Company is 
included in Section 3 . 1 .2 of the FEIS . Please also see the response to Comment 
J-64/16. 
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page 2 Commen t s  on D E I S  D r .  VanOot eghem 

G l at f e l t e r  has a pot ent i a l r e l ease o f  VOCs t ot al l i ng 1 7 30 . 40 1  t ons 
pe r year w i t h  an act ual  r e l ease o f  1 400 . 3  t on s  p e r  year . The #4 
power boi l e r accounts f o r  on l y  3 . 7  o f  t h e act ual  t ons per year 
r e l eased ; ( en c l osed- pag e 4 o f  l et t e r  f rom J e f f rey J .  Moye r ,  A i r 
Pol l ut i on Cont ro l Eng i ne e r  t o  Le i f  E r i cson , PA DER Sout hcent ral 
Reg i onal  A i r Qual i t y P ro g ram Manag e r )  What wou l d be t he healt h 
e f fect s o f  add i n g mo re VOC em i ss i on s  t o  t h i s  area? Th i s  was not 
add ressed by t he heal t h  r i sks of st ack emi s s i on st udy done by 

·envi ron . Agai n ,  cumu l at i ve i mpact s shou l d  be  cons i de red . The h e a l t h  
i mpact f rom VOCs p roduced b y  t h e  p roposed YCEP pro j ect we re 
add ressed in  t wo pa rag raph s on pag e 4-62 . The conc l us i on was " , , ,  
T h e r e fo r e ,  VOCs emi t t ed fo rm t he p roposed p ro j ect a re not e xpect e d  
t o  adve rse l y  e f f ect h uman h e a l t h . "  Howeve r ,  i n  l i g ht o f  t h e  al ready 
ex i st i ng cond i t i on s , t he h i gh amb i en t  concent rat i on of VOCs 
o r i g i nat i n g f rom t he G l at f e l t e r  ope rat i on ,  t h e  heal t h  e f fect cou l d 
be q u i t e  s i g n i f i cant . 

Thank you fo r you r cons i de rat i on .  

S i nc e re l y ,  

Margaret K l u n k  
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Response: The non-cancer and cancer health risks associated with volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) of health significance were analyzed in the DEIS, as shown in 
Tables 4. 1-20, 4. 1-21 ,  and 4 . 1 -23 in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1 , as well as the paragraphs 
contained on page 4-62 of the DEIS . 

In addition, as noted in the response to Comment W-MK-1/28b, for carcinogenic 
substances, the "no-threshold" exposure assumption recommended by the EPA and 
used in the human health risk assessments for the proposed project make it 
reasonable to evaluate the incremental cancer risks due to VOCs attributable to the 
proposed Federal action alone. The estimates of increased cancer risks from 
exposure to VOCs due to the proposed facility (2 in 100 million for formaldehyde; 
5 in 1 billion for benzene) are not dependent on baseline conditions and would not 
be expected to measurably alter existing air concentrations.  

In addition to carcinogenic effects,  VOCs, as a class of compounds, can produce 
noncarcinogenic effects. In the human health risk assessment, non-cancer health 
risks for three compounds (ethylbenzene, toluene, and mixed xylenes) were 
evaluated based on expected VOC emissions from the proposed Cogeneration 
Facility. In assessing non-cancer effects, the "no-threshold" exposure assumption 
is not used. Rather, risks are based on reference concentrations (inhalation) and 
reference doses (ingestion) which are empirically derived either from the lowest 
levels for which an adverse effect is observed [Lowest Observed Adverse Effect 
Level (LOAEL)], or from the highest level for which no adverse effect is observed 
[No Observed Adverse Effect Level (NOAEL)]. A margin of safety is factored into 
these observed levels to allow for uncertainty. These safety factors generally 
decrease the observed effects levels by orders of magnitude down to a four-fold 
reduction (1/10,000) based on EPA guidelines. Thus, the dose levels used in 
estimating non-cancer risks include a significant margin of safety by design. 

Risks of incurring non-cancer effects are expressed as a Hazard Quotient, which is 
simply the Average Daily Dose received divided by the applicable reference 
concentration. If the resulting fraction is less than one, then the threshold dose 
(which is represented by the reference concentration) is not exceeded, and adverse 
effects would not be expected. If the resulting fraction is greater than or equal to 
one, there would be a potential for adverse effects. Because assessing non-cancer 
risk is based on a threshold dose, existing conditions would normally be considered. 
However, the additional exposures relative to the applicable reference concentrations 
are so small for the VOCs emitted from the proposed facility (approximately 
1/100,000th of the reference concentrations), including baseline concentrations 
would not be expected to measurably alter either the Hazard Quotients or the 
conclusions based on them as applied to the proposed project. 
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COMPLE1'£D FORMS: Menllllld, VA 221 18-a:MI 

ATTN: TOXIO CHEMICAL AELI!ASE INVENTORY 

IMPORTANT: See lnelrucllon• to delormlno when •Nol 
AppDcable (NA)· boJtea lhould be checked • I For EI'A usnntr I 

.._ __ P_AR_T_I_. _F_A_CILIT�:IDENTIF ICATION INFORMATION 

SECliON 1 .  

REPORTING 
YEAR 

1 9.92 

SECTION 2. TRADE SECRET INFORMATION 

Are you clnlmlng tho loxlo chomlcRI ldenllned on page 3 trade secret? 

0 YoR (Answer queallon 2.2; 00 No (Do not answer 2.2: 
Allach substanURllon forms) Go to SecUon 3) 

II yo� In 2.1, 19 lhls COJ'IY: 0 Snnlllzed 0 UnsaniUzed 

I SECTION 3. CERTIFICATIO N  (Important: Read and sign arter completing all form sections.) 

I hereby certify lhal l have reviewed the anached documents and that, to lhe beal of mY. knowledge 
and belief, the subntllled lnformallon Is true and complete end lhat the amounts and values In thlt 
repor1 are accurate baaed on reasonable estimates using dala available to the preparers of lhls 
��� . 

Hanre in& otr�al,l!tr. 01 o"#�Of>6ti16.(, Or lf!IIOr m�etner>l olrcW .: ·, �<i 
0 .  REAL' CA11ftl\ , I' BD , PE , CORI'ORATE ER.;.;.V..;;.IR;;.;.;O;.;;.Jl;.;.;ME;;.;N..;.:T..;,;A.;;.L ...;;M;;.;;A;;.;R;.;,.AC�t;.;;.;R;...._���-r-----------t Slgnllurt 

•1 (} • 1 .·' 
-. -.-. 

- �ai& Srpit_�.�; {,. I (tj( . ( ( f  I ( .. 
SECTION 4. FACILITY I DENTIFICATION 
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. fe�A EP�FORM R ::::::.:::�· . . , �.§ PART I I. CHEMJCAL·SPECJFJC ,,. _ ,. . .... .. �.., """""' I NFORMATION (CONTINUED) ciU.OOoroRM 

SECTION 5. RELEASES OF THE TOXIC CHEMICAL TO THE ENVIRONMENT ON-SITE 

!t1 

5.2 

5.3 

FUUIII'I_, nr non•polnt 
liir emltslona 
stack ot point a�r 
enutttona· 

COIJORtJS Clti:F.X , WEST BRANCH 

5.4 

5.5 

5.&.1 

5.5.2 

5.5.3 

5.5.4 

Undergroun ln)ectfons 
otHme 

Refeases .to land on-site 

Land flU 

land treatment/ 
Aoollcallon tarmlna 

Surface 
lmoountfrni!ltit 

Other .disposal 

[] NA 

D NA 

D NA 

["J NA 

A. Total Release (lbslyear) 
(enter range eodo from 
Instructions or estimate) 

1011000 

188000 

1000 

KA 

IIA 

B. Basis ol 
Estimate 
(enter coda) 

0 

0 

K 

0 

c. ' From 
Stormwater 

· " 

0 Check here only H AddltlonRI Section 5.3 lnformallon Is provide d  on page S of lhls form. 

ErA hrm 0350· 1 Cnov. 6/ 14/02) • r1avlou� O<lllk>na 11111 ol>,olele. 
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I Page 9 ol 9  

·�PA EPA FORM R Till fACiliTY 10 HUioiBER 
17!82PBCLUZIISO �s .. , •• PART II. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC lode o.rbl Col....,, • c..n 11-IIIYIIOMttnW P1olecllon INFORMATION (CONTINUED) CIILOROFORII ONIC, 

SECTIO� 8. SOU RCE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING ACTIVITIES 

All quanllly est/male� can be reporfod Column A Column B 
1&81 1992 ullng up to two •lgnlflcant flgctru. (pounds/year) (pounds/yeor) 

8.1 
&.2 
8.3 
••• 

li.� 
a.e 
8.7 

8.8 

&.§ 

... _ ..... -- .. 
QU"antny released 

* zeaooo 
au

'
antny used for ,n;rgy-·-·-····· . 

recovery on·alle 0 

Quantity used for energy-·······---· ·--·--- -- ··--· 

recovery oil-aile 0 --.. • •  -•••e • ---- · 
O�ftntlly recycled on-slle 0 

-···---·-··-···· 
------· · 

Quantity recycled oll-stte 0 
··· ···-· ·-·· .. 

auanll!y treated on-site o:sooo 
-· - -·-----· ... ··--· -------

Quanllly treated ofl-sl!e 0 -
O ttAtllltv ttldi\IAtf to lhe envlronnteht hi a result Df 

&91000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

nooo 
0 

rAmortJ.ill At!ll,..ftl• cdiU!tophlc tvunti; or nnn:tJmA avams 
nt)l iUnnlalid With btoducllon orn�URBA '" .. Utltf�fYGar) 

Proauctlon ratio br aetMty Index 
.. 

Column C Column O 1093 1004 
(pounds/year) (pounds/year) 

20&000 &98000 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

nooo nooo 
0 0 

0 

1 . 05 

8.i6  Did vour 1nclllty engag� 1n any source r8tlucllon acllvltleHotttill.tnemtca1 uurtng 
\M tepottlng Y!iJar? If no!1 enter "NA" lri !:;ec.llot1 8;10.� llna ltnlwer. S ocllori 8l1 1 .  .. ···- -·--

Sourc� RO<Iuctlol\ MillviUol Methocli to lifehtltt ActivitY .(ente�r .cCSCIU) 
(enter c6di(')J __ ·� .. _ -

8.1 0.1 I' A - --·-·-
. . . ..

. . . _ __ _
_

___ __
_ 

·--·---· 
8.10.2 ....__ - .. . 

···-
... ... . . .... ·--·--···--8.10.� 

....__ ·-·· 8.10.4 ......... _ _______ . .  
-

8.1 1 I• addlllonal op�lonal lnforntaUori on •ource Ulducllon, recycllna. or YES NO 
pollcJUoti t:tlt\lrol acllvltlea lnclutfed Wllh thli toporl1 (Checl< onl bi'Ut) . D m 

noporl rot"""'' rurtunut lei EPCRI\ Sacllon 3:/0(a) lncludlng "Any apiHing, leaking, pun1plng, pouring, emltdng, omptylng, diJcharglng, 
ln)ocUng. eacap1ng, loochlng, duntplnn, or rllapoalug Into tlte envlronmanl." Do not !n'cludo any quonllly trealad on-alto or off-aile. 

----
EI'A FC11111 11350'· 1 (A11v, 5114!1121 • Provlou• 11111111'111� nr11 o!l�olole. 

WRITTEN-172 
May 1995 Volume IV 



Volume IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

TinS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

WRITTEN-173 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-174 
May 1995 

.t.ll. Glatfelter Company 
Fi!l'i: 67-2004 

Octbber 20, 1 994 

Page 4 

The seven NOx sources listed above are also VOC sources. In addition, Glatfelter has identified seven 
additional sources. The complete list with potential and actual VOC emissions is in the following table. 

Source l,otcntial Emissions Actual Emissiolis 

toiv�en Delignification 

tpy tpy 
88.8 0 

Hardwood Digesters 0.8 0.7 

Kamyr Digester 49.4 0.6 

Cnusticizing Area 7.7 7.7 

Hardwood Fiber Line 4 1 8 407.9 

Soft\vood Fiber Line 765 71 5.2 

Hardwood D lench P lant 1 74 1 05.6 

Softwood Dlencb Plant 85 75.1 

Paper Machines 9. 1 9.1 

Coater 1 1.6 1 1.6 

Wustewater Treatment I,l:mt 37.7 36.7 

No. 1 ,3,&4 Power Boilers 23.6 9.5 

No. 5 l,ower Boiler 38.6 IS  
No. � Recovery Boiler 3 0 

No. � Smelt Tank 1 1  0 
Lim� Cnlciner 7 5.5 
Fuel Oil & Methanol Storage Tunks 0.1 0.1 

Chlo.rine D ioxide Scrubber Vent 0.00 1 0 

Tota l 1730.401 1 400.3 

Note Oxygen Delignilication, Chlorine Dioxide Scrubber Vent, No. 3 Recovery Boiler, and No. 3 Smelt 

Tank were not operational in 1 993. 

Four :of these sources are not subject to the RACT analysis requirement The Hardwood Digesters and 
Chlorme Dioxide Scrubber Vent have potential VOC emissions < 2.7 tpy and are therefore exempt The 
Coater is subject to, and complies with § 1 29.52, and the Fuel Oil & Methanol Storage Tanks are subject 
to, arid comply with § 1 29.57 and are therefore exempt. 

Do ilers 
The No. 5 Power Boiler, as discussed before, is n circulating fluidized bed design. The boiler is designed 
to take advantage of staged combustion air and combustion controls to minimize VOC emissions and 
theretore increase efficiency. Glatfelter indicates there is only one add on control for reducing VOC 
cmisstons from this unit; that control is cntalytic oxidation. 
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CODORUS MONITORJNG NE'IWORK 
�·-----¥•:Ill. c/o John Klunk 

RD 4, Box 4624 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

(717) 225-3769 

V IA CERT I F I ED MA I L  - Z 1 94 1 75 300 

D r .  S u e l l en A .  Van Oot eghem 
Envi ronment al P ro j ect Manage r  
U . S .  Department o f  Energy 
P . O .  Box 880 ( METC ) 
3 6 1 0  Co l l i ns F e r ry Roa d  
Morgan t own , West V i r g i n i a  2 6507-880 

Dear D r .  Van Oot eghem ,  

J anuary 28 , 1 9 9 5  

Re : Yo rk Count y Ene rgy Part n e r s  
D r a f t  E I S  - Comment s 

I w i l l  be i nc l u d i n g i n  t h i s  cor respondence w r i t t en fo l l ow up t o  my 
oral comment s made at t h e  J an u a ry 1 8 ,  1 9 9 5  h ea r i n g  but was unab l e 
t o  prov i de i n  w r i t i ng at t hat t i me . They are p r i mar i l y  general  
poi n t s of conc e rn about t h e DE I S .  I w i l l  al so cont i nu e  w i t h  2 9  
n umbe red supp l ement al commen t s  addres s i ng spec i f i c  det a i l s  o f  t he 
DE I S .  Add i t i onal  comment s f rom my wi f e ,  Margaret are a l so encl osed 
i n  l et t e r  form and a furn i sh e d  comment card . 

At t h e  1 / 1 8/9 5 heari ng , ( no t  i n  t he publ i c  record ) you and D r .  
Wacht e r  i nd i cat ed t hat a few o f  t he 1 2  phot og raphs wh i ch I had sent  
i n  March , 1 994 have somehow been m i sp l aced . If  you have not been 
ab l e  t o  l ocat e t hem I wou l d  p robab l y  be ab l e  to get mo re cop i es 
made f rom t h e negat i ves i f  you wou l d  l et me know wh i ch ones t h ey 
were by t h e  numbe rs I used i n  t h e 3/5/94 l et t e r .  I am enc l os i n g  t wo 
recent phot og raphs t aken w i t h  a KODAK pano rama camera on Oct ob e r  
2 1 , and Decemb e r  3 ,  1 994 . A copy o f  a USGS Topo map w i t h  n umb e r ed 
l ocat i ons i s  al so i nc l uded . 

YCEP DRAFT E IS - POI NTS OF CONCERN : 

( A )  P ro j ected em i ss i ons f i g u r e s  i n  t h e  D E I S  are based on use o f  
coal as f u e l . I t  can n o t  be as sumed t hat du r i ng t h e expect ed 
ope rat i ng pe r i od of  t he ACFB b o i l e r t h at ot h e r  f ue l s  wou l d  not be 
b u rned . ( fu e l  f l ex i b i l i t y  c i t ed as an advant age o f  ACFB t echno l ogy ) 
The Gl at f e l t e r  Company p roduces l ar g e  vol ume s o f  wast ewat e r  
t reatment s l udge and has app l i ed t o  PA PER t o  b u rn s l udge i n  t he i r  
own boi l e r .  The re appears t o  b e  a h i gh l i ke l i hood t hat s l udge o r  
othe r mat e r i al s cou l d  b e  bu rned i f  t he p ro j ect i s  b u i l t .  The D E I S  
shou l d show t h e  e f fect t h i s  wou l d  have o n  e f f i c i ency o f  t he cont rol 
of  e x pr e ssed em i ss i on paramet e rs and what add i t i onal  em i ss i on s  
wou l d  occu r .  

W-JK-1128a 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: The impact analysis contained in the EIS was performed based on the 
use of bituminous coal . The assumptions used to develop the EIS form an 
operational envelope under which the proposed facility would be allowed to operate 
(assuming a favorable Record of Decision). If operations were to change that would 
significantly and adversely alter this impact envelope during the project's 
demonstration period, then DOE would need to perform a supplemental analysis 
under the National Environmental Policy Act. Based on conversations held between 
R. Davis, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER), and 
J .  Wachter, DOE, the Prevention of Significance Deterioration (PSD) permit for the 
proposed project would be based on the use of only bituminous coal (except for 
propane during start-up) . Use of fuel other than bituminous coal would be in 
violation of the PSD permit. 

DOE notes that P. H. Glatfelter Company has applied to the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources to utilize sludge in its Boiler No. 5 .  This 
application for permit modification is still pending. The proposed Cogeneration 
Facility does not involve P.  H. Glatfelter Company's Boiler No. 5.  

Please see also the response to Comment J-1 80116. 
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( B )  The SEWAGE FAC I L I T I ES PLANN I NG MODULE Submi t t ed t o  York 
D i st r i ct , PA D ER ( copy at t ached ) i nd i cat e s  i nc re ases i n  pro j e ct ed 
f l ows for t h e  G l at f e l t e r f a c i l i t y .  M i g h t  t he f i gures e x p ressed 
rep re sent add i t i on a l  wat e r  deman d resu l t i ng from t he proposed YCEP 
f ac i l i t y? Even i f  t h i s  i s  not t he case , t he proposed i nc reases i n  
f l ows by G l at fe l t e r shou l d  b e  e x p re ssed f o r  t h e  e xpect ed operat i ng 
pe r i od o f  t h e  YCEP fac i l i t y  and t hat i n fo rmat i on shou l d  be i nc l uded in the f i na l  E I S .  

( C )  Maps show i ng t he p roposed ut i l i t y  co r r i dors and feat u res o f  t he 
G l at f e l t e r p rope rt y shou l d  be updat ed t o  show act u a l  l and use at 
p re sent t i me . Much of t he area rep re sent ed as l agoons i s  now used 
for ot h e r  act i v i t i es .  For examp l e ,  ash and p rocess wast e l and f i l l s ,  
mu l ch p rocess i n g ,  ash hand l i ng and t rans f e r  and i nact i ve or 
abandoned l and f i l l . areas . A l so ,  Hershey Road no l onger c rosses 
Codo rus Creek . 

( D )  [ Th i s  po i nt shou l d  be cons i de red as part of comment #2 
s u bmi t t ed on 1 / 1 8/ 9 5 ]  Wat e r  sup p l y  for t he e x i st i n g G l at fe l t e r and 
p roposed YCEP f a c i l i t y  du r i ng pe r i ods of  d rought and l ow f l ow i n  
Codorus Creek r e l i es h eav i 1 y o n  Lake Marburg due t o  i t s  much 
g reat e r  capac i t y  and t he t endency of  t he G l at fe l t e r Company not to 
d r aw f rom t he i r p r i vat e l y  owned l akes Pahagaco and Lehman . A Yo rk 
Count y r e s i dent who t e st i f i ed at t he 1 / 1 8/ 9 5  h e a r i ng r e f e r re d  to a 
seve re d rought wh i ch occu r red i n  1 9 68 , j ust 2 years p r i o r  t o  
comp l et i on of  L a k e  Marbu rg . Rai n f a l l dat a  f o r  1 9 68 cou l d  b e  
compar�d w i t h  dat a  f o r  1 98 1 , i nd i cat ed as l ow f l ow year i n  Tab l e  B 
o f  Codorus Creek Water Resource St udy ( ERM , 6/23/94 ) t o  det e rm i ne 
t h e  poss i b l e e f fect o f  a s e r f  ous d rought on Lake Marbu rg and 
Codo rus Creek an d t he C l ass A Wi l d  Trout F i s h e ry . 

( E )  APPEND I X  C :  POTENT IALLY S ENS I T I V E  V I SUAL RECEPTORS - Th i s  
s ect i on wou l d  be enhanced by i nc l u s i on o f  a map show i n g t he 
l ocat i ons of t he recept o r s . A f o rmat such as USGS t opog raph i c  maps 
wou l d  be we l l  su i t ed to t h i s  pu rpose . 

SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS . YCEP PRAET EIS 

( S-1 ) page 3-1 4 ,  l i ne 2 Th i s  i s  1 nco r rect 

( S-2 ) page 3-1 9 ,  1 i ne 1 9  R i v e r  mi l e  0 i s  at t h e  SusQuehanna 
R i v e r ,  not near l i neboro , Md . 

( S- 3 )  p a g e  3-2 2 , 1 i nes 1 -2 - A l so wat e r  demands of  Sp r i n g G rove 
Bo roug h . 

( S- 4 )  p .  3-27 , Tab l e 3 . 1 -8 - F e b . 1 990 PA OER • • • • •  a l l but p h eno l s  
· and ch l o ro f o rm con form . • • •  • What 

about co l o r and t empe rat ure? 

( S-5 ) page 3-28 , l i ne 2 I s  7 5  u n i t s  t he cor rect st andard for 
co l o r f o r  Codo rus C reek? 

W-JK-1128b 

W-JK-1128c 

W-JK-1!28d 

I W·JK·lf28e 

I W-JK-1128f 

I I 
I 

W·JK·ll28g 

W·JK·ll28h 

W·JK·1128i 

I W-JK-1128j 
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W-JK-1/28d 

KEYWORDS: 
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W-JK-l/28e 

KEYWORDS: 
Map 
Visual impacts 

W-JK-1128f 

KEYWORDS: 
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W-JK-1/28g 

KEYWORDS: 
General 

Volwne IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: The 6,000 gpd (reported in the Planning Module) does not represent 
additional York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) water demand beyond that 
reported in the DEIS , nor does it represent additional water demand by P.  H.  
Glatfelter Company. The 6,000 gpd figure in the Planning Module represents the 
maximum sewa&e flow to P. H.  Glatfelter Company's effluent treatment facility. 
This sewage comes from the maximum 4,500 gpd potable water consumption by 
YCEP plus the maximum 1 ,500 gpd sewage discharge from P. H. Glatfelter 
Company. In the Planning Module, YCEP and P. H.  Glatfelter Company are 
proposing to modify the sewage conveyance system so that P. H. Glatfelter 
Company could treat both YCEP's and P. H.  Glatfelter Company's sanitary waste 
streams . This information is presented in Figure 2. 1-7 (Water Balance Diagram) of 
the EIS. 

Response: The example provided in the comment is correct; Hershey Road no 
longer crosses Codorus Creek. The bridge has been removed for several years. 
Maps of the project area included in the DEIS have been reviewed for accurate 
representation of current conditions. To the extent practicable, maps have been 
updated to reflect recent changes. In all cases, maps depicting planned 
improvements or facilities associated with the proposed project have been reviewed 
for accuracy and completeness, and modified if necessary. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J -179/19 for a discussion of drought 
conditions, and the response to Comment J-37/22 for information on the class A 
Wild Trout Fishery. 

Response: An updated map showing the relative location of the visual receptors to 
the proposed site is presented as Figure 3 . 1-2 in the FEIS . Please note that two 
additional visual receptors have been added to the analysis of visual impact in the 
FEIS. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-62/8. 

Response: This error has been corrected. River mile 0 represents the mouth of the 
river, not the point of origin. 
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( S- 6 )  p a g e  3-28 , l i ne s  3-4 R e f e rence to ( ERM , 1 994a ) Sent ence 
has been recraft ed . ( ed i t ed )  

( S-7 ) pag e 3-2 8 , l i n e s  5-1 8 - Thi s parag raph m i s re p resent s s eve ral  
aspect s o f  wat e r  qual i t y  by the u s e  
o f  v a g u e  r e f e rences , gen e r a  1 i zat i on s  
a n d  assumpt i ons . 

( S-8 ) p a g e  3-28 , 3 rd para . - Th i s  pa rag raph l i st s  many sou rces o f  
D i ox i n ,  but omi t t ed ch l o r i n e 
b l each i ng o f  wood pu l p ,  a known 
sou rc e . B i oaccumu l at i on and t h e  
e a r l i e r consumpt i on adv i sory s hou l d  
b e  i nc l uded . 

( S-9 ) pag e 3-30 , l i ne 3 1  600 feet  i s  t h e  m i n i mum e l evat i on 
a l l owed . I s  t h i s  st at ement correct 
w i t h  r e f e rence t o  the pe r i od bet ween 
Memo r i a l  Day and Labor Day . 

( S- 1 0 )  p .  3 - 3 1 , 1 i ne 1 8- 1 9 - Res i du a l  s l u d g e  h as been t e st -bu rned 
and G l at fe l t e r has app l i ed t o  PA DER 
to burn it i n  t h e i r boi l e r .  Th i s  
shou l d  be not ed . 

( S- 1 1 )  p .  3 -3 6 ,  l i ne 1 2  How was t h e  • . . • .  approx i mat e l y  60 
ft . w i de . . . .  • det e rm i nat i on made . 

( S- 1 2 )  p .  3-36 , l i ne 1 4  Wheneve r f l ow rat es at t h e  S p r i ng 
G rove gaug i ng st at i on are e x p ressed , 
for p u r poses o f  c l a r i t y  i t  shou l d  be 
st at ed whet h e r  t he f i gu r e  i s  
ad j u s t e d  t o  i nc l ude Gl at fe l t e r 
wast ewat e r  f l ows . 

( S- 1 3 )  p .  3-37 , l i nes 4-9 · ·  . . . . i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  t he P . H .  
G l at fe l t e r . . . .  • i s  vag ue and 
m i s l ead i ng .  Upst ream of wou l d  be 
mo re accu rat e .  

( S- 1 4 )  p .  3 -40 , I n format i on p resent ed on t h i s  page 
appears cont rad i c t o r y .  

( S- 1 5 )  p .  3- 1 03 , l i ne s  9 - 1 1 - Th i s  st at ement i s  m i s l ead i ng because 
a l l app l i cab l e  wat e r  q u a l i t y  
st andards a r e  not i nc l uded . 

( S- 1 6 )  p .  4 - 1 8 ,  4 . 1 . 2 . 3  Est i mat ed Em i ss i on Rat es l i nes 3-4 , 
Except fo r VOC ' s  as i n d i cat ed i n  
Tab l e  4 . 4- 1 , wh i ch i nc rease at 50� 
l oad . 
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Response: As stated in the EIS (Section 3 . 1 .4. 1), the principal reason for the 
construction of Lake Marburg was to meet the P. H. Glatfelter Company's demand 
for process water. The potable water demand for Spring Grove is met through 
Kessler Pond, which is not directly fed by Lake Marburg. 

Response: As indicated in Table 3 . 1-8, the parameters of concern that were 
investigated in this study did not include color and temperature. 

Response: This error has been corrected. Please see the response to Comment D-
271/25. 

Response: The comment is correct. Section 3 . 1 .4. 1 of the FEIS has been corrected 
to more accurately reflect the Susquehanna River Basin Commission's findings. 

Response: The FEIS (Section 3 . 1 .4. 1) has been changed to more precisely state the 
conclusions drawn from the available data on Codorus Creek's water quality. 

Response: Chlorine bleaching of wood pulp, which would come under the category 
of "manufacture of . . .  industrial products, "  is a known source of dioxin, as 
mentioned in Section 3 . 1 .4. 1 of the EIS . Repeated tests at the request of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (PADER) have never detected dioxin in the P.  H. 
Glatfelter Company effluent at detection limits as low as four parts per quadrillion 
(YCEP, 1994a). The consumption advisory is discussed in Section 3 . 1 .5 . 1  of the 
EIS . The fact that dioxin bioaccumulates in aquatic organisms is acknowledged. 

Response: The comment is correct; 182.9m (600 ft) is the minimum allowed. The 
phrase "between Memorial Day and Labor Day" has been deleted in the FEIS. 
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( S- 1 7 )  p ,  4-40 , l i ne 26 

( S- 1 8 )  p.  4-4 1 , para . 2 ,  

( S- 1 9 )  pp . 4-46 t o _ 4- 5 1  

( S-20 ) p .  4-5 1 t o  4-52 

( S-2 1 ) p .  4-83 

Th i s  i s  an i naccu rat e st at ement . 
T h e r e  are ot h e r  VOC ' s  p resent i n  
G l at f e l t e r  wast ewat e r  such as 
pheno l and acetone wh i ch are not 
l i st ed under Sect i on 1 1 2 ,  hazardous 
ai r pol l u t ant s .  

l i nes a-1 1 , D i d  t he mode l i ng 
r e f e r re d  t o  t ake i nt o  cons i de rat i on 
t he fact t hat i nvers i on cond i t i ons 
wh i ch occu r at t he s i t e  w i l l  t rap 
cool i ng t owe r emi s s i ons i n  t h e  
va l l ey and l i mi t d i spersa l ? 

- Soi l and Vegetat i ve Ef fect s sect i on 
does not add ress e f fect of VOC ' s  o r  
con s i d e r  comb i ned e f f ect s o f  
e x i st i n g  emi ss i ons and t hose w h i ch 
wou l d r e su l t  f rom YCEP ope rat i on .  

Last sent ence on p .  4-5 1 t o  end o f  
pa rag raph on 4-52 cont ai ns 
i naccu rat e s t at ement s about emi ss i on 
r e duct i ons f rom c u rt a i l ment of power 
bo i l e r #4 . 

tab l e  4 . 1 -28 - WWF s t andards s hou l d  
tie s hown . 

( S-22 )  p .  4-84 , l i nes 23-25 - Average l ow f l ow i s  e x pressed ,  what 
abou t l ow f l ow d u r i ng a summ e r  
d rough t ?  

( S-2 3 )  p .  4-8 7 , 4 . 1 . 4 . 2 . 8  Lake Ma rbyrg - A record of mont h l y  
d r awdowns i n  years when l ake 
e l evat i ons were be l ow 6 1 9 ft . ,  
part i cu l a r l y  d u r i n g  s p r i ng and 
summer shou l d be prov i de d .  

l i ne s  1 8 - 20 - R e f e rences to l ake e l evat i ons d ur i ng 
a l ow f l ow year i n  t h i s  sect i on seem 
t o  con f l i ct wi t h  i n format i on on page 
3 0 ,  l i ne 31 not e d  i n  comment #S-9 . 
Pl ease e x p l a i n .  

( S-24 ) p .  4-aa , l i ne a - T h e  s t at ement about downst ream wat e r  
q u a l i t y  cont rad i ct s  i n format i on 
presen t ed ear l i e r  re l at i ve t o  
i nc reases i n  concent rat i on d u e  t o  
evaporat i on .  

( S-25 )  p .  4-9 4 ,  4 . 1 . 5 . 1  · F i rst paragraph i s  f a l se s t at ement . 
T h e r e  i s  a l arge d i f fe rence i n  t he 
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Response: The comment is correct. The P. H. Glatfelter Company applied to the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) for permit authority 
to bum sludge in their Power Boiler No. 5. A hearing for this proposal was 
conducted by PADER in the Borough of Spring Grove in December, 1994, and a 
permit is pending to cover this activity. 

The FEIS has been revised (Section 3 . 1 .4. 1 -- Subsection on Water Use and 
Availability) to reflect this information, indicating that combustion in Power Boiler 
No. 5 is another option available to P. H. Glatfelter Company to dispose of their 
sludge from their primary and secondary clarifiers. 

Response: Environ Corporation of Arlington, VA, derived the cited information 
from the various studies completed on the Codorus Creek that were reviewed in 
their document, Biodiversity Study for Codorus Creek. 

Response: The adjustment of Spring Grove gaging data (which includes the P. H. 
Glatfelter Company discharge volume) is explained in Table 3 . 1-7 of the DEIS, but 
for consistency and clarity, this information will be repeated throughout the FEIS 
whenever flow data at the Spring Grove Station are provided. 

Response: "Upstream" would be incorrect. This paragraph, which summarizes data 
presented by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) 
in its 1987 Priority Water Body Survey Report, includes species found upstream 
and/or downstream of the P. H.  Glatfelter Company outfall.  

Response: DOE believes the summary of the Priority Water Body Survey Report 
Water Quality Standards Review supports the statement that " [t]he tests . . . indicate 
that the P. H. Glatfelter Company effluent does not cause acute or chronic toxicity 
to aquatic organisms. "  

Response: The FEIS has been revised to say that the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission (SRBC, 1991a) measured 10 water quality parameters at 12 sample sites 
on Codorus Creek. Three sites were sampled twice. Water samples were analyzed 
in the field for temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific conductance, and pH. 
Laboratory analyses were performed for free cyanide, total alkalinity, total hardness, 
total copper (Cu), total lead (Pb), and total zinc (Zn). Water quality criteria do not 
exist for two of these parameters (specific conductance and total hardness). Of the 
eight parameters for which water quality criteria currently exist, six parameters 
[dissolved oxygen (DO), pH, temperature, alkalinity, cyanide, and zinc (Zn)] met 
their water quality standards at all sample sites. Exceedances were found for the 
other two parameters [lead (Pb) and copper (Cu)] at two sample sites . 
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page 5 YCEP D E I S  SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS J an . 28 , 1 99 5  

( S-25 ,  cont i nued ) 

( S-2 6 )  pages 4-96 t o  4-9 9 

aquat i c  commun i t y  st ruct u r e  between 
upst ream and downst ream , fo r wh i ch 
t he causes shou l d  be t ho rough l y  
eval uat ed .  

Treatment o f  i s sues o f  al um i num by 
reca l cu l at i ng c r i t e r i a i s  
quest i onab l e .  S e e  second parag raph 
of my comment # 1 , 1 / 1 8/9 5 .  Th i s  was 
al so done for cyan i de c r i t e r i a .  

( S-2 7 ) p .  4-1 9 7 ,  Envi ronment a l  Impacts of t he No Act i on 
A l t ern at i ve The c l a i m  t hat t h e  t echno l og y  wou l d  not be 
demonst rat ed i s  quest i onab l e ,  cons i de r i ng the comment s made by 
s t at e  rep resent at i ve Todd P l at t s  on 1 / 1 8/ 9 5  re l at i ve t o  t h e  
app l i cant d i scuss i ng a p ro j e�t w i t h  J . E .  Bake r  Co . p r i o r  t o  t h e  
fede r a l  mon i es be i ng ava i l ab l e .  

Bot t om o f  page - ( 1 ) :  Wh y i s  t h e  assumpt i on made t h at t h e re wou l d  
b e  no assoc i at ed st eam host o r  a i r em i ss i ons reduct i ons w i t h  a 
n at u ral  gas fac i l i t y? 

page 4-1 98 ( 2 ) :  Th i s  i ssue appears t o  be debat ab l e .  

page 4-20 0 ,  4 . 3 . 1 . 4 Wat e r  Resou rces and Wate r  Qual ity ,  s e cond 
parag raph : The reason i ng i s  f l awed because eval uat i on of t he 
p ro j ect p roposed w i t h  G l at f e l t e r  does not cons i de r  t h e  e f f ect o f  
t he YCEP t he rmal d i scharge i f  Gl at fe l t e r t he rmal  d i s charges we re 
reduced or e l i m i nat e d .  See comment # 1 , 1 / 1 8/95 .  

T h e  g r eat l y  reduce·d coo l i n g wat e r  requ i rement o f  t h e  gas. f i red 
fac i l i t y  i s  not not ed .  

( S-28 )  - pages 6-1 2 t o  6-1 6 ,  Wat e r  Quali ty and Quant j t y  : The 
d i scuss i on i n  t h i s  sect i on d eal i ng w i t h  Cumu l at i ve Effect s i gno res 
t h e very i mport ant i ssue of p resent i mpact s to Codo ru s C reek by t h e  
G l at fe l t e r ope rat i on .  The v e ry l arge t he rmal i mpact d u e  t o  t h e  
3 1 6 ( a )  e xempt i on f rom WWF s t andards i s  i gnored and not q uant i f i ed .  
T h e  d ramat i c  change i n  chem i cal  and aest het i c  qual i t i e s occu r r i n g 
d u e  t o  G l at fe l t e r  are ove r l ooked . 

( S-29 ) - pag e 6-1 7 ,  6 . 4 . 5  Conc l us i ons , l i n e  7-9 : Th i s  s t at ement 
about d i l ut i on of cont am i nant concent rat i on occu r r i ng down st ream , 
t o  t h e  con f l u ence w i t h  t h e  Susquehanna R i ve r  i gnores t he i ss u e  of 
t he cond i t i on of the b i ot a  i n  t h e  1 0  r i ve r  m i l es t o  I nd i an Roc k Dam 
w h i ch has t h e  pot ent i a l , as pub l i c  l an d ,  t o  be a val uab l e 
rec reat i on a l  resou rce . I n c reased concent rat i on o f  con t am i nan t s  as 
are expect ed t o  resu l t  f rom t h e  YCEP operat i on wou l d  d ec rease t h e  
l i k e l i hood o f  much needed i mprovement i n  t h e  b i o l og i cal  commun i t y  
i n  t h at reach of Codo rus Creek . 

Respect f u l l y  subm i t t ed ,  
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Response: Please see the response to Comment J-49/12. 

As discussed in Section 4. 1 .2.3 of the FEIS, the equipment vendor, Foster Wheeler 
Energy Corporation, has guaranteed to York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
that when the proposed facility is operated on a unit capacity of 50 to 100 percent, 
the volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions in the flue gas measured in the stack 
would not exceed 10 lbs/hr based on a 24-hour average (letter from Foster Wheeler 
Energy Corporation to YCEP, January 2, 1995) . For permitting considerations, 
YCEP has chosen to use a 1 1  lbs/hr maximum VOC emission rate. Thus, 
regardless of the unit capacity conditions, 50, 75, or 100 percent under which the 
proposed YCEP facility may be operated, the maximum annual emissions of VOCs 
would be 48 tons. 

The comrnenter's concern for the issue of VOC emissions at turndown resulting in 
exceedance of the 50-ton limit has been addressed by Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (P ADER) in the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) permit application review process. The P ADER has included this information 
in the draft PSD Plan Approval, and the facility would be required to conduct 
performance tests of the circulating fluidized bed (CFB) boiler at these operating 
levels to show permit compliance. 

Response: Phenolics were detected in samples of P .  H. Glatfelter Company's 
effluent (25 p.g/L) tested in 1986 by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources (P ADER) (1987). Elevated concentrations of phenolics were also found 
at downstream sample sites. However, phenol, a compound in the Section 1 12 list 
of hazardous air pollutants under Title III of the Clean Air Act, was not detected in 
the analyses conducted on the treated and untreated wastewater samples for use in 
developing this EIS . If phenol were present in the P. H. Glatfelter Company 
wastewater, it would have been analyzed as a semi-volatile component in the 
analyses performed for the Wastewater Reuse Feasibility Report (YCEP, 1994a). 

The only volatile organic compound of health significance that was identified in the 
wastewater at limits above detection levels was chloroform. Although it is not on 
the list of Section 1 12 air toxics, analyses were also conducted for acetone in the 
untreated wastewater. It was not detected at levels above the quantitation limits 
(> 10 p.g/L). It is noted that there were some unidentified compounds contained in 
the analyzed wastewater samples. However, these were present in the semi-volatile 
fractions analyzed, and these compounds would not be expected to volatilize in the 
cooling tower. 

Response: The Seasonal Annual Cooling Tower Impacts (SACTI) modeling 
performed to help assess the potential for fogging or icing as a result of the 
proposed cooling tower associated with the York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP) project (see Section 4. 1 .2.9 of the EIS) predicted that operation of the 
proposed cooling tower would produce no off-site occurrences of fogging or icing. 
The best meteorological data available as weather "input" to the SACTI model were 

assembled by creating a hybrid meteorological data base from the wind speed, wind 
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direction, and stability classifications collected at the West Manchester site, 
approximately 10 km (6 mi) to the northeast, for the 1-year period, January through 
December 1992, merged with the data recorded by the U.S.  National Weather 
Service at Harrisburg 40 km (25 mi) to the north-northeast. In addition, coincident 
mixing heights were derived by merging surface temperatures with the twice daily 
upper wind data obtained from Dulles Airport in Virginia. 

The modeling does not selectively choose weather conditions: it does incorporate 
the occurrence of inversion under certain meteorological conditions. In addition, the 
modeling protocol requires that the highest modeled ground level concentration be 
used to determine the maximum impact. By using the highest concentration level, 
the computer modeling provides a conservative result. The YCEP cooling tower 
analysis used to determine the human health effects due to chloroform emissions 
used this conservative modeling approach. 

Please see also the response to Comment D-104/9. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-80/16. 

Response: The referenced sentence is " [t]hus, in most instances, in order to 
generate a worst-case scenario, emissions from the proposed project were not offset 
by the reduction in air emissions due to curtailment or modification of either the 
P. H. Glatfelter Company Power Boiler No. 4 or the TGPL [Transcontinental Gas 
Pipe Line Corporation] facility near Delta, York County, PA. "  This sentence is 
accurately stated. Please also see the response to Comment D-35/8. 

Response: Table 4. 1-28 lists parameters currently covered by P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
Thus, warm water fishery (WWF) standards would not be appropriate for inclusion 
in this table. However, Table D-1 lists WWF criteria. 

Response: Actually, the historic U.S.  Geological Survey (USGS) data suggest that 
the minimum flow during a low-flow year is more likely to occur in January due to 
freezing conditions than during a summer drought. As presented in Section 
4. 1 .4.2.7, the HEC-3 model projects the average minimum flow in a low-flow year 
to be reduced by 9.6 percent from 45 to 41  cfs (29 to 26 mgd) . Other analyses 
(using different assumptions) indicate under worst-case low-flow conditions, 
reduction in flow could be between 17 and 20 percent. Please see the response to 
Comment J-179/19 for a further discussion of the impact of the proposed facility on 
water resources under drought conditions. 
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It should also be noted that under the requirements of the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission (SRBC) permit, minimum flow would not be allowed to fall below 7.62 
cfs (4.8  mgd) at the mill pond (during drought conditions) . Environmental 
Resources Management, Inc. (ERM 1994a) found that the proposed project would 
not affect P .  H. Glatfelter Company's ability to provide this SRBC required flow. 
This is because P. H. Glatfelter Company would not have to withdraw additional 
water from the mill pond to meet the proposed project's water needs . When flow 
from the mill pond drops to 7.62 cfs (4. 8  mgd) during a drought, P .  H .  Glatfelter 
Company must either release water from its reservoirs to maintain the required 
minimum (calculated) flow or must cease withdrawals. The consumptive use by 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) would reduce the flow downstream of 
P. H. Glatfelter Company's discharge by the expected amount of YCEP's 
consumption [3 .9 cfs (2.5 mgd)]. Currently, the expected minimum (calculated) 
flow below P.  H.  Glatfelter Company's discharge is about 26.9 cfs (17 .4 mgd) [19 .3 
cfs (12.5 mgd) due to P.  H.  Glatfelter Company discharges + 7.6 cfs (4. 8  mgd) 
maintained flow], assuming P.  H.  Glatfelter Company's consumption rate remains 
the same during a drought. If YCEP begins adding to the consumptive use, 
minimum flow would be expected to be reduced to approximately 22.6 cfs (14.6 
mgd) (which represents a - 16.6 percent reduction in Codorus Creek at low-flow 
conditions) . However, based on statistical analysis of daily discharge data from the 
Spring Grove gage for the period from 1970 through 1990 (ERM 1994a), the current 
minimum flow below P .  H.  Glatfelter Company's discharge is about 21 cfs (13.6 
mgd). The proposed facility could increase consumptive use by a maximum of 4.3 
cfs (2.8  mgd) and could reduce the minimum flow of Codorus Creek to as little as 
16.7 cfs (10.8 mgd). This reduction translates to 20 percent. 

Response: An EIS strives to be an analytic, rather than an encyclopedic, document. 
Because, as discussed in Section 4. 1 .4.2.8, the proposed facility would not affect the 
level of Lake Marburg, such specific information on the history of drawdowns of 
Lake Marburg from other sources would not be meaningful when applied to 
analyzing the impacts from the proposed project, and, as such, are not included in 
the EIS. 

Response: The sentence previously noted has been amended to eliminate conflict. 
The information presented in Section 4. 1 .4.2.8 regarding lake elevations is accurate. 

Response: This sentence has been clarified to indicate that with respect to 
downstream NPDES dischargers, the proposed facility would have little impact on 
water quality. As noted in Section 4 . 1 .4.2.7, the impact of increased concentrations 
of constituents in the P .  H .  Glatfelter Company effluent would be attenuated 
downstream. Thus, as the DEIS states, downstream dischargers should not be 
affected. 
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Response: The paragraph was not intended to imply there is no difference between 
the aquatic community structure upstream and downstream of the P.  H. Glatfelter 
Company outfall . The DEIS merely noted that both sections of the creek have 
community structures indicating good water quality. For clarification, Section 
4. 1 .5 . 1  has been expanded to include a more detailed description of the different 
community structures upstream and downstream of the P .  H.  Glatfelter Company's 
discharge. 

Response: Many water quality criteria are not fixed numbers and must be 
determined using: (1) site-specific hydrologic characteristics or faunal assemblages, 
(2) bioassay tests tailored to site-specific water characteristics and aquatic 
communities or (3) available data in the literature. For example, Pennsylvania 
Water Quality Standards (25 Pa. Code § 93) specify a criterion for aluminum as: 
"Maximum 0. 1 of the 96-hour LC50 for representative important species as 
determined through substantial available literature data or bioassay tests tailored to 
the ambient quality of the receiving waters . "  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-139/17 and W-MK-12/21d, 
which address this issue. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-205/17. Since the no-action 
alternative analysis was generic in nature, it would be speculative to assume that a 
new generation capacity facility, if constructed, would be either: (1) at the P .  H. 
Glatfelter Company site, or (2) at another steam host site where an existing, circa-
1950 industrial steam boiler would be curtailed or decommissioned due to the new 
facility, thereby causing a reduction in air pollutants. It is the s.pecific synergism 
between the needs and conditions at the P .  H .  Glatfelter Company site and the 
proposed project at the North Codorus site which generates the possibility of net 
reduction in some air pollutants. 

Response: As the information presented in the response to Comment D-39/13 
shows, it appears !!J.Qm reasonable to assume that two 1 14-MW CFB boiler units 
would be constructed by an electric utility company, rather than a single 227 -MW 
circulating fluidized bed (CFB) . The statement contained in the EIS is still accurate. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-268/1 1  for an explanation of why 
it is reasonable to assume that the proposed facility would lower instream 
temperature. Furthermore, under the no-action alternative, DOE has no information 
to believe that P .  H. Glatfelter Company's thermal discharges would be reduced or 
eliminated. 
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Response: As noted in Table 2.3-1 in the EIS , which is a comparison of the 
potential impacts among alternatives, 1 mgd would be required for cooling in a gas
fired facility (as compared to approximately 4 mgd for the proposed project). This 
1 mgd is based on the use of fresh water, rather than wastewater, for the gas-fired 
facility. 

Response: Chapter 6, Cumulative Effects, recognizes the collective impacts of point 
and non-point source pollutants within the Codorus Creek drainage basin. The past 
and present effects of P. H .  Glatfelter Company operations are summarized in 
Chapter 3 of the EIS, and discussed in greater detail in the biodiversity study 
(Environ, 1994a) and in several water quality studies (see Table 3 . 1-8 of the EIS for 
a summary). While the effects of P. H .  Glatfelter Company's past and present 
operations were used to determine potential cumulative effects, the information was 
not repeated in Chapter 6, because P. H. Glatfelter Company is but one of many 
sources of pollution affecting Codorus Creek. Table 9-4 (Table of Exceedances of 
Environmental Regulations & Guidelines) has been created to show the possible 
variances and exceedances associated with the proposed project and P. H. Glatfelter 
Company. 

Response: Chapter 6 of the EIS addresses cumulative effects that are not addressed 
in Chapter 4. Therefore, regarding water quality issues, this chapter focuses on 
impacts further downstream where the incremental impact of the proposed project 
is added to the incremental impacts from other sources . The more direct and 
significant impacts, which occur near the proposed facility, are addressed in Chapter 
4 of the EIS . 

It is reasonable to expect that the proposed project (including the Pulp Mill 
Modernization Project by P. H. Glatfelter Company) would not cause additional 
impacts on the biota between P. H. Glatfelter Company's discharge point and Indian 
Rock Dam for the following reasons: (1) The loss of stream flow ( - 4  cfs or 2.5 
mgd) is partially mitigated during conditions of minimum flow, when the ecosystem 
is most severely stressed, by the SRBC permit-required minimum flow at the mill 
pond dam and by the need (and ability) of P. H. Glatfelter Company to meet 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, and 
(2) The P. H. Glatfelter Company Pulp Mill Modernization Project will reduce the 
loadings of some contaminants to more than offset the concentrating effect of the 
proposed water consumption (evaporation) by the proposed project's cooling tower. 

The need for further improvement in water quality over past conditions and the 
potential recreational value of Codorus Creek is recognized. DOE believes the 
activities of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) and 
other state and Federal regulatory agencies will continue the trend of gradually 
improving water quality in Codorus Creek. 
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The DOB had oriainallY stated that their decision, with regard to this proposed project, wu a binary 

one; Le., either they wouid provide the S75 miDion of cost-$aring based on the consideration or usins 

a specified tccbnology (atmOspheric circulating fluidized-bed combustion) or they would not. In view 
of' the fact that the proposed tcchnol�gy is currently in operation at the wfCAle·upw capacity it would 

seem to make their deelslon a very straight·forward one. Wo base this statement on the fact that 

there is currently a unit of' the proposed size and technology in operation in Fran�. which DOE has 
1i"eely admitted to. However, on 15 August 1994 Clark had written Dr. 1an Wachter' and he posed 

the question •has the DOB conducted a. search, with resard to thls particular technolo&Y and this 
particular scal�up or Jarser, and u a result of' this search can you state unequivocally that there is 
no other project usins this technology of a comparable siu or larser in any staso of development 

&n)'Where in the World?" Mr. Nelson .P. P.ekou espondod, on Dr. Wachter's behalf, in a letter elated 

27 September 195142 and he lneludcd a summary table coverins the World situation (Ta.ble 1 of Mr. 
R.ekos' letter). Mr. P.ekos made no mention of two 230 MW units scheduled to be installed in . 

· Bogatynia, Poland.' We think these two units are important �ecause they were sold by a U.S. 

Corporation tnd we eenainly wonder why that project warranted absolutely no mention in the 
DRAFT EIS? It seems rather obvious that they did not wish the public to know a.bout them and we 

view this as a breach of public trust on the part. of DOE. 

Section 102 (C) of' the National En\'ironmental Polley Act calls for a detailed statement on proposals 

ofmtJor Federal actions "significantly affecting the quality of the human environment." ThiJ 102 (C) 

report, now more familiarly known u an "Environmental Impact Statement" requires, among other 
things. the inclusion of a detailed statement on, "alternatives to the proposed action.• The DRAFT 

1 Letter from Richard J .  Clark ( S . T . O . P . ) to Dr . Jan K .  Wachter . see copies of supporting documents at the end of this document . 

1 Letter by Or , Nelson F. Reltos (.DOE • METC) to Dr . Richard Clark 
( S . T . O. P . ) . 

3 See Ga�l ia , B . N . , Laskawiec , J .  and Misztal, z .  19 � 3 . Oas iin 
of two 230 MWe reheat c irculatinq f luidized bed boilers for TUrow 

Power station Boqatynia , Pol and . Fluidized Bed Combust ion - Vel .  l ,  ASME 199 3 , .paqes 17-2 2 . 
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Response: DOE has proposed to provide cost-shared funding of this project to 
demonstrate this Foster Wheeler atmospheric circulating fluidized bed (ACFB) 
technology at utility scale, burning United States bituminous coal . Please see also 
the response for Comment D-39/13 for more information regarding the need for this 
project under DOE's Clean Coal Technology Program. 

Response: At the time the aforementioned letter was sent, DOE could not confirm 
if the two units in Poland would be built. Pyropower has since confirmed that these 
units are planned to be built. Please see also the responses to Comments to D-39/13 
and D-73/6, which address this issue. 

Response: At the time that the DEIS was written, DOE had no information 
confirming that the units in Bogatynia, Poland, would be built. Pyropower has since 
confirmed that these units are planned to be built. The FEIS has been revised 
(Section 1 .3 . 1) to reflect this newer information. Please see also the responses to 
Comments D-40/16 and D-42/2. 

Response: DOE's exploration of alternatives for this proposed project is consistent 
with that of past Clean Coal Technology projects. Please refer to the response to 
Comment D-37/16 which discusses the consideration of alternative technologies. 
Also, please see the response to Comment D-137/17 which discusses the economics 
of electricity generation. 

The emissions rates from the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
atmospheric fluidized bed combustor (AFBC) project compare favorably with those 
estimated emissions from a second-generation pressurized fluidized bed combustor 
(PFBC) recently selected under Round V of the Clean Coal Technology Program. 

WRITTEN-201 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Environmental Impact Statement DOEIEIS-0221 ls incomplete in that it fails to do this. We call your 

attention to this fact arid insist that the DOE meet their responsibilities in doin� this. The extent that 

DOE has failed to do this can be demonstrated by considering two faeu; i.e., 1) use of pressurized 

flwdizecl·bed combustion would allow additional environmental benefits over the proposed 
technology; e.g., remov� ofNOx and 2) it would allow the production of elootricity at a. cheaper 

rate.4 Ifyou examine Table 1,5 which was compiled trom DO�s Programmatio Environmental 

Impact Statement, for the proposed technology (gray-shaded row) you ace that the 'NRP (NO�e 

:Removal Percent) is 60 while that for Pressurized Fluidized-Bed Combustion (row abo� it) is 70. 

The 60 percent removal ofNOx achievable by using AFCB also reveals how much DOE is willing 

to allow the proponents to short-change the local residents of the proposed site township, for the 

DEIS states the control technology that Is proposed to be used •would control o>dde of nitrogen 

(NOx) emissions to 0. 125 lbsiMMBtu and achieve a 40 percent or greater reduction compared to tho 
potential uncontrolled oxides ofnitroaen (NOx) emissions." The second statement. concerning the 

relative cost of producing electrioity by the two technologies, has been compared by Lyons• who 

reported generating costs of $.0585 per kl1owatt hour for AFCB and $.0499 per kilowatt hour for 

PCFB. We find no discussion at all concerning the comparative cost of seneration of electricity 

which is extremely important for Met-Ed ratepayers that are still paylns for Unit No. 2 clean·up at 

the Three-:Mlle Island generating facility. 

We noted the omission of a letter from Ms. Diane Esher of the Environmental Protection Agency's 

Region m headquarters to Dr. Suellon A. Van Ooteghem of the Morgantown E.nersY Technology 

Center. Ms. Esherwas writing as Chief of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Section and 
the letter iulated 19 October 1993. The letter is regarding scoping comments on the proposed coal
fired cogeneration f'acility in York County, Pennsylvania. We noted that in the "Agency Coordination 

• Lyons , c. 1 9 9 3 . current comparison or coal fired techno1oqiaa 
to meat today • s  environmental requirament• . Technical Paper . 
5 Based on DOE/EIS014 6 Final Programmatic EIS ,  November 198� . 

(continued) 
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The following is a comparison of emissions: 

Sulfur dioxide (SO� 

Oxides of nitrogen 

(NOJ 

Particulate matter 
(PMlO) 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 

Emissions Rates (lbs/MMBtu) 

PFBC Unit 
(Round V Project) 

0.30 
0.30 

0.012 

0.095 

AFBC Unit 
(YCEP Project) 

0.25 
0. 13 

0.011  

0.15 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-137/17 for more information on 
the economics of electricity generation. Please see the response to Comment 
D-37/16 concerning alternative technologies. 

Response: In the Programmatic EIS, in the section describing atmospheric 
fluidized-bed combustion technology (Section 2.3 .2. 1), the following statement is 
made: "With staged combustion, oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions are estimated 
to be reduced by 60 percent. "  This percentage represents the maximum theoretical 
reductions that are believed to be possible using this technology in a staged 
combustion mode of operation, and not the levels that have necessarily been reduced 
to practice. For the proposed project, the emissions rate of 0. 125 lbs/MMBtu of 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) [which translates to at least a 40 percent reduction in 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) levels] is considered to be best available control technology 
(BACT) based on data obtained from the BACT/LAER (lowest achievable emission 
rate) Clearinghouse database. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources (PADER), through review and issuance of the proposed project's 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit, will determine if the oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) emission rate for the proposed project is indicative of using 
BACT. 

Please see also the responses to Comments D-279/14 and W-RJC-1130d. 
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Letters' section of the EIS is & letter dated 9 rune 1994 v.Titten by Dr. Jan K. Wachter and makes 

reference to Ms. Esher's letter. But we did not find Ms. Esher's letter.6 lt is included here for 

indusion in the EIS. We wonder why it was not included in the DRAFT? Wu it omitted because 

it contains some comments that might be thought critical? We found it very constructive. ln Ms. 

Esher'a letter General Ccunmmts she.states "Review of the estimlllt.d emission retl,ctloru (e.g., 92% 

sulfUr removal) 1uzs rtrlsttd our concma tlurt these emWion retblctioiiS appttQ/' coiiSenutive when 

coMitlerlq pnnM emlulons retblctlons at other cogenera&n fncilities. We an providing you 

with sevual repom (see attachments) wl&lch suttut that sulfur, nitrogen dioxide, partiCillatG, 

miMI'tll matter, and h� metal emissions could be greatly reductd thi'Ough the "washing" of 

the coal before it Is bum• By dunonstratlng the vtzlu of ��Sing cleaned coal in addition to 

demonstrating large scale clrcukltlng fluldlud bt!d cogenutttlon technolog,, this project would 
go one stq further In satls,hing the objectives of the Deptri'UI14nt of Enugy's dean coal 

technology pi'Ogram." It should be noted that wuhed c:oal is proposed to be used. The DOE also 

:minimized or ignored several of her Speejflc Cpmments, specifically under Purpose and Need she 
sugested tho • Assessment of current and future enerJY needs in tho re&lon. • This goes to the 

�cation of' the project, with regard to tho "need" of the electrical energy. The reason the utility 

would not sii!l the purehue asreement when approached by York County Enersy Partners initially 

was they had .a program before the Pt.JC which would enable them to fill a :200 MW block of capacity 

that they had projected to need In 1995-1996 through a competitive bidding proce&a (Competitive 

Procurement Program [CPP]). In rej"tins the proponents request (then J.Jr Products) at that timo 
the utnity official stated, 7 •we believe we have a c:ornmitmont of aU parties in the proceeding to 

proc:w"e the 200 MW bloclc or e&pacicy through the CPP process•, he fUrther stated that "we have 

determined that it would be best to return your proposal without our review, pendins resolution by 

'tho Commission of the CPP. � Thus, the utility wish ad to use a competitive process in acquiring 

' Letter by Ma . Diana Eaher ( Chief , Environmental Planning and 
A•••••ment section, u . s .  !nviron�ental Protect ion Aqency , Region 
I:I) to Dr . Suellan A·· Yan ootaqham (tt. s .  DOE , Morg-antown Energy 
Technology Center ) . 

· 
�attar trom Mr . Harold s. Webber (Met-Ed/GPU) to Mr .  Thoma s P ,  

wandahl CAir Products and Chemical• , Inc . ) .  

1 (-. ... ) 
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Response: Since the purpose of the Federal action is to demonstrate this particular 
technology, other alternative technologies would be inconsistent with the purpose 
and need of the Federal action. Consequently, a comparison of the cost of 
electricity from various types of power production technologies is beyond the scope 
of this EIS. However, information provided by the Metropolitan Edison Company 
on the possible effects of the proposed project on short-term electric utility rates is 
discussed in Section 4. 1 . 12.3 of the FEIS. Please see also the responses to 
Comments D-37/16 and D-137/17. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-70/25 and D-72/3 . 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-70/25 and D-71113.  

Response: DOE analyzed the need for power in the EIS (Section 1 . 3) .  In addition, 
the FEIS contains a more detailed analysis for the need for power in Appendix K. 
However, it is important to note that the issue of the need for power is relevant 
primarily to the industrial partner. The need for power on the Metropolitan Edison 
Company (Met-Ed) system has provided a market for the electrical output of the 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) project, thus making this proposed 
project economically viable· to the industrial partner. DOE's purpose and need for 
this project is not to generate power, but rather to demonstrate technology. This 
difference has been communicated to the EPA both in writing, phone conversations, 
and during meetings, and has impacted the depth of analysis of this topic in the EIS. 

Please see also the response to Comment D-83/5. 

Response: Comment is noted. DOE notes that the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission ultimately ordered Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) to purchase 
the electrical output from the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
project. 
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electricity. presumably to give them the opportunity to provide their ratepayers electricity at a 

competitive cost. but YCEP petition� the PUC to order them to enter into the purchase agreement 

without that benefit. and that order was aranted. We believe it within the pUl'liew of the 

socioeconomics of the BIS to exam the rate at which electricity would be provided, should this plant 

be bunt. versus the rate at which it probably would be obtained via a competitive process. The 

question is not .,.,.hether the utility needs cleetricity but rather how much, when and whether this 

proposed r.ction Is apt to be able to provide it more cheaply than through the purchase put through 

the CPP. Ms. l!sher further suggests that • Alternative sites considered" be addressed. 'fhe treatment 

o£ this topic contrasts with a comment entltled "Sufficiency Review Comments• (on the Draft 
Environmental Information Volume for the cogeneration facility then sited at West Manchester) dated 

November 1992 and accompanyins a cover letter by Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem dated 24 
December 1992. This document carried the foReWing critique concerning discussion of alternate 

sites. "the discussion of alternatives is very superficial, especially with regard to altemati"e site 

selection. Sufficient detail must be provided to support the statement in the ElV that an 'exhaustive' 

site selection process was conducted. • The EIV for the project sited for North Codorus Township 
states, "Alternative site1 in the Metropolitan-Edison region were comparatively assessed by York 

County :Energy Partners, L.P. according to a review of screening criteria.• On September 10, 1994 
Oark (C/0 S.T.O.P.) sent Dr. Wachter a letter' and enclosed the formal Withdrawal o£ Application 

by YCEP £or the West Man<mester Township site. Please note the extent that YCEP had gone to in 
order to try to £oree the proj� into West Manchester Township. Can just any site, real or 

hypothetical, serve as the alternative site? Also under "Alternative Analysis- was the susgestion that 

"Description of all reasonable design and technology alternatives which could �esult in further 

avoidance of impacts, especially s:�ardina reductions In air emission&" be included. 

1 Final Environmental Information VolWI\a for the Proposed York 
county Enerqy Putners Cogeneration Facility prepared by ENSR 
Consulting and Enqineerinq ( Document Number 0040-0l0-9 01) . 
' Letter to Dr . Jan x. Wachter by Ri�hard J .  Clark . 
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-137/17 and D-137/2 1 .  

Response: Prior to selection of the North Codorus site, York County Energy 
Partners, L.P. (YCEP) conducted an extensive site search over a 1 1h year period. 
The site search spanned Metropolitan Edison Company's (Met-Ed) service territory. 
Selection criteria and the background for the North Codorus selection are described 
in Section 2.2. 1 . 1  of the EIS. DOE believes that the information contained in the 
EIS satisfies the Department's initial request for information related to YCEP's site 
selection criteria and review process .  

Under the Oean Coal Technology (CCn Program, DOE is not the responsible party 
for selecting the project site, but DOE does evaluate the initial suitability of a site 
proposed by the Industrial Participant from an environmental perspective during the 
negotiation process . 

In both the West Manchester and North Codorus site moves, YCEP proposed only 
one location to DOE. In each case, DOE found the site sufficiently acceptable to 
proceed with preparation of an EIS. For further information on alternative site 
locations, please see the responses to Comments D-121/14, D-285/8, and J-177/14. 
Please see also the response to Comment D-37 /16, which addresses the consideration 
of alternative technologies. Please note that DOE's exploration of alternatives for 
this project is consistent with that which has been conducted for other CCT and 
research and development (R&D) projects. 
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In a letter dated 30 June 1994 Clark wrote the Regional Dlreotor of the environmental Protection 

Agmey posing the question-"Bec:ause the DOE is the lead agency on this project, what does that do 

to EPA's authority O'ler matters lnvoMn& the NEliA process?" The response c:an be seen In Mr. 
Peter Kostrnayer's letter dated lO Ausust 1994.1a There � many shortcomlnp in �Draft EIS 
including inaccuracies and unsubstantiated statements. These, however, are ora. subjective nature. 

Objectively it c:an be seen that tho DEIS faUs to make comparisons with alternative technologies, 

henc:e, should be deemed Incomplete. Following the production of a supplement that will addreu 

th� NEPA mandated comparisons as well u a disc:usslon of the economics or the local electrical 

generation versus other means ofMet·'Ed acquiring electricity, this supplement should then be made 

available to those that received the DEIS. Following that and the conduction of & hearing to address 

matters included in that supplement, the Drat\ EIS will be complete and the process can then move 

forward. \\'bile this document is a DltAFT document, it is abundantly clear that DOE is not meetina 
its reponsibiUties in the NE.P A process. 

1 0  see Ouosti on #1 and Responaa: 
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Response: For the reader's benefit, Mr. Kostmayer's response (in a letter dated 
August 30, 1994, from Kostmayer to Clark) to the question posed by Dr. Clark was 
"Nothing. "  DOE takes comments received from the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) very seriously and has responded to their issues and comments 
through meetings, correspondence, responses to their comments contained in the 
FEIS, and revisions to the FEIS (especially in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1 ,  Health Risk 
Assessments). Please see also the responses to Comments PHK -1/3 1 a through PHK-
113 1k for DOE's resolution of EPA's comments. 

Respo�e: Please see the response to Comment D-37/16, which also addresses the 
consideration of alternative technologies. 

Please see also the responses to Comments D-83/5, D-1 19/ 1 1 ,  and D-137/17, which 
address the analysis of the economics of electrical generation for Metropolitan 
Edison Company. 
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Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
U. S. Department ofEnergy 

January 30, 1995 

Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P. 0. Box 880 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

I appreciate the time that yourself and the Department of Energy spent in York, 
Pennsylvania for the Scoping Meeting and also the public meetings held in December of 
1994 and in January of 1995. Hopefully you all came with an open mind concerning the 
possible approval of your cost shared funding of seventy-five million dollars towards the 
proposed building of a cogeneration facility in North Codorus Township, Pennsylvania. I 
am absolutely and totally opposed to this unnecessary use of public funds for such a 
project unworthy of my tax dollars. You' are ceitain!y aware that the CFB technology to 
be used in this plant has already been proven not only in the United States but also in other 
parts of the world. Why on earth would you still be considering spending taxpayers hard 
earned dollars on an already proven technology? I have followed this project since YCEP 
initially tried to build the plant in West Manchester Township. When they (YCEP) saw 
they had an uphill fight there they chose to go to North Codorus Township which had no 
zoning. Easy pickings they thought. I truly believe that the site they have chosen has to 
be the worst of all possible sites in the state, let alone York County. It would be right 
next to one of the largest known polluters in the State ofPennsylvania and situated on 
admittedly the most polluted creek in the county, and possibly in the state, that is Codorus 
Creek. 

I have read most of the draft environmental impact study for the proposed plan and 
it does not even begin to discuss the horrific environmental catastrophes that would result 
to the land, air, water and citizens health in this already polluted area. I caMot believe 
that the Department ofEnergy people could spend any time at the proposed site without 
realizing the environmental degradation that has already been caused by the P H Glatfelter 
Company and still consider the possibility ofbecoming a willing partner in the further 
degradation of this area. From everything I have read and most of what I h_ave heard at 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment D-39/13 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-RJC-l/30m. 
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Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
January 30, 1995 
Page 2 

the public hearings, the findings in the draft EIS have been consistently refuted by experts 
in the various areas of contention whether the subject be the amount of various pollutants 
that would be added to the air, the types and amount of pollution added to the Codorus 
Creek or the affect of contaminants already added to the polluted air . . .  all have 
convincingly been proven to be greater than the numbers in the draft EIS or in tho 
statements made by YCEP or P H  Glatfelter. Hopefully you and the other Department of 
Energy people at the hearings were listening to the pleas of these people and the interested 
citizens of York County. 

The reason for this letter is to relay my thoughts on all the harmful impacts that 
this plant would have on all living things, with a focus on one item that seems to bo 
somewhat over looked by most people and that is the dramatic impact that the increase in 
traffic, especially truck traffic, will have on the inunediate area of the proposed plant. I 
would like to offer my credentials in making the observations and statements that will 
follow. My trucking experience goes back thirty years. In that time I have driven a truck, 
I have served as a dispatcher, I have operated many terminals, and I have been the Vice 
President of our Southern Division which includes all the Middle-Atlantic, South and part 
of the Southwest for 12 years. At the present time I am the Executive Vice President of 
Administration for the second largest trucking company based in the State of Maryland. 
We operate over 600 trucks throughout the United States. This thirty years experience 
has allowed me to achieve a keen insight on trucks and the problems that they can create 
on the roadways especially in already congested areas. The traffic impact study and its 
addendum to the study are woefully lacking in any real attempt to consider the impact to 
the increased truck traffic to tho admittedly unacceptable traffic levels that already exist in 
the area. 

The U.S. Department of Energy's draft environmental impact statement for the 
proposed facility only contains 14 pages that address the transportation and traffic 
problems. This is a dreadfully inadequate review of what certainly is to be a major 
concern and a major problem for the people that utilize the highways in the area of the 
proposed plant. First of all, the study utilized 1992 traffic count data and also utilized 
population numbers from studies done around the same time. If the plant gets the 
approval to be built, it will not be operating for another two or three years. This will 
make the traffic study data and population study data obsolete by that time. The traffic 
impact study generated by YCEP uses figures that contend that the population ofNorth 
Codorus Township and the Townships ofHeidelburg, Jackson, Codorus and Springfield 
increase about 2.9% per year. This study did not take into account the Borough of 
Hanover whose population utilizes Route 1 16 on a daily basis. The latest census figures 
s!low the Hanover Area in a ten mile radius with a population of almost 51 ,000. Even 
though the census figures show a very slight decrease in the Borough the population. is 
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Response: As explained in Section 4. 1 . 8, the Traffic Impact Study conducted by 
Herbert, Roland, and Grubic used 1993 existing traffic count data to project 1998 
traffic volumes. Using a 2.9-percent growth rate, these projections allow substantial 
room for error, considering that the affected area's actual annual growth rate from 
1980 to 1990 was 1 .2 percent and that the Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation (PennDOn-approved growth rate is 1 .  75 percent. Consequently, by 
accounting for reasonably expected growth, the conservatism built in to the Traffic 
Impact Study helps to ensure that projected traffic volumes are reasonable. 

Response: The study included several municipalities adjacent to the proposed site 
that are representative of the vicinity. Although somewhat paradoxical at first, 
omission of the Borough of Hanover from the Traffic Impact Study actually 
increases traffic volume projections for 1998. Because Hanover had a decreasing 
population, if its negative growth rate had been factored into the regional 20-year 
average growth rate, the multiplier would have been slightly less than 2.9 percent. 
Hanover's citizens daily use of Route 1 16 was accounted for because their vehicles 
were registered in the 1993 traffic counts that served as the basis for the 1998 
projections. 
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increasing rapidly in York and Adams Counties. This area is the fastest growing area in 
the state. I wonder why that was not in the study. 

In the draft environmental impact statement and also in the traffic study addendum 
traffic operations are described in terms of level of service. LOS-A is the best condition 
where LOS-F represents a condition deemed unacceptable. The best LOS in the entire 
area of the proposed site is a D  with most of the LOS being either E or F. These levels 
already indicate either unacceptable or very nearly unacceptable conditions at all 
intersections near the proposed site utilizing what I consider very conservative figures by 
the engineering companies that did the study. The number of additional vehicles that 
would be generated both during and after construction of the site would make an already 
unacceptable level of service dangerous. Having lived in the North Codorus Township for 
the past 1 8 years. I have noticed a dramatic increase in vehicular traffic. both autos and 
trucks during that time. On Page 6 1 8. Section 6.52 in the draft EIS you use figures from 
a study that indicate an increase of vehicle miles of travel of27.3% between 1983 and 
1989. With the increase in population in the surrounding area the daily vehicle miles of 
travel from 1990 through 1995 should approach twice that percentage of increase. The 
figures used in the draft EIS talk about the addition of 125 vehicles per day added to the 
already crowded Route 1 16. Approximately 70 of these vehicles will be trucks. 
According to figures all seventy of the trucks will arrive and depart during the eight hour 
work day which includes the two peak times of the day. These figures do not include such 
items as the 40 to 70 coal trucks a day that would be delivering coal in a coal supply 
emergency. It also does not include the many trips that would be made into and out of the 
plant by vendors, by visitors, and by sales people. These figures are the numbers that are 
used only after the plant is up an operating. The number of vehicles that would be added 
to the routes during construction are much. much worse. According to Section 4.8 on 
Page 4120 of the draft EIS the figure of 712 vehicles accessing the project site each and 
every day is staggering to say the least. The amount of traffic and congestion that occurs 
every day at the peak hours in the Borough of Spring Grove is at the present time 
extremely frustrating for those that have to endure it every day. This includes a large 
number of school buses and children making their way from the various schools within the 
borough. When you add to this confusion all the trucks, tractors and trailers that are 
either going through town, that are delivering to P H Glatfelter, that are picking up from P 
H Glatfelter and the many trips that are made by trucks from the staging yard to the 
loading docks of the P H  Gladfelter Company it becomes a nightmare. To add the number 
of vehicles to the roadways not only during the operation of the proposed facility but 
especially during the construction period would cause an impossible gridlock in the 
Borough of Spring Grove on a daily basis. Both the traffic study and the addendum to 
the traffic study virtually ignore the problems that would be created by the vast increase in 
truck traffic that would occur during the construction and the operating phase of the 
proposed plan. I am sure that this was done for a reason. To have discussed the problems 
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Response: The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) considers level of service 
(LOS) D to be an acceptable intersection level of operation. Of the nine intersection 
approaches analyzed for the proposed project, two approaches currently operate at 
LOS E, while one approach operates at LOS F, during the A.M. peak hour. Under 
future traffic conditions with the proposed project, these three approaches would 
remain the only intersection approaches to operate at an LOS worse than D. The 
LOS is an indicator of traffic volume to capacity for a given intersection and does 
not relate to road safety. 

The traffic analysis methodology, assumptions, findings, and recommendations, and 
the DEIS have been reviewed by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. 
No deficiencies in the traffic study were identified in their review. 

Response: The reference to increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the 
cumulative impact section of the DEIS was provided to show that the transportation 
area of influence has grown with increased population growth in the region. There 
is no indication that VMT has increased another 27 percent in the past four years . 
As noted in Section 6.5.2 of the EIS, growth is likely to slow somewhat in the 
region. 

Response: Table 4.1-38 shows that the traffic analysis factored in the potential use 
of coal trucks during plant emergency operations. This assumption added an 
additional 5 trucks entering and exiting the plant during both the A.M. and P.M. 
peak periods. 

Response: Activities at the proposed facility during operations would be consistent 
with an industrial/power plant setting. Visitors, sales persons, and vendors would 
not be permitted to freely enter the property without prior arrangements or consent. 
Vehicular traffic generated from these non-operational activities is considered 
minimal . 

Response: Construction traffic estimates were based on conservative assumptions 
related to a peak construction work force. The peak period represents approximately 
five of the thirty months of total construction. It is assumed that workers would 
access the site during the A.M. peak (7-9 A.M.) and exit the site during the P.M. 
peak (4-6 P.M.). As suggested in the traffic study (ENSR 1994), mitigation 
measures can include busing workers to the site, providing van pools, installing 
temporary signalization, or providing traffic control by a certified person. Truck 
traffic has been analyzed using guidelines established by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, and the Transportation Research Board. The results of 
this study have been provided to both North Codorus Township and the 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. The traffic analysis found that the 
intersection of York Road (PA Route 1 16) and the Roundwood Facility Access 
Drive, currently unsignalized, could become congested during shift changes. During 
construction, primary A.M. peak hour delays would occur for northbound left turns 
into the site, while P.M. peak hour delays would occur onsite exiting the 
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and hazardous situations which would have been shown if a complete study would have 
been done by the engineers would have certainly created a very negative outlook. Items 
such as the slowness of a truck to start and stop, the length of a tractor and trailer, the 
debris and material that could possible fall ofF a tractor and trailer, the added pollution 
emanating from a tractor and trailer, the time that it takes a tractor and trailer to make a 
turn. the weight of a tractor and trailer on the roadways in tbe surrounding area along with 
numerous other possibilities would make an already hazardous situation impossible and 
exceedingly dangerous for those that travel the surrounding highways. The excessive 
congestion that would occur because of not only the automobile traffic but specifically 
because of. the addition of the problems and hazards created by the extra truck traffic 
would force many people including myself to try to find other ways around the burrough. 
This would have the effect of placing many people on narrow farm lanes and surrounding 
roads that they are not familiar with and that are much more narrow that Route 1 16 or 
the major highways they presently use. Winter time or wet periods would dramatically 
increase the risk of accidents which would include injury and death. The same situation 
would also cause many of the truckers that presently use Route 1 1 6  that are passing 
through the town to also attempt to utilize the back roads around the borough. Needless 
to say this would increase the risk of accidents to an even greater extent. These farm lanes 
and country roads that surround Spring Grove throughout North Codorus Township are 
traveled on a daily basis by many school buses. These school buses not only pick up and 
deliver children in the morning and in the evening but because of half day classes for many 
of the younger students they also pick up and discharge during the middle of the day. 
Many of these bus stops are in secluded areas that are not visible to either oncoming or 
rear end traffic. The addition of the traffic trying to get around the intolerable bottleneck 
in Spring Grove could make these bus stops very hazardous. A loaded truck weighing 
close to 80,000 pounds takes much longer to stop than an automobile. To my knowledge 
there are no restrictions on truck traffic on any of the country roads in the North Codorus 
Township. I believe that the Department of Energy needs to force YCEP and Its 
engineers to do a complete study of the transportation and traffic risks that are truly 
involved with the construction and operation of this proposed facility. The present study 
barely even scratches the surface of the problems that could occur if the plant was allowed 
to be built. It is no doubt an obvious attempt to skirt the real issues involved with the 
increased traffic along Route 1 16 and the many intersections close to the proposed 
construction site. The fact that Route 1 16 will remain a two lane highway on both the 
North and South sides of the construction site any additional lanes or signaling would 
make the area even more congested and confusing than it presently is. The addition of any 
signaling devices at either the entrance to the roundwood facility or at the intersection of 
Route 1 16, Jefferson Road and Lehman Road would only reduce speed, increase travel 
time, increase traffic interruption, decrease freedom to maneuver and do absolutely 
nothing for the safety and driving comfort for the people that live and work in the area. 
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construction site. This intersection was investigated for the possible installation of 
a traffic signal . The traffic volumes, however, did not meet the traffic signal 
criteria as set forth in Publication No. 201 ,  "Engineering and Traffic Studies, "  
published by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. 

The intersection of York Road (PA Route 1 16), Jefferson Road (PA 516), and 
Lehman Road (SR 3078) would continue to operate at unacceptable levels during the 
construction phase unless recommendations made in the traffic analysis are 
implemented. These include the installation of traffic signals and the construction 
of additional lanes on the north, south, and westbound approaches. 

The intersection of York Road (PA 16) and Colonial Valley Road (SR 3053) would 
show a degradation in overall operation at the peak of construction. Busing or van 
pooling of construction workers could mitigate this impact. 

See also the response to Comment W-WJG-1130c1 1 .  

Response: There is no indication that existing conditions are "hazardous. "  Vehicle 
speeds, road carrying capacity, and vehicle turning radii were considered in the 
traffic analysis . The Federal Highway Administration's Highway Capacity 
Software, computer model was used to estimate the traffic carrying capabilities of 
particular roadways over a range of operational conditions. The model considers 
such factors as speed, vehicle size, and signalization. Pollution emitted from 
vehicular traffic was considered and factored into the overall impact assessment on 
air quality (see Section 4. 1 .2 of the EIS). 

Response: Some utilization of alternate routes may occur as the result of increased 
traffic on primary routes. However, despite some delays associated with 
construction traffic, PA 1 16 would continue to serve as the primary route from 
Hanover to U.S.  30 and the city of York. The traffic analysis did not indicate that 
the proposed project would result in the overloading of adjacent roadways. Primary 
impacts (increased traffic volumes) would occur on PA Route 1 16. 

An accident analysis concluded that operation of the proposed facility would result 
in an increased accident risk of approximately 2 accidents per year (see Section 
4. 1 .  8 of the EIS) . Although snow, ice, and rain are factors sometimes associated 
with traffic accidents, there is no indication that these conditions, combined with 
increased traffic from the proposed facility, would dramatically increase the risk of 
accidents. The safety of children riding on school buses over farm and rural roads, 
is best ensured by proper signage, vehicles operating at posted speed limits, and 
adherence to state laws requiring vehicles to not pass school buses that are loading 
or unloading passengers. The forecasted traffic volumes associated with the 
Cogeneration Facility do not indicate an adverse impact to area traffic patterns other 
than those noted at existing intersections on PA Route 1 16 (see response to 
Comment W-WJG-1130c6). 
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Response: Please see also the responses to Comments W-WJG-1/30c8 and W-WJG-
1130c1 1 .  It is the responsibility of the North Codorus Township Board of 
Supervisors and the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation to investigate and, 
if necessary, impose truck traffic restrictions on area roads and bridges. The traffic 
analysis did not identify the need, based on increased traffic volumes, to warrant 
rural road or bridge restrictions. 

Response: P A Route 1 16 would remain a primary route between Hanover and U.S. 
Route 30. The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation has designated PA 1 16 
as a Priority Commercial Network (PCN) that provides primary access to economic 
centers in Pennsylvania and to surrounding states. The criteria for inclusion as a 
PCN is a through route with a minimum of 500 heavy trucks per day using the 
roadway. Average daily truck traffic, as determined through vehicle counts taken 
as part of the EIS, indicate that there are between 650 and 700 trucks that use PA 
1 16 north and south of Spring Grove on a daily basis . Continued regional growth 
may require road widening, increased signalization, and other road improvements 
in the future. The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation examines traffic 
volumes associated with proposed developments in order to ascertain the need for 
signalization and other improvements, and has reviewed the findings of the traffic 
study associated with the proposed project. Please see the response to Comment 
WJ G-l/30c1 1 .  

Response: The intersection of York Road (PA Route 1 16) and the Roundwood 
Facility Access Drive, currently unsignalized, was investigated for the possible 
installation of a traffic signal . The traffic volumes, however, did not meet the 
traffic signal warrants as set forth in Publication No. 201 ,  "Engineering and Traffic 
Studies" published by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. 

The intersection of York Road (PA Route 1 16), Jefferson Road (PA 516), and 
Lehman Road (SR 3078), currently operates at below acceptable levels and has poor 
geometric design features. This intersection was investigated for the possible 
installation of a traffic signal . The traffic study proposed the installation of traffic 
signals and additional lanes on the north, south, and westbound approaches in 
conjunction with traffic signal installation. The traffic volumes did not initially meet 
the traffic signal warrants as set forth in Publication No. 201 ,  "Engineering and 
Traffic Studies" published by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 
however, implementation of the proposed improvements would bring the operation 
of the intersection to acceptable levels. York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
has submitted to PennDOT a highway occupancy permit application, and the 
recommendation of signalization has been approved by PennDOT (see letter from 
Hoffman to Van Ooteghem dated January 3, 1995, which is contained in Appendix 
E of the FEIS) . .  

The installation of traffic signals along PA Route 1 16 would likely result in 
increased travel times in the region, but would also result in slower speeds, safer 
operating conditions, and easier access to primary routes from driveways and lower 
capacity roads. Continued development adjacent to the Route 1 16 corridor would 
contribute to increased traffic and travel times as well . Industrial land uses, such 
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There is no doubt that YCEP and others that want to see this plant built have only one 
goal in mind and that is money. It includes the seventy-five million dollars that they 
expect to get from the Department of Energy and also the proceeds they would get from 
selling the electricity to Met-Ed. These people have no concern whatsoever for the health 
and welfare for the people of York County. 

I also have no doubt that the people that have taken their time to speak out at the 
various hearing against the construction of the proposed plant and those that have taken 
the time to write the many letters to the Department ofEnergy are seriously concerned 
about the health and welfare of the surrounding community. None of the people who have 
spoken out against the plant have done so because of personal or financial gain. They 
have done so because they know that there is no good reason for the plant to be built now 
or anytime in the future. The technology to be utilized in the plant is admittedly an already 
proven technology in both the United States and the World. Met-Ed who because PUC 
regulations would be forced to purchase the electricity from the plant have already 
publicly said that they do not now nor in the foreseeable future need the electricity. As a 
matter of fact Met-Ed has said they would be able to purchase the electric cheaper from 
other sources than from the YCEP Cogeneration facility. I have only touched upon some 
of the many many reasons why this plant should not be built anywhere in the United States 
but especially in the very fragile environment ofNorth Codorus Township. I sincerely 
hope that the Department of Energy can readily see the uselessness of the building of this 
plant and the waste of taxpayers money that it would entail and in doing so would not 
approve the funding for the construction of the plant. 

Respectfully yours, 
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as the proposed project, are among the lowest traffic generating uses, as opposed to 
residential and commercial uses which generate high traffic volumes over a greater 
length of the day. 

On October 6, 1993, the North Codorus Township Board of Supervisors passed a 
motion to approve the preliminary P. H. Glatfelter Cogeneration Subdivision and 
Land Development plan, conditioned on, among other items, the following 
transportation improvements (subject to approval and regulation by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation). 

1 .  Construct off-street parking for tractor trailer storage at the 
Round wood Facility. 

2 .  Construct .off-street parking for construction personnel . 
3 .  Install permanent signalization at the intersection of Lehman Road, 

State Route 5 16, and State Route 1 16.  (The Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation indicated in correspondence dated 
January 3,  1995, that the permit to construct this signalization 
would be approved. Please see Appendix E.) 

4. Install temporary traffic signalization at the Roundwood Facility 
entrance and at the intersection of Colonial Valley Road and State 
Route 1 16.  

5 .  Mark off lefthand tum lanes on Lehman Road and on P A Route 
1 16.  

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-39/13,  which addresses this 
issue. 

Response: Please refer to the responses to Comments D-83/5 and D-137/17. DOE 
Headquarters assessment of the need for power on the Metropolitan Edison 
Company (Met-Ed) system is included as Appendix K to this FEIS . Also, please 
see Comments W -AMS-1127a-e to obtain the Met-Ed perspective on its need for 
power and the relative economics of the proposed project. 
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Environmental Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Tachnology Center (METC) 
P.O. Box 880 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507·0880 

RE: York County Enery Partners Draft EIS 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

7160 Roundtop lane 
Wrightsville, PA 1 736g 
January 27, 1 995 

I am a resident of York County, Pennsylvania and attended your recent hearings regarding the 
proposed Cogen plant to be located in North Codorus Township. I have read your Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for this proposed Cogen plant and would like you to address several concerns I have 
with regard to the Air Quality Issue. Specifically, I would recommend the following changes regarding 
the data and text dealing with the composition and amount of radionuclide emissions. 

1) page 2-10, Table 2.1·1 :  In the interest of full disclosure this Table, which summarizes 
emissions from the Cogen plant, should also Include the total amount of radionuclide emissions (in units 
of curies/year). These emissions are a major concern of the public and should not be omitted from any 
summary list of emissions since it suggests they are not significant. 

2) page 4·22, Table 4.1 -2: Since the new Cogen plant will burn about eight times more coal 
than the Glatfelter No. 4 Furnace, this table should ·show whether there will be any Increases In the 
emission of radionuclides (expressed as curies/year), if the Glatfelter No. 4 Furnace is replaced by the 
Cogen plant. These are primary data and should be clearly summarized In Table 4.1·2, since these data 
could serve as a direct indications of whether any of these hazardous emissions will increase as a 
result of the eight-fold increase In tonnage of coal burned by the Cogen plant 

3) page 4·38: The estimated radionuclide emission rates from the YCEP facility shown in 
Table 4.1 · 1 2  are inaccurate, since they are based only on radionuclides associated with untrapped 
flyash particles and do not include the radionuclides discharged from the burner stack as gases. No 
quantitative data are presented in the Weston, Inc. Aug. 1 994 report (Ref. Weston, 1 994b) to support 
the assumption that these gaseous radionuclides do not significantly contribute to the radionuclide 
emissions (see page 4·54). These data should be provided. 

The calculations for the curies/year data in Table 4. 1·1 2 are missing the factor which converts 
curies/hour into curies/year. Therefore, the data are inaccurate, and produce estimates of 

radionuclide emission which are too low. The rates must be increased by a factor of 8.76 x 1 03 (24 

hours/day x 365 days/year .. 8.76 x 1 03 
hours/year). 

4) page 4·55: DOE·METC should wait until after EPA completes its radionuclide emissions 
study in 1 995 before any final decision on the YCEP Cogen Project is made, since EPA may set new 
rules which prohibit the use of the Cogen plant. 

5) page 4·63: The air model analysis using CAP-88 is not accurate, since the input data from 
Table 4.1·12 are inaccurate (see (3) above). 
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Response: Both because of the need for an EIS to analyze and discuss all relevant 
issues, and because of public concern about the potential for impact from 
radionuclide emissions, Section 4. 1 .2.8 of the FEIS discusses radionuclide emissions 
from the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) project and 
quantifies the emission estimates. A list of radionuclide emissions in millicuries per 
year (mCi/year) is shown in Table 4. 1-12.  In estimating the overall radionuclide 
emissions resulting from the proposed YCEP project, no credit has been taken for 
the curtailment of the P.  H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4. This 
curtailment would result in the maximum of 720 hours of concurrent operation per 
year and the reduction of the consumption of approximately 90,000 tons/yr of coal
coal that would be burned with older, less efficient fly ash reduction. (Fly ash is 
the primary source of radionuclides that result from coal burning.) Thus, the 
estimates are conservative, in that these represent the maximum amount of 
radionuclide emissions that could occur from the proposed YCEP project during 
possible simultaneous operation of the proposed YCEP facility and P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's Power Boiler No. 4 during 720 hours per year. 

Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  discusses the analysis of the potential for human health effects from 
such radionuclide emissions. The total cancer risk to the affected population (three 
in a million) was assessed to be within the range of the generally accepted cancer 
risk. That is, the risk due to radionuclide emissions was not thought to be 
significant. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-WHE-1/27a. 

Response: Table 4. 1-12 has been corrected in the FEIS, and additional data has 
been included. Radon-220 and radon-222 are listed [radon (Rn) is the only 
radioactive gas that is potentially emitted] in Table 4. 1-12a. 

Response: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) report (expected in late 
1995) referenced in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS in a report to the Congress 
regarding hazardous air pollutants from the combustion of fossil fuels. In informal 
telephone conversations with the EPA, DOE has determined that the pending report 
will not substantively change the EPA's 1984 position with respect to radionuclide 
emissions from coal-fired power plants . Coal, as it is removed from the ground, has 
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6) page 4-68: The CAP-88 risk summary in Table 4.1·22 Is inaccurate, since the Input data 
from Table 4.1-12 are inaccurate (see (3) above). 

7) The DOE-METC should obtain its own data on the estimated emissions from the proposed 
Cogen plant and not rely on data obtained by YCEP, since they have a vested Interest In the outcome of 
this Cogen project and should not necessarily be expected to produce an unbiased report. Since 75 
mHIIon dollars of taxpayers' money are at stake In this proJect, the public deserves a more objective 
evaluation of the air quality data. 

8) DOE-METC should follow the guideline of the January 14, 1993 memo from the Council on 
Environmental Quality and not allow any further Increase in radionuclide emissions into the air of York 
County or at least wait until the EPA study of this problem Is completed so that the health hazards can 
be more adequately evaluated. 

8) page 2·73: Discussion of the 227 MW natural gas-fired combined-cycle facility should 
state that this type of facility, unlike coal-fired cogen plants, not only does not produce ash, but It also 
does not produce any radionucilde emissions. Table 2.2-3 should Include this Information. 

9) page 4-17: If carbon monoxide emissions are to be controlled simply by •good combustion 
control practices•, then the qualifications of the operators of the controls should be spelled out In 
detail and emergency procedures should be In place In case the operators fail to control the combustion 
process properly and lethal levels of carbon monoxide are released Into the air of nearby communities. 
These emergency procedures should be clearly defined in the EIS to assure public safety. 

State Representative Todd Platts and others have provided adequate documentation that the 
cogeneration combustion equipment being used in this demonstration project represents technology 
widely used in the early 1 980s which is now obsolete. Clearly, at a time when taxpayers are 
demanding cuts In Federal spending, there Is no excuse for spending public funds on this unnecessary 
project. The only reasonable alternative Is for YCE;P to provide their own private capital to build a 
state-of-the-art gas-fired cogeneration plant that will accomplish their goals without polluting the air 
In our county which already is laboring under a considerable air pollution burden. Therefore, I strongly 
oppose this project, as do the vast majority of other residents In York County. 

Thank you for considering these matters. I look forward to your response. 

P.S. Please note my scientific credentials are as follows: 
B.A., Chemistry, Princeton, 1 956 
M.A., Medical Science, Harvard, 1 957 
Ph.D., Biochemistry, Harvard 1960 
Leukemia research, National Cancer Institute, 1960-1 990 

cc: Diana Esher, Chief 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Section 
U.S. EPA, Region Ill 

Peter Kostmayer 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. EPA, Region Ill 

Sincerely, 

Warren H. Evans, Ph.D. 

I W-WHE-1!27f 

I W-WHE-l!27g 

I W-WHE-1/27b 

I W-WHE-1/27i 

I W-WHE-l!27j 

W-WHE-1/27k 
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a significant radionuclide content which, if uncontrolled, would lead to stack 
emission levels which would require further emission limits . However, modem 
power plants are already required to control particulate emissions to a high degree 
(through electrostatic precipitators, fabric filter baghouses, wet scrubbers, etc.) . 
These controls are precisely the types of controls which the EPA would consider 
effective in controlling radionuclide emissions from coal-fired utilities . Therefore, 
the EPA considers that radionuclide emissions from coal-fired power plants are 
already subject to the controls necessary to adequately protect human health. This 
current position accurately reflects the position first taken by the EPA in 1984 and 
reaffirmed in 1989. 

Unlike criteria pollutants, which are regulated by the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), radionuclides are covered under the Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(HAPs) section of the Clean Air Act. HAPs are regulated "at the source" in the 
form of industry-specific emissions standards .  If in the future EPA should, through 
its formal regulatory process, promulgate a NESHAP (New Emission Standard for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants) for radionuclide emissions from coal-fired industrial and 
utility boilers, existing sources-including those under construction-would probably 
be required to comply with the new standard within 90 days following the effective 
date of the new standards in accordance with 42 U.S.C Section 7412(c)(1)(B)(i) . 

Response: The Clean Air Assessment Package-1988 (CAP-88) modeling study has 
been redone using both the corrected emissions data for radionuclides and the 
emissions data obtained from an independent DOE verification of the radionuclide 
emissions from the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) facility. 
The FEIS reflects these corrected results (See Table 4. 1-22 in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1) .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-WHE-1127e. 

Response: Under the Clean Coal Technology Program, the industrial partner 
collects environmental data (normally through the use of a contractor) for use by 
DOE in developing an EIS. The information collected also is used quite extensively 
for regulatory purposes. There are numerous checks and balances that DOE adopts 
to ensure that the data collected is valid. Please see also the responses to Comments 
D-125/ 12, D-282/13,  and D-287/16. 

Response: DOE must objectively consider the needs of all interested parties in 
completing its environmental review process.  Lifetime excess cancer risks due to 
exposure to radionuclide emissions from the proposed facility would be 
approximately 3 in 1 million. This level is in the acceptable range recommended 
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). No unacceptable affects to human 
health due to radionuclide emissions would be expected. With respect to 

WRITttN-225 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-226 
May 1995 

Roy E. Denmark, Jr. 
NEPA/309 Coordinator 
U.S. EPA, Region Ill 

State Representative Todd Platts 

U.S. Representative William Goodling 

George Trout 
Chairman, York County Commissioners 
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radionuclide emissions from coal-fired power plants, the position of the EPA, as 
stated in its Final Rule on New Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: 
Radionuclides (54 FR 51654), is that " . . .  current levels of radionuclide emissions 
from coal-fired boilers represent a level of risk that protects the public health with 
an ample margin of safety. " Moreover, in telephone conversations with the EPA, 
DOE has determined that the pending report will not substantively change the EPA's 
position with respect to radionuclide emissions from coal-fired power plants. 
Therefore, DOE does not consider the lack of a finalized report from EPA to be 
adequate justification for not completing its environmental review. 

Please see also the response to Comment W-WHE-1/27a. 

Response: The suggested information has been included in the FEIS (See Table 2.3-
1 in Section 2.3) .  

Response: A discussion on training requirements is  provided in the response to 
Comment D-298/8. Emergency procedures would be described in the Plant Safety 
Manual that would serve as a guide for providing a safe environment for employees 
and the community. This manual would be developed before the plant becomes 
operational, but it is not yet written. As stated in Section 4. 1 .6 of the EIS, the 
proposed facility would be subject to Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) General Industry Standards (29 CFR Part 1910) .  It was also noted that the 
injury rate for Air Products employees has been well below the average reported for 
all Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) members in each of the last 6 years 
(1989-1994). 

As stated in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS, the maximum levels of carbon monoxide 
(CO) for a 1-hr period that would released to the community at ground level would 
be 97 p.g/m3 . This level is considered to pose little health risk to the community. 
As a comparison, the 1-hr standard for carbon monoxide (CO) is 40,000 p.g/m3 . 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-39/1 3  and D-100/9 for 
information related to CFB boiler technology. 

If the proposed project (based on government cost-shared funding) does not proceed 
(e.g. , due to an unfavorable Record of Decision), it is difficult to predict the 
alternatives (e.g. , gas-fired cogeneration plant), if any, that York County Energy 
Partners,  L.P. (YCEP) would continue to pursue. YCEP has repeatedly stated that 
without government funds, the proposed project (or any alternative) would not be 
feasible at the proposed site due to economic and timing considerations. The P. H. 
Glatfelter Company has stated that its Power Boiler No. 4 would indefinitely remain 
on-line in the absence of the proposed project operating at the North Codorus 
Township site. 
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UNITED STATES E!NVIRONMENTAL PROTt!CTION AG!NCY 
REGION llf 

841 Cheatnut ·aundlng 
Phllatfelphla, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Dr. Suel len Van Ootegham 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 2 6507-0880 

JAN 3 0 1995 

RE :  York County Energy Partners. (YCEP) Cogeneration Proj ect , 
York County , Pennsylvania . 

Dear Dr . Van . Ooteghem: 

In accordance with the requirements of the Nat ional 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 3 0 9  of the Clean Air 
�ct , EPA has reviewed the Draft Environmental Zmpact Statement 
( DE I S )  for the above referenced proj ect . EPA has rated the �EIS ,  
ft �C-2 " (Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information) based 
on our concern that the air emissions and solid waste 'stream 
could be further reduced and baaed on deficiencies in the Health 
Assessment conducted for this proj e ct . A copy of EPA' s rat ing 
system is attached . 

Reduct ions in the proposed YCEP coa.l - fired cogenerat ion W-PHK-1/318 
faci li ty ' s emissions are feasible using new commerc ially 
available control technology .  These reductions can be achieved 
by the fol lowing &. · 

1 )  use of an inert material ( e . g , , sand) to s tabilize the 
fluidized bed operat ion , 2 )  use of Selective Catalytic Reduct ion CSCR) technology for 
t he control of nitrogen oxides (NOx> l 3 )  use of ammonia scrubbing to reduce sul fur dioxide (SOa) 
emis sion.• ; 4 )  use of more effioient fabric filters t o  reduce emi ssions 
o! particulate matt·er under lO microns in size (PM10) , 

These changes would also result in substantial reductions in the I W-PHK-1!3lb quantities ot solid waste produced by the facility .  
Incorporation o f  tha ae recommended emisaion control technologies 
in the YC!P proj ect will substantially improve ita expected 
environmental performance . 

EPA also recommends that the Health Aaaee ament for the W-PHK-1131c 

proposed proj ect be revised in light of recent stu�ie• which have 
demonstrated strong associations between mortality and fine -
partioulate air pollution . The 1 � 9 2  Heal th Aaaea ament doe •  not 
provide adequate treatment of the potent ial health effect• from 
particulate emissions , thei.r 

'
toxic compone%lt81  ant! ac:Ld aerosol s .  
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Response: (1) The use of inert material such as sand to stabilize fluidized bed 
operations is not technically feasible for the circulating fluidized bed (CFB) boiler 
operation. The fundamental design of the CFB boiler is based on effective sulfur 
dioxide (SO� control in the combustion chamber using limestone injection. The use 
of sand instead of limestone in the CFB boiler operation in order to accommodate 
the installation of an alternative back-end sulfur dioxide (SO� control system (e.g.,  
ammonia scrubbing) results in a fundamental design change to the CFB boiler 
operation and would have negative operational impacts, such as reduced performance 
within the heat exchanger (due to the much heavier specific gravity of the sand). 
In addition, up to 200,000 tons/yr of solid waste would be created due to the 
injection of sand. Any methods to compensate for the heavier specific gravity would 
increase the erosion index (by increasing velocity). Foster Wheeler Energy 
Corporation in a letter to Mr. David Wolfson, York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP), dated February 15, 1995, has provided information in support of the above 
conclusions. 

(2) YCEP has evaluated the use of Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology 
for control of oxides of nitrogen as part of their Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) analysis in their Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit 
application. The use of SCR technology is not economically or technically feasible 
for application on a CFB boiler. The high-dust, alkaline concentration in the flue 
gas inherent in CFB system, even following a hot cyclone separator, renders a hot
side, high-dust SCR arrangement technically infeasible for a CFB under the current 
stage of technology development. The SCR catalyst is known to be blinded by 
calcium sulfate (CaS04) which is abundant in CFB ash as a result of limestone-based 
sulfur dioxide (S� control.  Employing a hot-side, low-dust SCR would also 
require a hot-side electrostatic precipitator for particle removal located upstream 
from the SCR catalyst, thereby precluding the baghouse. A relatively low
temperature [138°C (280°F)] baghouse is an integral part of the CFB boiler system 
since it performs two important emission control functions in addition to removing 
particulate matter: it provides additional opportunity for sulfur dioxide (S� in the 
flue gas to react with unused sorbent that is present in the filter cake on the bags, 
and it acts as a mercury (Hg)-removal device whereby trace quantities of mercury 
(Hg) vapor in the flue gas can condense or adsorb onto solid ash/sorbent/sulfate 
particles in a relatively cool environment where gas velocity is relatively low. In 
the case of the YCEP CFB boiler design, the temperature of the flue gas after 
discharge from the baghouse would be below the lower limit of the reaction 
temperature range [299 °C to 449 °C (570°F to 840°F)] of the SCR catalyst. 

(3) The General Electric (GE) ammonia scrubbing process is a very interesting, 
novel process for removing sulfur dioxide (S� from a flue gas stream, as shown 
during a presentation that GE representatives made to the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER), 
and DOE on February 17, 1995, at EPA Region 3 Offices in Philadelphia, PA. 
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However, there are several issues associated with the application of this technology 
to the proposed circulating fluidized bed combustor (CFBC) facility: (a) It is not 
economical to utilize the ammonia scrubbing process as a polishing step on the "tail
end" of the proposed project. The cost of adding this technology to the YCEP 
facility would result in additional construction costs of $45 to 59 million and 
additional operating costs of approximately $4 million each year; (b) If the ammonia 
scrubbing process were to be utilized as the only sulfur cleanup technology to be 
employed (rather than the use of in-bed sulfur capture using limestone), an inert 
material (e.g. , sand or ash) would be required to be added to the reactor bed in 
order to achieve proper fluidization and heat transfer characteristics. There are 
major technical feasibility and economic issues related to this concept of using 
another (inert) material in the fluidizing bed. In addition, this concept goes against 
the core of CFB technology, which is the achievement of sulfur control using the 
addition of limestone to the fluidizing bed; (c) The ammonia scrubbing process has 
never been demonstrated on a coal-derived flue gas stream. There are potential 
problems related to the effects of chloride released from coal and fine particle 
carryover from the de-mister incorporated into this process; and (d) There is some 
concern with the shipment and amounts of anhydrous or liquid ammonia that would 
be required at the North Codorus Township site for use in the ammonia scrubbing 
process due to the potentially lethal impacts that could result from a shipment 
accident or spill/uncontrolled release in the populated area of Spring Grove, PA. 

(4) The current outlet particulate emission (PM10) guarantee for the proposed YCEP 
project at 0.01 1 pounds lbs!MMBtu is the lowest emission guarantee ever offered 
by Research-Cottrell Co. (RC) utilizing proven fabric filter bag materials and 
construction. To repeatedly achieve this guarantee level, RC has selected the use 
of heavyweight (18 ounces per square yard) Ryton Felt bags which have been 
proven through a number of installations to be highly efficient and long lasting for 
this type of application. Although the use of more efficient fabrics such as P-84 or 
PTFE membranes in theory could reduce the amount of PM10 emissions from the 
fabric system, RC is not prepared to guarantee such low emissions levels due to lack 
of sufficient full scale operating installations with such fabrics with actual measured 
emissions levels evaluated. In RC's experience, PTFE membranes have produced 
mixed results in the few combustion installations for which they have utilized. 
Problems encountered included high operating pressure drops, cracking of the 
membrane, and frequent replacement. RC has stated that other fabrics, such as P-84 
fabrics, tend to be sensitive to the operating conditions from the boiler and must be 
carefully applied. This fabric, in the form of a composite P-84/Ryton fabric, holds 
promise for the future; however, few operating systems have installed this particular 
filter design, especially at the scale required for this proposed project. In summary, 
the current emission level guarantee of 0.01 1 lbs/MMBtu represents one of the 
lowest emission level guarantees ever provided for a fabric filter system for the 
proposed application. This fabric is a field-proven, state-of-the-art material whose 
performance can be guaranteed by the vendor. 
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Response: The incorporation of the recommended emission control technologies on 
a CFB boiler is not feasible due to several technical reasons as outlined in the 
response to Comment W-PHK-1/3 1a. 

It is expected that approximately 200,000 tons/yr (270,000 tons/yr as a maximum 
theoretical value) of ash by-product would be generated by the proposed project. 
This by-product would be used as backfill material for Harriman Coal Corporation's 
existing anthracite surface mine area in Schuylkill County, PA. The impact from 
disposal of this ash byproduct (which has the capability of neutralizing acid mine 
drainage) would be positive and long term due to its beneficial use in mine 
reclamation. The application of calcium-based ash by-product for mine reclamation 
has been encouraged by the Bureau of Mining and Reclamation. 

Response: Section 4. 1 . 7. 1 1  of the FEIS (Health Risk Assessments) was extensively 
revised to incorporate the results of recent epidemiological studies that have shown 
strong and consistent associations between mortality and fine-particulate air pollution 
(especially for six United States cities) . It should be recognized, however, that there 
is a lack of scientific or epidemiologic knowledge showing similar associations 
between health effects and specific toxic components (e.g. , polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons or acid aerosols) contained in or comprising fine particulates . 

However, the inclusion and extrapolation of the results of recent epidemiologic 
studies in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  have not changed the main conclusions of the health risk 
assessment. Due to the curtailment of P. H. Glatfelter Company's  Power Boiler 
No. 4, particle (and sulfate) levels are still expected to be reduced during 1 1  months 
of the year when compared to the current baseline (and, thus, should not contribute 
to adverse health impacts) . During the 720 hours of concurrent operation in which 
there could be an increase in particle concentrations when compared to the baseline, 
the highest modeled 24-hr particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) 
would be 1 . 1  p.g/m3 • This concentration is below the levels (10 p.g/m3 to 375 
p.g/m3) that have been associated with physiological or health effects as shown in 
recent medical reports provided by the York County medical societies and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that were reviewed for incorporation into 
the FEIS. In terms of the relevance of the 1 . 1  p.g/m3 concentration with respect to 
the recent epidemiologic studies that were provided by EPA to DOE for review, the 
associations with particle loadings and mortality (i .e. , a 6- to 17 -percent rise in death 
rates for each 100 p.g/m3 increase in PM10) were based on mean particle loadings 
ranging from 28 to 1 1 1  p.g/m3 in six United States cities . It is difficult to 
extrapolate the results of these various epidemiologic studies down to 1 . 1  p.g/m3 

increments due to the lack of sensitivity and validity of these associations at these 
small "delta" levels. 
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The attached technical comments ident ify commercial 
t�chnologies that would allow s ignificant reductions in air 
emissions . EPA will provide a final review of the BACT issues 
upon review of the Pennsylvania plan approval ( PSD permit ) . To 
resolve these issues in a timely manner, we would like to 
establish a meeting with the Department. of Energy, the YCEP 
technical staff , the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources (PADER) , and select ive pollution control technology 
rep�esentat ives to discuss means to �educe air emissions from the 
proposed fac ility . Please contact William G .  Browne of my s tatf 
at 2 1 5 - 5 9 7 - 9 8 5 8 ,  and John Slade , Chief , Permits Division at PADER 
to establish an acceptabl e meeting date . 

· 
EPA raised additional concerns about this proj ect during our 

January 3 ,  1 9 9 5  meeting with representatives from t�e Department 
of Energy and York County Energy �artners , L . P .  These concerns 
were in regard to the possibility of threatened arid endangered 
species occurring in the proj ect area, reported fogging and icing 
events ,  cool ing tower emission impacts ,  wastewater discharge 
charact eristics , and the depletion of area coal reserves . 
Subsequent concerns were also raised regarding the des cript ion of 
the no - action alternative . 

These addit ional concerns have al l been resolved based on 
info�4tion provided to us by the Oepartment of Energy .  Since 
the addit ional information provided to us concerning some of 
these i s sues was either absent or unclear in the Draft EtS,  we 
recommend that the Final E IS include this information to clarify 
the i s sue s . The Final EIS should include : recent letters from 
Pennsylvania resource agencies regarding threatened and 
endangered apeciea , a re - evaluation' of the assumptions used in 
the model chosen for fog/ice analysis , discuss ion of existing 
fog/ice events, statistics on the impacts to state and national 
coal reserve s ,  an� the rationale for not including associated air 
emission reduct ions in the no-act ion al te rnat ive . 

We appreciate the many. opportunities we have had to discuss this proj ect with the Department of Energy and YCEP . We look 
forward to resolving the remaining issues with this proj ect . 

Attachments 

I W-PHK-113ld 

W-PHK-1131e 

J W-PHK-1/31f 

I W-PHK-1/31g 

WRITTEN-234 
May 1995 Volwne IV 



W-PHK-1131d 

KEYwoRDS: 
Biodiversity 
Endangered species 
Omission 

W-PHK-l/3le 

KEYwORDS: 
Assumptions 
Fog and ice 
Modeling 

W-PHK-1131f 

KEYWORDS: 
Coal reserves 
Statistics 

W-PHK-1131g 

KEYwoRDS: 
Alternatives analysis 
Assumptions 
Boiler No. 4 
Emission reductions 

Volwne IV 

Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: The FEIS now contains a comprehensive compilation of coordination 
letters received from Federal and state agencies, including the letters received on 
threatened and endangered species. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-155/ 1 1 .  

Response: The statistics on impacts of the proposed project on state and national 
coal reserves is contained in Section 2. 1 .3 of the EIS. Please see also the response 
to Comment D-139/24. 

Response: The rationale for not including associated emissions reductions in the no
action alternative has been included in Section 2.2.4, No-Action Alternative, in the 
FEIS. The primary reason that air emission reductions were not incorporated into 
the analysis of impacts from the no-action alternative was that the specific course of 
action that Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) would pursue in order to either 
generate or purchase the 227-megawatt (MW) electricity that was associated with the 
proposed action was highly speculative. Since the air emissions reductions were 
specific to the synergistic operation of the proposed project with P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's paper mill operations at the Spring Grove site (i .e. , the curtailment of 
the P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4 due to receipt of steam from the 
proposed project), these air emission reductions would not be "transferable" to the 
generic site at a different location than that which was analyzed under the no-action 
alternative. 

Please see also the response to Comment J-8917. 
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York County Bnergy Partners Coge�eration Facil i ty 
Draft EnvironmeDtal Impac t Statement' 

Technical comments 

William G .  Browne , Environmental Engineer 
U . S .  EPA Region II I 

Chapter 4 .  Enyirpnmental Qonsequences - analyzes the 
potential impacts to human and environmental resources that would 
be expected to result from construct ion and operat ion of the 
proposed York County Energy .Partners (YCEP) Cogenerat ion Facility 
at the North Cordorus Township site . Health risk assessments 
have been made of potential air emissions from the proposed 
proj ect to persons in tb� affected communit ies . 

A �ealth assessment study2 conducted when the proj ect was 
initially proposed to be loc.ated in ·West Manchester 'l'ownship was issued in 1 9 9 2 . This study provides a detailed di scuss ion of the 
potential effects to human health of expected emissions , including particulate matter ( PM10) , based on a review of the 
scient ific l iterature . 

Chronic human health risks from the acid gases S02 and NOx from the boi le r stack emissions were assessed . The findings from 
human epidemiology studies on sul fur dioxide (S02) effects were 
summarized1 as fellows : · . 

"Exces s  mortality bas been clearly associated with 
historic . a ir pollution episodes , where sulfur dioxide 
( S03 ) exposure s have be�n· � 3 , 100 p.g/m1 with 
correspondingly high concentrat ions of acid aerosols . 
Modern epidemiologic studies concentrate on respiratory 
illness rather than excess mortality . Communit ies . with 
mean C annual) aerosol concentrations of 
1 0 5 - 3 2 5  p.g/m3 usual ly experience more asthma, 
bronchiti s ,  and upper respiratory intactions than 
communities with l8-2l �g/m3 expo suree . In a study conducted in Pennaylvania , community increases in 
respiratory disease were not detected in mean annual 
exposures of 92 p.g/m1 . "  

The finding from human epidem iology studies on oxidea of nitrogen (NOX) effecta . was aummarized• as follows : 
" Re spiratory symptoms were not observed with outdoor exposures of 12 -80 �g/ml in a Chestnut Ridge , PA a tudy t 
a California 7 th Day Adventist study did not correlate 
any symptoms with NOx exposure . An indoor air quality 
study related to gas stove use indicated an excess of infect ion at NOx level a of 3 1 -21S �g/m' t however, many 
other studies did not correlate increased respiratory 
symptom• with gas stove use . Others bel i eved that 
results from indoor exposure to NOx l evels from gas 
stoves ia dif fi cult to e�trapolate to outdoor . 
environments • .  " 
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The findings ot research studies on particulate emissions was 
reported' as fol lows : 

" Particulate matter (PM10) is not considered to be a 
toxic substance , per se . Therefore , the EPA has not 
published any chronic toxicity values for pa�ticulate matter . There is uncertainty concerning the 
physiologically active component of particulate 
emissions . Acid aerosols (measured as hydrogen ion 
concentrations [K•] , sulfuric acid [�so.] , or sulfate [SO,) may be the mos t important . Most of the research 
studies conducted on health effects due to part icle 
exposure have dealt primarily with sulfuric acid 
(H2SO, ) exposures . • 

Health risk assessments for particulate matter ( PM10) and 
acid aerosol were summarized' as follows : 

" Particulate matter · CPM10 )  would increase background 
concentrat ion by 0 . 0059 pg/ml according to the Ducatman 
study . Associated aerosol increase would be leas than 
0 . 0 3 5  �g/m3 • These concentrations would be far below 
any measured or modelled level that resulted in an 
adverse health impact fourid in studies .  Particulate 
concentrations would be more than 3 00 t imes below the 
level at which health effects have been attributed 
{Ducatman , 1992 ) . a  

The health assessment studyZ associated with �he proposed 
YCEJ? project is seriously flawed . Recent studies7"15 have 
report ed associat ions between particulate air pollution and daily 
mortal ity rates in certain o . s .  cities . Mortal ity was most 
strongly associated with air pollution with f ine part iculates , 

· including sul fates . Although the effects of other unmeasured · 
risk factors cannot be excluded with certainty ,  it was concluded 
that f ine-particulate air pollution, or a more complex pollution 
mixture associated with fine part icul ate matt.er, contributes to 
excess mortality in certain u . s .  c�t ies . 

Dr . Joel Schwartz ,  EPA Headquarters -Washington, DC , has 
estimated• that as many as 6 0 , 0 0 0  U . S .  resident s per year may die from breathing particulates at or below legally allowed level s .  
Table l summarizes the data from Philadelphia, Detroit , 
Steubenville , St . Louis ,  Kingston , TN and Utah County, UT .  The 
New York Times revie�' cites that l i ttle is spent on part icles 
that harm mostly young , elderly and those with asthma and calls 
for a redirection of air pollut ion control funds . Fine 
particulate pollution has also been assoc iated with mortality 
rate in England" , France11 and Be1 j ing , China • 11 

A downward revision in the particulat e ambient air quality 
etandard is under consideration , lo The u . s .  District Court for 
the District of Arizona has ruled in a suit filed by the American 
Lung Associat ion that the EPA must finish its review of the 
adequacy of the air quality · standard for particulate matter by 
January 3 1 ,  1 9 9 7 . 21 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment W-PHK-113 1c. 

The recent studies cited in the EPA letter have been incorporated into the FEIS for 
analysis purposes. The incorporation of the information has not significantly 
changed the findings within the health risk assessment section of the FEIS (Section 
4. 1 .2. 1 1).  
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Coal • fired power plants generate more than half of the 
electricity in the united States, combining with oil -fired power 
plants , they generate about SOt of ele�tricity in the �. S .  Coa l ·  
and oil -fired power plants are the largest anthropogenic sour�es 
of the

·
a�idic deposition pre�ursor, S02 t the second largest 

sources of NOx ; the major sources of fine particles, and the 
greenhouse gas 002 in the atmosphere . 

Particles emitted frcm power plants and other high 
temperature sources are typically <2 microns (�ml in diameter, 
and can be efficiently deposited in the lungs where they are not 
e fficiently removed .  In addit ion, fine particles often carry 
component s known to be toxic or mutagenic . 13 

Atmospheric monitoring and modell ing acros� Maryland by the 
University of Maryland22 ident i fied secondary sulfate (mostly 
from power plant s )  as the ·dominant source of aerosol mass at all 
sites in spring and summer . The mass of S01 emitted from typical 
plants is so enormous relat ive to that of primary part icles , that secondary sulfate and associated NH. completely overwhelm that of 
primary part icles , whenever as li ttle as st of the 
902 i s  converted t o  sulfate . �a 

With regard to acid deposition , both dry and wet ,  species to 
be included are H2S04 , HNO, , S02 and NH,HSO, . It is recognized 
that NOx and VOC emissions are precursors to ozone/photochemical 
smog formation . Significant regional atmospheric pollution 
reductions are needed in S02 , NOx , PM10 ana voc emissions . 

Reducttons in the proposed YCEP coal�fired cogeneration 
facil ity ' s emiss ions are feasible using new commercially 
available control technology . With regard to CFB boiler practice , Fos ter Wheelern and others2' have described using inert 
material such as sand for the bed media when a sorbent l ike 
l imestone is not used . Stabil izing the fluidized bed operat ion 
with an inert material provides several substantial environmental 
benefits . 

Without calcium compounds present in the flue gas from the 
CFB boiler , NOx emissions can be redu�ed to the maximum degree 
using SCR , and ammonia s crubbing wil l  allow S02 emiss ions reductions of 9 8 � . P�c emissions can be substantial ly lowered 
using more eff icient fabric filters , such as gore-tex, . PS4 
polyimide , etc . , in a baghouse located between the SCR unit and 
the NH3 absorber. 

Ammonia s crubbing of the flue gas generates an ammonium 
st�lfate byproduct which has substant ial commercial value . 
Allowing for the byprodu�t value , the General Electric economic 
analysis for a 2 5 0  MW plant burn1ng : a  s coal shows ammonia 
scrubbing to be more cost e ffective . than the use of limestone . 
An additional advantage o f  NHa scrubbing is that the quant ity of 
sol id wa�te i� substantial ly reduced . The coal ash from .CFB boiler operation us ing an inert bed material would be available 
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Response: Foster Wheeler Energy Corporation (FWEC) has stated in a letter to Mr. 
David C. Wolfson dated February 15, 1995: "Inert materials have been used to 
augment Fluid Bed Boilers whenever the quantity or quality of the limestone 
combined with the fuel sulfur is inadequate to provide a stable environment for 
combustion. Bubbling Bed Boilers often use an inert material such as sand to 
stabilize their bed. However, Circulating Fluidized Bed (CFB) Boilers are based 
upon a different operational philosophy. To the best of our knowledge, there are 
only two or three of FWEC's competitors' CFBs using an inert material on an 
intermittent basis to augment their needs. FWEC is not aware of any supplier which 
has experience firing 100 percent sand as an inert material. In general, FWEC 
would not recommend any owner operate a CFB using 100 percent sand in lieu of 
limestone. "  

Please see also the response to Comment W-PHK-113 1 a  for more information. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-PHK-113 1a. Also, it should be 
noted that the only major facility being constructed that would utilize this ammonia 
scrubbing technology is a synfuels plant in North Dakota. The air permit for the 
North Dakota synfuels facility is set at 92 percent, based on the facility using a 4.5-
percent sulfur content fuel. As a comparison, the air permit application for the 
proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) plant is based on a similar 
92- percent sulfur dioxide (SO� reduction; however, the sulfur content of the design 
coal is 2.0 percent. 

Response: With use of this ammonia-scrubbing technology on circulating fluidized 
bed combustor (CFBC) technology, York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
projects that additional construction costs would be $45-59 million and additional 
operating costs would be $4 million per year. 

Please see the responses to Comments W-PHK-113 1a and W-PHK-1/31b. 
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for local use in road construction, etc . 
Incorporation of these recommended emission control 

technologies in the YCEP proj ect will substant ially improve the 
expected environmental performance of the proj ect . 

'l'eble 1 . 
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4 .  Dockery, D . , Schwartz ,  J .  and Spengler , J .  ''Air Pol l ut ion and 
Daily Mortality : Associat ions with Particulates and Acid 
Ae rosols , " Environmental Research· 3 9 ,  3 6 2 - 3 73 (1992 ) . 
5 .  Pope , c . , Schwart.z , J .  and Ransom , M. 11Daily Mortality and 
PM10 Pollution in Utah Valley, " Archives of E:wi ronment.al Health 
4 7 ,  211-217 ( 1 9 9 2 ) . 

Volwne IV 



Volwne IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFf BLANK 

WRITTEN-243 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-244 
May 1995 

References 
1 .  Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed 
York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Fac il ity - York County, 
Pennsylvania , November 1994 , u . s .  Department of Energy DOE/EIS· 
022 1 .  

. 

2 .  Ducatman 1 9 9 2 . Health As sessment for the York County Energy 
Partners Proposed Cogeneration Facil ity (West Manchester site ) . 
West Virginia University, Health Sciences Cent er . 

3 .  DEIS • Table 4 . 1 - 17 Summary of sulfur dioxide (502 ) .  effects , 
p . 4 - 5 7 .  

4 .  DEIS - Tabls 4 . 1 • 19 Summary o f  oxides o f  nitrogen (N�) 
ef fects , p .  4 - 6 0 . 

S .  DEIS - pp . 4 -59 , 4 · 60 . 

6 .  DEIS - p . 4 · 163 . 

7 . .  Dockery, D .  w .  et al . "An Asst;>ciatiqn between Air pollut ion 
and Mortality in Six u. s .  Cities ,  � The New England Journal .of 
Medicine V3 2 9  (No . 2 4 ) , 1753 - 1759 , (1993 ) . 
B .  "Dust to Dust : A Particularly Lethal Legacy , • Science News v 
13 9 ,  2 12 (1991) . 

9 .  Schw�rtz ,  J ,  " Particulate Air Pollution and Dailr Mortal ity 
in Detroi t "  Environmental Re search 5 6 ,  2 0 4 - 213 (1991 . . 

1 0 . Schwart z ,  J. 
·
and Dockery , D . W .  ''Particulate Air Pol lution and 

Daily Mortality in Steubenville , Ohio �American Journal of 
Epidemiology v .  1 3 5 ,  1279 ( 19 9 2 ) . 

11 .  S chwart z ,  J .  and Cockery , o . w .  " Increaaed Mortality in 
Phi ladelphia Aaaoaiated with Daily Air Pol lution Concentrations • 
American Review of Respiratory Diseases 14 5 ,  6 0 0 - 6 0 4  (1992) . 

1 2 . Kinney, i' . I. .  and Ozkaynalc, A. "Auociations of Daily 
Mortali ty and Air Pollution in I.os Angeles County� Environmental 
Research S4 , 9 9 · 12 0  (1991) . 

1 3 . �ocka:ry, D , W , , Schwart z ,  J .  and Spangl ar, J . D .  •Air Pollution 
and Dai ly Mo:tality r Assoc i ations with Part iculates and Acid 
Aeroaol • u  Environmental Research 59 , 3 6 2 · 3 7 3  ( 1 9 92 ) . 

14 . Schwartz ,  J .  "What are People Dyin; of on High Air i'ollution 
D•ys ? "  Envi ronmental Research 64 , 2 6 · 3 5  ( 19 9 4 ) . . 

15 . Schwart z ,  J .  �Air Pol lution and Dai ly Mortal ity r A Raviaw 
ani! Meta Analya i a 11 Environmental R=search U ,  3 6 · !2 ( 1 .9 !14 )  . 

Volwne IV 



Volume IV 

Final Enviromnental hnpact Statement 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

WRITTEN-245 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-246 
May 1995 

1 6 . Hilts ,  Philip J. • studies Say Soot Kills up to s o , o o o  in u . s .  
Each Year" New York Times , Monday July 19 , 1993 page Al . 
17 . Bown , w .  n eying from too Much Dust •  New Sc ientis t ,  March 2 ,  
1994 , 12 - 13 . 

18 . Patel , T .  • Killer Smog Stalks the Boulevards , n  New Scientist , 
October 1 5 ,  1994 . p .  B .  

1 9 . Xu, X • •  , Dockery, D .W. , Gao, J .  and Chen , Y. "Air Pollution 
and Daily Mortality in Res idential Areas of Beij ing ,  China " 
Archives of Envi ronmental Health 4 9 (No . 4 )  1 9 9 4 , 216-222 . 

2 0 . Friedlander, S . K .  and Lippmann , M •. "Revising the Particulate 
Ambient Air Quality Standard• Environmental Sc ience & Technology 
2 8 ,  148A· 150A .  ( 1 9 94 ) . 

2 1 .  " Group Forces EPA to Review its Standard for Particulate 
Matter• Chemical and Engineering News , October 1 7 ,  19�4 p .  3 8 . 

2 2 . Gordon, G . E . , Han, M . , Mh :ohata , A .  and Joseph, J .  " Coal -and 
Oil -Fired Power Plant Contributions �o the Atmosphere of the 
State of Maryland , " Maryland Department of Natural Resoruces 
Chesapeake Bay Research and Monitoring Division , Report CBRM-TR-
9 4 - 1 ,  1994 . 

2 3 . Abdula l ly ,  I . F .  and Libal , A. KCFB Boile r  Meets Pollution 
Standards , Cuts Operating Costs , ." Power Engineering, August 1 9 9 2 , 
pp . 35-37 .  
24 . Steam - Its Generation and use - 4 0 th Edition, Babcock and 
Wilcox 1 9 9 2 , Chapter 16 Atmospheric �ressure Fluidized Bed 
Boiler, p. 1 6 - 3 . 

Volwne IV 



Volwne IV 

F1nal Environmental Impact Statement 

TinS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFr BLANK 

WRITTEN-247 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

En··fi 1t::llOl 
SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 

AND FOLLOW UP ACTION• 

Envlronmemar lmoact of lh•· Action 

lO-Lack of Objections 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to 
the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that 
could be accomplished with no more than minor ch11nges to the proposal. 

EC-Envlronmental Concerns 
The EPA review rn.s Identified environmental impacts that should be avoided In order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO--Environmental ObJections 
The EPA review has Identified significant environmental impa=ts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative· (Including the no action alternative 
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these Impacts. 

EU -Envlronm en tally U nsatlsfa ctory 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental Impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unsatisfactory frpm the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental qua lity. EPA intends 
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal wi!l be recommended for referra l to the CEQ. 

Adeauacy of the ImPact Statement 
Category 1 -Adequate 
The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental lmpact(s) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis 
or data collection Is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

Category 2-lnsufflclent Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information tor the EPA fully assess the environmental impacts 
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has Identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The Identified additional Information, date, 
analyses, or discussion should be inoluded in the final EIS. 
Category 3-lnadequate 
EPA does not believe that draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of 

the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of 
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed In order to reduce the 
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the Identified additional information. 
data analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft 
stagP. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 
309 review. and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment In a 
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant Impacts Involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ, -;-• .., . . � ;:::-,-. �,anual 1 640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federai Actions Impacting the Environment. 
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Robin Sigworth 
Rockery Road • Old Forge Heights 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

January 27, 1995 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METO 
P.O. Box 880 • 3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown. West Vuginia 26.507..()88() 

Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

I am writing concerning the proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility in Spring 
Grove, PA. after attending two scoping meetings and numerous town meetings, I still have many unan
swered questions. F1rst, I am alarmed by the vagueness of the DOE's literature and responses to ques
tions. There are far too many uses of words such as "slightly"', "mino�, "some", "may"', etc. A project of 
this magnitude, with such far-reaching ramifications, deserves language that is clear, not euphemistic. 

Contradictions abound as well, only adding to the confusion. Those for the plant say one thing. those 
against, another. Who do I believe? It seems the proponents of the cogen all have something to gain 
namely money from its construction. Wh!!reas the opponents are only concerned for the well-being of 
their community. IE you could answer the following questions, perhaps it would help me to make an 
informed decision. • AIR QUALITY & CLIMATE TESTING. 

Where were these tests conducted? I've read reports that claim they were based on data gathered from 
Harrisburg, PA. How can information from an area 40 miles from Spring Grove be accurate or even 
applicable to Spring Grove? I've already been driving through Spring Grove when the town is 
enveloped in a dense fog. only to reach the outskirts and realize that it is a clear day everywh� else 
and that the "fog" was steam from the paper mill Won't this type of "weathe� only incre� if the 
proposed co-gen is built? If so, won't this create hazardous driving conditions? 

• YORK COUNTY'S NEED FOR POWER. 
Is it true that Met·Ed would prefer to purchase their power on the open market ( i.e. at more competi
tive rates), than be forced to buy from YCEP? 

• WATER. 

It sounds like the proposed plant will use tremendous amounts of water. How will this effect the 
Codorus Creek? • HEALTH EFFECTS. 

Have there been any long-range studies done on the health effects from a coal burning facility like the 
proposed plant for Spring Grove? If so, what were the results and where was it conducted? If not, 
why? The health aspect of this project are a crucial part of the puzzle. 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment D-104/9. 

Response: It would be inappropriate for DOE to speculate on Metropolitan Edison 
Company's (Met-Ed) preferences concerning power supply options. However, 
Met-Ed has communicated to DOE that it could purchase lower-cost power during 
the short-term. 

Response: As stated in Section 4. 1 .4.2.2 (Water Supply and Capacity Issues) of the 
EIS, the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) facility would obtain 
the required water for its operation from three existing sources : P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's wastewater treatment system, P. H. Glatfelter Company's boiler 
feedwater and condensate system, and the Spring Grove Water Co. No direct 
groundwater or surface water withdrawals would be made by YCEP during normal 
operating conditions. Back-up supplies would be directly withdrawn from the mill 
pond. Section 4. 1 .4.2.7 (Effects on Codorus Creek) of the EIS describes expected 
quantitative effects from an increase in consumptive use. Model results indicate that 
the greatest effect from increased consumptive use would be downstream of P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's discharge, which would, on the average, be reduced 4.9 
percent for normal years, and 9.6 percent for low-flow years . However, this impact 
is expected to be attenuated downstream. At the York gage, Environmental 
Resources Management (ERM) estimated that the decrease in flow would be 1 .  7 
percent for normal years and 3 .7 percent for low-flow years. Little additional 
impact to the aquatic ecosystems is expected from any change in Codorus Creek 
flows. 

Response: Long-term effects (i.e. , those due to operation of the proposed facility 
over its expected operational life of 25 years) are assessed in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the 
EIS. The human health risk assessment conducted for the proposed project assessed 
the impacts to human health due to continuous exposure to emissions over the 
operational life of the facility. The results of that study indicated that the proposed 
facility would not have an adverse impact on human health as measured by 
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk values. 

Long-range studies for the proposed technology to be demonstrated have not been 
conducted due to the lack of existing similar facilities at the proposed scale. 
However, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) (Lamarre, 1995) has 
conducted an extensive risk assessment of over 500 fossil-fueled power plants. The 
results of this study are summarized in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the FEIS. 
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• ADEQUATE RESEARCH. 
This project was first proposed to site in Spring Grove in June 1993. It's only been 1 1/2 years. Again. ' W-RS-l/l7e 
for a project this large, that seems like an inadequate time for proper study of the impact this project 
could have. Also, I understand this plant was first slated for construction in Tallahassee, Florida in 
1991, then in York, Pennsylvania in 1992. Why was it rejected from both these communities? 

WRITTEN-252 
May 1995 

York County is already home to many larger industrial polluters whose effects are unknown. I can't 
understand how the DOE could even consider locating· another heavy Industry right in our area - it's 
an insult. I recognize the needs for jobs and for energy, but can't we think ahead? Let's look at all the 
possible effects - the good and the bad- that this proposed coal-burning plant could cause 10-20 years 
from now. Let's not act hastily and leave our children another costly environmental problem to clean up. 

I welcome your comments and answers to my questions. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Sigworth 
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Response: There were various reasons why the proposed project was moved from 
the Tallahassee, FL, and West Manchester Township sites . These are outlined in 
Section 1 .4 [National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Strategy] of the EIS. 
Reasons why the project was moved from Tallahassee, FL, site included economic 
and environmental issues; the move from West Manchester Township to North 
Codorus Township was based in part on receiving increased emissions reductions, 
decreasing fresh water consumption amounts, and zoning issues. 

DOE policy requires the completion of the NEPA process (i.e. , issuance of Record 
of Decision) within 15 months, where feasible, after issuance of the Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to prepare an EIS. The NOI for the proposed project at the North Codorus 
site was published at the end of July, 1993 . The 15 months elapsed on October 3 1 ,  
1994. DOE was not able to meet its general schedule goals due to time allocation 
required to resolve the public scoping and hearing comments obtained for this 
proposed project. 
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OVERALL POLLUTION R EDUCT I O N ? ? ? ?  

P . H .  G l at f e '. t e.r lt4 b.o i l e r- act u a l  1 993 c r i t e r i a  pol l u t.ant 
emi ss i on s  v !  . •  YCEP Cogan- p e rmi t t.e.d cri t e.r i a  p.o l l u.t.ant val ue.s 
acco r d i ng t :>  t he Jan .  1 99 4  PSD app l i cat i on 

����-�\�•.!jj!!il����f�����������i� ��: 1 �;;��ry b�!!;r 
TOTAL 

r-------�s �>�'�------�---2_._8_9_1 __ � __ 3_,_s_8_a_._4 __ �--6_9_7_._4 __ � 
N :>x 1 , 43 7  1 , 1 1 3 3 2 4  �------� ---------�--�----�--�----�------� 

r---------c:o 1 ,  7 2 6  2 a .  4 1 ,  697 . 6  

v :>c 48 3 .  7 44 . 3  �------� ---------�--------�--------�------� 
����P�M ··�1�0�����--1�2�7---1--�1�3�6�·-7--�----9�·�7--� \/=HH{;;:r.c(:6:t�><>:tL� 6 . 2 2 9  4 .  8 70 . 2 1 • 3 5 8 . a ·-------------------------------------------

T h e r e  w n  1 b e  I net ga i n  o f  1 , 3 5 8 . 8  Ton s/year o f  pol l ut ant s 
overal l .  On l y  2 · po l l ut ant s w i l l  d e c rease for a t ot al o f  7 0 7 . 1  
Tons/year ( s ee nQgat 1 ve numbers ) .  These f i gu re s  assume t o t a l  shut  
down of boi l e r # 4  ( on l y  a c u rt ai l ment has been p rom i sed ) .  I n  J u l y  
of 1 99 4  t o  comp l r  w i t h  RACT regu l at i ons , G l at fe l t e r ' s  bo i l e r #4 was 
ret rof i t t ed w i tt' a l ow NOx b u rn e r  and separat e ove rf i r e a i r .  No 
r e v i sed em i s s i on � f j g u res f o r  NOx are avai l ab l e at t h i s  t i me . These 
f i gures rep resen t ,  t he r e fo r e , t he very best  case sena r i o for YCEP . 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-34/1 ,  D-35/8, and D-3617. 
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• 
CDrNnonwealth of PeMsylvania 

Pe'IU\Sylvania HistorlQI .md Museum CoDtDUss1on s-a Ear HlstGric l'Niervallon· 
Post Office 8ox 1026 . Hurlsbu:g. Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

.J'anuary 3 1 , 1995 

Jan K .  Wachter 
�nvironment , Safety and Health Program 

Support Division 
Department of Ene�gy 
Morgantown !ne�gy �eohnology center 
P . o .  Box 880 
Collins Fer�y Road 
Morg·antown , WV 2 6 5 07-0880 

. RE: 

;�·� := �: • . .:.?:* """': :-:�·, .=: I :· :,:�� 
�:�·: .;; :-: '?.i=i. .. :·;!.::· ::� (: 

.
.. �;·.�i: ... ::.E 

ER 9 3 - 1 386-1 3 3 -J , K  & L 
Jackson/North Codorus/West Manchester Townships , York 
County 
u . s .  Department of Energy ; York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Facility , Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear Ms .  Wachter ;  

The Bureau for Historic Preservation ( the State Historic 
Preservation Of fice ) has �eviewed the above named proj ect ill 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as �ended in 1 9 8 0  and 1 9 9 2 , and the re��lations ( 3 6 
C!R Part 800 ) of the Advisory council on Historic Preservation . 
'Ihese requirements include consideration of the project' s ·potential 
effect upon both historic and archaeological resources . 

�he Bureau has reviewed the Draft EIS for . the proposed York 
Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility. We are unable to comment on 
the effect of this proj ect on historic resou�ces at this time , as 
a full identification of historic resources in or near �he proj ect 
area has not been undertaken . To date , only previously identified or evaluated properties have been considered by the Department of Energy (DOE ) , which does not fulfill a federal agency ' s 
responsibilities for identification of resources .  

Theref ore ,  a Pennsylvania Historic Resource Survey Form, for 
all propertiea constructed. prior to l 9 4 S ,  must be completed for all 
properties in or near the proj ect area viewshed . This viewshed 
should be defined by DOE to include the viewshed surroun4ing the 
proposed cogeneration facility site , the site of the proposed 
substation expansion ( including the town of Bair ) ,  anO a 3000 foot 
corridor along the proposed electric interconnect route . 

W-KC-1!3Ia 

W-KC-113lb 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: The requested forms for properties included in the cited viewshed were 
completed, analyzed, and submitted for review to the Pennsylvania Bureau for 
Historic Resources on March, 17, 1995 (see letter from S.  Van Ooteghem to 
B. Barrett, dated 3/24/95 in Appendix E of the FEIS). 

A Historic Sites Survey was designed and completed by Historic York, Inc. , which 
conformed to the specifications outlined in this comment. DOE submitted this 
survey to the Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation on March 17, 1995. 
The Bureau has reviewed this survey and provided DOE with its decision regarding 
eligible resources. Also please see the responses to Comments W-KC-1/31a  and W
KC-1/31c. 
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Page TWo 
January 3 1 ,  1995 
Ma . Wachter 

I n  addition , DOE should evaluate the presence of a rur&l 
historic d.is.trict in the area along the route of the propoaed 
electric intercounect and a historic district in Bair . once thia 
resource data is compiled, it must be submitted to our office for 
evaluation of its eligibility for the National Register of Historic 
?laces . 

Previous submissions regardin� archaeological resources are 
currently being reviewed by our staff . Comments on these reports will be forthcoming un�er sep�rate cover . 

If you need further information regarding archaeological 
resources please contact Dorothy Mumpf at ( 71 7 )  772•4520 . If you 
need further ii:lformation concerning historic structures please 
consult Caroline Ball at ( 717) 783- 6099 . 

KC/ch 

p:;; � 
Kurt Carr , Chief 
Division of Archaeology & 

�ro-eection 

cc : Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Karen Winegardner, York County tnergy Partners Melinda Higgins , Historic York , · Inc . 

I W-KC-1131< 
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F1nal Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: The requested evaluation (Historic Sites Survey) was completed, 
analyzed, and submitted to the Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation for 
review on March 17, 1995. The Bureau reviewed the Historic Sites Survey and 
determined that four districts, including Bair, and 1 1  individual resources are 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (see correspondence 
from B. Barrett to S .  Van Ooteghem dated 3/27/95 and 4/14/95 in Appendix E of 
the FEIS). Sections 3. 1 . 1 1 . 1 ,  3 . 1 . 14 . 1 1 , 4. 1 . 1 1 . 1 , 4 . 1 . 14 . 1 ,  and Table 4.4-1 of the 
FEIS have been updated to reflect this new information. Please see also the 
response to Comment W-KC-1/31a. 
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Dr. Suellen Van Ootegem 
Environmental Project Manager 
United States Department ofEnergy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P.O. Box 880, 3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507.0880 

January 29, 1995 

Subject: DOEIEIS.0221 and NEPA Non<Ompllauce 

Dear Dr. Van Ootegem: 

We are writing as private citizens in response to the Draft EnviroDJDeDtal Impact Statement 
(DOEIEIS.0221 [DEIS]) pertaining to the construction and operation d a coal fiRd atmospheric 
circulating fluidized bed plant in York County, Pennsylvania and Issues relaiM to the compliance of the 
DEIS with the National Environmental Policy·Act (Public Law 91-190, 91st Coops�. S. 1075 JIIIU8J)' 1, 
1970 [NEPAJ). 

According to NEP A, alternatives to the J:lroposed action are required to be considered. The 
programmatic environmental Impact statement (PElS) and the notices tot hearlnp the Department of 
Energy (DOE) initially claimed that the proposed action need only be compared to the denial or federal 
participation in the project (no action). Discussion with DO! oflicials indicates that it is the legal opinion 
or the agency that the NEP A alternate technologies comparison rcqulmnent need not be complied with 
due to the demonstration aspect of the ccr program in general. 

While the DEIS makes some limited comparisons of the proposed technology to that or gas fired 
and two mini-ACFB boilers, it fails to take a hard, =tSonable look at other coal based technologies the 
agency is promoting and that. if operated in place of the proposed ACFB plant. 'WOUld yield millions or 
pounds or emission reduction and a lessening or environmental impact to the coiiiJllUJiity OYa' the course 
of the plant's life. 

We believe the failure of the DO! to consider appropriate alternatives. in this case, is action 
taken without observance or procedure required by NEPA law. The DOE's fid1urc to consider appropriate 
alternatives in this case prevents us from engaging In a thorough and reasonable discussion with the DOE 
of significant mitigation aspects or probable environmental consequences and fails to provide information 
to us which is sufficient to encourage our informed public participation that would enable the DOE to 
consider environmental factors and make a reasoned decision u to the benefits, or lack thcreo( of this 
project Further, we believe the failure of the DO! to consider appropriate alternatives to the proposed 
project is l!bitraty, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law. M 
remedy, we request that the propoSed action be compared to appropriate alternative tectmologles - boch 
proven and experimental - and that would lead to the achiCVCIDCIIt or the pis of the Clean Coal 
Technology Program. 

Please communicate your response to our attention at the addresses appearin& below. 'I'hank )'011 
for your klnd consideration in this matter. 

... ). · l 1;11" L f< � � A.�/;� . .  P J.q� 
Richard Clark, pf6. 
RD 7, Box 7238 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

Sincerely, 

��-"- x.?}f-4.-.-
Francls McKee 
2442 Wedpwoocl Wfi'J 
York, PA 17404 

I W-FM-1/31a 

W-FM-1/31b 
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Final Environmental bnpact Statement 

Response: The Programmatic EIS analyzes other advanced coal-based technologies 
to be considered under the Clean Coal Technology Program. The York County 
Energy Partners proposed project's EIS tiers from this document. Please see also 
the responses to Comments D-37/16, D-100/9, and D-20114 for further information. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/16, D-39/13,  D-100/9, and 
D-20114. 
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1000 R. PUTTS, II!MIIII HOUSE POST OFI'1Ce BOX 40 MAlt CAPITOl. UI.DING HARFIISIIURQ, PENG'ILVANIA 17120()Q21 
PHON!: (717} 717·1211 

FAX: (717) 767451 

AGINO AND YOUnt 
EDUCATKlN 

1198-C CARIJaE IICW) 'lORI(, PSMYI.VANA 17«14 
PHONE: (717} 767-4334 

FAX: (717) 787-4431 

HOUSE LOCAL WC REFORM CAUCUS 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

!J{ou.se of !R.!.presentatives 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HARRISBURG 

"" FIRE FICJn'ER'S I.EGISLA'IlVE CAUCUS 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem . · .  
d 1 /. D  P. Representative Tod P atts· j ,  f-· 

January 3 1 ,  1995 

Attached please find written comments to be included in the Department of 
Energy's formal Environmental Impact Statement review of York County Energy 
Partners' proposed cogeneration project at North Codorus Township, York County, 
Pennsylvania. 
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TOOO R. PLATTS, MEMBER HOUSE POST OFFICE BOX 40 
MAIN CAPITOL BUII.DINCI HARRISBURG, P£NNSYLV.IHIA 17120-0021 

PHONE: (717) 717·1211 
FAX: (717) 787.oa51 

111H-C CAAUSLE ROAD "IORK. PENNSYLVANIA 17404 
PHONE: (717) 717-43:14 

FAX: (717) 787-1438 House of !/?.!.presentatives 
COMMONWEALiH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HARRISBURG 

COMMITTEES 

AGING .IHO YOUTH 

EDUCATION 
HOUSE LOCAl. WC REFORM � 
M FIR! FIGHTER'S LEQI� CALQJS 

Written Comments, Inc:ludlng and Supplementing Comments Made at the 
Public: Hearings, Regarding the Proposed York County Energy 

Partners' Cogeneration Pro!ec:t at North Codorus Township, PA 

As State Representative in the I 96th District and as a resident of York County, I certainly 

appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy's (DOE) Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) concerning York County Energy Partners' (YCEP) 

cogeneration project proposed for North Codorus Township, York County. Given the time 

restraints placed on speakers participating in the public hearings, I plan to focus my comments 

tonight on two· primary areas - the projected emissions associated with this project and the no-

action alternative/alternative technologies issue. 

First, however, I want to place on the record my strong objections to these hearings being 

held this week. The minimum amount of notice required under NEPA for such hearings is 

fifteen days. Although this requirement was met in the technical sense, the actual amount of 

notice provided, approximately three weeks, certainly did not fulfill the spirit of NEPA when 

several factors are considered. 

First, the DEIS is approximately 600 pages in length without including the hundreds of 

pages of documents incorporated by reference. This length is more than twice the stated limit 

for EISs. NEPA regulations state that EISs should not exceed I SO pages in most situations and 

no more 300 pages in extreme cases. I am not objecting to the length of the EIS nor the breadth 

of information included. Rather, I am only stating that the length of time given to prepare for 

W-TP-l/31a 

W-TP-l/31b 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-32/13. 

Response: Please see the response to Comments D-32/5 and D-32/13. 
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these hearings should have been equally lengthened. Additionally, one of the three reading 

rooms identified by DOE for reviewing the documents incorporated by reference did not exist 

and not all of the documents incorporated by reference were initially available in the two reading 

rooms in operation. 

Although the public hearings are going forward as originally scheduled, I do want to 

commend DOE Deputy Secretary Patricia Godley for directing that, in light of the above stated 

concerns, the deadline for submitting written comments be extended from January 1 0, which 

would have barely fulfilled the mandatory 45 day comment period, to January 3 1 .  

Emissions Analysis 

I respectfully object to the manner in which the projected air emissions from YCEP's 

proposed plant were compared to P.H. Glatfelter's (PHG) current air emissions of sulfur dio:ttide 

(S02), o:ttides of nitrogen (NOJ, particulate matter (PM10), carb�n mono:ttide (CO), and volatile 

organic compounds (VOCs). 

First, given the health risks associated with exposure to CO and the role VOCs play in 

creating ozone (OJ), along with the fact that emissions of both CO and VOCs will increase 

dramatically if this project moves forward, I found it troubling that Table 4. 1 -2 found on page 

4-22 only compares PHG's and YCEP's emissions of S02, NO,, and PM10• I found your 

exclusion of CO and VOCs from this comparison especially interesting when I noted that you 

included these two emissions in Tables 4.3-l and 4.3-2 when you compared YCEP's projected 

emissions with the "no-action" alternatives of building a 227-MW natural gas-fired combined 

cyc!e facility and a 227-MW coal-fired facility. 

2 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-59/22 and D-60/2. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-34/1 .  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3417 and D-34/19. 

WRITTEN-267 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-268 
May 1995 

It is important to note that when proponents of this project claim that its construction will 

eliminate millions of pounds of air pollutants in York County that such data only refers to SOz, 

NO., and PM10 emissions. Such data docs not include the tremendous increases in CO and VOC. 

emissions that will result from this project. In fact, when CO and VOCs emissions arc included 

in the comparison, the net amount of air pollutant emissions from this project Increases by more 

than one and one half million pounds. 

My second objection concerning the air emissions analysis of the DEIS is the manner in 

which the worst case scenario for YCEP and PHG emissions was determined. Rather than 

comparing YCEP permitted air emissions levels versus PHG permitted air emission levels, it 

seems more appropriate, and more likely to result in a realistic analysis, to compare PHG's actual 

air emissions with YCEP's requested permit levels. Given that DOE and YCEP want to fund 

this project because this technology (CFB) has supposedly never been proven at this scale it 

seems appropriate and logical to usc YCEP's requested air emissions permit levels as evidence 

of the worst case scenario. As to PHG's air emissions levels, however, there is much 

documented data to rely on. Using this manner of determining the worst case scenario will better 

ensure a realistic comparison. If this manner of comparison was used, the more realistic analysis 

of the five main air pollutants discussed above would show a net increase in these air emissions 

of approximately 1 .77 million pounds per year. 

Alternative Technologies 

Other clean coal technologies should be considered, not just identified as available by the 

3 

W-TP-1/3U 

W-TP-1/31g 

I W·1'P-1131h 

Vohune IV 



W-TP-1131f 

KEYWORDS: 
Air emissions 
Emission differentials 

W-TP-l/3lg 

KEYWORDS: 
Air emissions 
Emission differentials 

Volwne IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-35/8. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-36/7. 
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DEIS. Specifically, DOE should conduct a thorough analysis of·the environmental impact of 

using Pressurized Circulating Fluidized Bed and Integrated Gasification Combined-Cycle 

technology instead of the planned Atmospheric Circulating Fluidized Bed technology. An in-

depth review of other clean coal technologies is imperative if the spirit and letter of the National 

Environmental Policy Act is to be fully and accurately complied with in reference to reviewing 

all reasonable alternatives. This request is supported by the EPA's request for other technologies 

to be considered (i.e. Diana Esher's 1 0/1 9/93 letter to Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem and EPA 

Regional Administrator Peter Kostmayer's and Roy Denmark's I 0/23/94 published comments). 

DOE's past conduct shows flexibility is allowed regarding technology selection (i.e. 

Tallahassee project was alternative, YCEP project is variation of Tallahassee). 

No Action Alternatives 

The DEIS inaccurately states that ACFB technology at this scale will not be 

commercialized if this funding is not provided. First, we said ACFB is proven the world-wide. 

In fact, PHG continues to cite the proveness of ACFB technology as grounds for wanting it. 

DOE's response: not at this scale. Next, we identified projects such as the 250-MW ACFB plant 

in operation in France as proof that this technology does not deserve federal funding. DOE's 

response: not American technology at this scale. Next, the DEIS mentions the Pt. Aconi ACFB 

plant in Nova Scotia (Pyropower - 201 mw gross/165 net), but fails to identifY the Warrior Run 

ACFB project underway in Cumberland, MD (ABB-CE - 208 mw gross/1 80 net). Both of these 

plants are using American technology. Finally, the DEIS fails to discuss projects such the Turow 

Power Station in Poland (Pyropower - 2 boilers at 235 mws each) and ABB-CE's new project 

4 
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F1nal Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/16 and W-RJC-1130d. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/16, D-39/13,  and D-40/16. 
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planned for Korea (220 mw gross/200 net). 

American ACFB technology at this scale is already occurring whether DOE wants to 

admit it in the DEIS or not. The $75 million under consideration for this project wilt serve as 

a reward not as an incentive. 

Additional Points to be Addressed 

The PA Public Utility Commission's condition regarding the $75 million being an 

imperative factor concerning the PUC's order for Met-Ed to purchase electricity generated at the 

cogeneration plant should be irrelevant as to the DOE's review of the appropriateness of federal 

funds being provided to this project. 

In order to review the worst case environmental impact of the proposed project's 

emissions of volatile organic compounds, the EIS should assume that the plant will only operate 

at SO% capacity since Met-Ed is contractually bound to purchase only half of the plant's potential 

electricity production. Under this scenario, the plant's projected VOC emissions would be 

approximately 52 tons per year and would require VOC offsets. 

Any analysis of the impact this plant will have on the electric rates paid by Met-Ed 

customers should be based on 1 995 data, not 1 99 1  or I 992 figures. See attached news article. 

s 

(continued) 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Comment is noted. The power purchase agreement between 
Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) and YCEP makes the proposed project 
feasible from the industrial partner's point of view. DOE did not enter into the 
·
decision-making process with respect to the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
(PUC) and its ordering of a power purchase agreement, and DOE is not in any way 
influenced in its decision-making process by the existence of the PUC's Federal 
funding condition. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments J-49112 and W-JK-1128u. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-137/17. 
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Report key to plant's future 
Analysis 

A federal Energy Depart
ment report could decide 
the fate of the proposed 
coal-burning power plant 
in North Codorus. The 
report itseU raises ques
tions. 

By JEFF ICRALOWETZ 
Dilpatdt/Simt1411 N-

The scume over plana to 
build a S380-million cogenera· 
tion plant near Spring Grove 
has shifted to whether a poten
tilllly show-stopping federal 
report presents a true picture of 
the project's environmental ef· 
Cects. 

The U.S. Department of 
Energy report, issued in draft 
Corm last week, could determine 

if the project gets $75 million in 
federal funding it needs to stay 
alive. 

In its present Corm, the envi· 
ronmental impact statement 
contends that the 227-megawatt 
steam- and electricity.generat· 

ing project could lower local 
l'lectric rates and improve both 
the local economy and overall 
att quality. 

But a wide range of others -
Crom doctors and environmen· 
talists to utility officials - are 
qUP.stioning those conclusions. 

In fact, they say, the coal
burning project would add tons 
oC toxic substances to the air, 
further degrade the Codorus 
Creek and possibly Coree Metro-

politan Edison to increase rates 
to its customers . .  

Having the final report to re· 
fleet some of those concerns 
-and contesting some of its as· 
sumptiona - will be part of the 
mission Cor local opponents of 
the plant plans when they 

See REPORT Page A 7 

• ·Plant facts, hearing information 
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. the federal draft report is that r -, OT cogenennaon t] without the - power geaera. - plant . tor a 0 • to shut - \ · II . J  ��.C:7.19SOa.U.. 
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Heated hearings 
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1M DepGI't7MIIIq/EMro l.r lntuuted In obtaining your wrll:m COinltiDllSonthe Draft E/Sforrhe proposed Yori:Colllllyi!Mrgy 

Ptll1Mn CogenmJJion Fadllt] In York Co�����y, POIIISJivtlllla. Please provide your C:O/MIIIIU In the lpllCf below and print 'JOIII' 

• • M1M and atldrGs on the,._ 1/de of thll ami. Your mnll Qlfl be depOilleti in the boxes provided t11 the ptlbllc hetzring or 

triiJl1ed dJna1y to the addreu on th1 JTWT�e llde. 
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Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P.O. Box 880 
3610 ColOna Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507.0880 
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Response: DOE has held several meetings in the York area to solicit comments 
regarding the issues, including human health issues, important to the people of York 
County. During the scoping meetings held earlier, DOE received over 600 scoping 
comments that were considered in the development of the DEIS. In addition, all 
comments received at the public hearings relative to the DEIS (well over 900) were 
considered in the development of the FEIS. 

Response: Potential mitigation actions as described in Section 4.4 of the EIS do not 
include financial compensation to residents for health effects or mental anguish. In 
the event of a favorable Record of Decision (ROD) to co-fund the proposed project, 
some of the mitigation actions in Section 4.4 would be adopted in the ROD, even 
though DOE is not legally obligated to require any mitigation. However, the 
establishment of a legal fund for payments to residents would not be adopted as a 
mitigation measure. 
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DEFENDER OF SOIL, WOODS, WATERS, AIR AND WILDLIFE 

WILLIAM R. SHAFFER 
P.O. Box 35 

1 01 Park Street 
Loganville, PA 1 7342 

Phone: (71 7) 428·2883 

0 REGIONAL GOVERNOR 
REGION VI 
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JANUA RY 30 , 1995 
STATEMENT ON COGEN 

TO D . O . E .  

T O  t-JHOM I T  MAY CONCERN • 

AS A MEMBER OF THE YORK CHAPTER #67 I ZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF 
AMER I CA ,  AND ALSO SERV I NG AS THE REG I ONAL GOVERNOR OF 
REG I ON #6 OF THE I ZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AME R I CA ,  I · WOULD 
L I KE TO MAKE THE FOLLOW I NG STATEMENT TO THE DEPT. OF ENERGY 
ABOUT THE PROPOSED COGEN IN YORK COUNTY .  

I HAVE STOOD BEFORE YOU O N  SEVERAL O CCAS I ONS AND STATED OUR 
OPPOS I T I ON TO TH I S  COGEN THAT ENERGY PARTNERS WOULD L I KE TO 
BU I LD IN NORTH CODORUS TWP . NONE OF MY STATEMENTS HAVE 
E·EEN HEARD SO I AM HOP I N G  THAT MAYBE TH I S  W R I TTEN STATEMENT 
W I LL HAVE MORE EfFECT ON THE PANEL FROM D . O . E .  

THE RE I S  N O  NEED FOR TH I S  COGEN T O  P-U I L  T. WE DO NOT NEED 
THE ELECT R I CTY I N  YORK COUNTY . AS YOU MAY OR MAY NOT t(NOW, 
THE ELECTR I CAL I NDUSTRY HAS ONLY HAD A 2% G ROWTH OVER THE 
LAST FOUR YEARS. I N  THE NORTH EAST WE HAVE A SURPLUS OF 
ENERGY SO WHERE ARE YOUR FACTS COM ING FROM ! 

t-IE HAVE STATED I N  THE PAST THAT THE BEST B T A WAS NOT 
USED ; TH I S  IS WHY THE YORt\ CHAPTER AND MANY OF THE PEOPLE 

A RE AGA I NST TH I S  P ROJECT . IN TH I S  E RA OF BAL
.
ANCED BUDGETS 

AND REI.'U C I NG THE DEF I C I T ,  WE WOULDN ' t'  WANT TO SEE 

TA X PAYE R ' S  MONEY ( $75 M I LL IO N >  SUPPORT I N G  THE 

DEMONSTRAT ION OF TECHNOLOGY THAT HAS ALREADY BEEN PROVEN TO 
WORK ELSEWHERE ON A SMALLER SCAL E .  

O N E  OTHE R FACT I FEEL THAT W E  MUST FACE O N  TH I S  COGEN 

PROJECT I S  THAT FALSE FACTS HAVE BEEN SUBM I TTED TO D 0 E BY 
YOHK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS. RE P .  PLATTS P RESENTED THESE 

AT THE LAST HEA R I NG HELD I N  YORt<. OUR QUEST I ON I S  TH I S  -
t-JHY D I DN ' T  THE DEPT . LET US KNOW THAT THESE W E R E  FALSE 
FACTS AND WHY D I D YOU WA I T  TH I S  LONG TO P..R I NG THEM OUT ? 

I W-WRS-l/30a 

I W-WRS-l/30b 

W-WRS-l/30c 
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Response: The National Environmental Policy Act process is a multi-step process, 
with many intermediary steps progressing toward a Record of Decision. Written 
and oral comments received during the public hearing period, relative to the 
proposed project, have been carefully considered and specifically answered during 
the preparation of the FEIS. 

Please see also the response to Comment D-61/23 . 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-83/5 and W-RJC-12/Sb. Also, 
DOE Headquarters' independent assessment of the need for power is attached in 
Appendix K to this FEIS. 

Response: The need for this project has been discussed in the EIS and is further 
explained in the response to Comment D-39/13 .  The scale at which the project is 
demonstrated is of major importance. One of the main goals of the Clean Coal 
Technology (CCT) Program is to see that more efficient and environmentally 
responsive coal technologies have been demonstrated at the utility scale by the year 
2000 and are available for replacing the United States' existing inventory of aging 
utility boilers. Please refer to Section 1 .3 .2, "DOE Need, " in the EIS for a 
discussion of the ccr strategy and the national benefits which are expected to result 
from its success. 

DOE must assume that this letter's reference to "B T A" is a reference to either the 
term "Best Available Technology" (BAT) or to the term "Best Available Control 
Technology" (BACT). These terms, BAT and BACT, are not simply descriptive 
terms, but are legal terms for technologies required to limit emissions. The 
proposed plant is subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review 
and is required to operate under the requirements of both BAT and BACT. The 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) will determine if 
the proposed project has incorporated BACT in its design. Please see Section 4. 1 .2, 
Chapter 9, and Appendix I of the EIS for more information regarding BACT for this 
proposed project. 

With regard to the boiler technology used, please see the responses to Comments D-
37/16 and D-100/9, which discuss the consideration of alternative technologies and 
the currency of using atmospheric circulating fluidized bed (ACFB) technology, 
respectively. 

Response: While it is true that potentially more recent information is currently 
available than was available earlier, DOE is not aware of any intentional "false 
facts" presented by either York County Energy Partners or its contractors in the 
preparation of this EIS. Responses to the comments presented by Representative 
Platts at the earlier public hearing have been provided in the FEIS. 

Please see also the response to Comment W-WHE-1/27g. 
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TH I S  LOOKS BAD ON THE PART OF THE DEPT . OF ENERGY :BECAUSE 

YOU D I DN ' T DO YOUR HOME WORK OR I NVEST I GATE THESE FACTS 
THAT WERE G I VEN TO YOU BY Y . C . E . P . 

ALL OF THE ABOVE SHOULD BE ENOUGH TO SEE THAT THE COFGEN 
SHOULD NOT BE I SSUED A GOOD E I S  BY THE DOE .  

PLEASE TH I NK OF THE GENERATI ONS THAT COME AFTER US. MANY OF 

US WHO STOOD AND GAVE TEST I MONY AT THE HEA R I NGS ARE ON THE 
WAY DOWN THE OTHER S I DE OF THE H I LL , BUT LET US KEEP I N  
M I ND THOSE THAT W I LL COME AFTER U S  MAYBE TWO O R  THREE 
GENERAT I ON AFTE R WE ARE GONE . THESE ARE THE ONES THAT WE 
A RE F I GHT I NG FOR. NONE OF THE PANEL L I VE HERE AND MAYBE 
YOU DON ' T CARE BUT I T  I S  YOUR DUTY TO CA RE. TH I S  IS WHAT 
YOU HAVE BEEN CHARGED W I TH - TO PROTECT OUR ENV I RONI"'EN1", 
AND THAT IS WHAT I AS A C I T I ZEN OF TH I S  YOR�( COUNTY AM 
CHA RG I NG YOU THE DEPT . OF ENERGY W I TH .  

PLEASE DO YOUR DUTY FOR THE COM I NG GENERA T I ONS AND I F  YOU 
DON ' T  MAY GOD HAVE I"'ERCY ON YOUR SOULS . 

THANK YOU FOR YOU R T I ME AND CONS I DERAT I ON I N  THE ABOVE 
MATTER. 

YOURS I N  CONSERVAT ION 

W I LL I AN R. SHAFFER - GOVERNOR OF REG I ON #6 

I (continued) 
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January 24, 1 995 
Dr. Suellen A Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
U. S. Departm�nt of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P.O. Box eeo 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507 -oaao 
SUBJECT: Written Comment Draft EIS. York County Energy Partners Proposed Cogan 
Facility in York County. 

Would you please take the time to answer the following questions regarding the proposed 
coal planl 

1 :  In view of the fact that the funds set aside by Congress, for the Clean Coal 
Technology program, were intended for experimental projects, why do you continue 
to pursue a project that clearly can no longer be described as experimental ? 

2: In your opinion, if a governmental employee deliberately participates In the 
misrepresentation of a project that defies the spirit of the congressional tax 
appropriations, do you believe that, the Individual should be held personally 
accountable? 

3: How can the DOE even suggest that the traffic In the area of the plant will not be 
negatively Impacted? 

NOTE: I drive the road Into and out of Spring Grove everyday (route 1 1 6) and I can see firsthand that It Is 
already a problem road. I have sat many a day In traffic backed up a half a mile at the Intersection of route 30 
and route 1 16. 1 see first hand drivers dangerously cutting through back country roads In an attempt to divert 
around the jams. 

This route Is the major thrufare between a rapidly growing Hanover community of 75,000 plus and the city of 
York with lt"s 1 50,000 plus residents. 

·The small town of Spring Grove has one extremely narrow main street that sits directly In the path of all this 
traffic. To suggest that this plant with all lt"s truck and train traffic will not exacerbate these traffic problems Is 
plainly irresponsible. 

I challenge that the company you paid to tell the citizens of the area that there will be no problem be audited 
by an independent third party. 

4: Why does the DOE continue to partlcpate In the deception that the electricity from 
this project will directly benefit the focal residents, when you know full well, that this 

I W-RB-1124a 

I w�•-

W-RB-l/24c 

I W-RB-1/24d 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment D-39/13 .  

Response: Comment is noted. 

Response: DOE did not indicate that the construction and operation of the proposed 
plant would not impact traffic in the area. As stated in Section 4. 1 .8 of the EIS, 
DOE's analysis showed that during construction, degradations in Level of Service 
(LOS) would occur at the three major intersections. During operation, the EIS 
indicated an LOS degradation at one intersection and increases in traffic at all three 
intersections ranging from 5 to 8.5 percent. In Section 4.4 of the EIS, DOE 
identified possible mitigation measures that would alleviate some of the impacts 
associated with increased traffic. In a letter dated January 3 ,  1995, to DOE, the 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) noted that York County 
Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) would receive a permit from PennDOT to signalize 
the intersection of PA Routes 16 and 1 16. Signalization and lane improvements 
would improve the intersection to an acceptable level of service, even when the 
proposed YCEP plant would be in operation. 

As detailed in Figure 2. 1-4 of the EIS, the proposed facility would include the 
addition of several rail spurs to the existing Yorkrail Mainline. These spurs would 
function as queuing space for anticipated rail traffic. Both Conrail and CSX could 
accommodate the expected increase in rail traffic. Please also see responses to 
Comments W-WJG-1/30b through W-WJG-1/30c 1 1 .  

Response: Comment is noted. Please see also the responses to Comments 
D-1 12/ 15, D-125/12, D-287/16, and J-93/19.  
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power will be exported outside the York County area and the local residents will 
most likely end up with higher electric bills due to Increased energy costs by 
METED? 

5: Why !:las It become necessary to Import pollution credits Into the area, when this 
project was supposed to result In net reduction of pollution for the local residents? 

6: You have used extensive language, in your final report, suggesting that since the 
proposed site area is already polluted, additional pollution would only "be in keeping with 
the community''. 
Why have you, and your staff, adopted this attitude and don't you realize that not 

all York Countlans are out for a quick buck ; that most residents of the county take 
pride In their community and want to clean it up, not just trade one polluter for 
another? 

7: It is a known fact that coal contains mercury that is .vaporized and released upon 
burning. The effects of mercury poisoning , at extremely low levels of contamination, is 
now well documented. Unfortunately, our scientists were Ignorant of these facts up to only 
a relatively few years ago. It is also a known fact that Lake Redman, the major water 
supply for York County is approximately 1 0  miles, directly downwind from the prevailing 
winds and directly in the fallout zone for the mercury that will be emitted from the proposed 
power plant 

In view of these facts, how do you propose to prevent the mercury from Invading 
York's open water supply? 

I, and my neighbors, are looking foward to recieving your prompt reply. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, � 
Richard Brown 
RD # 5 Box 5021 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

CC: C. Browner, Environmental Protection Agency, Wash. D.C. 

I (continued) , w_,_ 
W-RB-l/24e 
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Response: Environmental and human health impacts contained in an EIS are 
assessed in the context of the affected (or current) environment. Impacts are not 
absolute, but are relative, to the environment in which they occur. For instance, a 
55-decibel (dB) source of noise would not be perceived by workers or residents who 
currently work or live in a 60 dB environment, but could appear to be quite loud 
and intrusive in a 45 dB existing environment. Conversely, if a proposed project 
would increase the annual ambient sulfur dioxide (S02) concentration by 20 p.g/m3, 
this would probably have little environmental , human health, or regulatory impact 
if the annual background sulfur dioxide (S02) concentration is 10 p.g/m3 , but would 
have a much greater impact if the annual background sulfur dioxide (S02) 
concentration was 70 p.g/m3 [thus leading to non-compliance with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard for annual sulfur dioxide (S�) concentrations] . 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-98/5. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments W-RJC-12/5b and D-137/17. 

Response: Because the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) 
project expected oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission rate of 1 ,  437 tons/yr exceeds the 
100 tons/yr threshold level for a major source and because the proposed project 
would lie within the Northeast Ozone Transport Region (which is classified as being 
in marginal nonattainment for ozone), a total of 1 ,652 tons/yr of oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) emission reduction credits (ERCs) would need to be obtained to provide the 
1 . 15 to 1 offset required by EPA air permitting regulations. As described in Section 
4. 1 .2.3 of the EIS, approximately 1 ,700 tons/yr of ERCs would be obtained from 
a combination of the curtailment of the P. H .  Glatfelter Company Power Boiler No. 
4, Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) modifications to that boiler, 
and ERCs acquired from the Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corporation. The net 
result of the ERC requirement and the associated 1 . 15 to 1 offset would be a 
regional reduction of a minimum of 272 tons/yr of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ 
emissions. Emissions reductions by the promotion of such regulatory mechanisms 
as ERC requirements could be considered to be beneficial to human health and the 
environment. 

The air quality analysis described in Sections 4. 1 .2.6 to 4. 1 .2. 1 1  analyzed the 
impacts of the actual emissions from the proposed YCEP project on ambient 
conditions without the benefit of ERC reductions or other factors such as the 
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curtailment of the P. H. Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 4. As stated in 
Section 4. 1 .2.6 of the EIS, the air quality modeling assumed very conservative 
operating parameters. Modeling results indicated that air quality would remain well 
below National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and concentrations of criteria 
pollutants would be 27 percent or less of their respective allowable Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments, or would be below U.S. EPA 
significance levels. 

Implementation of the proposed YCEP project would result in net reductions of 
some key air pollutants in the region (see Section 4. 1 .2.3,  Tables 4 . 1 -2 and 4. 1-2a, 
and the responses to Comments D-34/1 and D-35/8). If the proposed project is not 
implemented, these reductions would not occur. Although the design of the 
proposed project is such that these reductions would occur, it is not necessarily a 
prerequisite for this, or any other proposed project within an attainment area. 
Rather, it is required that any increases be within permitted and prescribed limits 
(e.g. , PSD allowable increments). In this case, in addition to being within 
prescribed limits, it is estimated that there would be an overall reduction of some 
key air pollutants. 
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YORK COUNJ'Y MEDICAL SOCIETY 
..4m! 

YORK COUNIY OSTEOPATHiC MEDICAL SOCUITX 
Physicians' Statement of froposed Coal Burning Cogeneration PJant 

January 26, 1995 

The Environmental Impact Committee represents more than 600 physicians of the York 
County Medical Sodety and the York County Osteopathic Medical Society. The 
committee consists of three specialists in pulmonary medidne, three 
gastroenterologists, one reconstructive surgeon, one thoradc surgeon, one specialist in 
industrial medicine, one specialist in public health and two family practitioners. ·we 
continue to oppose the c:;onstruction of the proposed coal burning cogeneration plant 
because of its adverse effect on the environment and human health in York County and 
the surrounding region. 

We have recently reviewed the Department of Energy's Draft Environmental Impac:;t 
Statement regarding the coal burning cogeneration plant. Unfortunately, essentially 
none of the concerns that we have raised in the past have been addressed. 

The Environmental Impact Statement mentions only that York's air quality is usually 
within DER standards. However, it is not discussed that York is already among the 
most heavily polluted areas in the state. In addition, we continue to lag behind others 
in Pennsylvania in the area of air quality improvement 

Medical studies show that air pollution has detrimental effects on lung function, 
especially in susceptible individuals such as children and those with asthma and 
chronic pulmonary disease. As practicing physidans, we have seen a tendency in York 
for a significant resistance to the successful treatment of pediatric asthma. This has 
been substantiated by our consultant-colleagues at Johns Hopkins University. These 
effects of air pollution occur at levels far below the standards set by the DER and EPA. 
In December,.1993, the "Harvard Six Cities Study" was published. This has been called 
by peer reviewers the best study to date with regards to the effect of air pollution on 
mortality rates in dties regarded to be within EPA standards. There was a 26% higher 
rate of premature deaths in the most polluted versus the least polluted areas over a 14 
�o 16 year period. A major source of the particulate air pollution was from power 
plants. After examining this data, EPA officials concluded that "tens of thousands of 
people a year are dying as a result of air pollution that is within our current standards". 
No mention of this landmark study is made by the DOE's current Environmental 
Impact Statement. In fact, the 1994 mortalities data from the Department of Health is 
limited to one page, No mention is made of the actual health of the population, such as 
the incidences of asthma, emphysema or chronic bronchitis. 

The contamination by mutagenic and carcinogenic agents is also a concern. This 
component of the report is most lacking. There will be emissions of heavy metals from 
the proposed coal burning cogeneration plant. Mercury contamination is a serious 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-24317. 

Response: The Health Risk Assessment Section (Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1) of the FEIS has 
been revised to include information on recent epidemiologic studies, such as the 
"Harvard Six Cities Study. " 

Section 3 . 1 .6. 1 ,  Health Risk Assessment, which describes the affected environment 
(current baseline), has been revised to include information provided by the American 
Lung Association regarding "populations at risk" as applied to York County, which 
is a gross estimation of population classes at higher risk levels in York County, 
rather than a cataloguing of the incidence of asthma, emphysema, or chronic 
bronchitis. DOE attempted to find specific incidence of disease states for York 
County, but these were unavailable from the Pennsylvania Department of Health. 

It should be noted that for a 3-year monitoring period in York County (1990-1992), 
the annual average particulate (PM10) concentration was approximately 30 J.l.g/m3 • 
This concentration is similar to mean levels ofPM10 observed for St. Louis, MO (28 
J.l.g/m3) and Kingston, TN (30 J.l.g/m3) .  These communities were analyzed in terms 
of mortality (Dockery, Schwartz, and Spengler, 1992) and results indicate that there 
was approximately a 16- to 17-percent increase in deaths per 100 J.l.g/m3 increase in 
PM10. Extrapolating these research findings directly to the baseline situation in York 
County, one could conclude that there is a 5-percent increase in mortality 
attributable to the existing particle loadings in the York area. However, it should 
be noted that these extrapolations could be inappropriate or inaccurate since 
population and other environmental characteristics of the York County area were not 
considered in this analysis. 

In addition, the proposed project would cause an overall decrease of particle 
loadings into the York air basin (approximately 65 tons/yr based of permitted 
emissions) due to the curtailment of P. H.  Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler No. 
4. Thus, it would be expected that the proposed project would not adversely affect 
human health due to particle emissions. 

Please see also the response to Comment W-PHK-1/3 1c. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-98/5. 

In a recent report to the EPA, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) 
concluded that mercury (Hg) levels in "ready-to-fire" coal are, on average, 50 
percent lower than levels previously reported and used in estimating mercury (Hg) 
emission factors for coal combustion (Lamarre, 1995). 
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environmental health threat in the United States. Pennsylvania ranks fourth highest in 
mercury emissions in the U.S .. Fish consumption advisories are frequently issued in 
this state as a result of mercury contamination. A miniscule amount of mercury added 
to a body of water can do a great deal of harm, since mercury accumulates and 
"biomagnifies" as it moves up the food chain. Humans are among the most vulnerable 
to mercury's potent ability to damage the central nervous system, causing lower 
intelligence, impaired hearing and speech, and decreased coordination. At low 
maternal mercury levels, fetuses may develop cerebral palsy, mental retardation and 
physical deformity even if the mother exhibits no outward symptoms. 

Coal burning power plants are by far the largest source of mercury emissions. The 
atmospheric mercury is washed down by rain into our water sources. One gram of 
mercury deposited per year can contaminate a 75 acre body of water, making it 
dangerous for humans or wildlife to consume the fish. The proposed plant is 
anticipated to release approximately 100,000 grams of mercury per year. National 
research groups have recently recommended a moratorium on the construction of coal 
burning power plants., We must strive to reduce, not increase the release of this 
dangerous pollutant 

In addition, the potentially carcinogenic effects by the emission of markedly increased 
amounts of radionuclides have not been adequately studied or addressed. Uranium 
and radon 226 are emitted by coal burning facilities and radon is present along with its 
degradation products in the fly ash. There have been reports substantiating higher 
incidences of leukemia surrounding coal fired plants, and these incidences are higher 
than around comparable nuclear facilities. There will be over 1,000 pounds of 
chloroform emitted from the plant yearly. This has been recently classified as a known 
carcinogen and has been totally unaddressed by the study. 

In addition to the study of the facility itself, the committee cannot accept "the blind eye" 
approach of the statement to the other obvious problems of pollution in York County. 
The impact of the York County Incinerator and its changing emission pattern have been 
ignored in any formulation. Proper assessment of other serious, but yet unstudied, 
industrial polluters have been ignored. 

Forty-five percent of the economy of York County is still dependent upon the 
agricultural industry. We do not believe that the environmental concerns as pertain to 
agriculture in regard to heavy metal deposition, C02 emission, etc. have been 
adequately addressed, adding a possible further economic burden upon our patients, 
other than the obvious economic burden of increased incidences of environmentally 
related diseases. 

When this committee entered into discussion with Air Products in 1992, expressing our 
concerns, we were promised a reasonable level of communication and involvement in 
the process. When the project was transferred to Spring Grove, any form of a 
cooperative effort ceased. The Glatfelter Paper Company refused to participate in any 
health assessment of th_e community to help answer and alleviate our concerns. The 
material presented to us was, and still is, felt to be inadequate to prove the facility's 
safety to the community. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement reflects this 
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Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

Response: On a worldwide basis, electricity generation accounts for approximately 
5 percent of the total mass of the approximately 6,000 metric tons of mercury 
emitted to the atmosphere each year. Anthropogenic emissions of mercury (i.e. , 
emissions resulting from man-made sources and activities) amount to approximately 
1 ,200 metric tons/yr, of which less that 60 metric tons (approximately 1 percent of 
the annual global mercury emissions) is attributable to United States utilities 
(Douglas, 1994). The combustion of petroleum is a major source of mercury 
emissions worldwide perhaps accounting for approximately two-thirds of all 
anthropogenic mercury emissions (Fergusson, 1990). Mercury emission factors for 
residual No. 6, a fuel oil in common use in the eastern United States, are estimated 
at 7.2 x 10-6 lbs/MMBtu (EPA, 1993b). For comparison, expected mercury 
emissions for the proposed facility would be 1 . 1  X 10-S lbs/MMBtu. 

As the commenter notes, environmental mercury (Hg) is a growing concern 
worldwide. Mercury (Hg) emissions levels for coal-burning power plants are a 
function of coal quality. By using washed coal, mercury emission rates for the 
proposed facility would be 40 to 60 percent lower than for comparable cogeneration 
plants reporting trace element emissions in the Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT)/Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Clearinghouse database. Based 
on 1QO-percent load and 100-percent volatilization of mercury ("worst-case" 
assumptions), the maximum ground-level air concentration of mercury (Hg) 
attributable to operation of the proposed facility would be 2. 1 x 10-4 JJ.g/m3 • This 
air concentration is lower than the ambient mercury concentration in many remote 
or "pristine" regions (see Fergusson, 1990) (Douglas, 1994). Therefore, mercury 
contributions from the proposed project should not be expected adversely to effect 
human health at these levels. 

Response: In considering new, more stringent emissions standards for 
radionuclides, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (54 FR 5 1672) 
determined that risks due to radionuclide emissions from coal-fired boilers are 
sufficiently low that additional regulation was not warranted. The EPA is preparing 
a report to Congress on human health risks due to combustion of fossil fuels. In 
telephone conversations with the EPA, DOE has learned that the pending report 
would not substantively change the EPA's position with respect to radionuclide 
emissions from coal-fired power plants . Coal, as it is removed from the ground, has 
a significant radionuclide content which, if uncontrolled, would lead to stack 
emission levels which would require further emission limits . However, modem 
power plants are already required to control particulate emissions to a high degree 
(through electrostatic precipitators, fabric filter baghouses, wet scrubbers, etc.). 
These controls are precisely the types of controls which the EPA would consider 
effective in controlling radionuclide emissions from coal-fired utilities . Therefore, 
the EPA considers that radionuclide emissions from coal-fired power plants are 
already subject to the controls necessary to adequately protect human health. This 
current position reflects the position first taken by the EPA in 1984 and reaffirmed 
in 1989. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Although risks from radionuclide emissions from coal-fired power plants are 
presumptively safe, a separate assessment of carcinogenic risks from exposure to 
radionuclide emissions from the proposed facility was conducted (Weston 1994b). 
The results of this assessment are discussed in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS and are 
separately tabulated in Table 4. 1 .22. One commenter noted a calculation error in 
the estimated radionuclide emissions. Corrections have been made to the Clean Air 
Act Assessment Package-1988 (CAP-88) modeling study, and have been 
incorporated in the FEIS (fable 4. 1-12 in Section 4. 1 .2.8;  Table 4. 1 -22 in Section 
4. 1 .2. 1 1) .  

By "radon-226" ,  it is assumed that the commenter is referring to 226Radium e26Ra), 
a decay product in the 238Uranium e38U) series . Risks from 226Radium e26Ra) were 
included in the radionuclide assessment discussed previously. Radon (Rn) does 
occur naturally in coal as a decay product in both the 238Uranium (238U) series 
[222Radon (222Rn)] and 232Thorium (232n) series [22�adon e�)]. The principal 
exposure pathway for radionuclides emitted from coal-fired power plants is from 
particles deposited on the ground surface and through ingestion of substances in food 
(Lamarre, 1995). Air immersion appears to be an insignificant exposure pathway 
(Tadmor, 1986). Radon (Rn), an inert gas, poses a known inhalation risk, and 
occurs naturally in the environment; it also results from manmade sources and 
activities . One study (Styron, et al, 1979), measured the stack emission of222Radon 
f22Ra) at the George Neal Power Plant in Sioux City, lA, and found the 
concentrations to be within the range of ambient air concentrations for 222 Radon 
f22Rn) (0.03 to 3,0 picocuries per liter of air) . Levels of this magnitude would 
pose no greater risk than breathing most indoor air. Lee, �. (1977), as reported 
in Tadmor (op cit) suggested that 222Radon e22Rn) emissions from fly ash piles 
would pose an inhalation risk. However, as discussed in the EIS (Section 4. 1 .6. 1),  
ash from the proposed project would be regularly transported to the Harriman Coal 
Corporation in Schuylkill County for use in mine reclamation. For these reasons, 
radon would not be expected to adversely affect human health. 

As noted by the commenter, chloroform is classified as a human carcinogen. The 
proposed project has the potential to release 0.57 tons/yr of chloroform from the 
evaporative cooling tower. Because the initial human health risk assessment was 
focused on air emissions from the boiler stack, DOE requested a separate, 
supplemental human health risk assessment for air emissions from the cooling tower. 
The study, "Human Health Risk Assessment of Cooling tower Emissions Associated 
with the Operation of the York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility" 
(Environ, 1994c), is summarized in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS. The expected 
carcinogenic risk from exposure to chloroform from the proposed project is 2 X 10'"8 
as shown in Table 4. 1-23 . This risk is well below the generally acceptable risk level 
(1 x 10-6) adopted by EPA. Please also see response to Comment W-MK-1/28b. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) analysis must be carried 
out for attainment areas and a PSD permit issued [in this case by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources (PADER)] when a source such as the 
proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) project is planned to be built 
and operated. The reason for such PSD review and permitting is precisely not to 
tum "a blind eye" to other sources in the area, but to account for their contributions 
along with the proposed new source, and to ensure that any pollution increment is 
below a regulatory defined "allowable increment. "  These "allowable" increments 
are very small, and the PSD regulations are stringent. Section 4. 1 .2.6.2 of the EIS 
discusses the PSD analysis that was undertaken for the proposed YCEP project. The 
proposed YCEP project lies in a Class II attainment area for all of the criteria 
pollutants except ozone. Table 4. 1-6 shows the regulatory Class II "Allowable PSD 
Increments, "  and both the increment consumption from the proposed YCEP project 
alone and from all regional sources including the proposed YCEP project. As can 
be seen in Table 4. 1-6,  the cumulative PSD increments from all sources were below 
the allowable increments. 

In addition, as described in Section 4. 1 .2.3, the proposed YCEP project would lie 
within the Northeast Ozone Transport Region, which is classified as a marginal 
nonattainment area for ozone. Because the expected oxides of nitrogen (NOJ 
emission rate of 1 ,437 tons/yr exceeds the 100 tons/yr threshold level for a major 
source, a total of 1 ,652 tons/yr of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission reduction 
credits (ERCs) would need to be obtained to provide the 1 . 15 to 1 offset required 
by EPA air permitting regulations. A total of 1 ,700 ERCs would be obtained from 
a combination of the curtailment of the P. H.  Glatfelter Company's Power Boiler 
No. 4, Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) modifications to that 
boiler, and ERCs acquired from the Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corporation in 
Delta, York County. The net result of the ERC requirement and the associated 1 . 15 
to 1 offset would be a regional reduction of a minimum of 215 tons/yr of oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) emissions. 

Response: Section 4. 1 .2. 10 of the FEIS has been updated to include an analysis of 
impacts on agricultural land from the proposed facility. 

Wkli'I'EN-299 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN-300 
May 1995 

inadequacy of information and similarly does not remotely answer our concerns. It has 
basically relied on compliance with existing EPA air quality data to answer the "health 
concern". It has ignored the fac;t that this standard is not adequate for this community. 
It has omitted, in particular, reference to the rest of our concerns, especially with regard 
to mutagenic and carcinogenic agents. What data is presented, is presented in fashion 
that is not interpretable by the average person or the scientific community. We have 
been asked to present hard data to substantiate our concerns, when in fact, the 
Department of Energy clearly knows that a credible epidemiological study would take 
many years to prepare. 

In summary, the Environmental Impact Statement simply ignores most of the questions 
and concerns which were raised by the Environmental Impact Committee. We strongly 
believe that the potential for adverse health effects is high, especially for the more 
environmentally sensitive members of our patient population. We had hoped that there 
would have been a more fair and comprehensive assessment of this project. We 
adamantly oppose, and will continue to oppose, the construction of this facility. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: In assessing risks to human health from the proposed project, the EIS 
evaluated both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects . While National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were one basis for assessing risks for less toxic 
substances for which the EPA has not published reference concentrations or doses, 
DOE did consider the scientific evidence that levels lower than the NAAQS may be 
necessary to adequately protect human health (especially for particle exposure). 
However, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in emissions of key 
criteria pollutants, including particulates, for which the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is considering a lower NAAQS. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not be expected to adversely affect human health regardless of a revision in 
the NAAQS. 

Risks from carcinogenic agents are specifically addressed in Tables 4. 1 -21 and 4 . 1-
23 of the EIS. The lifetime excess cancer risk from exposure to emissions from the 
proposed project is at the level which the EPA has deemed to be "presumptively 
safe. " Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to pose an 
unacceptable cancer risk to the population which would be potentially affected. 

It was never intended by DOE that a prospective epidemiological study be conducted 
as a part of this Environmental Impact Study for the York County area, because this 
type of study would assess the health impacts of the project through time � the 
proposed facility was constructed and operating, which is contrary to the National 
Environmental Policy Act process being used as a decision-making tool . However, 
if valid and applicable epidemiological studies had been performed previously for 
the York population to assess the associations of factors such as air pollution on 
human mortality and morbidity, these would have been included for analysis in the 
EIS. 
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Response: Please see the response to Comment D-62/8. 

WRITtEN-3o3 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

�\A.u.n4.o- • 1 1  J) ?«�<.,:., ,d.t_ �A.t_.� /..� � iLU.. 

lr 
I) 

. . 0 r � " . . . (continued) 

N'o d..6"c..tJ.4to-f.uL ,, .�� ." �& d� pu.;, 4-1� '? !' 

� l� :tii.L-'u.- � tJ. t�� j)U-ILiL.� �v .,Ck � 

6L'u.4. 0 · �I .._p �{'I htUu.- &ftv.u. . ...,� 7'1Jd J'_,_/_ 

1:.3-tJ An ;t; �,_J_ • ..& �"'-- ,/%c..,,t.l_.r...,'i .;;t '.a A.. 

/fJ7V �� . - . 
. 
. . �.p.,-td ....� F � Y.,I..L_ 

.te.� J1Li_U. .;i,t..,.._ � _£., t/• F• C. .<»- ..t:h_. 

M-"'g A rL f<4 . ....i&<. }.ruL � o/- �1,,;..; 

� Ja I � � ·  � � �..4 d;j" '  a. 

rf t.h-d - -"1' � tJ/.u1 � ;Ou..cL /.VL<> u-.,u,v.«. 

� .<;h. � .,;,., fo.J r """� -�.rnu. . .JJ � 

� &-,J.,.� �rwo-!U:,. fJU� �, ,a.u._ Jj :J- U/..Lel.. 

--k. ./W1?U1U.. d- .  JJ � � ..LI.d- � ,t/'7 

etr� � o-w a 1/U<-<. dv �� WI.(. .;de �  r ....ch-

;1..-.<.t. ' �u.i'-""'� �""-' "_l;!u..-v.. .;,. � � ""- fo 
.v,... � � ;;I ttf'l....i-eL � tf.A._ eee e�,_._�-, tJ.�- '.a. 

6'- -�u.. J;f fi.e.n-t tn<.t. (l .  ''.� .,uJi't.l·� . .i.-a lt�:f ��..,.L 

If � � L.,_ .._ �� �� 
Wv.. �, . Wt td4� � d?' � .. -<- &. /� I W-DR8-2/6b 

�� F.,..LI.., • .._. ' � .:iA.'7fl<..:- �·� � � 
W� �CA. � . .1.1A � wwt..- .w.- -1...--

n... '#ll, �,..w �C!..ot.l'"'-' 'I. Ql e_ �(. ,, ti.L.A-- c£» ''. �, 
�'rrr.. /lui tt ..0 �,;u � lA. 6... � -d.u.,� � 
� � 4JU ,c. J) � �, a �  . � , ,..,..a.. 

?.A � fo .eu.. � ::??<: Ux.� ? d.<.. 

�--uJ.uJ.I/1..- .u, M I 
-

WRITTEN-304 

May 1995 Volume IV 



W-DRS-2/6b 

KEYWORDS: 
Noise 
Transportation 

Volwne IV 

Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-283/20 for a discussion on noise 
and the response to Comment W-RB-1/24c for a discussion on traffic. As discussed 
in Section 4. 1 .2.3 of the EIS, particle loadings to the York air basin would be 
expected to decrease as a result of the proposed project. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-WHE-1 127g. 
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Mr. Jan K. Wachter 
Director, ES&H Program Support Division 
DOEIMETC 
P.O. Box 880  
Morgantown, wv 26507-0880 

January 30, 1995 

In re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Proposed Y otic County Energy Pannera Cogeneration Facility 
Y ode County, PA 

DearMr. Wachter: 

The Pennsylvania Game Commission has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the above refcreuced project. Based on that review, a tield view of the project site conducted on January 6, 1995 by 

. Roland Bcr81Jer of my staa', and the meeting at our office on January 23, 1995, we cxmcur with tbe selection of' the Flood 
Control Property (FCP) alternative as the preferred electric interconnect corridor alternative. We feel that this 
alternative meets project needs and objectives with the least impacts to residences and private property owners. Even 
though there will be some impacta to wildlife habitat, these can be addressed through proper mitigation. 

We wish to assist Y ode County Energy Partners with the development of the wildlife mitigation plan during tho 
final design process. A$ discussed at the meeting on January 23, there arc certain items we wish to ree incorporated into 
the mitigation plan. These arc as follows: 

I .  The riparian areas along Codorous Creek which will be cleared for the lransmission line should be 
planted with various low growing shrub species to replace lost wt1dlife habitat. 

2 The construction ofthe transmission line through that portion of the FCP leased to tho Pennsylvania 
Game Commission should be coordinated with our agency to avoid conflicts with hunting seasons. 
fanning, and other management activities. 

3. Wood duck nesting boxes and other waterfowl nesting structures should be placed along Codorous 
Creek to replace any large trees which will be removed in order to increase breeding habitat for tbcso 
species. Also, kestrel nesting boxes, bat boxes, and other wildlife ncstinWrcsting structurea could be 
placed on the single-shaft steel or wooden poles which will support the transmission line. 

4. We recommend that planting of warm season grass species be included in the wildlife habitat 
mitigation plan. Warm season grasses provide both food and cover for wildlife at difi"crcnt times of 
the year, and they swvivc with less moisture and fertility than cool season grasses. 

5. Brush piles should be constructed with vegc1ation that is cleareclltrimmcd for pole and trausmission 
line placement to provide cover for \vildlife. 

An Equal OppertuMy Employer 

W-DM-1/30 
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Assuming a favorable Record of Decision (ROD) for the York County 
Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) proposed project's FEIS, one condition of the 
decision and subsequent funding would be completion and publication of a 
Mitigation Action Plan, based on suggested mitigation actions contained in the FEIS 
and selected for implementation by the ROD. The mitigation actions identified by 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission are listed in the FEIS in Section 4.4, Mitigation 
and Monitoring. 
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'Mr. Jan K. Wachter -2- January 30, 199S 

In our c:ommcnts in relation to the Electric Intcrcoanecti011 Alternatives and A voidance Study dated June 1994, 
we made rcfc:n::ncc to Section 4(f). We wish to delete this reference to Sectioo 4(t) from our review. Even !hough the 
proposed ll'allsmissi011 1ine will be CODStructcd 011 FCP which is a recreatioo area llld used by the public. Section 4(t) is 
included in the United Stated Dcpu1mcnt ofTran.sportatioa Act of 1966 (miended 1968)� and is used to CVI!Uiic federally-aided highway projects with inwl:vemcut with public parks. recreation llllds, and wildlife and watcrtbwl 
.refUges. 

Prior to initiating CODSinlctioo of the tzmsmissi011line, we m:omlllCIId that York County EDqyPartDen 
contact Mr. Rogec L. Lehman, Chief, Game LaadPianlling andDevelopmc:at Division at (717) 787-9613, 1111l Mr. 
Richard 1. Skubish, LandManagemcat Group Supervisor, tbrougb our SoutheastRqicml OOicciDReadiag at (610) 
926-3136. Mr. Lcbmaa and Mr. Skubish wish to assist York County Energy Partuc:rs in regard to .reea:IIIJlCllded plantings and other wildlife habitat mitigatioa measures in relation to the proposed project. 

If you have any questioas or need any additioaal information in regard to our commcms. please COIItact Mr. 
Rolllld Bergner of my staff at (717) 783-4919. 

Very truly yours, 

Denver A. M Chief Divisioo ofEuviroamental Planning 
and Habitat ProtectiOil 
Bureau of Land Managc:DlCDt 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1715 
BALTIMORE, MD 21203·1715 

March 13, 1995 

Planning Division 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Safety and Health Program Support Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26505 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Reference your agency's letter dated, November 17, 1994, requesting the Baltimore 
District's comments on the proposed York County Partners Cogeneration Facility, York County, 
PCMsylvania, Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The comments provided below 
address the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) areas of concern, including direct and indirect 
impacts on existing and/or proposed Corps projects, flood control hazard potential, and permit 
requirements under Section 404 of the Oean Water Act. 

In accordance with the subject OBIS, portions of the proposed project would be located on 
Corps Indian Rock Dam flood control land. The crossing of Corps lands for the proposed 
interconnection corridor is expected to have minimal impact on the area's flood control mission. 
However, the Corps requests the following conditions be met: 

• Mitigation for impacts to wildlife shall be completed to the satisfaction of 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) as referenced in their January 30, 
1995 letter, to Mr. Jan Wachter (Enclosure 1). The PGC and Corps of 
Engineers must approve the final design of the mitigation plan prior to 
implementation. 

* Table 9-1 of the OBIS needs to reflect the requirement for a real estate 
easement from the Corps of Engineers for the crossing of Corps lands. 

In accordance with the subject report, portions of the proposed facilities will be located 
within the floodplain. New construction or major replacements within the flood plain requires 
full compliance with Executive Order (B.O.) No. 11988, Flood Plain Management. May 24, 
1977; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regulations; and other Federal, state, 
and local flood plain regulations. The objectives of the B.O. and the other floodplain regulations 
are to avoid the adverse effects of occupying and modifying the floodplain and to avoid direct 
and indirect support of development in the floodplain. The B.O. reqwres that activities not be 
located in the floodplain unless it is the only practicable alternative. Activities which must be 

I W-JFJ-3/13a 

I W-JFJ-3/13b 

located in the floodplain must incorporate measures to: (1) reduce the hazard and risks 
associated with floods, (2) minimize the adverse effects on human health, safety, and welfare, 

. 1  and (3) restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values of the floodplain. While portions W-JFJ-3/13c 
of the proposed facilities are located within the 100-year floodplain there is no significant impact 
on th� floodplain. The alternatives presented would have no impact on the floodplain. 
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KEYWORDS: 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment W-DM-1130, which addresses the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) letter. The suggested mitigation by the 
PGC has been included in Section 4.4 of the FEIS. The PGC and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) will have the opportunity to comment on the Mitigation 
Action Plan to be prepared by DOE in the event of a favorable Record of Decision 
for the proposed project. 

Response: Table 9-1 in the FEIS has been updated to include an easement to cross 
ACOE Flood Control Property. 

Response: The comment is noted. 
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In accordance with the National Flood Insurance Program and Related Regulations, 
October 1, 1988, Section 60.3, published by the FEMA, construction/replacement of water 
supply facilities and/or sanitary sewage systems within flood-prone areas should be designed to 
nunimize or eliminate inflltration of flood water into facilities. Sanitary sewaJe systems should 
also be designed so on-site waste diSf'OSal systems are located to avoid impaument to them or 
contamination from them during flooding. 

The OBIS recognizes the need for floodplain evaluation and describes procedures to be I W-JFJ-3/13d 
used for the evaluation. The results of these evaluations should be documented and coordinated 
with Federal, state, and local water resource agencies before the final design of the proposed 
facilities is selected. 

Certain activities in the waters of the United States, and jurisdictional wetlands, require 
Department of the Army permits from the Corps of Engineers. Corps regulations (33 CFR. 320 
through 330 and 33 CFR. 230 and 325 (Appendix B)) require full compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 during the review and evaluation of permit 
applications. To the maximum extent possible, the Corps will iccept the information presented 
in NEPA documents for evaluating permit applications. Once the preferred alignment is w-JFJ-3/13e 
determined for the utility corridors, Department of the Army authorization will be required for 
any discharge of dredged or fill material into waterways or wetlands; as well as for any aerial 
crossing of the Codorus Creek. It is requested that you contact Mr. John Gibble, River Basin 
Permits Section, Regulatory Branch, at (410) 962-1846, for information and guidance on permit 
application completion and submittal. Permit application must be made 90 days in advance of 
work in waterways/wetlands to allow sufficient time for joint Pennsylvania/Corps Process to 
work effectively. Further comments concerning the review of NEPA documentation by 
Regulatory Branch are enclosed (Enclosure 2). 

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact me or my action officer, Mr. Larry 
Lower, at (410) 962-4995. · . 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

u � � .o� J Dr. James F. Johnson fl. Chief, Planning Division 
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Floodplain evaluations have been conducted pursuant to Executive Order 
1 1988 (Floodplain Management) and DOE's procedures for compliance with 
floodplains/wetlands environmental review requirements (10 CFR Part 1022). The 
potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed project 
within identified flooplains are discussed in Sections 4. 1 .4.5 and 4. 1 . 14.4 of the 
EIS. This information has been provided to Federal, state, and local water resource 
agencies . 

Response: As detailed in Table 9-1 ,  YCEP would obtain all necessary permits, 
including those required from the Army Corps of Engineers for construction of the 
proposed project. 
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Januruy 30, 1995 

Mr. Jan I<. Wachter 
Director, ES&H Program Suppo11 Division 
DOEIMETC 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

In rc: Draft Environmental Impact S.tntcm.:nt (DEIS) 
Proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility 
York County, I' A 

Dear Mr. Wachter: 

TI1e Pennsylvania Game Commission has completed its rc\iew of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the above referenced project. Based on that rcvi.:w, a field view ofthc project site conducted on JanuaJY 6, 1 995 by 
Roland Bergner of my staff, and the meeting at our office on Janu&l)' 23, 1 995, we concur \\ith the $4!lcction of the Flood 
Control Property (FCP) alternative as the preferred el.:cuic intercoMect conidor alternative. We feel" that this 
alternative meets project needs and objectives with the least impacts to residences and private property owners. Even 
though there will be some !Jnpacts to \\ildlife habitat, these car;t be addressed .through proper mitigation. . . 

We wish to assi!>'t york County Energy fartners '\ith the development of the \\ildlife mitigation plan during the 
final design process: As discussed at the mecting on January 23, there are certain items we \\ish to see incorporated into 
the mitigation phm. ·These are as follows: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The riparian areas along Codorous Cred: which \\ill be cleared for the transmission line should be 
phmted with va1ious low growing shrub species to replace lost ''ildlife habitat. 

The construction of the transmission line through that portion of the FCP leased to the Pennsylvania 
Game Comn1ission should be coordinated with our agency to avoid conflicts with hunting seasons, 
fanning, and other management acthities. 
Wood duck nesting bo.'<es and other waterfowl nesting structures mould be placed along Codorous 
Creek to replncc any large \tees which will be remo\'Cd in order to increase breeding habitat for these 
species. Also, kestrel nesting bo.'<es, bat boxes, and other \\ildli�e nesting/resting structures could be 
placed on the single-shaft steel.or wooden poles which \\ill support !he transmission line. 

We r.:conuncnd thatplnnting of warm season grass species be included in the wildlire habitat 
mitigation plan. Wonn seuon srasses provide both food and cover for \\ildlife at different times of 
the )'enr, and the)' SUr\'h'C with less moiiiiUI'C Md fertility than cool se.uon grasses. 

Brush piles should be constnlcted \\ith \'C@et:llion that is c:Jearedluimmed for pole and transmission 
line placement to provide COVI."'' for wild lire. 
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Mr. Jan K. Wachter -2- January 30, 1995 

In our comments in relation to the Electric Interconnection Alternatives and Avoidance Study dated June 1 994, 
we made reference to Section 4(f). We wish to delete this reference to Section 4(f)'liom our re\iew. Even though the 
proposed transmission line will be constructed on FCP which is a recreation area and used by the public, Section 4(f) is 
included in the United Stated Department of Transportation Act of 1 966 (amended 1968); and is used to evaluate 
federally-aided highway projeciS with involvement with public parks, recreation lands, and wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges. 

Prior to initiating construction of the transmission line, we recommend that York County EnerSY Partners 
contaet Mr. Roger L. Lehman, Chief, Game Land Planning and Development Division at (717) 787-9613,,and Mr. 
Richard J. Skubish, Land Management Group Supervisor, through our Southeast Regional Oflicc in Reading at (610) 
926-3 136. Mr. Lehman and Mr. Skubish wish to assist York County Energy Partners in regard to recommended 
plantings and other wildlife habitat mitigation measures in relation to the proposed project. 

If you have any questions or need any ad4itiona1 info1mation in regard to our conunents, please contact Mr. 
Roland Bergner of my statfat (717) 783-4919. 

RB/smp 
ce: Grabowicz 

Lelunan 

Very truly yours, 

Denver A. McDowell, Chief 
Division ofEnvironmental Planning 
and Habitat Protection 
Blfl'eau of Land Management .· . 

Reg. Dir. Moore. SE. Atten: F AS Killough 
Acting LMS Metz 

Arway, PFBC 
Kulp, USFWS . • . Brown, COE, Bait. Dist. 
Zomok, DER. SC Reg. Office. 

· Sl..-ubish, LMGS 
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DEC I ·! li94 
CENAB-OP-RR ( 114 5 )  

MEMORANDUM THRU 

Acting Chief ,  CENAB-OP-RR�� 

As&istant·· Ch:i:ef-,-GENAB=:.OP..::B �
Chief , CENAB-OP-R� 
Chief , CENAB-OP-P 

Assistant Chief, CENAB-OP 

FOR Chief, CENAB-PL 

SUBJECT : Preliminary Review of Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Proposed York county Cogeneration Facility 

1 .  I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS )  for the proposed proj ect, my findings and answers to your 
concerns are as follows , based on a once-over reading of the 
doc�ent : 

a .  The DEIS satisfactprily addresses a need and purpose for 
the proposed plant . 

b .  There is no overriding environmental concern that would 
rule out the preferred alternative for s iting the proposed plant 
at Spring Grove , York co�nty , Pennsylvania • .  

c .  In addition to the preferred alternative for siting the 
plant , the DEIS satisfactorily described the no-action 
alternative . Only one other site location alternative was 
discussed. Other plant location alternatives may exist . I W-JFJ-3/IM 

d .  The DEIS addresses alternatives for the plant site and 
util ity line corridor separately . This appears to be appropriate 
as several different utility line routes could service the plant 
at the preferred loc�tion . 

e .  The ut ility l ine routes identified as alternatives appear 
to be satisfactory for review . The preferred alternative may I pose minor adverse impacts to water quality in Codorus Creek . 
These impacts include stream warming, and increased run-off 

. 

actuated by clearing an area of riparian forest . · However, 
cons idering the extremely degraded water qual ity of Codorus Creek 
this may not be an important consideration . 

W-JFJ-3/13g 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/16, D-121/14, D-141/15, 
and W-RJC-1/30m. 

Response: It is noted that minor impacts to Codorus Creek water quality may result 
upon clearing of the riparian forest at the three stream crossings. The loss of shade 
could increase the water temperature; however, these increases are expected to be 
very minor due to the rate of stream flow, heat transfer considerations, and the 
limited removal of riparian forest at the stream crossings .. To the extent practicable, 
run-off would be minimized through good engineering practices. 
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�l'�it'B-OP-RR ( 1145 )  
SUBJECT : Preliminary Review of Draft Environmental Impact 
statement for Proposed York County Cogeneration Facility 

f .  The DEIS identifies four possible alternatives for the 
115KV utility corridor and three variations of the preferred 
alternative . These satisfactorily address the spirit of the 
404 (b) ( 1 )  guidelines . 

g .  There appears to be adequate documentation contained in 
the DEIS for NEPA and 404 reviews of the proj ect, 

h .  The l imits of Waters of the United States, including 
j urisdictional wetlands are appropriately documented for the 
plant s ite . Wetlands identified in the DEIS are comparab�e to 
those confirmed by the Baltimore District . on 21 November 199 4 ,  
I inspected a delineation o f  Waters o f  the United States , 
including j urisdictional wetlands , for the preferred power-line 
right-of-way. This inspection indicated that the delineation was 
performed correctly and accurately. 

i .  In section 9 of the D�IS , Approval/Permits Needed, 
mentions use o f  Nationwide Permits . It i s  initially anticipated 
that a Letter of Permission Permit (LOP) may be required for 
crossing Codorus Creek, a Section 10 waterway. Also , because the 
proposed proj ect is not a hydropower proj ect, the Baltimore 
pistrict will r�tain Section 10 and section 404 authority. over· 
impacts pursuant to the Federal Power Action of 1920: 
2 . Any minor impacts should be mitigated using lands of 
P . H. Glatfelter , Inc. , York County Energy Partners , private 
lands . 

3 .  Mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources should be 
defined . Theses actions should focus on restoring or improving 
water quality in Codorus Creek to a minimally· acceptable level 
where the stream supports reproduction for a warm water fishery. 

I W-JFJ-3/13b 

I W-JFJ-3/13i 

I W-J

FJ

-3/

lJj 
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Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

Response: The comment is noted. Table 9. 1 in the FEIS has been revised to reflect 
this information. 

Response: The comment is noted. Where appropriate, mitigation (for wetland 
areas) would include the use of lands owned by the P. H .  Glatfelter Company. 

Response: The FEIS has been revised to more comprehensively present the 
potential effects on aquatic resources (see Section 4. 1 .5 . 1). The effects to aquatic 
resources result not from the proposed facility's introduction of new or additional 
contaminants into the Codorus Creek, but rather to the concentration of existing 
pollutants due to the evaporation of water in the proposed project's cooling tower. 
It appears that temperature may be the most important parameter influencing the 
nature of the aquatic community downstream of the P. H. Glatfelter Company's 
discharge point. As such, the proposed project is expected to reduce the thermal 
load to Codorus Creek, and could theoretically improve the aquatic community 
present downstream of the P. H .  Glatfelter Company's discharge. However, the 
reduction in stream flow, especially during low-flow conditions, could affect the 
stream's physical and chemical (especially dissolved solids) characteristics. 
Mitigation of low-flow events occurs through the SRBC's requirement of flow 
augmentation from Lake Marburg. Under the requirements of P. H .  Glatfelter 
Company's SRBC permit, the minimum flow during a severe summer drought may 
not be reduced below 7.62 cfs at the mill pond dam. DOE may require monitoring 
of the stream flow below the P. H.  Glatfelter Company's discharge point to obtain 
a more expansive database on (1) stream flows and (2) water quality. This 
information would be used to verify findings reached in the FEIS regarding the 
occurrence and effect of low-flow conditions. 
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RE(;ISTERED A'ITENDANCE AT PUBLIC .MEETING 
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KEYWORDS: 
Cumulative effects 

Volume IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: The effects of combined pollution sources in the Y ark area have been 
anaylzed in Chapter 6 of the EIS (Cumulative Effects). In particular, DOE analyzed 
the cumulative effects on air resources from operations which are currently operating 
and those that could be operating in the foreseeable future. 

WRITTEN-329 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

REGISrERED A1TENDANCE AT PUBLIC l\1EETING 
(Voluntary) 

I NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS: Do you wtsh to make an oral � at this meeting? 
I l..ttu,.;� I=: �__s 

� 1? 1 � o )( 7 b O  
D YES  0 

·;u,�J {:'r�'_d""" � fA- / 7 '3  '/9 Do you plan to sub�en statement? 

PHONE: 
. CJ NO 

NAME OF ORGANIZATION OR AGENCY and Whom are you representing? 
YOUR POsrilON: 0 Self 0 Federal, State or Local 

0 Organlzatton 
�venunent Ag� 

Other P7:z m; lv 
COMMENTS: v�'f 7 

.5� /''·� • ' a  u s  o.,C Aee"£ l.,tt. r;s .es /, vt:JI� . �OK s� httv� /o o k� de¥/'1 /n h:F #,� ,/)1 ��-
bM- CtJ>77 """ 1<.-h ,-·lie.s A a !I.e A�.q' c.#...s 11 umer-c«..s 
-lime> ..{;.()� b;� Ct:Jr,P d�;on C ¢- }> -� �q -;r/1'1 -c-v r � r-
/FNcP- 6 / T _t,J/,� ;, .h:, c..-f- '1 f!Jsw-.r ·;de- � Vb-'"7 ,...� 

/� proble--$ (C.a.-.!v.s, lot'r/--h _tf('ef;c-fs-/e k-) () c c  e..<...,- . 

/J.7.S� w e "le� <h s--::f� c:-a,.,• ::r;;y- " J.A.  ;- <..� .rt.. --z;Ji a.., 

REGISTERED A1TENDANCE AT PUBLIC :MEETING 
(Voluntary) 

NAME AND MAlLING ADDRESS: Do you wish to make an oral statement at this meeting? J../N6A s .  5/J(GSL� CJ YES D-NO 
JU):9Y BoA /7� 

Yb el(, )fJ .  ILia'/ 
·PHONE: It?- C)J.s- 353g 

Do you plan to submit a written statement? � CJ NO 

NAME OF ORGANIZATION OR AGENCY and 
YOUR POsrilON: 

5.r.o. P. s z.c. I T£1../JS ; 

� are you representing? 
Self 0 Federal, State or Local 

CJ Organization 
Govemment Agency 

CJ Other 
COMMENTS: • • �� ::r 7-�l_.iA..(... ./>u-L.l...,� c� '{UJ,fA4.1 � 
./ht4Uv./hf�U., � � �e�ML-<-· -/n Cf-.-fM �d:u._/ t-Y; .d�/1/lX_, /LU:i.it.� 

W-LSS-ll/14 

wRITTEN-33o 
May 1995 

Volwne IV 



W-LFL-12/14 

KEYwoRDS: 
Health effects 
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KEYWORDS: 
NEPA 
Schedule 

Volume IV 

Final Environmental bnpact Statement 

Response: The health risk assessment prepared for the proposed project 
(summarized in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS) followed the methodolgy consistent 
with EPA guidance. Emissions from the proposed project would not be expected 
to adversely affect human health. This conclusion is similar to the results from a 
comprehensive study conducted by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) that 
analyzed potential health effects from 594 existing power plants (Lamarre, 1995) . 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122, and D-32/13 .  
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KEYWORDS: 
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Cumulative effects 
Health effects 
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KEYWORDS: 
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Modeling 

Volwne IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-248/5. 

The human health risk assessments conducted for the proposed project are 
summarized in Section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the EIS . In order to provide the opportunity for 
multiple validations of findings, a variety of approaches (e.g. , models, review of 
epidemiological studies) was used to determine health risk to the York community. 
The findings from these various studies suggest that carcinogenic risks to the York 
community from the proposed facility would be within the range deemed to be 
acceptable by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Response: As described more fully in the response to Comment D-155/1 1 ,  the air 
quality modeling that was undertaken used wind measurements and other 
meteorological data taken at a nearby site at West Manchester [10 km (6 mi) 
northeast] as well as meteorological data from Harrisburg and upper wind data from 
Dulles International Airport in Virginia. The use of these data was considered to 
be appropriate. There are no plans to undertake wind measurements at the Spring 
Grove site. 
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Ihe Department of Energy is interested in obtaining your written COIFIIMIIU on the Draft E/Sfor the proposed York County Energy 
Partners Cogeneration Facilil)l in York County, Pennsylvania. Please provide your COffiiMnls in the spoa below and print }'our 
name and address on the reverse side of this card. Your cards C'all be deposited In the boxes provided at the public h«rring or mailed directly to the address on the reverse side. 

Name: =:.\D\\(\)=r; MkvROi 
AtMress: ?:.33'L JJ r $1� $T7 

1\ftAA�&.>R<:. Qt+ 
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Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) P.O. Box 880 
361 0 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 
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RF.GISI'ERED ATTENDANCE AT .PUBLIC MEETING 
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Final Enviromnental hnpact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-129/6, D-241/24, and D-
275/22. 
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REGISTERED ATI'ENDANCE AT PUBLIC MEETING. 
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KEYwORDS: 
BACT 
Commercialization 

status 

W-JF-1118 

KEYwORDS: 
Alternative technologies 

· · t ·. 
Volwne IV ·.· 

Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

Response: As outlined in Section 1 .3 . 1  of the FEIS, there are various unique 
aspects associated with the proposed project. PADER is responsible for determining 
the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for installation/incorporation into 
the proposed facility. Please see also the responses to Comments D-39/ 13,  D-71113,  
and W-RJC-1/30d. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-39/ 13 ,  D-100/9, and W-RJC-
1/30d. 
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Volume IV 

Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-83/5. 

Response: For information on the referendum in Tallhassee, FL, please see the 
responses to Comments D-326/19. For information on the commercialization status 
of atmospheric circulating fluidized bed (CFB) technology, please see the response 
to Comment D-39/13.  For information on DOE's responsibility to fund cost 
overruns, please see the response to Comment D-300/1 1 .  DOE has addressed in 
this FEIS the comments received by York County medical societies. Please see the 
response to Comment D-85/23 for a listing of responses related to the concerns of 
York County's medical societies. 
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Flnal Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: A list of speakers for each night of public hearings has been included at 
the beginning of the Transcript of Proceedings for that particular day. These 
transcripts are available in the public reading rooms (Volume III, Appendix A). 
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Response: Comment is noted. 

Final Environmental hnpact Statement 
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F1nal Environmental Impact Statement 

VOLUME IV(C): WRITTEN TESTIMONY SUBMITTED 
AT THE PUBUC HEARINGS 

This Section of Volume IV contains reproductions of written testimony received during the public 
hearings (December 14, 15,  and 16, 1994, and January 18 ,  1995). This testimony includes prepared 
statements and exhibits submitted by attendees of the public hearings. 

For written testimony, the convention is to assign the comment a prefix of "OW" or "JW" (denoting 
written testimony submitted either in December or January), followed by a sequential numeral . For 
instance, the designation of JW-15 denotes the fifteenth specific comment contained in written testimony 
submitted at the January public hearing. 

In responses to comments, three acronyms referring to environmental impact statements are used. 
"DEIS" refers specifically to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement published in November 1994; 
"FEIS" refers to this Final Environmental Impact Statement; "EIS" refers to both the DEIS and the 
FEIS, in general . Thus, when a reference to the DEIS , FEIS , or EIS is made in a response to a 
comment, that information can be found m in the DEIS, m in the FEIS , or in h2tll documents, 
respectively. 

DOE addressed the pertinent and relevant comments contained in the written testimony. However, 
because prepared statements were generally read into the record by their preparers, often the written 
testimony duplicated the testimony contained in Volumes II and III: Oral Comments on the DEIS 
Submitted During the Public Hearings. All written testimony, including that not read into the record was 
given full consideration by DOE and is responded to in this Section. The Department appreciates 

· receiving all comments, and those not specifically marked for response are recorded here as being 
received, considered, and noted for the record by DOE. 

Volwne IV 
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Comments by Spring Grove Mayor Richard A. Thieret 
at Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Public Hearing 
14-16 December 1994 

· My name is Dick Thieret. And, as most of you know, I 
am Mayor of Spring Grove -- and have been for the past 
20-plus years. . I've also lived iri the Borough for 
40 years; my wife has lived here all her life. So we both 
care very, very much about our community. 

I am here this evening because I have reviewed the 
Department of Energy's Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. As a result of the DOE's report, · I  want to 
reiterate my support for the York County Energy 
Partners' cogeneration project. 

There are three. key reasons why I support the project. 
They are environmental impact, the economic benefits, 
and the need for power. 

In terms of the environment, the DOE reports the 
project will reduce our most serious air emissions which 
impact the environment and p�blic health. With the 
curtailed use of Glatfelter's No. 4 boiler, sulfur dioxide, 
particulate emissions, and nitrogen oxides will all be ' 

·1-
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reduced. The report notes that some emissions may 
increase. I understand, however, that the project 
sponsors will be required to ensure th�t these 
emissions will have to meet national and state 
requirements. 

In terms of its economic benefits; the project will bring 
in hundreds of construction jobs --. and I feel confident a 
good portion of these workers will be from York County. 
Permanent jobs also will be created. Goods and 
services to support the project will be purchased in our 
area. Finally, the project will pay about a half-million 
dollars annually in property taxes to the Spring Grove 

· School District and to York County. That kind of 
financial support takes . an added burden off our 
taxpayers. 

As. to the need for power, we all know that Met-Ed has 
reported a need for additional electricity to meet its 
customers' needs by the end of the century. The 
proposed facility offers a long-term solution to Met-Ed 
and ensures that the benefits . of this facility are 
brought to York County and not some other location, 
like New Jersey. 

I'd also like to ask everyone here tonight to think back 
almost a year ago -- to last January -- when homes and 

·2-
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businesses throughout our state were hit by the rolling brownouts. January 11th to be exact, the temperature dropped to 15 degrees below zero. Governor Casey ordered all �oilers in the state not in use to fire up. P. H. Glatfelter's idle boiler was ordered ori the line, and crank it up they did! But this 130-year old firm that was here before the Civil War, still family run and controlled, and a Fortune 500 Company, went one better by shutting down their biggest paper machine, losing $25,000 to $30,000 an hour for 24 hours, putting more electricity on the grid. And they didn't even get a gold star! Now, P. H. Glatfelter can't keep on doing this, and that's why this facility will help ensure that we have adequate supplies of energy in emergency situations, as well as to meet daily demand. 

( You might or might. not believe the Farmer's Almanac that this winter is going to be even worse. 

I also recognize that much has been said about the existing quality of York County's air. According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the quality of York's air currently ineets national and state requirements, and the rate of lung disease in York County is considered better than all of our surrounding counties and better than the state as a whole. 
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Concerns about water usage and quality have been answered to my satisfaction. Treated wastewater from Glatfelter will be used for the YCEP cooling tower's water needs, so no water from Lake Marburg will be necessary. (And any water released to the Codorus Creek will be treated and have to meet state water quality standards before it is released.) 

As to specific local issues, like truck and rail traffic, the Route 1 16/516 Lehman Road intersection, and road improvements, these concerns have been expressed to Air Products, and I understand they have committed il!writing that the necessary work will be done and that · 
the Spring Grove and North Codorus taxpayers would not have had to pay for the�e improvements. 

In short, I see the project as a benefit to Spring Grove and the Greater York County community and would urge the DOE to approve the project so we can start enjoying the benefits this project offers. 

·4· 
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( Un t i t led ) 

Ladies and Gente lmen 

I will be brief for Everything has been 
said already many many t imes both for and against this project . 

m t ill , Ma?�' I ee:y �Aat 6n behaf of Boilermakes Local Lodge 1 3  
ws 

and i t s  924 members , ha� constructed every type of faci lity, 

weather i t  be nuclear, gas , oil1 hydro or coa l fired, all over th� 

Easter United States,  This proj ect employs the very best in 
�hVA .. �c-'b 

safe� and�technolog� . It will be benefi cial to a l l  concerned 

both envi roment ly and economicly . Th5 proj ect will demonstrate 

reduced emissions of particulates and oxides of nitrogen during 

operati on s  far above that which is being generated now by the 

number 4 boiler at the Glatfelder paper mi ll . In addition, 

it is wel l  known that every township within York county has 
'TVJ.d/ � W"'b 

experienced populat i on &eef'ltS GeeaHSQ � increased hOUSeing 

construct ion . This only increases the need for more and future 
"""'T eF 

energy sources . Thi s  proj ect will meet�the needs of this rapid 

expans ion . After reviewing the draft , it appears that a l l  or 

most potential problems have been addressed , Their is nothing 

to j us t i fy not approving this proj ect . I t s  safe and necessary . 

There£ore , Boilermake rs Local 1 3  and i t s  membership , many of 

whfch are res ident s of York and surrounding countys , approve 

of and i ndorse this proj ect . 

WkiTfEN-360 
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Good eveninq concerned citizens , Department of Enerqy and 

fell ow tradesmen . My name is Terry Peck. I am Vice President of 

York Buildinq Trades and Business Aqent of Local 520 Plumbers . & 

Pipetitters Union .  Local 5 2 0  has been in the business tor so years 

supplyinq hiqhly skilled and top qualified pipe tradesman . 

The Pennsylvania Buildinq Trades built every modern power 
station in the Susquehanna Valley, Peach Bottom Atomic Power 
Station, Brunners Island , Sate Harbor, Muddy Run, York County 
Resource Recovery Units amonq others . Each of these plants are ot 
different desiqn and all were comp�eted on a timely schedule . The 
local Buildinq Trades have . the manpower, experience and a record 
second to none . 

The s inqle most community productive event of such a proj ect 

is the initial construction. It must be demanded by all , that the 

tradesmen !rom our area be the tradesmen to erect such a proj ect. 

The j obs we plead tor are not qlamorous , to hanq !rom the steel in 

the cold , the heat or the rain ; however this is what we do tor our 

l ivelihood . 

Jobs tor the Central Pennsylvania Buildinq and Construction 

Tradesman will provide payroll and tax revenues tor our 

Commonwealth . The Buildinq Trades also have state and Federal 

accredited apprenticeship proqrams , pens ion plans and health 

Wkfli'EN-362 
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benefit programs . Together these programs make Central 

Pennsylvania a better place for all to l ive by providing on the j ob 

training for the youthful tradesmen, health care for the j ourneymen 

and their famil ies and pension for the past workers . This type o f  

arrangement helps a large cross-section of Central Pennsylvania 

citizens and also helps to avoid the flash-in-the-pan j ob cycle . 

The proj ect is well planned and studied to meet the needs for 

future power demands . York County Enerqy Partners is a wholly 

owned subsidiary of Air Products and Chemicals of Allentown , 

Pennsylvania . 

cogeneration . 

Air Products is 'a very experienced company in 

CUrrently ,  Air Products has six operating 

cogeneration facilitie s .  Air Products has proven to b e  capable o f  

building and maintaining such facilities . It is our opinion that 

this proj ect could be very good for the local economy and local 

tradesmen . 
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Cogenerator 9 4  
Comments to the Draf t Env i ronmental  Impact S tatement f o r  the 
Proposed York County Energy Par tne r s  Cogene ra t i on Faci l i ty ,  York 
county , Pennsylvan i a _ DOE / E I S - 0 2 2 1  On January 1 8 , 1 9 9 5  

The cogene rator w i l l  d i s charge into the a i r  each day wat e r  
vapor f r om the evapora t i on o f  three m i l l ion ga l l ons o f  coo l i ng 
wate r .  Thi s  d i s charge i s  l i k e l y  to exacerba t e  an e x i s t ing fog 
prob l em i n  S p r i ng Grove . 

John Kl unk has documented actual fogg i ng cond i t ions i n  
Spr i ng Grove on 1 / 21 / 9 4 , 2 / 1 8 / 9 4 , 1 0 / 1 2 /9 4 ,  1 0 / 1 6 / 9 4 , 1 0 / 1 9 / 9 4 , 
1 0 / 2 1 / 9 4 , and. 1 2 / 4 /9 4 .  H i s  pho tographs show low fog banks 1 0 0  to 
200  feet deep w i th c lear b l ue sky above . Thi s  fog bank i n  the 
S p r i ng G rove va l ley - i s 2 by 2 m i l es and 1 0 0  to 200 feet deep . 

The G l a t f e l ter Pape r Company ·evaporates 1 . 5  mi l l i on g a l l ons 
of water f rom i t s  ponds and stacks each day . Thi s  amount o f  
water vapor can saturate a vo l ume of  a i r  four square mi l e s  i n  
area and three hundred and four teen f eet deep i f  the · a i r  
temperature i s  3 2  degrees . 

I f  thi s  a i r  i s  o r i g i na l l y  at 5 0  % humid i ty the vo l ume wou l d  
doub l e ,  o r  be 6 28 feet deep . I t  wou l d  take on l y  4 hours t o  f i l l  
this va l l ey 1 0 0  f e e t  deep . Wi th a humid i ty of 7 5  \ i t  wou l d  take 
only t\\'0 . 

The D r a f t  E I S  state t hat three mi l l ion g a l l ons of water p e r  
day f o r  coo l ing purposes , the ma jor por t ion w i l l  b e  evaporated 
and expe l l e d  into the air  o f  S p r i ng Grove . 

Add t h i s  addi t i ona l wa t e r  vapor f r om the co-generator to the 
exi s t i ng wa t e r  vapor f rom the paper p l ant , then it wou l d  requ i r e 
on l y  one and a qua r t er hou r s  at S O  % humid i ty and 3 8  m inut e s  at  
7 5  % hum i d i t y  to f i l l  thi s  val l ey w i th fog 1 0 0  fee�  deep . 

John K lunk presented these pho tographs at a seeping mee t i ng 
bu t they we r e  i gnored by the wr i ters o f  the Dra f t  EIS . I n  f a c t ,  
the E I S  states ( pg 3 - 1 4 } " There have been no documented repo r t s  
o f  f ogg i ng and i c i ng i n  the v i c i n i ty of  the propo s�d p r o j e c t  s i t e  
as a resu l t o f  the current P .  H .  G l a t fe l t e r  Company opera t i ons . "  

The D r a f t  E I S  c l a ims there i s  no foggi ng probl em . On page 
4 - 3 9 , "The resu l t s  of  the Seas ona l Annu a l  Coo l i ng Tower Impac t s  
mode l i ng i nd i ca t e  th� t ope ra t i on of the proposed coo l i ng t o ��r 
wou l d  resu l t  i n  no pred i c t ed occurrences o f  cool i ng tower fogg i ng 
and on r a i l roads i n  the sur round i ng are a " , and c on t i nues w i th 
" There a r e  no t i nc iden t s  o f  coo l i ng t owe r induced i c i ng expe c t ed 
due t o  the proposed fac i l i ty .  The mode l ind i cated that a l ona 
York Road ( R t 1 1 6 } ,  l ocated 9 8 4  fee t  southeast of the proposed 
coo l i ng towe r ,  there wou ld be no hou rs o f  p l ume fogg i ng and no 
ho�rs of road i c i ng" . 

The EIS resu l ts �oncern i ng f ogq i ng and a i r  qua l i ty i n  
q�n e r a l  whe r e m�de us ing compu t e r  mode l s  w i th que• t i ona bl e data 
� a t he r  than ac tua l nbse r v� t i ons and measu remen ts . The t r  mod� !  
a s sum�� t h e  ground i s  f l a t and that the w ind comes p r i mar i l y f r om 
t he We s t . They have no on s 1 te substant i a t i on weather data . 

The . q round i s  not f l at , the Cod�rus Creek va l l ey i s  f l anked 
by h i l l s be tween 2 0 0 - 4 0 0  f e e t  h t a h , the va l l ey progres s i ng f r om 
t h �  SW t o the N E ,  w i dens a t  Spr i na G r ove to two m i l e s  and w i dens 
f � r ther t o  four m i l e s  NE of t own . 
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Wind qene r a l l v f l ows t hrough a va l l ey , i n  t h i s  case the w i nd 
wou l d  tend t o  f l ow t owa rds t he no r t h  e a s t  o r  � o  the sou th west , 
the di rect ion o f  t he va l l ey . 

Ground l e ve l  meteoro l og i ca l  data f o r  the E I S  w a s  c o l l e c ted 
f rom We s t  Manche s t e r '  Townsh i p  whi ch i s  6 mi l e s  away and the NWS 
o f f i ce i n  Ha r r i sburg whi ch i s  2 5  mi les away , fur thermore 
Har r i sbutg i s  obv 1 ou s l y  too far away and 1 n f l uenced by the 
s tab i l i z i ng e f f e c t  o f  a l a rge r i ve r , the S usquehanna . Uppe r a i r  
data i s  f rom NWS Du l l es Interna t i ona l Ai�port Vi rginia whi ch i s  
two c l imate zones and 7 5  m i l�s away . The maximum recommended 
d i s tance for g round l eve l meteoro log i c a l  data i s  6 mi les . ( 3 . 2 ,  
3 . 5 )  None ne i ther o f  the g round l evel  s i tes are representa t ive 
for the macro c l imate of S p r ing Grove . Both are in pr imar i ly 
l eve l a reas whe reas S p r i ng Grove i s  in a narrow val l ey .  

The ·c l o s e s t  w i nd measurement s  are f rom Wes t  Manches ter 
Townshi p  at the Baker P l ant . The E I S  conta i ns two wind rose s , 
Wes t  Manche s t e r  and Har r i sburg , whi ch records the wind s tr ength 
and dura t i on p e r c entage f rom the s ixteen point of the compass . 

Some s e l e c t  va l ues f rom the s e  wind roses : 

\o1es t  Manche s t e r  Townshi p Har r i sburg 
Maximum % 1 1 . 0  s sw 1 4 . 5  % w 
Next h i ghest % 1 0 . 5  W NW 1 3  % vi NW 

1 0 . 5  NW 1 0 . 5  % w sw 
sum 3 2  \ 3 8  \ 

·Sum o f  appos ing w i nd d i re c t i ons 
Max i mum 1 5 . 0  % s-sw ,  N-NE 2 0 . 5  % w ,  E 

1 4 . 5  % NW , SE 1 8 . 5  y. . W-NW ,  E S E  0 
1 3 . 5  % W-Ntll ,  E-SE 1 0 . 5  \ \-1-SW, E-NE 

Not i ce tha t the Ha r r i sburg w ind shows a s t rong tendenc i e s ,  
mos t  o f  the preva i l i ng w i nds a r e  weste r l y ,  characte r i s t i c  o f  a 
val l ey w i nd bu t the Baker p l ants does not show thi s s t rong 
d i r e c t i onal tendency . 

The que s t i on rema ins ; what i s  the shape o f  the Spr i ng Grove 
w i nd rose? I · doubt that the w i nd i s  as s trong as e i the r 
Har r i sburg or Wes t  Manches t e r  or that the preva i l i ng d i r e c t i ons 
are East and Wes t  as assumed in the E I S . 

· 
I do no t have any wea the r data conce rn i ng Spring G rove , nor 

do t he w r i te r s  of the EIS ; such as the numbe r of  days o f  fog , 
the i r  durat ion , the temperature and re l a t ive humidi ty , dew po int 
o r  the number of  days o f  temp erature i nve r s i on .  What i s  c l ear is  
the add i t i on o f  thi s l arge · quant i t i e s  o f  wat e r  vapor can on l y  
a ggr�vate an a l ready exi s t i ng fog probl em and that the E I S  i s  
probab l y  wrong . 
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Ca l c u l a t i ons : 

3 X 1 0 " 6  ga l l ons evaporated 
At 3 2  F saturated a i r  contains 4 . 9  q r ams water /meter cubed . 

3 X 1 0 " 6 · qal ( 3 . 8  X 1 0 " 3  qrams wat e r / qa l ) = 
1 . 1 4 X 1 0 : 1 0  qrams of water as water vapor . 

1 . 1 4 X 1 0 " 1 0  grams ( m " 3 a i r / 4 . 9  grams water as vapor ). :: 
2 . 3  X 1 0 " 9  me ter cubed o f  saturated a i r .  

2 . 3  X 1 0 " 9  m " 3  ( 3 . 28 f t . /m ) " 3  = 8 . 1  X 1 0 " 1 0  f t " 3  saturated a i r  
8 . 1  x · 1 o · 1 o f t " 3 / ( ( 2 ) ( 5 6 8 o  f t ) ) " 2 = 
6 2 8  f t  l aye r over 4 square m i l e s  

Johannes L .  S che l t ema 
RFD 2 ,  Box 2 0 8  
G l en Rock , PA 1 7 3 2 7  
7 1 7  2 3 5  6 6 7 7  
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENV I RONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TO U N I TED STATES D EPARTMENT OF ENERGY FOR 

PROPOSED YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS COAL BURN I NG POWER PLANT 

NORTH CODORUS TOWNSH I P ,  YORK COUNTY , PENNSYLVAN IA 

CODORUS MON I TOR I NG NETWORK I NC .  JOHN KLUNK , PRES I D ENT 

JANUARY 1 8 ,  1 99 5  

WATER QUAL I TY - CODORUS CREEK 

A ma j o r  pu rpo s e  o f  t he Codorus Mon i t o r i n g  N etwo r k  is to advocat e 
i mp rovement i n  Codo rus Creek , wh i ch h i st o r i c a l l y ,  an d present l y  i s  
s e r i o u s l y  d e g raded by · i ndust r i a l · pol l ut i on . The st ream has been 
a l l owed to exceed s t at e  wat e r  qual i t y  s t an d a r d s  for t emperat ure and 
col o r  due t o  exempt i on s  g rant ed to t h e  P . H .  Gl at f e l t e r  Company by 
t h e  Pennsyl van i a  D e partment . o f  Env i ronmen t al R esources and t h e  
Env i ronment a l  Hear i ng Board • .  T h e  res i dent s o f  Yo r k  Ci t y  and Yo r k  
Count y  h ave been d e p r i ved o f  t h e  fu l l  pot ent i a l aest het i c  and 
recreat i onal  val ue o f  Codorus Cree k ,  l arg e l y due to t h e odo r ,  col o r  
and d i m i n i shed f i s h e ry caused b y  d i scharg e s  f rom P . H . Gl at fe l t e r .  
I n  t he l on g  t e rm ,  ove r t he expect ed o p e rat i ng peri od o f  t h e  
p ro posed YCEP coal b u rn i ng power pl ant , s i gn i f i cant i mp rovement s 
are l i k e l y  t o  occ u r  i n  Codo rus Creek wat e r  qual i t y .  I f  t he YCEP 
proj ect i s  b u i l t ,  i t  wou l d  be a l i mi t i ng f actor t o  ach i evement of 
such i mp rovement . 

( 1 ) T h e  D raft E I S  p roduced by us DOE i s  short s i g h t ed fo r fai l i ng 
to recogn i z e t he l i ke 1 i hood for i mp rovem e n t s  i n  p rocesses and 
wast ewat e r  t reatment at t h e  G l at fe l t e r  fac i  1 i t y wh i ch are 1 i ke l y  t o  
occu r w i t hout t he YCEP coal b u rn i ng p l ant , f o r  econom i c  reasons o r  
t hose wh i ch may b e  requ i red b y  f e d e ral  and st at e  aut hori t i es d u r i n g  
t h e  ex pect ed pe r i od o f  operat i on of t he p roposed YCEP fac i 1 i t y .  The 
G l at fe l t e r  Company cou l d  g reat l y  reduce i mpact s to Codorus Creek . 
The pot ent i al i mpact o f  t he YCEP wast ewat e r  d i scharge t o  Codorus 
C r e e k  shou l d  be eva l uat ed separat e l y  f rom t h e  G l at f e l t e r  d i scharge 
to d e t e rmi ne t h e  l ong t e rm e f fect YCEP wou l d  have i f  G l at fe l t e r  
we re t o  i mp l emen t  i mp rovement s  t o  s i gn i f i cant l y  reduce i mpact s t o  
Cod o r u s  Creek wat e r  qual i t y .  Th i s  approach wou l d  i nd i cat e how much 
of a l i m i t i n g fact o r  t he YCEP d i scharge wou l d  be to i mprov i n g  wat e r  
qual i t y  w i t h  t he i mp roved G l at fe l t e r  scena r i o .  

I t  shou l d  not b e  assumed t hat Codorus C re e k  downst ream o f  t he 
G l at f e l t er faci l i t y  cou l d  not support t rout . I f  G l at fe l t e r  we re t o  
make mo re e f f i c i ent u s e  of wast e heat and i mprove t he i r p rocesses 
ana wast e  t reatment , i t  wou l d  b e  poss i b l e .  The J u l y 1 4 ,  1 993 report 
f rom G l at fe l t e r to PA DER on t he f i sh k i l l  caused by an acci dent a l  
r e l e a s e  o f  su l fu r i c  ac i d  t o  t he mi l l  pond i nc l u d e d  smal l mout h and 
l a rgemou t h  bass , c rappi e .  b ass , nort hern p i ke and 3 b rown t rout 
averag i n g over 8 i nches l ong . 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Comment is noted. Please see response to Comment J-3 1115.  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-311 15.  Water quality 
improvements due to P.  H .  Glatfelter Company's modernization project have been 
analyzed separately, as shown in Table 4. 1-27 of the EIS . The effects of the 
proposed project on the diminishment of these improvements is also shown in this 
table. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-32/6. 

Response: Comment is noted. Please see response to Comment J-32/6. 
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( 2 )  Th e D r a f t  E I S. i s  short s i gh t e d  for not cons i d e r i ng t h e  
l i k e l i hood of  f u t u re needs t o  w i t h draw mo re wat e r  f rom Lake Mar b u r g  
t o  accommodat e i nc reased d emand by t he G l at f e l t e r  Company caused b y  
i nc reases i n  p roduct i on capac i t y  at t h e  G l at f e l t e r  . m i l l  and 
resu l t i ng need f o r  mo re wat e r  to be d rawn from Lake Ma rbu rg t o  
f ac i  1 i t  at e d i  1 ut i on t o  meet present wat e r  qual i t y  s t andards o r  mo r e  
st r i ngent regu l at o r y  requ i remen t s i mposed i n  t h e  f u t u re . I t  shou l d  
not be assumed t hat t h e  G l at f e l t e r  Company wou l d  not exe rc i se t h e i r 
r i g h t  t o  d raw mo re t han dou b l e t he amount o f  wat e r  t hey now do f rom 
Codo rus C re e k  and Lake Marburg i n  t he f ut u re .  

( 3 )  The o n l y s i gn i f i cant c h ange i n  wat e r  qual i t y  i dent i f i ed i n  t h e  
d ra f t  E I S  expect ed t o  resu l t  f rom t h e  YCEP pro j ect wou l d  b e  due t o  
evaporat i on o f  a port i on o f  wast ewat e r  current l y  d i scharged t o  
Codo rus C r e e k  b y  G l at f e l t e r at out f a l l 0 0 1 . F rom t he i n format i on 
p re s ent ed i n  t h e  d ra f t  E I S ,  t h e  u s e  of wast ewat e r  t o  coo l t h e  YCE P  
bo i l e r wou l d  evapo rat e 2 . 8  mgd t o  t h e  atmosp h e r e  a t  t h e  p roposed 
s i t e  v e ry c l ose to  t h e  Bo rough o f  Sp r i n g  Grove , res i dences in  No r t h  
CodQ rus Towns h i p  and i n  c l ose p rox i m i t y  t o  h eav i l y  u sed st at e  rou t e  
1 1 6  and t he u n conven t i on a l  i n t e rsect i on s  o f  rout e  5 1 6  and Lehman 
roads w i t h  rou t e  1 1 6 . T h e  p roposed evaporat i on wou l d  rel e a s e  
vol at i l e  o r g an i c  compoun ds ( VOC ' s ) , h azardous ai r pol l ut ant s 
( HAP ' s )  and s a l t s  t o  t h e  atmosphere . Ot h e r  odor p roduc i ng a n d  
met a l l i c con st i t uent s of  t h e G l at f e l t e r  wast ewat e r  wh i ch wou l d  b e  
r e l eased w e r e  not comp l et e l y i dent i f i ed o r  quant i f i ed .  T h e  o n l y 
c l a i med i mp rovement s t o  t h e  deg r aded wat e r  qual i t y  i n  Codorus C r e e k  
wou l d  resu l t  f rom a d e c rease i n  t he vo l ume o f  wast ewat e r  d i scharged 
f rom G l at f e l t e r out f a l l 0 0 1 . Howeve r ,  t h e  resu l t i ng i ncrease i n  
concent rat i on s  o f  con t am i nant s i n  t he wast ewat er wh i c h  w e r e  
i d ent i f i ed a n d  t ho s e  wh i ch w e r e  not a r e  cause f o r  s e r i ous conce rn . 

( 4 )  Tab l es 4 . 1 -2 7  and 4 . 1 -2 8  o f  t he d ra f t  E I S  i nd i cat e 
concent rat i on s  of t o t al d i sso l ved sol i ds ,  c h l o r i de ,  s u l f at e ,  
cal c i um ,  sod i um ,  suspended sol i ds and t o t a l  so l i d s are expect ed t o  
i nc rease w i t h  t he p roposed YCEP ope rat i on as a resu l t  o f  
evapo rat i o n .  E f f ec t s  o f  i nc rease d  concent rat i ons , conduct i v i t y  and 
o smot i c  p r e ssu re on aquat i c  organ i sms shou l d  be t horough l y  
eva l u at e d ,  w i t h  adequate cons i d e rat i on o f  cumu l at i ve syn e rg i st i c  
e f fect s .  

( 5 )  The d raft E I S  does not adeq u at e l y  address t h e  i s sue o f  i nst ream 
concent rat i on s  o f  a l l cont am i n an t s .  Coppe r ,  l ead , me rcu ry , cyan i d e 
and phenol  are parame t e r s  i nc l uded i n  G l at fe l t e r NPDES p e rm i t 
#00088 6 9 . Tab l e 1 5  on page 32 o f  CODORUS CREEK WATER RESOURCE STUDY 
p roduced f o r  YCEP by Envi ronment al Resources Management ( ERM 6/94 ) 
i nd i cat e s  concent rat i ons o f  cop p e r  wou l d  exceed c h ron i c  f i sh heal t h  
c r i t e r i a  du r i n g l ow f l ow cond i t i on s  b e l ow G l at f e l t e r  wi t h  t h e  YCE P  
p r o j ect . Why have a l l app l i cab l e  wat er qual i t y  paramet ers and 
l i m i t s  not been i nc l u d e d  i n  t ab l es 4 . 1 -2 7  and 4 . 1 -28 of  the d ra f t  
E I S? t he y  shou l d  b e  i nc l u d e d  a n d  be expressed a s  val ues not on l y  i n  
t he wast ewat e r  b u t  a l so as p ro j ect ed i nst ream va l ues d u r i ng norm a l  
a n d  l ow f l ow cond i t fons . 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments J-32/25, J-176/ 1 8, and J-179/19.  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-83/21 , D-158/9, J-80/16, W
MK-1/28b, W-MK-1/28c, and W-JK-1/28v. Sections 3 . 1 .4. 1 and 4. 1 .4.2.7 have 
been updated and expanded in the FEIS to more comprehensively address the effects 
on Codorus Creek. Also please see Section 4. 1 .2.9 in the EIS which discusses the 
potential release of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs) from the proposed project's cooling tower. Section 4 . 1 .2. 10 of the FEIS 
discusses the potential release of odor-producing compounds. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-33/24. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments J-34/9 and W-JK-1128aa. 
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( 6 )  Tab l e  3 . 1 -9 ,  SUMMARY OF CODORUS CREEK WATER QUAL I TY i n  t h e  DE I S  
i s  o f  l i t t l e  va l u e because i t  r e p resent s on l y  one samp l i ng event at 
6 d i f f e r ent s i t e s .  The G l at f e l t e r  Company shou l d  h ave been ab l e  t o  
p rov i de i n fo rmat i on t hat wou l d  enab l e  report i ng o f  t h e  f u l l ran ge 
of f l u c t uat i ons wh i ch occu r in Codo rus Creek wat er qual i t y  
d6wnst ream o f  t h e  G l at f e l t e r  f ac i l i t y  t h rough al l s easons an d f l ow 
scena r i o s . Mo re comp l e t e  i n fo rmat i on wou l d  be much mo re mean i ng f u l . 

( 7 )  �s a re��esen t at i v e  o f  t he Codo rus Mon i t o r i n g Network , I have 
g i v en t e st i mony at scop i ng hear i ngs on t h ree occas i ons and wr i t t en 
t o  Dr . Van Oot eghem on f i ve occas i ons , Sept . 1 0 , 92 ,  Mar . 1 , 93 ,  
A ug . 1 9 , 93 ,  Nov . 1 , 93 ,  and Mar . 5 , 94 s i nce t h e  YCEP p ro j ect was 
p roposed i n  Yo r k  Count y ,  e x p ress i ng con c e rn about pot ent i al i mpact s 
o f  t h e  YCEP coal bu rn i n g powe r p l ant on Codorus C r e e k  and prov i d i ng 
s p ec i f i c  dat a co l l ect e d  by o u r  organ i zat i on re l at i ve t o  wat e r  
q u a l i t y  an d photog raph i c  e v i d e n c e  o f  e f f e c t s  t h e  G l at fel t e r  Company 
h as �n l oc a l  at mosphe r i c  cond i t i ons . The Depart ment  of Energy has 
c ho s en to i gnore t he i n fo rmat i on subm i t t ed and p roceeded t o  w r i t e  
t h e d r a f t  E I S  i n  a manner t hat g ross l y  m i s re p re s e n t s  t h e  ex i st i ng 
s i t uat i on at t h e  proposed s i t e  and cond i t i ons i n  Codorus Creek . 

An examp l e  o f  t h i s  i nvo l ved t h e  e d i t i ng o f  c r i t i ca l  wo rds f rom a 
s en t ence i n  t he Codorus Creek Water Resource St udy produced for 
YCEP by Env i ronmen t a l  Resou rces Management , I nc .  ( Copi es be l ow )  

YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Pennsylvania water quality standards applicable to Codorus Creek specifY that wat� color must have a 

maximum of 75 units on the platinum-cobalt scale, with no other colors perceptible to the naked eye 

(Colu (ENSR, 1994). A 1979 SRBC survey found that Codorus C{eelc had a clean water benthic 

community, but high color (ERM, l994a). 

";L. lf - E">CI strtv(.. 
Co'Oo£-u.' C.<aac= 
WA-� G,.I..(A-L I N 

runoff (EPA, 19n). The poorest conditions occurred during low flow 
events when waste effluents were the least diluted or assimilated. High 
nutrients, heavy metals, dissolved solids, biological oxygen demand, and 
color all contributed to the Creek�s degradation. A 1979 SRBC survey 
found a clean water benthic community upstream of Glatfelter's 
discharge, put high color, temperature, dissolved solids, and total organic 
carbon concentrations and a benthic community dominated by pollutant
tolerant forms downstream. 

copo,q.IA.s c�� 
WA-rc� RESouRCE 
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In 1990, PaDER conducted a Total Maximum Daily Load/Waste Load 
Allocation (TMDL/WLA) for Codorus Creek (PaDER, 1990). lMDL is a 
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Final Envirorunental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments J-126/3 and W-LMY-1/lOd. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-127/1 1 .  
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( 8 )  Sect i on 3 . 1 . 5  B I O LOG I CAL RESOURCES ·on pag e 3 - 3 7  of t he O E I S  
re f e rs t o  f i n d i ng s  of s t u d i es done by D r . Denonco u r t  and P A  D E R  at 
s i t es upst eam and downst ream of P . H .  G l at f e l t e r  i n d i ca t e d  a very 
l ow numb e r  o f  t axa ( 6 )  down s t ream o f  t h e m i l l  pond and m i l l  comp l ex 
but upst r eam of t he wast ewat e r  out fal l 0 0 1 . 

A l t ho u g h  t em p e rat u r e  i n creases f rom t h e m i l l  pond and non-con t act 
coo l i ng wat e r  d i scharge and r e duct i on i n  f l ow may be a fact o r ·, 
t h e re must be ot h e r  fact o r s  cont r i but i ng t o  t h e d e g raded con d i t i on 
o f  t he b i o l o g i cal  commun i t y .  Th i s  shou l d be i nvest i gat ed t o  
d e t e rm i n e  i f  what i s  a f f ect i n g t hat reach o f  st ream . wou l d be 
exacerbat e d  by add i t i on o f  t he YCEP fac i l i t y  w i t h  i t s  i mp e rmeab l e  
s u r faces and pot ent i a l  for run-o f f  cont ai n i ng accumu l at ed ai rborn e 
cont ami nant s and var i ou s  ot h e r  d e pos i t s ,  sp i l l s ,  et c .  w h i ch 
t yp i ca l l y  occ u r  at i ndust r i a l  f a c i l i t i es and i n  u rban areas . ·  

( 9 )  T h e  D E I S  appears t o  p resent a l ot o f  dat a gat h e red s i nce 1 97 0  
f rom a var i et y  o f  sou rces but  t h e i n format i on i s  f ragment ed and 
t he r e  a r e  many unsubst ant i at ed st at ement s ,  c l a i ms and remarks . 
Cod o r u s  C r e e k  p resent 1 y exceeds s t at e  o f  PA wat e r  q u a  1 i t y  st andards 
fo r co l o r  t h roughout t h e yea r ,  e xcept du r i n g  mai nt enance shut  down 
pe r i od s  f o r  G l at fe l t e r and oft en exceeds i nst r e am t emperat u re 
st andards fo r warm wat e r  f i s h e ry . There a r e  many ot h e r  paramet e rs 
of conce r n , ·  .some o f  wh i ch are i nd i cat ed i n  dat a  p resen t e d  i n  t he 
d raft  E I S . T h e  D E I S  shou l d  more prec i se l y  eval uat e t h e  p resent 
wat e r  q u a l i t y  o f  Codo rus Creek d u r i ng ave rage and l ow f l ow 

· cond i t i on s , I n c l u d i ng a l l app l i c abl e p e rm i t  paramet e rs and aquat i c  
b i o l og i ca l  c r i t e r i a ,  upst ream ,  ad j acent t o  and downst ream o f  t h e 
G l at fe l t e r f ac i l i t y  an d p roposed YCEP s i t e  to prov i de an accu rat e 
assessment o f  c u r rent wat e r  q u a l i t y  cond i t i ons and i mpact s l i ke l y  
t o  occu r w i t h  ope rat i on o f  t h e  p roposed fac i l i t y .  

( 1 0 ) Effect on downst ream u s e r s  i s  not add ressed i n  chapt er 4 o f  
t he d raft  E I S . The D E I S  shou l d  e xp l ai n  t h e  c i r cumst ances re gard i n g 
down st ream o r  pot ent i a l downst r e am u s e rs o f  Codo rus Cree k . For al l 
i nt ent s and pu rposes , Codo rus Creek , down st ream o f  t he G l at fe l t e r  
fac i l i t y  i s  u n f i t  for any u s e  o f  wat e r  f rom t h e c re e k  due to odor , 
co l o r  and h i g h concent rat i on s  o f  cont ami nant s .  The on l y  u s e  Codorus 
Creek down st ream o f  G l at f e l t e r  i s  s u i t ab l e  for is  t o  rece i ve 
d i scharges o f  wast es . Even t h i s  use cou l d  pot ent i a l l y  be af fect ed 
d u e  to such a l arge port i on o f  t he total  wast e l oad a l l ocat i on fo r 
Codorus C r e e k  be i ng consumed b y  G l at fe l t e r  and t h e  fact o r  o f  
i ncreased concent rat i on o f  con t am i nant s i n d i cat ed t o  resu l t  from 
l osses t h ro u g h  evaporat i on p l ann ed by YCEP . When YCEP p roposed t o  
b u i l d  t h i s  coal  b u rn i ng p l ant i n  West Manch est e r  Town sh i p , I t  was 
s t at ed t hat t he fac t  1 i t y  requ i red pure wat e r  t o  ope rat e and 
p l anned t o  u s e  wat er s u pp l i ed b y  Yor k  Wat e r  Company . 

( 1 1 ) Imoact s on rec reat i on a l  u s e s  of wat e r  are not addressed i n  t he 
d ra f t  E I S .  Th i s  i s  i nd i cat ed as an i ssue i n  Append i x  B ,  
Env i ronment a l  Impact Ass essment Met hodo l ogy and needs t o  be 
add re s s e d  w i t h  respect t o  e x i st i ng an d p ro j ect ed cond i t i ons . 
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Final Environmental Impact Statem�t 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-145/7. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-145/7. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments W -LMY -1 I 1 Oc 1 ,  W -LMY -1 I 1 Oc2, 
W-LMY-1110c3, W-JK-1 128aa, W-JK-1 128dd, W-JK-1/28ee, and W-JK-1128ll .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-34119 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-35120. 
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Codo r u s  C r e e k  down s t r eam o f  t he G l at f e l t e r  fac i l i t y  and proposed 
YCEP s H e  is  undes i rab l e  for a l l forms o f  recreat i on t hat occu r 
u ps t ream of G l at f e l t e r  and i n  o t h e r  unpo l l ut e d b ran ches and 
t d bu t ad es o f  Codo rus C r e e k  and st reams of s i m i l ar s i z e and 
phys i ca l  c haract e r i st i cs i n  t he Susquehanna Bas i n . Boat i ng by canoe 
and wat e r fow l h un t i ng are poss i b l e  but very l i t t l e  occu rs becau se 
t h e  aest h e t i cs o f  t h e  aquat i c  envi ronment are negat i ve l y  i mpact ed 
due t o  odor- and co l o r f rom t he G l at f e l t e r  d i scharg e . Swi mm i ng and 
t u b i ng are even l ess l i ke l y  t o  occu r t han boat i ng fo r t he same 
reasons of aest het i cs .  I f  odor wou l d  not be a f act o r ,  l i m H e d  
v i s i b i l i t y  d u e  t o  co l o r  wou l d  b e  a s a f e t y  f actor o f  concern for 
sw i mme r s . 

S po r t  f i sh i ng down st ream o f  G l at f e l t e r  wast ewat e r  out fal l 0 0 1  
t h rough t he appro x i mat e l y  9 r i ve r  mi l es con t a i ned wi t h i n  t h e  pu b l i c  
l an d  own ed b y  t he u . s . A rmy Cor p s  of Engi nee rs i s  p ract i cal l y  non 
e x i s t ent due to aest h e t i c s  and fear o f  eat i ng f i sh wh i ch are . 
cont ami n at ed ,  but  l arge l y  due t o  an a l most t o t a l  l ac k  of d e s i rab l e  
f i sh s p ec i es wh i ch occu r i n  ot h e r  part s o f  t he Codorus basi n .  I 
h ave caught b rown t rout and smal l mout h  bass upst ream o f  t h e  
G l at f e l t e r  mi l l  pon d .  The East b ranch o f  Codo rus Creek i s  
c l as s i f i ed as co l d  wat e r  and h i gh qual i t y  co l d  wat e r  f i s h e ry and 
t h e  Sou t h  b ranch suppo rt s areas o f.  nat u ra l l y  r e p roduc i ng brown 
t rout and i s  s t o c k e d  wi t h  t rout by t he PA F i sh and Boat Comm i s s i on 
a l t hough i t  i s  c l ass H i ed as warm wat e r  f i shery . ( The 
c l as s i f i cat i ons r e f e r red to above are d e s i gnat ed by PA DEB ) 
Comp l et e  accu rat e i n fo rmat i on on t h e  i ssue o f  Impacts on 
recreat ional uses of wat er shou l d  be i nc l u ded . 

( 1 2 ) Impact on t he yse of Codorus Creek as a f i shery for Cl ass A 
w j l d  b rown t rout ( downst ream -of Lake Marbu rg) i s  not . add ressed i n  
c h ap t e r  4 ,  Envi ronment a l  Consequences , o f  t h e  draft E I S .  Th i s  i s  an 
i ssue i dent i f i e d i n  App�nd i x  B and shou l d  be add ressed . 

( 1 3 )  Impact of wast ewat er r ecyc l i ng program on t h e  commun i ty i s  
i dent i f i ed as an i ssue i n  Appen d i x  B .  The i ssue i s  a d d ressed i n  t he 
D E I S , but  not adequat e l y ,  due t o  t h e  f o l l ow i n g  reasons . 

( a )  I t  i s  known and phot og raph i c  evi dence has been s u bmi t t ed t o  DOE 
i nd i cat i ng t hat t he G l at fe l t e r  faci l i t y  produces l ocal  fog g i ng and 
i c i ng i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of t he m i l l  comp l ex and t h e  wast ewat e r  
t reatment are a .  

( b )  .The use of G l at fe l t e r  wast ewat er a s  p roposed i n  t h e  YCEP 
coo l i ng t ow e r s  wou l d  creat e a l i k e l i hood o f  an i nc rease in fogg i ng 
and i c i ng concent rat ed i n  t he a reas su rround i ng t h e  Proposed YCEP 
s i t e  d u e  to t h e  t remendous vo l ume of wat e r  to be evaporat e d .  The 
use o f  wast ewat e r  in t he coo l i ng t owers wou l d  e x pose af fect ed 
r e s i den t s  i n  t he area to c h l o ro form ,  a known carc i nogen , pheno l , 
ot h e r  compounds and odor produc i ng compoun d s , not a l l of wh i ch have 
been i dent i f i ed i n  t h e  D E I S  or t he YCEP Wast ewat er Reu se 
Feas i bil it y  St udy . Why d i d  t h e  an a l ys i s  o f  G l at fe l t e r  wast ewat e r  by 
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Comment is noted. 

Response: Comment is noted . 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-37 /22. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-62/8 and D-153/ 15.  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-62/8 and D-153/ 15.  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-12117.  

WRITTEN-383 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

wRITTEN-384 
May 1995 

page 6 Comment on YCEP D E I S  CMN/J K Jan . 1 8 ,  1 99 5  

Lancas t e r  Laborat o r i es I nc .  p e r formed f o r  t h e  Wast ewat e r  Reus! 
Feas i bil ity Study not i nc l u d e  a l l const i t uen t s  of G l at fe l t e r wat e r ?  

( c )  T h e  Cool i ng Tower Mod e l i ng Ana l ys i s - R ev i se d  F i nal ., Oct o b e r  
1 99 4  i s  obv i ou s l y  f l awed b ecause , a l t ho u g h  " . . • .  on s i t e  
m e t e o ro l og i ca l  dat a"  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o ,  i n  real i t y  t h e re was no act u a l  
ons i t e  met eoro l og i cal dat a co l l ect ed a t  t he No r t h  Codo rus s i t e .  
2 . 1 . 2  MODELI NG I NPUT DATA - 2 . 1 . 2 . 1  Recep t o r  G r i d  Netwo r k  st at es 
" F l at t e r r a i n  was assumed f o r  t h e mode l i ng ana l ys i s s i nce no nearby 
t e r r a i n i s  l ocat ed above t he t o p  of t he coo l i ng t ower fan re l ease 
po i nt . "  T h i s  obv i ous l y  i gn o r e s  t he act u a l  t e r ra i n  at t he Nort h 
Codo r u s  s i t e .  · 
( d )  Page 4-41 o f  t he d ra f t  E I S  s t at e s  " Th e  p i l ot p l ant i nc l uded a 
t rai l e r-mount ed coo l i ng t ow e r  wh i ch s i mu l at ed u s e  o f  act ual  
wast ewat e r  ( P . H .  G l at f e l t e r  Company seconda ry e f f l uent s t ream )  i n  
a coo l i ng t ower t h at was ope rat ed at an ave rage o f  2 . 5  cyc l es o f  
concen t rat i on t o  assess t h e  p e r formance o f  t h e  p roposed coo l i ng 
t owe r . · Why was act u a l  wast ewat e r  not u s e d  i n  t he pi l ot p l an t ?  
What ·was act u a l l y  used i n  t he p i l ot p l ant t o  s i mu l at e  t h e  u s e  o f  
wast ewat e r? 

( e )  The Human Hea l th R i sk Assessment of Cool ing Towe r Emi ss ions -
Novembe r  1 1 ,  1 9 94 shou l d  not be con s i d e red val i d  b e cause o f  obv i o u s  
f l aws i n  t h e  Cool j ng Tower Mod e l i ng Ana l ys i s  and for f a i l u r e  t o  
i de n t i fy a l l const i t uent s  i n  t he wast ewat e r  and t h e i r poss i b l e  
e f fect s on human heal t h .  Fu r t h e rmo re , t he i ss u e  o f  odor was 
i gno r e d . R e l ease o f  t h e  quant i t y  o f  a l l con t ami n an t s  i ncl u d i ng non 
hazardous odo r  oroduc j ng comoounds con t a i ned i n  t h e  vo l ume o f  
wast ewat e r  p roposed t o  b e  evapo rated needs t o  be more t ho rough l y  
eva l uat e d ,  not on l y  f rom t he st andpo i nt o f  phys i c a l , but a l so t h e  
psycho l og i ca l  heal t h  o f  re s i de n t s i n  t he Sp r i ng Grove area who 
wou l d  be e xposed to n u s i an c e  odors p roduced by em i ss i ons f rom t he 
coo l i ng t owe rs . 

Respect f u l l y  subm i t t ed at p u b l i c  hear i ng , J anuary 1 8 ,  1 9 9 5 .  

Accompany ;  ng t hese s i x  pag e s  o f  t h i rt een n umb e r ed comment s are 
n i n et een comment s on t he d ra f t  E I S  p repared by T e t hys Consu l t an t s  
I n c . wh i ch d e a l  spec i f i c al l y  wi t h  t he e f fe c t s of  t he proposed YCEP 
f ac i l i t y  on su r face wat e r  and aqu at i c  syst ems. 

Furt h e r  comment s  w i l l  be subm i t t ed vi a c e rt i f i ed mai l b e fo re 
January 3 1 , 1 9 95 , t he c l o s e  o f  t he commen t  p e r i o d . 

John K l un k , Pres i dent , Codo rus Mon i t o r i ng Net work Inc . 

R'D l( 8o>c. 1./ '  2 ¥ 
Sf>k!.f/JG �Ovf: PA 1 73'2. 
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Final Envirorunental bnpact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J -12117.  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-155/ 1 1  and J-28/6. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-124/2. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-124/13 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-158/9. 
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Margaret Kl unK 
RD #4 Box 4624 

Sp r i ng G rove , PA 1 7 3 6 2  

COMMENTS ON T H E  DRAFT ENVI RONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE · 
PROPOSED YCEP FAC I L I TY 

CR I TER I A  POLLUTANTS I N  TONS PER YEAR - 1 00X LOAD 

Po l l u t an t  W. Marlch8s"ter site w. J!lelrachester sib H. CrxloMJS site 
DEIV EN:ift-1992 DEls-DOE cites FEIV � DSIS� lind a&l 1992 fiSC awi�1icaticrl 

S01 2 , 299 . 5  2 , 450 2 , 8 9 1  

NOX 1 , 45 4  1 .  2 2 5  1 ,  437 

co 1 , 4 54 1 , 470 1 .  726  

PM- 1 0 1 44 . 5  1 0 7  1 2 7 

voc <96 39 48 

I wou l d  l i ke you t o  d i rect you r  at t ent i on t o  Tab l e  2 . 2-1 on page 2-
60 of t he Draft  Env i ronmen t a l  Impact St a� ement ( DE I S ) . The sou rce 
c i t ed f o r  t hat t ab l e is  ENSR , 1 992 . ENSR , 1 99 2 , i s  t he D raft 
Env i ronme n t a l  In format i on Vo l ume comp i l ed by ENSR fo r t he w. 
Man c h est e r  s i t e .  When DOE c i t es a source document · t hey shou l d  
i nc l u d e  t he page n umbe r/numbers s t at i ng wh e r e  t hat i n format i on was 
foun d .  Th i s  shou l d  be done t h roughout t he O E I S  an y t i me a document 
i s  r e f e renced or when any c l a i m  i s  made . 

ERRONEOUS I DENTI FICATION OF A SOURCE The D E I V  i s  rough l y  285 pages 
l on g . Wh e re d i d  DOE get t he f i gu res used in Tab l e  2 . 2- 1 1 The 
em i ss i on s  f i g u res used by DOE i n  Tab l e  2 . 2- 1  do not appear anywhere 
i n  t he D E I V .  The c r i t e r i a po l l ut ant emi ss i ons f i g u res f rom Tab l e  
7 . 1 - 1 on pag e 7 -3 of t he Draft Envi ronment a l  I n fo r mat i on Vo l ume o r  
ENSR , 1 99 2 , d o  not mat ch t hose wh i ch t he D E I S  c i t es .  I t  i s  no 
wond e r  DOE chose not to use t he emi s s i on s  n umb e r s  whi ch act ual l y  
appear i n  ENSR , 1 99 2 1 Acco r d i ng t o  ENSR , 1 99 2  a n d  ENSR , 1 99 4 , i n  
s p i t e  of a 500 t on p e r  day o r  a near l y 200 , 000 t ons per year 
i nc rease i n  coal con sumpt i on ,  emi ss i on s  f o r  s everal  c r i t e r i a  
pol 1 ut an t s  wou l d  go down . At 1 00X capac i t y  f o r  W .  Manchest e r  coal 
consumpt i on was d e f i n ed as 2 , 000 t on s  per d ay howe v e r  1 00X capac i t y  
f o r  No r.t h Codo rus i s  d e f i ned as 2 ,  500 tons pe r day , yet NOx 
em i ss i on s  wou l d  dec rease by 1 7  tons p e r  year , PM- 1 0 s wou l d  decr ease 
b y  1 7 . 5  tons per year and VOCs wou l d  decrease by 48 tons per yea r .  
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F1nal Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-39/ 1 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-39/ 1 1 .  
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Page 2 
Comment s  on D E I S  

Ap r i l 4 ,  1 99 4 ,  I wrot e t o  M r .  R i chard Kenn e r  quest i on i ng t h e reduct i ons i n  cr i t e r i a  po l l ut ant em i ss i ons . I compa red t he em i ss i ons g i v en i n  t h e DE I V  w i t h  t hose g i ven i n  A i r Product s/YCEP P revent i on o f  S i gn i f i cant Det e r i o rat i on ( PSD ) a p p l i cat i on t o  PA Depart ment o f  Env i ronment a l  Resources ( DER ) . Th e em i ss i on f i g u r e s  u s e d  b y  DOE for t h e  No r t h  Codo r u s  s i t e  s hown i n  t h e D E I S  i n  Tab l e  2 . 1 - 1 on page 2- 1 0  a r e  t h e  s ame as t hose wh i ch appear i n  t h e  PSD app l i cat i on i n  Tab l e  6-4 on page 6-1 3 .  I asked M r .  Kenn e r ,  " • . •  how i s  i t  t h at emi s s i on s  are not p ro j ect ed t o  i n c r e ase by t h e  same rat i o  as i nc reased coa l consumpt i on .  What e n g i nee r i ng i mp rovement s h ave been mad e? A r e  you sw i t ch i ng to anot h e r  met hod for remova l o f  NOx ? . • •  How h a s  t h e  des i gn changed t o  r e f l e c t  t he s u p e r i o r  c r i t e r i a  p o l l u t ant r emoval  rat es wh i ch wou l d  b e  requ i r e d  t o  ach i eve t h e  numb e r s  c l a i me d  i n  t he PSD app l i cat i on ? "  The answe r I rece i ved f rom M r . Ken n e r  was l ess t han sat i s f act o ry . He answe r e d , "Wi t h  respect to t he changes in ot h e r  em i ss i ons est i mat es ,  when compared t o  t he W .  Manchest e r  Town sh i p  p ro j ect , t hese chan g e s  r e f l ect t h e  add i t i on a l  d e s i gn and eng i n e e r i ng wh i ch has gone i nt o  t h e  pro j e c t  s i n ce b e i n g  r e l ocat ed t o  t h e  Nort h Codo rus Town s h i p  s i t e . · 
S i nce Mr . Ken n e r  d ec l i ned t o  s p e c i f i ca l l y  name t he " de s i gn and e n g i n ee r i n g "  wh i ch al l owed t h e reduct i on i n  some pol l ut ant s ,  DOE shou l d  ex p l a i n  t he spec i f i c  i mp rovement s i n  t he F i na l  Envi ronment a l  I mpact St at ement . O n  Ap r i l 1 9 ,  1 9 9 4 , I sent D r .  Van Oot eghem cop i es o f  bot h my l et t e r t o  M r . Kenn e r  and h i s  answ e r  t o  me . I n  t hat l et t e r t o  D r . Van Oot eghem I asked i f ,  " P e r h aps you cou l d  answe r my quest i on s  or a s k  YCEP/A i r P roduct s to be mo re fo rt h com i ng . "  A l most one year l at e r  I con t i nu e  to a s k  someone to e x p l a i n  how it can be t hat YCEP can b u rn 500 t ons p e r  d ay more coa l at t h i s  s i t e  t han at t h e  p r e v i ous l y  p roposed s i t e ,  yet have a r e duct i on i n  many of t h e c r i t e r i a  po l l ut ant emi ss i on s . 

OBFUSCATI ON AND GENERALI ZATIONS On page 3-28 i n  t h e  s e cond parag raph it s t at es ,  " Nevert h e l ess , IJ!Q.tl o f  t h e  wat e r  qual i t y  measu rement s f a l l far be l ow t he s t andards , so i t  i s  reasonab l e  t o  b e l i eve t hat most wat e r  q u a l i t y  c r i t e r i a  are met at mQAi i f  not al l f l ow rat e s . " What does t hat sent ence mean? The t ru t h  i s  t hat t h e  b e l ow G l at fe l t e r ' s  out f a l l ,  PA ' s  i nst ream wat e r  q u a l i t y  standards f o r  co l o r  and t empe rat u re a r e  not met . I n  t h at same parag raph i t  st at e s ,  "The cause o f  t h e  h i g h wat e r  h a rdn e s s  and t h e h i g h  w i n t e rt i me wat e r  t emperat u re s  are unc e r t ai n . " No sou rce was r e f e renced for t h i s  st at emen t , but c e rt a i n l y  DOE cou l d  have det erm i ned t h e  causes b y  c h e c k i ng t he G l at fe l t e r ' s " D i scharge Mon i t o r i ng Report s .  
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Final Enviromnental hnpact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-391 1 1 .  The proposed project at 
North Codorus Township is similar, but slightly different, than the project at the 
West Manchester site, due mostly to the fact that the steam generation requirements 
increase at the North Codorus site. The explanation provided by Mr. Kenner is 
accurate. The changes in pollution estimates reflect additional design and 
engineering which have gone into the project since being relocated to the North 
Codorus Township site. At the initial phases of project planning and design, there 
tends to be conservatism when estimating emission rates, which, when more design 
information becomes available, are refined (typically downward) . 

Response: Comment is noted. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-39/ 1 1 .  The reason that a facility 
could consume an additional 500 tons/yr of coal (when compared to a second 
facility) yet still would have lower total emissions is due to the (first) facility's lower 
emission rates for specific pollutants. The proposed project at the North Codorus 
Site would have lower specific emission rates for S02, NOx, PM10, and VOC than 
the project at the West Manchester site. The CO emission rates would be the same 
for the two projects. The reasons for these changes are due not to technology 
changes, but rather that technology refinements (e.g. ,  vendors offer performance 
guarantees for specific components of a system whose design is now more complete; 
more detailed project flow sheets are developed; etc.) have occurred. Design 
engineers tend to compensate for uncertainty (of design and performance) through 
conservatism of expectations (of operations and environmental performance) . 

Response: Comment is noted. Section 3 . 1 .4 of the FEIS has been rewritten to 
more comprehensively reflect information in source reports . Please see the response 
to Comment J-1271 1 1 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-130/ 12. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J - 13 1  I 1 .  
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page 3 Comment s on D E I S 

P l ease e xp l a i n  t he d i f fe rences between t h e  l bs . /MMBTU f i g u r e s  wh i ch 
we re forecast f o r  t h e W .  Manches t e r  s i t e ,  ENSR , 1 9 92 , Tab l e  7 . 1 - 1 ,  
page 7-3 and t hose shown for t h e  Nort h Codo rus s i t e i n  t h e  DE I S , 
pages 4-1 5 t o  4 - 1 8 .  

Po l l ut ant 

802 
NOx co 
PM- 1 0  voc 

W .  Manchest e r  
ENSR 1 99 2  
l bs/MMBTU 

. 24 • 1 5 • 1 5 
. 0 1 5  
. 0 1 

N . Codorus 
D E I S  

l b s/MMBTU 

. 25 • 1 25 • 1 5 
. 0 1 1 
. 004 

Next I wou l d  l i ke to d i rect you r at t ent i on to pag e B-6 .o f  Append i x  
B-Env i ronmen t a l  Impact Assessment Met ho9o l og y .  Und e r  Indi cators for 
Measu r i ng I mpact s o f  Human Heal t h  and Safe t y  i t  st at es you w i l l  u s e  
t h e " Resu l t s  of e p i demi o l og i cal  st udy o f  S p r i ng Grove area . ·  Yo r k  
Count y ' s  Me d i c a l  Soc i et i es have argued f rom t h e f i rst scop i ng 
s e s s i on t h at i t  wou l d  be p ru dent t o  do an e p i dem i o l og i cal  st udy o f  
t h e  S p r i ng G rove a r e a .  I am heart ened t o  see o n e  w i l l  n e e d  t o  be 
don e .  R i s k  assessment s are usual l y  not wo rt h t h e  pape r t hey a r e  
w r i t t en o n  an d t h at i s  ce rt a i n l y t rue o f  t hose wh i ch w e r e  done by 
t he YCEP ' s  pai d  consu l t ant s .  Ons i t e  met eoro l og i cal st u d i es were not 
requ i red and cumu l at i ve i mpact s f rom G l at fe l t e r ' s  t ot al a i r 
emi ss i ons i nc l ud i ng t ox i c  a i r emi s s i ons we r� not cons i dered . I t  i s  
e spec i a l l y i ron i c  t hat DOE al l owed YCEP t o  use met eorol og i cal d at a  
co l l ect ed at t he W .  Manchest e r  s i t e  i n st ead o f  be i ng requ i red t o  
col l ect dat a at t he No rt h Codo rus s i t e  s i nce DOE i n  t he i r  own 
Su f f i c i ency r ev i ew of t he D E I V  s t at e d  "At METC we were t o l d  t hat 
due to t he comp l e x ( h i l l y )  t e r r a i n ,  we cou l d  not use weat her dat a 
f rom ou r a i r po r t  5 m i l e s away , but  rat h e r ,  t h at we needed t o  obt a i n  
ons i t e  met e ro r l og i cal  [ s i c ]  dat a .  The f o l l ow i ng need t o  be 
mon i t o red : w i nd speed , w i n d  d i rect i on ,  t emperat u re , so l ar 
rad i at i on , d ew po i nt , r e l at i ve humi d i t y  and baromet r i c  p ressu re . 

P l ease t u rn t o  Tab l e 2 . 1 -1 on page 2-1 0 .  Not e t he source i s  l i st ed 
as ENSR , 1 9 9 4 . Thi s i s  a t h ree vo l ume documen t  t i t l ed ,  F i n a l  
Env i ronment a l  I n fo rmat i on Vol ume wh i ch was comp i l e d b y  ENSR for A i r 
P rodu c t s/YCEP . The document i s  ove r  900 pages l ong. and somewhere i n  
t hose 900+ pages DOE found t he emi s s i on s  f i gures l i st ed .  I found 
t hem t oo but i t  wasn ' t  easy . Aga i n ,  page numbers must be des i gnat ed 
when c i t i ng a sou rc e . I t  i s  my u n de rst an d i ng t hat an Envi ronment al 
I mpact St at ement i s  suppos e d  t o  be easy t o  use and unde rst and .  
I n st ead , DOE h as made u s i n g  t h i s  document as d i f f i cu l t  as poss i b l e .  
No one wou l d  d e s c r ibe i� as u s e r - f r i end l y !  
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Final Enviromnental hnpact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-39/1 1 .  In addition, as process 
designs become more defined, estimations of pollution loadings become more 
refined. It is not uncommon as design progresses that rates of emissions decrease, 
which oftentimes is linked with obtaining performance guarantees from vendors. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-13 1/ 13 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-132/2. 

Response: The information cited by the commenter regarding METC's 
meteorological requirements was draft information and is not entirely applicable to 
the proposed action in a bordering state. Also, please see the responses to 
Comments D-62/8, D-155/1 1 ,  and J-132/13 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-39/1 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-252/9. 
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page 4 Commen t s  on D E I S  

A pat t e rn of ant agon i�m t oward t h e  pub l i c  began i n  Au g u st of 1 9 9 3  
( t h e  dat e o f  t he f i rst scop i ng hear i ng ) .  I t  was d e s i gned t o  
d i scou rage p u b l i c  part i c i pat i on ,  a t  l east t he part i c ! pat i on o f  
t hose o p po s i ng t h e  p ro j ect . W e  have been den i ed t i me l y  access t o  
document s  ove r  and over agai n .  W e  have b een .forced t o  a s k  fo r 
pub l i c  document s vi a t h e  F r e e dom � f  I n format i o n  Act , when t h ey 
shou l d  h ave been s u p p l i ed b y  DOE w i l l i ng l y  w i t hout hav i nc to r e sort 
to u s i ng FOI A .  P rom i sed document s neve r c ame wi t hout a f i g h t . 

I wou l d d e sc r i be t he DOE ' s  re l at i on sh i p  t o  t he p u b l i c  and t h e i r 
part i c i pat i on i n  t h e  proj ect , as adve rsar i a l . Fo r examp l e ,  ( 1 ) t h e  
schedu l i ng a s co p i ng h e a r i ng f o r  on l y  o n e  n i ght even t hough DOE was 
knew t hat w i t h  t he numb e r  of c i t i z e n s  regi st e red to speak , t he 
meet i ng wou l d  cont i nue u nt i l  1 : 00 o r  2 : 00 am t h e  f o l l ow i ng mo rn i ng 
( 2 )  a l l ow i ng on l y  t h ree weeks t o  revi ew t he D E I S  p r i o r  t o  t he 
pu b l i c  h ea r i n � s  ( 3 )  schedu l i n g  a pub l i c  h e a r i ng at t he h e i g ht o f  
t h e hol i d ay s eason . On l y  pub l i c  out c ry o n  each o f  t hese occas i ons , 
p l u s  su pport f rom Senat o rs S pect o r  and Wof f o rd , Cong ressman 
Good l i ng and R e p resent at i ve Todd P l at t s ,  p e rsuaded DOE t o  do t he 
r i ght t h i ng .  Somet h i n g  has gone v e ry wrong . when DOE , a b ranch o f  
ou r F e d e r a l  Gove rnment , appears t o  b e  wor k i ng for t h e  i n dust r i al 
part i c i pant , A i r P roduct s and c h em i c a l s . .  The DE I S  i s  st acked w i t h  
u n s u bst ant i at ed and worse , down r i g h t  fal se s t at ement s ,  favorab l e  t o  
t he p ro j ect ' s  deve l op e r . Shou l dn ' t  DOE i nst ead b e  wo r k i ng · i n an 
u n b i ased fas h i on to p rot ect o u r  envi ronment and ou r heal t h  and 
safet y .  Somet h i ng has gone t e r r i b l y  wrong w i t h  t h i s  p rocess . 
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122, J-132/25, and W-MK-
7/29d. 
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, I 

[;ega! Notice 

Dra(t Environmental Impact Statement anci Public Hearings for the Proposed Yor� C:Ounty Energy 
Partners Cogeneration Project at North Codorus Township, PA,. · · 

AQ.ENCY: 
. DOC TY.PE: ·. 
DATES: 

PLACE: 

TIME:· 
CONTACT: 

ADDRESSES: 

,-\C'J,'ION: 
�UMMARY: 

INTERNAL 
DATA: 

Vol. 59, No. 248 
59 FR 66943 

Wednesii\IY. Deeell}ber.28, 1994 

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
Notices 
January 1 8, 1995. If public interest �arrants, the hearing. 
may be carried over to 1anuary 19, I�S. . 
York Fairgrounds, 334 Carlisle Avenue, York, PA 17404, 
{71 7)848-2596. 
3:00pm to 8:00 pm . . . 
For �ore Information I:Qntact: Dr .. Suellen A. Van Ooteahem, 
Environmental Project Manager, Morgantown Energy . 
Technology Center_,.U .S. Department of !=nergy. 3610 Collins 
F�rry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507-0880, 
(304)285-5443. 

Signed hi Washington, DC, this 21st of DeCember 1994. 

Patricia Fry Godley 
Assistant Secretary· 
for Fossil Energy 

Written comments should be directed to: Dr. Suellen A. Van 
Ooteghem, Environmental Project-Manager, Morgantown · 
Energy Technology_ Ceriter, U.S. Department of Energy, 36 1 0  
Collins Ferry Road. P.9. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26567..:0880 • .  
Notice of  Continuation of Public Hearings, 
On November 25, 1994, the U.S. Department of Energy 
pyblished a notice announcing the availability of a Draft . 
Environmental Impact Statement and public hearings for the 
proposed York County Eneigy Parinell Cogeneration �jeer at 
North. Codorus Township, PA (59 FR 60614). A notice extending 
the writteri commen't period t9 January 3 1 ,  1995, was published on 
December I S, 199.4, (59 FR 64653): Today's notice is to announce 
a continuatio!' of these.hearings. Procedures for preregistration and 
conduct of this continuation hearing will be similar to the P.roc:edures· 
for the hearings conducted Deceml;ler 14-16, 1994. 

· 
FR Doc:. 94-3 1943; Filed 1 2-27-94; 8:45 am; Billing Code 6450-01-P 
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TETHYS ConsuHants , Inc: 
Specializin in Earth and Environmental Sciences 

Suite 234, Building 3, 2001 N. Front Street, Harrisburg, PA 17102 
717-233-7625 717-BED·ROCK 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 

January 1 7, 1 995 

MORGANTOWN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

3 6 1 0 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

SUBJECT: Technical Review of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (November 1 994) 
YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS COGENERATION FACILITY 

York County, Pennsylvania 
TETHYS Project No. T- 1 35 6  

Dear Dr. V a n  Ooteghem: 

Pursuant to a request made by the Codorus Creek Monitoring Group, TETHYS 

CONSULTANTS, INC. (TETHYS) has recently completed a technical review of the 
a bove-referenced document. This document was prepared by the U.S.bepartment of 
Energy in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl to assess the 
environmental and human health impacts associated with the proposed York County 
Energy Partners (YCEP) Cogeneration Facility. Our review concentrated on those 
portions of the report that dealt specifically with the effects of the facility on surface 
water and a quatic ecosystems. 

3-27, Une 2 Table 3.1-9 indicates that Lead exceeded the allowable 
limits at RM 24.60, approximately 1 .  7 miles below the 
proposed facility. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Lead concentrations presented in Table 3 . 1-9 do not exceed the 
Pennsylvania water quality criteria. Table 3 . 1 -9 in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, which contains data from a survey by SRBC (199Ja), shows water 
quality criteria for metals calculated for a water hardness of 100 mg/L, a standard 
reference value. The water quality criteria are actually a function of the water 
hardness .  Preferably, the criteria are calculated from water hardness as measured 
at the site under consideration. For example, the water hardness measured at RM 
21 .5 (hardness = 224 mg/L) allows us to calculate the Pennsylvania water quality 
criteria for chronic exposure of aquatic organisms to lead (see Table 9-4 in the 
FEIS). The calculated criteria is 23 .6 p.g/L, which exceeds the measured in-stream 
concentration of lead (4.0 p.g/L). The SRBC (199Ja) found exceedances of the 
water quality criteria for chronic exposure of aquatic organisms to lead downstream 
from York but not near Spring Grove or at any of the sample sites for which data 
is presented in Table 3 . 1-9 .  
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2 3-28, Une 1 1  In addition to hardness, Table 3.1-9 Indicates that Lead 

levels exceed allowable limits below the Glatfelter 
discharge. 

Table 2, Page 1 1  of the Biodiversity Study for Codorus 
Creek fEnviroa, 1994aJ indicates that average winter-
time temperatures below Glatfelter do not exceed 
allowable limits. 

3 3-29, Table 3.1·9 The data provided In this table is not representative of 
water quality at ONo· Therefore, since several of these 
parameters already exceed allowable limits for a WWF 
it seems reasonable to assume that water quality will 
be further degraded at low flow conditions. 

4 3·38, Une 4 Data from PADER's (1 9871 study reported only 
Dobsonflies in abundance at RM 23.89. 

Furthermore, the presence of Caddisflies does not 
necessarily imply good water quality. In fact, the 
dominant taxa (Hydropsychidael Is common to areas 
subject to organic pollution. 

5 3-38, Une 24 The comparison made in this statement uses data from 
May 1 988 and September 1 992. Seasonal variations in 
species composition and community structure due not 
allow for such comparisons. 

A comparison of data from September 1 988 with 
September 1 992 shows no improvement in taxa 
richness below the Glatfelter discharge. 

6 3·39, Une 4 When HBI values are compared as they are presented 
in this statement they do represent Improved or good 
water quality. However, when all of the data presented 
In the 1 992 study is compared, the average HBI values 
below the discharge continue to be lower than 
upstream values. 
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Response: Text referred to by the commenter was written to explain a particular 
table that appeared in an earlier draft of the DEIS . That table was changed in the 
published DEIS; but, inadvertently, the explanatory text was not also changed. This 
error has been corrected in the FEIS . 

Response: See the response to Comment JW-58. 

Response: The expected impacts from the proposed facility to water quality in 
Codorus Creek at low-flow conditions are discussed in Section 4. 1 .4.2.7 of the 
FEIS; expected impacts to biodiversity in Codorus Creek are discussed in Section 
4. 1 .5 . 1  of the FEIS . See the responses to Comments W/LMY-1/lOd and W-LMY-
1/lOcl . 

Response: The statement has been corrected in the FEIS (Section 3 . 1 .5 . 1) to 
identify elmid beetles and dobsonflies as being in abundance at RM 23 .89. 

Response: Section 4 . 1 .5 . 1  in the FEIS has been modified to note that the abundance 
of pollution tolerant species downstream from the P.  H. Glatfelter Company outfall 
suggests organic overload. It is noted that the family Hydropsychidae includes many 
tolerant and opportunistic caddisfly species . 

Response: Section 3 . 1 .5 . 1  has been corrected in the FEIS . The correct number of 
taxa found at the station in Spring Grove [150m downstream of the Route 1 16 
bridge] during the September 1988 in-stream faunal survey is 24. The number of 
taxa identified at the station upstream from the P. H. Glatfelter Company outfall 
[300m upstream of the Hershey Road bridge] during the September 1988 in-stream 
faunal survey is 25. The number of taxa identified at the station immediately 
downstream of the P. H. Glatfelter Company outfall in the September 1988 in
stream faunal survey would be 23 . 

For clarification, the inferred trend of improving water quality is based on 
Denoncourt's data collected over a period of eight years. The data presented for 
May 1988 and September 1992 are merely examples of the data collected over the 
eight years . However, eight years of sampling at various points/seasons throughout 
the year are sufficient to establish patterns and trends in species composition and 
community structure, incorporating seasonal variations . 

Response: Comment noted. The DOE agrees that the number of taxa, as reported 
in the 1988 and 1992 in-stream faunal surveys, has not increased. Further, the 
biotic indices indicate a decline in water quality downstream of the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company outfall .  This point is noted in the FEIS in Section 4. 1 .5 . 1 .  However, the 
data also show that between 1985 and 1992, there has been a trend toward increased 
water quality both above and below the P.  H. Glatfelter Company's discharge point. 
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Response: In September 1988, the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (RBI) for the Spring 
Grove station [150m downstream of the Route 1 16 bridge] as calculated from the in
stream faunal survey was 6.37. The RBI for the station upstream from the P. H. 
Glatfelter Company outfall [300m upstream of the Hershey Road bridge] as 
calculated from the September 1988 in-stream faunal survey was 6.39.  The RBI for 
the station immediately downstream of the P. H .  Glatfelter Company outfall as 
calculated from the September 1988 in-stream faunal survey was 6.30. These biotic 
indices all indicate fair water quality (not good or excellent water quality) and a 
fairly significant organic pollution. 

By September 1992, the biotic indices for the same three stations had decreased to 
4.35, 4 . 1 ,  and. 4. 1 ,  respectively. These biotic indices indicate good water quality. 
Therefore, although no significant change in taxa richness is evident between the 
September 1988 in-stream faunal survey and the September 1992 in-stream faunal 
survey, the biotic indices would indicate an overall improvement in water quality. 

WRITTEK-401 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

TETHYS Consultants, Inc. 
Suite 234. Building 13. 2001 Noeth t�'''"t Strcut. H.arr•aburg. J.IA 1 7 tb2 

Page 3 
Or. Van Ooteghem 
January 1 7, 1 995 

�-� ....... , ,  . •  ,.=·=-·'"'""� '" '"'lr'" ''" "- · H>=�,.-�·�·--···=· ·, ··"'""� '''''''"'''·�=-�-�<'=·"B·=·���---t. • .- ;"') "' "'o.o'f'"""� � 
' h{" """37 t.,r� • ".- ' '- r-:._.;.?<:'1;'R � � ·};..; {\< :::; ' .-.- <-'-� t�� .- , :/;� ,<-..: t 3: §ilo � !, r- 1 :.l .�._ ar u' ·� z ) �J.�t� � :.., . / .- -:.x::: � ' · -'-" �<- :::';/�, � · ... ..., ,  .. / ... ... , '& ... ... -:-,, u"':it.-...·· J �� ..... �- .., . :.  ' A� �- ' �th ,.y, A 1·)� ' �- ... -� ' • '  ��v-! (r�;c . , ,. f1::l; : · · �]::»< - ,, _, . ·· . ·. � ' l '  ��T={'J""•J�1f -�� - -���� - �--

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3 

---�-�--�--��----�--��� ------- ----- -- ----
3·39, Une 23 This statement Implies that instream conditions are 

good because all trophic levels are represented. 
However, the•data from these studies does not address 
whether or not the fish assemblages repteaent 
balanced communities. 

3·39, Une 28 Even though species diversity is moderately high, and 
•fair• to •good• conditions exist. the species 
represented are pollution tolerant. Therefore, It seems 
unreasonable to suggest that moderately high diversity 
implies good water quality. 

3-40, Une 1 5  The results of the PACER (1 9871 report indicate 
sublethal effects In fathead minnows exposed to 
undiluted wastewater. It seems important to address 
what effects, if any, the reduced flow volume in 
Codorus Creek and mixing capabilities will have on 

. toxicity • 
4-85, Une 24 How will the net increase in TDS concentration affect 

the aquatic ecosystem of Codorus Creek. especially 
during low-flow years? 

4·86, Table 4. 1 ·29 The predicted decrease in flow at Spring Grove during 
a normal and low-flow year will also reduce the amount 
of available aquatic habitat. Nowhere has the effect of 
potential habitat loss been addressed. 

4·86, Une 3 The heat load of Glatfelter's discharge will be reduced 
by •approximately• 25%, but the net effect of this 
•approximate• reduction may not significantly influence 
stream temperature and dissolved oxygen 
concentrations as this statement implies. 

4·86, Une 8 The •approximately• 9.6% increase in metals (e.g., 
lead and copper) predicted in the outfall will increase 
the concentrations of these metals which already 
exceed the allowable limits below the discharge. 
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Response: Comment noted. The statement referred to in the comment was not 
intended as a conclusory statement on the water quality in Codorus Creek. The 
statement was meant only to indicate that Codorus Creek currently appears to 
support a diversity of fish types from all trophic levels . 

Response: The statement referred to by the commenter is included in the discussion 
under Biodiversity (Section 3 . 1 .5 . 1), and makes no intimation regarding in-stream 
water quality, which is discussed in Section 3 . 1 .4 . 1  of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Rather, the statement reports only that the current indicators of 
biodiversity suggest that fair to good conditions of diversity and recovery potential 
exist within Codorus Creek. This would be consistent with the intent of the author 
of the original statement (Denoncourt, 1992 as included in Environ, 1994a). 

Response: Comment noted. The effects of increased concentration of potentially 
toxic (to aquatic life) constituents of P. H.  Glatfelter company wastewater are 
discussed in Chapter 4 (Sections 4. 1 .4.2. 7 and 4. 1 .5 . 1) of the FEIS, which has been 
expanded to more clearly discuss the impacts of the consumptive use of 4.3 cfs (2.8 
mgd) of P. H. Glatfelter Company wastewater by the proposed facility. 

Response: The in-stream concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS) after the 
P .  H .  Glatfelter Company's Pulp Mill Modernization Project and after start-up of 
the proposed Cogeneration Facility, would be 1 ,001  mg/L at low-flow (45 cfs) 
conditions. PADER has set a specific standard for TDS to protect aquatic life [25 
Pa. Code § 93(e)] at 1 ,500 mg/L. However, this standard is not listed as an 
exception (see 25 Pa. Code § 93 .9) to the statewide list of specific criteria, and 
therefore, is not applicable to Codorus Creek. Even so, the expected concentrations 
of TDS in Codorus Creek following start-up of the proposed project would be below 
the Pennsylvania maximum of 1 ,500 mg/L. It should also be noted that total 
dissolved solids provide complexing and binding sites for toxic inorganics and other 
constituents, thereby acting as a "buffer" to potential toxic effects .  

Response: A discussion of the effects of loss of habitat from reduced stream flow 
has been added to Section 4. 1 .5 . 1  of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Low-flow conditions, by virtue of the volumetric reduction, stress aquatic 
communities as riffles and pool areas shrink. Under extreme low-flow conditions, 
stream bank area decreases and bottom substrates are exposed resulting in a 
temporary loss of benthic habitat. As stream flow recovers from extreme 
conditions, benthic communities would re-establish themselves over time. 

The consumptive use of 4.3 cfs (2.8  mgd) of P .  H. Glatfelter Company wastewater 
by the proposed facility would reduce average in-stream low-flow below the P.  H. 
Glatfelter Company outfall by 9.6 percent, which would result in a temporary loss 
of aquatic habitat downstream from the P. H. Glatfelter company outfall .  The loss 
of aquatic habitat due to this reduction in flow was not extensively addressed in the 
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Environmental Impact Statement, but would vary greatly depending on the cross
sectional stream profiles, in-stream characteristics, established aquatic communities, 
and riparian characteristics along Codorus Creek below the P. H .  Glatfelter 
Company outfall .  The effects would be most pronounced in reaches dominated by 
riffles where water depth would be shallow. The effects of this reduced flow would, 
however, be attenuated naturally downstream as stream flow increases . 

Response: Comment noted. The statement referred to by the commenter makes no 
reference to the "significance" of the increases in dissolved oxygen which would be 
expected to occur as thermal loading in Codorus Creek decreases due to operation 
of the proposed facility. Oxygen solubility in water increases as water temperature 
decreases. Therefore an increase in dissolved oxygen in Codorus Creek would be 
expected to occur as a result of the proposed facility. 

Response: As described in the responses to Comments JW-57, W-LMY-1/ lOd, and 
W-LMY-1/10c1 , the water quality criteria for metals (e.g. ,  lead and copper) are not 
currently exceeded in the vicinity of the proposed project site. The increased 
concentration in metals would not necessarily result in exceedance of criteria, 
because the criteria limits increase with hardness levels .  It is acknowledged that the 
consumption of flow by the proposed project would increase the concentrations of 
these metals but not to the point of an exceedance near the proposed project. 
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1 4  4-94, Une 3 Biotic Index vall:ies provided in the Biodiversity Study 
for Codorus Creek (Environ, 1 9948}, indicate that 
water quality gradually declines below the Glatfelter 
discharge. Therefore, the presence of pollution 
sensitive taxa below the discharge does not necessarily 
Imply that there are no adverse downstream impacts. 

1 5  4-94, Une 6 The results of PACER's study indicated that undiluted 
wastewater hld sublethal effects on fathead minnows. 
Therefore, P .H. Glatfelter Is a source of toxicity in the 
creek even though the effects of this toxicity are . 
reduced once the waste stream becomes dRuted With 
creek water. Furthermore, the results of a study 
performed by EA, Inc. in 1 988 showed that the 
residual effects of wastewater from the Glatfelter 
facility were toxic to aquatic invertebrates. 

1 6  4-94, Une 1 6  The biodiversity of Codorus Creek has been adversely 
Impacted. The actual extent of these impacts depends 
on what comparisons are made, especially when the 
entire aquatic community is viewed as a whole, and 
not as sub-communities assumed to be representative 
of the aquatic system. 

1 7  4-95, Une 1 8  35 em equals 1 3.8 inches, not 88.9 inches. 

1 8  4-95, Une 1 9  All of the upstream stations used in this study were 
located at depths of 50 em or greater. Only the 
sampling stations below Glatfelter were located at 
shallow depths of less than 35 em. The reason for this 
difference Is that in order to maintain the 20% 
illumination criterion used as the standard In this 
experiment, upstream stations, which have better 
water clarity, had to be of greater depth. Therefore, 
water color does influence periphyton abundance. 

1 9  4-99, Une 1 1  Even though the projected low flow concentration of 
chloride is less than the chronic maximum acceptable 
toxicant concentrations for cladocera and fathead 
minnows, there will most likely be sublethal effects 
realized. Therefore, these projected concentrations wiU 
have an adverse Impact on the condition of the aquatic 
community. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Comment noted. Section 4. 1 .5 . 1  of the FEIS has been modified to 
discuss the gradual downstream decline in water quality as indicated by the biotic 
index values reported in Environ, 1994a. Taxa below the discharge consist of the 
more pollution tolerant forms within the ecologically sensitive orders of caddistlies 
(Trichoptera), mayflies (Ephemeroptera) and stonetlies (Plecoptera) . However, 
highly sensitive species are also absent above P. H .  Glatfelter Company's discharge 
point. 

Response: Section 4. 1 .5. 1 of the FEIS has been modified to provide a more 
comprehensive discussion of the results of the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (PADER) (1987) and EA, Inc. (1989) studies regarding 
toxicity of the P. H.  Glatfelter Company wastewater. 

Response: Comment noted. The statement beginning "Because no adverse impacts 
to the biodiversity of Codorus creek are currently observed, . . . " has been stricken in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. However, it should be noted that the 
existing biological community in Codorus Creek has not demonstrated any 
significant losses of taxa over the decade. DOE agrees that the biological 
community would likely be more sensitive and diverse if the Codorus Creek 
watershed did not include the current percentage of industrial, agricultural, and 
urban runoff inputs. It is impractical to expect the current biological community to 
represent conditions of a pristine, unsettled watershed. The aquatic community 
above the P. H.  Glatfelter Company's outfall, but within the WWF designated areas, 
does not show any significant difference in composition compared to reaches of 
Codorus Creek below P. H .  Glatfelter Company. The reaches of Codorus Creek 
below Lake Marburg are subject to more stringent biological criteria, based on the 
CWF designation, and would be expected to have more sensitive and diverse aquatic 
communities than a WWF. 

Response: The correction noted in the comment has been made in the FEIS . 

Response: Comment noted. The section in the DEIS referred to by the commenter 
states that effluent color combined with stream shading resulted in reduced 
periphyton growth in the study referenced (EA, Inc. , 1989). 
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TETHYS Consultants. Inc. 
�- �"' .�:..& P:..· .:•n ; • .; :::.'' ·. · ·:·l Ft.l�t S:•\\Cl. Harn�ourg. PA 17102 

Page 5 
Or. Van Ooteghem 
January 1 7, 1 995 

Should you have any questions regarding the review comments presented 

herein, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 
· 

WRITTEN"'408 
May 1995 

Respectfully submitted, 

TETHYS CONSULTANTS, INC. 
Ecological Services Division 

�£. � 
Joseph E. Gallagher 
Division Manager 
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Response: DOE does not have information suggesting that sublethal (chronic) 
effects would result from concentrations of chlorides below the "chronic maximum 
acceptable toxicant concentrations" (MACT). DOE acknowledges that at low-flows, 
the EPA's water quality criteria for chronic exposure of freshwater aquatic life 
would be exceeded. However, the EPA's water quality criteria for protection of 
aquatic life are highly conservative, as reflected by the difference between the 
MACT for the species tested and the water quality criteria (these differ by a factor 
of 1 .6) . In addition, according to EPA (1988a), chloride toxicity is more 
problematic when associated with potassium, calcium, or magnesium, rather than 
sodium. Sodium chloride is the most prevalent form of chloride in Codorus Creek. 
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Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P.O. Box 880 
361 0  Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown. West Virginia 26507.0880 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments W-YCMS-l/30b and D-129/18 .  

Response: Comment noted. The proposed project would be expected to lower the 
total particle loading to the York air basin. 

Response: Discussions of odor associated with the project site have been added to 
the FEIS in Sections 3 . 1 .2 and 4. 1 .2. 10. 

Response: As stated in Section 4. 1 . 12.2, the proposed project is expected to 
require, on average, 276 construction workers over a 3-year period. In addition, 
70 full-time permanent employees would be required to operate the facility. It is 
anticipated that 123 of the construction workers would be York County residents and 
the operations staff would be hired from the local labor force as much as possible. 
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Conn i e  S chmo t z e r  
2 4 2 8  S choo l house Lane 
York , PA 1 7 4 0 2  
January 1 8 , 1 9 94 

To the Department o f  Energy concern i ng the dra f t  E I S  for the YCEP 
fac i l i t y : 

Th i s  a f ternoon I wou ld l i ke to s peak to two of the areas of concern 
that I have had in read i ng the Env i ronmental I mpac t S tatement . Both o f  
thes e  concern em i s s i ons o f  Vo l at i l e  Organ i c  Compounds , o r  vecs . 

My f i rs t  concern i s  that the E I S  does no t adequate l y  addre s s  the 
em i s s i ons of V o l a t i l e  Organ i c  Cdmpounds . Accurate f i gures of thi s 
p o l l utant are i mportant to York County and the reg i on because i t  i s  a 
pr i nc i p l e  precursor o f  o zone for wh i ch we are a marg i nal atta i nment 
area . 

As I have fo l l owed th i s  pro j e c t  over the las t s everal years the 
em i s s i on f i gures for VOC ' s  hav e  var i ed errat i ca l l y  w i thout any 
conc rete e x p l anat i on .  I n  the pro j e c t  proposal p l an i t  was s tated that 
" s i n ce the vee em i s s i ons from the fac i l i ty wi l l  be greater than 50 TPY , 
some VOC o f fs e t s  w i l l  be requ i red to comp l y  w i th the o zone 
non-atta i nment . "  

When f i r s t  pres ented i n  the C i t i zen ' s  Adv i sory Commi t tee i n  We s t  
Manche s t e r  the VOC em i s s i ons total had fa l l en t o  2 6 . 3  TPY . But thi s 
f i gure was correc ted to read 9 6 . 3  TPY ( cons i s tent w i th the ear l i er 
e s t i mat e )  for the f i na l repor t . 2 6 . 3  TPY f o l lowed the pro j e c t  to N .  
Codorus Town s h i p .  And now , here i n  the draft E I S , A i r  Products 
e s t i mates em i s s i on s  to be 48 TPY , a conven i ent 2 TPY below the 
requi red o f f s e t  l e ve l . The i nc r ease i n  the amount o f  coal burned doe s 
not account for the new f i gure .  I f  there are va l i d eng i neer ing changes 
or data that s upport th i s  w i de var i ab i l i t y  o f  VOC emi s s i ons they need 
to be addres s ed . An expl anat i on i s  in order . 

I wou ld a l s o  suggest that the E I S  mus t addre s s  the tota l vec • s  em i tted 
from the pl ant . The draft ment i ons 1 TPY from increased traf f i c .  
There w i l l  a l s o  be s i gn i f i cant em i s s i on s  from the cool ing tower s .  
S i nc e  the was te water w i l l  be com i ng from the A i r  Products p l ant and 
s i nce th i s  p l ant w i l l  be i ncreas ing the to ta l  tonnage o f  vec • s  in our 
a i r ,  shou l dn ' t  the s um total o f  em i s s i ons be cons i dered i n  the E I S ?  

Second l y ,  i n  s e c t i on 4 . 1 . 2 . 1 0 dea l i ng w i th t h e  e f fects o f  t h e  pro j e c t  
o n  vegetat i on the E I S  i nc l udes m o s t  ma jor po l l utant s but om i t s  
d i s cu s s i o n  o f  VOC ' s .  N i trogen ox ides are d i s cussed becaus e  o f  the i r  
r � l e  i n  o z one produc t i on and therefore pos s i b l e  p l ant and crop damgage . 
VOC ' s  are the other pr i nc i p l e  component o f  o zone . I f  vee emi s s i ons o f  
5 0  TPY i s  s i gn i f i cant enough t o  requ i re o f f s ets , c erta i n l y  the 
i ncreased vec • s  caus ed by th i s  pro j e c t  sho u l d  be i n� luded in th i s  
d i s cus s i on .  
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Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J -78/9. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-78/17. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-80/4. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-80/16. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-80/16. 
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I n  the ana l ys i s  of NOX on page 4 - 5 0  the dra f t  s t a te s : 

" S i nc e  there wou ld be at l east a 1 5% decrease i n  ox ides of 
N i trogen ___ and g i ven that th i s  pol lutant is a p r i nc i p l e  pre cursor 
to o zone format ion , then one could extrapo late that an increase in 
o zone l ev e l s  due to the proposed pro j e c t  woul d  be very unl i ke l y . "  

Th i s  s ta t ement i s  not nec e s s ar i l y  t rue . One , i t  does not. take 
i n to a ccount the i ncrease i n  VOC em i s s i on s  caused by th i s  pro j e ct . ( The 
Of f i ce o f  Techno l ogy A s s e s sment s tates that contro l  of VOC ' s  has been 
the backbone of nat ional ozone contro l s trategy ) . Second l y , the nature 
of the format i on of o zone i s  comp l i cated and not e as i l y pred i cted . 

I t  wou l d  s e e m  that i f  NOX were decreas ed ,· o zone l e ve l s  wou l d  no t be 
i n creased , but s u ch is not a l ways the cas e . The U . S .  Of f i ce of 
Te chno l g y  A s s e s sment s peaks to th i s  i n  i ts documen t  "Catch ing Our 
Breath : Next Steps for Redu c i ng Urban Ozone " . It c i t e s  an EPA 
mod e l  s tudy of o zone format ion and transport throughout the NorthEa s t  
over a 2 w e e k  p e r i od .  The s tudy showed that cutt i ng NOX by one - th i rd 
and VOC ' s  by S O% res u l ted in mod e s t  ozone bene f i t s  for mos t  
nonatta i nm ent c i t i e s  compared to where VOC ' s  a l o n e  were contro l l ed .  
However , i n  some areas , decreas i ng NOX a c tual l y  i ncreas ed ozone . 
The study i nd i cated that further r e g i onal and c i t y  mode l i ng needed to 
be done in order to pred i c t  how o zone can b e  contro l led in a spec i f i c  
area . To m y  know l edge no s tudy has been done for the York area . 

Our r e g i o n  a l s o  faces an i nc reased prob l em w i th o z one from automob i l e 
em i s s i ons be cause of recent unfortunate l eg i s lat i on from our State 
Hous e . Th i s  forces us to take a c lo s e r  look at the VOC em i s s i on s  from 
p o i nt sour c e s  and con s i der the i r  harm to our env i ronment . 

I have to conc l ude that the E I S  has not thorough l y  cons idered a l l the 
data and that the s tatement on page 6 - 1 1 that " th e  cumu l at i ve e f fects 
may be v i ewed a s  ben i gn if not benef i c i a l "  is premature . I ask that 
you p l ea s e  addre s s  the s e  p o i nts and cont i nue your revi ew . 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J -8 117. 

Response: Comment is noted. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J -83/9. 
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Que s t i ons ra i s ed by M i chae l S .  Schffiot zer c oncern i ng th� 
DRAFT E:lPI I RONMENTAL I t.fPACT �T�i��NT 
ror the-?roposea-10Rr--COUNT r- PARTNERS COGENERAT I ON FAC I L ITY 

18 Jar.uar�· 1 9 95 

The s tated goa l of the Departm�nt of Energy ( DOE) C l ean Coal 
Te chno l ogy ( CCT) Program i s  to "demonstrate advanced coal ut i l i zat i on 
t e chno l o g i e s  t hat are energy e ff i c i ent and r e l i ab l e  and that are ab l e  
t o  achi eve substant i a l  reduct i ons i n  em i s s i ons a s  c ompared with 
convent i ona l coal t echno log i es . "  ( page i o f  the Draft E I S ) . 

4 2  USC 4 3 3 2  and 40 CFR 1 5 0 2 . 1 4 requ i res the preparor of the E I S  to 
cons i de r  a l t e rnat i v e s  to the proposed p l an .  Th i s  has been done in 
p aragraphs 2 . 2 . 4  and 2 . 2 . 5 .  and a summer y  prov ided i n  paragraph 2 . 3 .  
Howe v e r , I b e l i ev e  that DOE ' s  ana l ys i s  i s  i nadequate and that the 
conc l u s i on in 2 . 3  i s  erroneo�s . There are s evera l point s  that requ i r e ·  
further e l ab orat i on o r  c orrec t i on .  

Para . 2 . 2 . 4  ( pa�e 2 - 7 0 f f )  d i s cus s e s . the " No- Act i on A l t ernat i ve . "  
� t  as s umes t hat i f  the DOE money i s  not u s ed that York County Ene rgy 
?art ners ( YCEP) wi l l  not cons truct the propos�d c o - ge nerat i on fac i l i t y  
and that three negat i ve conse quenc es wou l d  resul t :  ( 1 )  DOE wou l d  not 
ach i eve one of the �oa l s  of the CCT Program , ( 2 )  the P . H .  G l atfe l t er 
Company Power Bo i l e·r No . 4 wou l d  cont i nue to po l l ute York Count y  and 
( 3 )  Met -Ed wou ld have to bui ld anot�er power p l an t  to make up for a 
futu r e  s ho r t - fal l i n  commerc i a l  energy needs . 

I can not s peak to p o i n t  # 1  from persona l knowl edg e , hut I he l i eve " that 
the r e  has be perv i ous t e s t i mony to the e f f ect that t h i s  t e chno l ogy has 
b ��e l i ah l y  proven at other s i tes in the U . S .  and abroad anQ that there 
i s  s u f f i c i e�t t e chno l og i ca l  data to pl ace t he c i rcu lat ing f l u i d i zed bed 
t e c h� o l ogy w i t hin a spectrum o f  coal burn i ng power p l ants and 
a l t ernat i v e  energy s ourc e s . I t  does not make se4se to bui ld th i s  p l ant 
i f  w e  a l read� know that bet ter things are out the re . The refore , th i s  
pro j � c t  i s  not nece s s ar y . 

:� !OUr j us t i f i cat ion to re j e c t  the No-Act i6n Al ternat i v e , 
( S e ct i on Z . 3 .  Paqe 2- 8 3 )  you state that . " t he opportun i t y  to reduce a i r  
em i s s i ons through curta i lment o f  P .  H .  G l at f e l ter Company Power Bo i l er 
No . 4 wou ld be l o s t . "  I be l i e ve that such is not the case . P .  H .  
G l at f e l t er mus t compl y  w i th the C l ean A i r  Act , i t s amendments and 
var i ous other federal and state l aws qoverning a i r  pol lut i on from 
Bo i l e r  No . 4 .  I have a copy o f  the Penn s y l van i a  Department of 
Env i ronmenta l R e s ources ( DER) P l an Approval dated Aug . 1 8 , 1 9 94 . I t  
al l ows G l a t f e l ter t o  mod i fy Bo i l er No . 4 b y  insta l l ing low NOx burners 
w i th s eparate overf i re a i r . Whi l e  G l atfe l t�r shou ld be c ommended for � b r i ng i ng the i r  fac i l i t i e s  i nto comp l i an c e  w i th c l ean a i r  requ i rements 

� � i t does not automat i ca l l y  f o l l ow that we shou l d  use DOE ( i . e .  tax)  
do l l ar s  to a s s i s t  them . L i ke other U . S .  i ndus tr i e s  G l a t f e l ter shou l d  
ffi e e t  f h e  requ i rements and they shouid m e e t  them wi th the ir own cap i tal 
e xpend i t ure s .  We do not yet know i f  th i s  mod i f i cat i on has done the 
j ob . Accord i nq to the DER Program Manaqer , the " r egulatory compl iance 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/16, D-39/13,  D-90/2, and 
D-100/9. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-89/7. 
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· �t e "  i s  not unt i l  May 3 1 , 1 9 9 5 . I mus t a s s um� th�t shou l d  th� · �d i f i ca t i ons f a i l  to a ch i eve the i r  requ i red end , further chanqes w i l l  
� �  made h f  G l at fe l t er . Therefore , the DOE pro j e c t  i s  unne c e s sary . 

The E I S  s tat e s en pac;e 2 - 7 1  that . "Met-Ed has C.ocument.ed the ne �.S. 
for an add i t i ona l 5 0 0 - 5 5 0  MW of e l e ctri c i ty by the year 2000 . "  
However , that s t atement i �  no t i n  ful l  aqreement w i th Sect i on 1 . 3 . 4  
( paqe 1 - 1 2 )  wh i ch says t ha t , " On the bas i s  of an i ndependent rev i ew o f  

Met -Ed • e ·ne�d. for ?Owu , l2QE._.bu determiQtg_ (empha s i s &dded )  tha.t a 
need for add i t i onal e l e c t r i c  qenera.t inq capa c i ty e x i s t s . "  I be l i eve 
that the re has been other te s t i mony td the e f f e c t  that the DOE and 
Met-Ed �o not ful l y  agree on the need for future e nergy growth . 
!urthermor e , wh i l e  'Che E I S  o f f e r s  two s cenar i os of a l ternat i ve power I p l ant cons truc t i on i t  total l y  fa i l s  to d i s cus s that a v i a.b l e  program of 
conservat i on could obv i ate the ant i c i pated need for pow e r  p lant . 

JW-94 

JW-95 
cons truc t i on .  S i n c e  support i ng e x i s t ing reg ional enerq; �r i ds i s  not 
among the s tated qoa l s  o� the CCT , the E I S  fai l s once aqa in , to c l ea.r l y  
just i fy why DOE do l l ars should b e  spent o n  �h i s  pro j ect . �-� lj .f fJ // I JW-96 
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Flnal Enviromnental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-89/7. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment J-90/18 .  

Response: Please see the response to Comment J -91 /9.  

Response: Please see the response to Comment D-83/5. 
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. . . 

P E N N S Y LVA N I A  

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

One" Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17�10 · 

November 16 ;. 199 4  a� c ... 

Wkl'l'l'EN0420 
May 1995 

southcentral Regional Office 

Ms . Margaret Klunk 
RD 4 ,  Box 4624 
Spring G�ove , PA 17362 

Deal;" Ms . Klunk: 

I am writi�g in response to your October 11,  19 9 4  letter. and wi_i:L 
attempt . answer your questi9ns · in _the .order you preserit�d ·them •. 
As part of their ·Reasonably Available Control Technolnciy CRACT)· 
Plan P .  H. Glatfelter retrofitted No. 4 Power Boiln With·. low· NOx 
burners and separate o�erfire d.ir (SOFA) �tiring th..:ir·. sCheduled. 
s�utdown �n July, 1994 . · The requlatocy compliance date. is May 31 ·, 
199 5 .  You· are correct in· assuminc;i that emission credits are-- 'l;)ased 
upon emissions after the. installation Of RACT •. . Emission credits 
are generated using actual· .emissions, not potential or" permitted 
emissions. ' so2 and PM-10 ·a�lsSions from Glatfelter.• � ,.boi,l��s· .OJ.;-e 

. directly_ affected by· t�e : l990 Clean. Air Act blendments . 

Enclosed are copies of both the current Operating P.e�it for 
No. 4 Power Boiler and the Plan Approval which authorized 
the addlt�on of the low · NOx burners and SOFA on that �iler.  

The following is a listinq of Glatf�alter-• s criteria pollutant-
emissions , expressed as tons ; from each of the boilers in· 1993· •. 

PM-10 SOx 'voc NOx co 

No. 1 Recovecy 166 . 8 2 57 . 1  88 . 6  13 6 . 3  79 1 . 5  
No . 2 Recovecy 71. 6 110 . 5  j8 . o  58 . 6  339 . 2  
No. 1 Power 104 . 9- 2 67 1 .  5 · 5 . 4  692 . 5  136 . 4 
No. 3 Power 10 . 8  35q . 8  0 . 4  102 . 3  2 . 8 
Nv . .4 l'ower. . 13 6. 7  3588 . 4 ) . 7  1:113 . 0· :iR:.4  
No . 5 l-ower 6 . 2 . 400 . 0  5·. 6 613 . 1  45"0 � 0 

You have posed several ·.questions concerning computer mod$ling · · . 
of the YCEP cooling tower. Modeling, such as that done for the 
Environmental Impact- statement , is not required by the Department 
for the cooling tower emissions . · That is because the issues 

· 
examined by Roy .F .  Weston for YCEP , foqging[icing and depositibn 
are not regulated by the Department . 

· 
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Ms . Margaret Klunk 
November 16,  1994 · 
Page 2 

The use of Glatfelter .mill effluent by �CEP as cooling water is 
of interest for a differerit .purpose,· the potential emission oi 
air toxics . That nortiori of the Department ' s  review is very 
much . ongoi na. .. . 

. . 
Mod�ling , as you . know, is required by the · oepartment .for 
stack emissions from the YCEP · CFB. · . A ·preference for on-site 

·meteorotoqical data for that .mddellng . �ffort versu� wind data 
collected at the original · West Manches�er Township site was fi�s� 
raised in a March 1 ,  1994 . letter to Dr . Archer from .Mr .  Daniel L• 
Crerand as . Elected Spqkesperson for Clean Air, Safe Environment. ·  
I ,  in turn, sought the opinion of Mr� Robert Simonson,· Chief ; 
Meteorology Modeling · �ection of the ' Department l s  Bureau of Air 
"Quality control .  ' In his written reply �o me , which is .enclosed, 
Mr •. �im.onson explained why the ·West .Manchester Township wind data 
is · scientifically applicable to the North Codorus site . ·· That is 
a decision which we must ask Mr • .  Simonson . to make in his role 
as .:a professional meteorologist for the Department . 

All of · the Continuous Emission. Monitors including Total R�duced . 
Sulfur {TRS) on the No . 3 Recovery boiler passed their performance 
testing and are retroactively certified from their testing dates 
for. use in

.
dete�ining comp�iance with the applicable emissaon · ·  

standards � The certi-fication date i s  June 9 ,  1994 for all . 
monitors except o·pacity. · The �pacity monitor ·certification . 
date is May ·27 , 1�94 . TRS emissions have· · been consiStently · 
less than · o . 5  ppm versus an al�owable limit of 5 � 0  ppm. 

Mr .  John F .  Krueger, York District Supervisor ,· has participated 
in .. the preparation of this letter . · If you have any questtons , 
you may contact either of us ·at the let�erhead address . 

Enc . 
cc : 

Very truly yours , 

;- ·  � 
Lei"'::icson 
Air Quality Program ManAaer 

Southcentral Region Case File 
York District Case File . 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

COMMONWEALTH OF P ENHSYLYAKIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENYIROMHENTAL RESOURCES 
SDUTHCENTRAL. REGION • FIELO OPERATIONS 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM 

PLAN APPilOYAL· 

S.ource & Air 
/oppron l Hoa .::6.:..7��3::.:0::.:6�·;::0D:.;4:.:;A:,_ __________ _ C l eaa_l nt Device I No. 4 Power Bot ler 

�aera P. H. G latfe lte,.r_.;::C.:.o•=<p..,•,.• ... Y-.· -------

Ad4ress: 228 South Hal n  strset 

Spr i nt Grove, PA 17362 

Envf ron•eatal· Hanaser 

(Coabust t"on Enpfn�erfnd 

Contro l led by an ESP 

(Research· Cottre l l) 

Location! Sprf np Grove Hi l l  
Spring Grove _iorougll 
York county 

ta eccordeece with provi sions of the Ai r Pol lution Coa�ro l Act, the Act of .January 84 1960, P.L. Z119, as 
••ended, and with Chapte�. J17 of t�R, lea and Rega latfons of the Depart•ent of Envl roaaeatal Reaogrcea, 
the Departaent oa N.b · 1 8 � approve� p lans for .. dl ffcatf�n of the &lion iadfcatd air 
coateahatfoa aource. 

Tll h PLNI APPROVAL exp i res Oecellfler 11, lt9S. 

The p lea approved fa subJect to
'
the fol lowf91 cond i t i ons: 

1. The No. 4 Power lot lor h to be. aodf ffed 111 accordance with tile. p Ius subllftted w l tll 
tile app l f cattoa (as �eref a  approved) . 

z. See attached. 

Hoiffy the person noted below whoa tile tnstal latfoa II coapleted so that tho sogrce can be lupec�ed ffir 
f s suaace o f  an OPERATING I'ERHIT, 

IIOT£s Hr. Jeffrey J. Moyer 
Af r ' l'o l lutfon C011tro l· Engineer 
O•e Ararat Bou levard 
Harrf sliYrg, I'A 17110 
(717) 657•458? 

Southceatrel Regfo11 67•306•004A 
York Dhtr'lct 
Pera l ta 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

eVH APPROVAL 

APPROVAL HO. 67•306•004A 

P. H. GLATFELTER CQMPAHY 

sonctst ons. tentfnued 
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z. Tilt s  P lan Approva l a11thorh :es teaporary· operatlon o f ·  the source (s) cover•� by tht s Plan 
Approva l provi ded the fo l low i ng cond i t i ons are aot1 

a. The Depart .. nt aut recehe wrl ttlll notice froa ·p. H, Glatfe lter Coapaay of  
tho coap letlon of construction and P. H. G latfelter c·o.apur �s t at�at to .coa• 
aence operation at lent five (5) workings days pri or to the coap retton of 
constructlollo · The notice· DUSt state when CQJIItruct l oD wt l l  be coap,letecl ancl 
when P. H. G latfelter Coapany expects to coaaence opllrat l on.  

b .  Operation h authori zed o n l y  to fac i l i tate the surt•up and sbake•down of 
sources and ai r c lean i ng dev i ces , to peralt operations pending the l s1aanca of. 
a � · Operatl nt Peralt or to pera l t  the evaluat i on of the source (s) for coap l(•: 
ance w l th _a l l  epp ltcali le r�gu lations and requl reaents.". · 

c. _Th i s  condition authorh:es teaporary operation of the so11rce(s) for a period of 
180 days froa the date of coaaanc�aeat of ·ope�atlon, "provt dld the Departaent 
'recehes notice froa P. H. G latfelter Coapany pursuut· to' subpart a . ,  ab.ove; · 

d .  P .  H. G l atfelter Coapany aay req111st a n  extension l f  coap l l ance with a l l  app• 
l l cab le rellllatl ona and P lu Approva l raqu ( r�aints hu not b11n establ i shed. 

· The ut,n1 l ci11 .requnt sha l l .  be suhlthd In "!!'l t l ng at.  lent 15 daya p"rlor to 
the end of tht s  period of teaporary operation and sha l l  prov i d e  a descrl ptloa 
of the coaplhnce' status of the source,_ · ·  detal led schadu le for establ-hhlng 
coap l( ance, and the reasons coap l l ance has not bean astab l l shed . 

•· The noti ce subalthd bY. P. ·  H. G latf�lter Coapany p11rs�ant to lllbpart a . ,  
above, prior t o  the exp i ration of. thi s  P lan Approva l ,  sha l l  aod l fy the p lan 
approval exp i ration date. _The new p lan approva l expiration date sha l l  be 
180 days froa the date. of the wrlttan notice. 

3, Tht s  p lail approva l covers the . Insta l lation of low NOx bllrners wi th separate. overflr• 
a l r  011 Power 8ol ler No. 4.  

4. Tho f i na l  Nl trogea O�tl des (NOx) ealnlons l t a l t  sha l l  be ·deteral ned by ana l r.zt ng _ the �EMS data after the source hu bell · operating for twelve (12) aonthi. During· t_hat 
12 aonth peri od HOx eai ssl ons sha l l  not exceed 0.86 lb/MHBTU on a thlr�r (3�) day. ro l l• 
l ni ·average 11 aeasured by �he exi s t i ng certlflid contl11uous aal ssl ons aonl tor. 

S, Vlthh sixty (50) days after achtevt nv the aaxlaua production rata at which the 
affected fac( l lty wl ll be operated, but not later thaa one hundred eighty (180) day� 
after I n i t i a l. start-up of such faci l i ty ,  the owner or operator sha l l  .coaduct a pe.-fora• 
ance test to detera l a� Carbon Hoaoxlde (CO) aahsloos,  Test Hethod 10 or equhalent 
sha l l  be used. 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

. COKHOHWEALTH OF PENNSYLVAN IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENYIROHHEHTAL RESOURCES 
SOUTHCEHTRAL REGION .;, .FIELD OPERATIONS 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM 

OPERATING PERHIT RENEWAL 

In ac:c:ordanc:e with provfslou of the Al.r Pol lution Contro l Act, the
' 

Act of January .a. 1960, P,L.  2119, as 
eaended, and Secti on 127.24 of Chapter 127 of the rules and regu lations of the Departaant of Envl ronaental 
Re�ourc:es, the Depart .. nt hereby nl snes tUs peralt for the operation of the a i r  c:ont&al natfoa source 
described below. 

Parilf t  Roa .:6"-7�-3::.:0:.:6�.:..:o�D,;:;4 ______ ....., _____ _ 
Owner: P. K. G l atfelter Coapany 

Addressa 228 South Mafn Street 

Source l Air 
C laanlng . Devlc:e: Three Power Bol ters ' 

(Nos. 1 l l - Ri ley Stoker �nd 
Ho� 4 - Coabustlon Engineering) 
Contro l led by an ESP 
(Research Cottre l l) and an · 

Sprl ng ·Grove, PA 17362 
Ash Storage Tank Coatro l led br a Fabri c 
Co l lector (Both - United Conveyor) 

Attention& Mr. Robert E. Callahan 

Envl ronaenta l Manaqer 

1\ls peralt I s' subject to the fo l lowing conditions: 

Location& Sprlnq Grove Mi l l  
Spri ng Grove Borough 
York County 

lo That the IOUrc:o and any &IIOC:I ated air cleaning devices are to be: 

• •  opauted fn such a aanner as not to c:.use- air po l l ution; 
b. I n  c:oap lfanc:e with . . the spec:lflc:atfons and conditions o f  the app l icable 

·p lan approva l hned; · · 

c. operated ud ·aalntalned I n  a aaaaer c:onsf s teat. wltll · good operating and 
aalateaanc:a practices. 

z. Thi s  peralt Is valid only for the specific: equl paent, location an� owner naaed above. 

3. Tilt s  operating peralt f s  u l l d  for a tfalted · t l ae oaly and aoy be renewed berora I ts 
exp i ration. Raquilsts for an oparatl19 peralt renewal aust be I n  writing and aust be 
ac:c:oapenl ed by a fee Ia the aaount of $400 payab le to the •coaaonwealth of Penasylvanla 
Cleaa Ai r F�ad.• ne request should be aade o

·
a the att&c:lied lnterla Applfc:atlcia · for 

llenewet of· • Paralt to Operata fora and avst be received by the Departaent a loag: wl th • 
coap leted Coap l lanc:a Kistorl! fora (attached) no later thu FEB i 1993 . . . 

Fai lure to c:oap ly with the conditions p laced on till s  pera l t  Is a v i o lation of Section 127.25• VIo lation 
of this or eay other provi s ion of Art i c le til of the ru les and r�gu latlons of the Departae�t of EnvltO�
aeate l llesources wi l l  resu lt Ia suspens i on or revocation of this pera l t  and/or prosec:utlol under Section 9 �f- ·the Ai r Pol lution Coatro l .Act. 

Issued: May 1. 1993 

£.Kpl resi Apri l 30. 1998 

Soathc:entra l Regi on �7-30&-004 • 
Lancaster Di strict 
Para I ts 
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SIGNED 
Prograa Manager 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Conditions. Continued 

PLAN APPROVAL 

APPROVAL NO • . 67-306-004A 

P. H. GLATFELTER COM� 

e. At lent thirty (30) days prior to the actua l , test!ag,  a pretest procedure sha l l  be 
ubal ttcd to the Progru Hana9er. The l teas whi ch are to be i nc luded· I a  the pretest· 
procedure are outlined on· the attached sheet. 

7. The psrforaance test sha l l  co�s l st of three repetitions of tke app l i cable test aethods. 
For· purpose 

. · of coap l f aace wl th an app l f cab le standard · of psrforaance, the: average 
results of ·•h�petltfons sha l l  ap�ly. 

a. The stack test sha l l  be perforaed over such a period or periods u aecessar�. to accu
rat, l y  deterafne ·the aaxfaua sahsf on� durf ag that tfae; 

t. At least two (2} weeks prfor to the test,· the Proaraa· Maaager sha l l  be tnforaed of . �he 
dais and tfae of the test. 

10. Vf tbb s i xty (60) days after the source test, two. copies o.f the coap lete tes�: r.eports 
s ha l l  be subaltted to the Prog�a• Manaaer for approval. 

11. Issuance of tb.! s  p lan approva l fs · not. a RACT deterahatt oi . 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Fluidized Bed Combustion - Volwne 1 
o\SMC 1893 

DESIGN OF 1WO 230 MWe REHEAT CIRCULATING 
FLUIDIZED BED BOILERS FOR TUROW 

POWER STATION BOGATYNIA, POLAND 

B. N. Gaglla 
Pyropower Corporation 

J. Lukawfec Turow P.ower Station 
Bogatynla, Poland 

Z. MIIZIII Eleklrim SA Trade company 

�AACT 
ID July 1992, Py:opowcr Corporadoa - ..t.ec.cS in 1M dcsipl, supply lAd erec:tlcm of two 230 "WN, rebcat coal l!rocl 

cizcul&tiD& GllldizocS bW bolleza Jbr tbl 'l\Jrow  l'awcr SUtiaa 
ill Bopynla. Palmd. nil Older zepraellta 1lle blpaC cizcWI%illa duidizt4 bo4 (Cfl)bolet�ollknclsodale. 
1his paper �t:l the boiler decip � desip 
&ft'�DpD=t ID4 ipiiCi&o azdqac �p foaturu sucb a tbl � systems a EU.� taapcnturo cooud. Apmlcalar 
ooooem with dle boilerdcl!sD wu the Sow nake.tEmopelll 
� coal ID4 lbo 1&rp tlwace 1Wkll W to at iDto tbo 
Jimltecl sp.oe of lbo alltlDs piMt. 1bla � pro;ecc repn:senU the lint pbuo ot a plaD to nplace lis ol tbo tal. Chittyo)Wot old boO.cs. A test bum ill Pyropowef1 &leuds 
aDd Dewlopmeot Cezlter 1rill OCIGfilm liOleecoc! dellp 
panmccezs. 

POUSH POWER IHDUITRY AND 1HE !NVIROHMEHf Eipy pao=t oflbo poww produeod ID l'oiiD4 il b&te4 oa bumln& bard coal m4  brOWII ootL PaliDd'r curreat 111110 of 
e1ec1rica1 -ru II low oa a per capita t1u11 1114 biP oa 
Doa�e�tlc N�laaal ProcNcc (DNP)buls. s�. � 
acc=omlc:al cbup Ia iD4uatrial 104 cklmeatlc ... • apected to IUII!t Ia lacn&lod CAetiY COGIUIIIpdaa. 
'Ihe Polilh pcPII'U � II dwactoriziKl bJ the iiDowizl&: 
• PaliDd ha laqo bard 0011 - JiFite (bloa) 0011 

rerowcec. a aan ps 111pply ID4 priCiiciDy DO oiL 
.. 1be ps &Dd putk:ulate emlaloaa 6om l'dilll po-.v 

plazscc make PotiDd ooe of the bipc:st IIIDOspberic �uton lD ,!l.arope. 
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• Coil acccwts Cot 78* of die total enefD' productlo!l usa 
Ia Polmd &Del equaia � 180 millica Ioiii ol lXIII per 

)'Nl. 
• Compand lO the dcYIJcped � l'dllld b• low 

eloccric caerzy URIC F Clpita Ji:Jr domestic: and acrieUitural lUCo Ydllcb • apecce4 10 � 
• Olmp&red to dlo dcweloped CCUDtrils, Polmd b• a veey bi&b eleecriceaercrusqo per nom-tlcNilicmll Pzoduct (DNP). which iadleatel Pdilh fadustzr il VOJ7illcfticiect. 

PotUKI bas S4 eledrk pDCT�tiD& &Dd heat peratiDc plaats ia oporarioa. 1'he total � i1 about 21.900 MW.. In 
tm, thae plants IIIICi appralimately S7 mil loa toGS ot hanl 
CIOil &Del '10.5 mmloa to%11 of bcowll CXIIl. � crutc:ct 
eaac:.ntrllioa ofp�MtaisnearPoiiiiiC!'siOUibem border. � 
DIP (F'�Pft 1) llbcM tM moct pollllted repxw llt Polmd. In 
ldditloll to dlae utility powwr plallU. == are &boat 230 
aiD elocuk &lid ladustriaJ petlliDa plmts wltb a &otl1 
CipiCity of3,1SO W$ • In spJt. oftb& uaof dectzoliiiOtl. th6 
IGCil particulate emilsioDs lioal die pgnr ladusuy is 
estimued al 1.0 • U mBikxl coos per year. lblr aountl to 
30 .  JS9i ortbo lllllc= .. partlcW&Ct cmiaiocs. Tbe emhdoa ofiUI&rdladdo lioal ae!VprocSIICCioa .,...2-3 to::S.0111Diioa 
coos lD 1989 (apprallmaldr � of die CICIWIIJ)"1 toCil ecllsl5oal). n. ftpea Cor 1liUop od4ec are G.6 10 o.6S mlllloa t.oa1 (4CHf. to 4S9i ofnllioaMJe NO. cmissioa.)S01 
eadllloas poeratcd ll&tioallly, 11 Mil • dad frgm acroa 
bordazs II an IYCnp of 13.4 t/'RA1 (S.17 t/1111'). 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
'l'hb projecl hu beeD iDitiaucl by Turow � SU!ion In 

aa elfon to rehabilltlle &lid lldaad tbo ocoaomic life or lh• 
paMr llatioa &lid red\lco poDudaD. To meet l'd1114'1 aew 
eavlrocllllenlll IIIIIWds, .tllcb are - CCIIIp&ll'biC wftb 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Wutens Europe, 1\uow wu tJced 1rith two' opcioas: either 
lh14 doq, the 10 t1Dlt 200l JlW powr llatiaa: or bMc II up 
\0 We.stons •cvi.roan�cat JUDdazds. 1k pia Is baed 011 repl.eia& aDd uperadq lJDlu 1 Uuo�&P 6 frcm 200 MW 'IIDb 
\0. Z30 MW UDlu, RmcMaa lJaiC 1 IDd ldclia& duo pi 
cl.ulturiudoo. ooo.uol equipmect to Ualts a, 9 md 10: tho 
IMMif IWts. lJDits 1 a4 2 are IICIW 30 )'0111 ol4 ad 
repiKCmcat oC the aisdac pa!Ytrizod boll•rs with uw deaD 
coal !ui4izc.4 tle4 � wu cborca l!l lhl  prc(cned 
approac:b. 

ftEPOWlRINQ WITH R.UIDIZ!D liD MAKII · 
ECONOMIC tENSE 

Ccasi<Sorma Polaad'• e.ccooaUc � llld upect.e4 aleetric: utility Jold powth. �ubillwloa or laistiD& vdllty power plants is &•IDID& fDc:reued cmpb&sir. lD Turow's c:aso, 
faced 'lllith.&Pa\llliea,coo.tl.llued ...- lbrJeDOIItioa capadcy 
ID4 tbe requU.ment to re4llce •hz!oas, � appiOidl o&rs 
u atttacriYe alte� N plaats ipproadl·tho 0114 of �heir 
2S • 30 year deslp lila, cbeir availability will bep to dec:ralt slpi&&Dtly. !!tf5cilll� bealDs co faD o� llld mlhlteacct 
ccn IDc:rt.&M dnmllbll;r. 1hia Q'eOcl II D« aow co 11101t utilldes ancS il1dicatea a pl111t ii iiOII' the tDd oC 1&1 ecaiiCXIllc 
II&. Paced wlch tbtA cin:umst--, 'l\&row bad to cleckSe 
Wlbetbcr to dO«Cmhdoa � ICidoa or mab a myw li!t 
IIZteDsioc iDvestmmt. 

ID ord6r to m•t aew lower� requlmDnts ot SO. NO, ID4 pa:tlcula&e, ol4cr piiDts IUdl at't\arow are reqWred 
to iasuii � bi&h msizawi�DC� auo au dlllll&.ldudocl or bo !aced with bea\'f &wldal peaaltles. b tO biP 
emiJiioas or poUUW�ts, IC:al!dllaiD M�atiW p1aat c:�c�uze 1114 
�illioamc. Rahabillwioa ID4 �·• IIIIIs& 
�ac.ally ICICiptable CFB • tldmal0f1 mabl Ill 
ateractiYc oomb!Didoo. for nzrow Ptwer Scltbl. oa aD 
ecoDOmio basis, lt ol!im2S addllblal )'MIS ofplmtcpa11lioD, at a 001t per kllowct that is oaly 40 to 60 �t al tlw OC* 
of a "w pllllt. 

t1sc or tbe exlstm& lite re4ucu OC* 1114 llmpll&l 
permitlin& and approval ptocedurea. CCIIIpa.re4 to DeW site 
dewlopmait. Wuetioo. of aktiD& Iite emlaioaa IDMU Dew' 
�D.tal �u. lchabiJir.ltioQ oC'n&row Power 
SUlioa will abo result iD: 

• Sisft lftc.mt imptoYemeDt ia at &doc l'llllabilityhdiabi!IC)', with c:orrapoac�iac ro4uc:tioa il1 ma!.otea·- celt. 
• Improver:De�:�t iD. 1116 plaot beat rate 1114 iD.creued 

capacity. 
• A Cut·tradt � ooactrUctloo. scbcdulo or 30 moolhl 

from �ciaDia& ot � to wrtiDe ·1011. 
• A tecbaical iDCI colt �  'buls fOr rapocdiD& to 1bo 

� ---
AmntaqH of CfB !!1!U! PC CPuJomtZ!d CoaD 
lbc$e idv&Dt&pl il1dlldo: 

• AHISnlOM PnOF'l.Ow-a:B'IIIill fil llltOcbe TIII'O'A' 
POW$r $(alioa'• er:isdzlc spaoe end - �lq 
COUDdatlom. 

• CP8 P�D tedmolo&Y 'lllill ia1pr1M 1\lrow Power 
SW.ian per{otmiDCe ID4 rcllabUity. 
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• 0'8 techDO!osY will n4uco maiaf.eOIDOc (a.. .. � 
llld iCN�. 

• 0'8 deaa 00111bustlaa tecbDolosY � PdiiiCI'• 
��� requiremeou. 

• Pvc� preplrllioD. il easier ad las ceq wilh a CD aod ft.CIIIfrN m!Dilul mamtca&AC6. 
• CFB \IIC IIINIII puc:r 6icl Galblllty wldl DO daaJnc. 
• 1b& cirwladaa t.c1 IDd JoMr CCIIIWidoa taapcn&aru 

allow CII)Cflcal fuel bwDOUt 1114 tum4owll wftb low Jfllk !all&. . 
• CP8 acbiwcc very law SOa cmiSiioGs with ao IUch mabllclaooe a:nbber rwquiremcat. . 
• LDIII NO. ea1sdaDs are lahore�!% wldl aD, DO blalkySCR ls a--.ry. · 
e lDW CCIIIbustloa tempenturt IIIOIZII ICJW bt.&t Gill mel DO 

watarwall w� ov.rbutiq. · 
• ltopowedDa widl Gul4ir.od tied mlkol. eoooomlc -. 
• CFB availability n� 

'I'UROW POWER ITAT10N 
1'llmw PCIWet Suzlaa .. loc:ate4 Ill die ... npoo ot 

IOUtbem Polaad. Tbo pltat llllitua:od kl die 'Tia!otr Bellow' 
az dM vuy �- COftl.r oC tbo OI:IUIIQ)' ..., tho bolden 
of Gmuny IDd die Czec:b l.epublk. WiaiDc al die lacaJ 
\lroWII. coal due. badt co 1be 1'Tllr .. 

1'llmw Porow SU&ioo if at die -- oC Ill .... clllll5ed bf tie Buropea�� Ccam\ID.lty (!C) • !be  '1llc:k Triazl&le". 1bla 
uea 'llltllcll iacludc:s aroaa ill the thZM oouulol ll• 'lfV1 bflb 
CIC:IlOeDU'Idoa or pcllutioa. 

Ill 1962 &be ani two 'IUIItl ol tho T\wlr l'wcr Stadoa 1 bepl COJillllercial opcntlaa. PorCMtdlirtnem 1\JroWil• 
prcMdod the m..t COlt pow.r Ia PoliDd. '�!�f lue  11111C otdlo 
1o.wic ltlriOD was CIOIDpleted 11 the &Dd ot 1VJJ. Allll\1ll' 
eDeqy prodw::tioa a.t dle pbat pNaDJ lllczealld dlldDa the 
tazly operazloa 6cc 1P'72. ftal:biJIC CMt 14.5 bil1ioll kwll iD 
1976. tbo primuy � lacllldlac the cdstill& bolen 
md th6 tu� pDCI'ISOrl. .,. ot Soroiec dellp. Over 1be 
JN11, tho plat � 1114 � 1aaYI mado lUll)' ialprcMmCDts wlllcb OODtn'buto to tho pia's IIICICCISdd 
opuattaa ftQOr4. 

1bil plaat muUd die b time ID Pdaad and Europe that 1arae 200 NW \UIIIs .... ,. OOQSUaetld Ia apt lo..mlsudoo 
�a ocmb!Ded OUipUl OfCIVV'l/#JMW, To4q, delpire 
30)all of.,.lca aDd llOnDII t�Hr eod  teat, 't'arc�Wl'ower 
Stltloa atill pEOVlciu 14 biDioD kwll IDII� wblch is over 
109' or the Pdlsb •lecCricll power � Nume&'OIII 
11104eruiulioo projcca hM bMa OCIIduGiod at the plat 
wkb Ius decrwued ·m. forcod oatap nco fzoa !1Nrl1 209&  . 
ID 1m ro 4.7� ia 19&5. 1bo capas ID4 tedltlldaoc • diO 
'pi&At bM GJed CMt 3,000 illYcotka llldtbo IUtioll bas boeD 
awarde4 scvwll bi&b cfisdDedont 60111 tboPdilll ptn����CGt. · 
&= today, 1\lrolr Power Stltioa aaulal dla iiCODIS  lllplt 

,, 

power ltaliaa ia Pdlll4. . 
1\lrow Power $Ulloa oca� I!J� to a* dl.a 

wid! the � lilpCCCf or lba l'Cbablltadoa pl0jocl lll4 EAuJoprojckt to lllist iD die tec:ll4bl i11** oCdle piOjc4. 
Elllktrim 1au prepared the OOIIUUU ID4 � doc:umeots iacludiDc liD.IDC!Iti aupport. l*rzopiO}ek\ b• 
pfiiPII'Cd todiAic:a1 apoci6catloa, ovaluedaaa 1114 COIIIIIII04 
'1\l:ow oa aD c.clullcal laueL 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

g!!tlctrlm Background 
El elririm ...u established u a stllle-owued b'adinl COlli pal)' 

Oil NOY'Cmber 16, 194.5. It wu OIICI of • poup or Palilh 
COI'Dpllliel which bad rapoa.$1"bblity for the Import and aport 
of &OOCh and aciVicca ia Poland. Eclruial's iaitlal bulillea 
waS the lmpozt of elec:trotec:hnical cquipmcttt IDd illdu$trial 
JOOd• for lhe ncca&tNctioa of the Palisb .caaamy after lbc 
,...r. Gradually, Elektrim be&lll to export Pcllsb aoods lrom 
the elecuotcch!llcal tcc:lor- to tbe old Sovlot Bloc, Bat 
European and other OOUI1tries. Tbis upec:c ottbe buliaca hiS 
since upmded llld k now larcer ia value terms thaD lho 
ir.'Dport bw:iaea. 

Bektrim has fiftea1 foreign reprcccutiiM omc.: iD the 
6)rmcr USSR (where it ba lour of5ccs), Bul&aria. c-h 
ltepubliiC.. Republic of Slovakia, H1111pzy, Rom&11i&, 
Bansla.desh. Qiaa, � India, Tllrtcy aDd the llnMr 
Y\lgoslaYi1 aD4 !las devdcped a DCtWOdt of ece:ata 1114 
clisU'ibuton Ia the aoa.a.m.A COWitriel. 

Elektrim abo bu llweboldiDp In avera! compiZiia 
ccublisbed OIIUidc Poland. 1beiC COIIIpanies ae located ill 
·AUstria. Frmoc, Oermacy. Great Brit&isl. Malaysia. die t111M4 
Stales o! Amcri� India mel Turkey. 

En!rgoprol•!ct Background &craoprojckt il a power � company 111<1 tbe 
WJcsC coasultizl& and cblpl orpaiutiOil Ia Poland. 
EaellOProJekt was established as a ltai0-<�V�Dc4 compa111 iD 
1949 to dealp the rebulld of tbo Polilll ac<1 Ealt European 
power ID.dusuy. Energopi'Ojekt emplo)'s over 1100 � 
l!ld otbcr tccbllie&l cpccialists iD lis bnDdl ofi!M:a Jocaled Ia 
GUwice. :Kalowic., K:Uow, Pozam. Wmzatra IDd Gdalllt. 
lA PamaD 1berc is abo • RcscudJ aDd � 
Divisioo pi'OYi<liD& UDiq110 oquipma�t Cor 1ho powot lOCI«. 
1bc bud office of EzlefiOPrOjckt II ia Wazuw. 

Over the last 41 yean l!DCfiOProjckt Us dccipd. modcmiz.cd mel ongiDccrillg Clermal power statioas fired wNl 
foail Cuds iD �a, CrecbollOYitia, Pia1md, Gemaq, 
Oteece, HWI&ILIY• India, lr111, Monpla, 1\utey, VioUialll md 
Yuplavia. 

Pyropow!r Corporation Bedtqtound 
AbliUom Pyropower, IDe. II a U.S. caponsiOil a a 

11tlolly� subcidiaryof1he A. Al:llstrom CorporttiOil. 1bo 
A. Alllstrom Corporati011, ectablilbed ill 1851. II a mllltiaatioatl, prlvaldy owned, latepto<l iDdultrill CQIIIpal)' 
het.dquattcro<l iD Helsiak:i. Pi.llland. 1hc compaay bu boe4 
iDYOIYO<I iD Ouicfized be4 ccmbustioa smce die 19'70"1 1Jibai it 
bepa buil<liag a'S boilcn Cor • van.ty or ..applic&tioas. 1be CIOmpmy'l busiDCS5 IOdorl - Ahlstrom 
�r. Ahlstrom PlpCZ", Ah1sttom Gcacrai Plo4ucU aa4 
Al:llstrom lrlachilltzy. 1be 11U111ber o! � il appradmuely 12,.000 with &DDual sales in GCCII of$211mioa. 

Ill die late 1970'r, A. Ablltrolll Corporation's ==tM 
llllll&�:.ame:at auwSe a maJor declsioo to CIOIIIIDk c:aemlw 
� to develop lh• Americac marbt for 1he:ir pulp ID4 
paper aDd Cllell)' prodiii:IS. Tbis COI'IIIIIilmqttiiiYOlvo<l die 
CR&tion of four openiq subcldiuy CCIIIpuie:L ·Qne or111cu compani.S • Pyropowcr Corporadoo· b&&aa u 1 joiat Wlllllre ill 1980 bc!Mcc GA TecbnoiQCies of Sat� Dicro. Califonlia 
alld Ahlstrom to maritet P)'roflow QrQII&tiac llllidizcd bC4 
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(CPB) boilers in lhe U.S. Today, Ahls:rom Pyropowcr. IDe. a 
Ulc sole owacr of Pyropower and Che sublidiuy con�paay ba 
achieved • bi&h lcYCl or success in marbtiac.llld euciaecriac 
etlicie.at IDd cavirCIIIIIIeatally-IO\llld IOii4 file! tired CI'B 
boilerS to iadustrW procesc. coacoeratioa Uld elecuic utility 
CUSiomen lor Iteam a:Jd/ot electricity peratioa. • SiDc:c ill ccablishme:at ia 1980, Pyropower bu booted ia 
cscca ot SSOO millioa ia Ales, IDdudiac lbc 110rld'l fine 
cizculatiac llllidiz.td bed boDer 6)r a dey CICIUip&lly: 
1')'ropolm' lllpplie.d 1 Pyroaow boiler for lbc Colorado-Ute 
Ec.clric AsoamOIII mulblsbnlct or lu Nucla �� 
ltatioa. & additioa, Pyropower II provl4iD& a 115' MWe a:B 
to NO¥& Scocia Power, IDe. 

A. Ab1st'IOCD Co!poratioo acquiR4 10'5 of the lhuec or 
FAXOP (Fabryb JCoclow Pmem�). lhe oldest 
atablisbed Polish boiler mtt�ul�CMer, ia • privatiz&tioa 
apemmt -*lh 1M Polish Jdiailuy ot Privatizllioa. � r=lizlina 2D9rP of lhe lhara Tl!l1 be o&ncl to FAXOP"a 
� FAXOP Is pan of Clo Ahlstrom � 
Sector. 'Ibc S2.04 millioa pu!Chue is bued upoa. AhiSlrOID 1'ynlpowct tramf&rriD& cbe tecbaolocY to IUillfac:tvrc lbeir 
&dv� circul&cia& fluidized bed (a:B) boilers at P�OP ia So1aowiec, Poland, for Europec mS �e mut&IS. 

1bc r=amed Pdish comp&ll)', AHISmOM PAXOP,IJd., 
wiD IDtlluf"acNre CPB boilcn ill aMitiau to its tnditiDaa1 
prodUCU for domcctic lf'PiicatiOIII U weJI II boilers f:lr 
aport. � ccrapaay employs appzadmascly 450 people. 

PYROF\.OW CF8 1£CHHOLOQY n. P,rollow c:imllatiD& 8uidized bed proc:as utilize� • 
-.�er-coal.cl caubustioa dwaber UJd a nCrac:toc)'ollned hoc 
C)doDc to nc:iRU!atc hoe bed maccrial OCDSiltiDc maildy or 
laen lib. u lbOWD iD Pleuro 2. 1hc major ponJoa ot die 
COIIIbustioD air il ftlmisho<l &t ditrer=t ptC$1UrC1 from two faa 
I)'StCIDS to lllinimize power CCIGSIIIllpeioa. 'Ibis air suspe:ads the Mdatia& bed which is aupllll.ed 'by !lei aad Umatane 
ted iDto 1he lower part ot the combustor. Cclmbustloa ubi 
place ia a bot. tu!We:at I!W4izc<l hc4 eaYircmDcDt 1hat 
ooataias a rclatiYdy low cooccatrllioa of caubustiblcs. A 
� betwcal 1ime&toue aDd IUl!u ill lhc 6ad takes plii:C 
ill tho CQIIIbustor at • temperalWO rqe optiaNIII ror dlo 
I'CICtioll or approzimstely 171"C (IGOO'f) to ooatral S0a 
emlslioas. Heat is ttwtom4 to the �rcoolo<l membnao 
CQIIIbultor walls aDd other CY� IUpclbc&ter IUrface ill 
tho caubustloa. 1hc lar;or Ctacdoa ot the bed mstcrial is 
rcdtcq!aled to lbc bot C)'Cioao 1hrouch aiiOil1DOdi&Di� acll 
beet to the CCIIItNs1or. Prom die OlltlCC of the hoe eycSoac, 
tbc 111 eaten lhe CCIIIVCCCM but tnaafer IUd"aca iD the beet 
pasc. Hot gas &nt CSICOUIIten die 6DIJ (1hird) ���pcd!eat �tap 
lbc.a tbc primary a�Fdleat staco a &ally lbc oooao: 111iret 
ID4 tubulu air healer • • Fly uh is remcM4 'by tlocCroliiiCtl 
abud oftbc stadt. 

'1h& rate ofbonom ash material is coatzoDt4 to m&iala.ia a 
ocmtut bed IDYaMory. 1bc bottom ash � of fuel ub 
ac<1 � limeCtooe paztidec and becawe of die low 
oombustor temperuure t��qa an 110 l&r�� llac liCICIIIIIutadaa 
typical or pi!Mrizcd coal UDiiS. 

'1h& hoc cimdatiaa b.cl or the a:B provides a coast&Dt iplitioa sourcec u long u it ill mailltlioed abcwe a certaill mlninl11121 tempenrure cbaracteriltic of 1he Aiel b&iD& find. 
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TABLE 1 ·  TUROW ..0WS. IT AnoN DESIGN 
PARAMETERS 

� 
Rid (See Table 1) J'olilb BIOWil Coal 

Main Sccllll 
flow 1.471.'700 Mr W.4 tp 
� 198$ pi D7 bu  T� 10Q5"P S40'C 

Ccld llebo&t 
Flow U11.SOO lb!1lr 166.0 k&ls Pn&sutc 386 psl  26.6 bu 
Tempcntu� san su.rc 

Hat R.tklt 
Plow UlS.SOO lbt\r 166.0trJI 
Preaure J66 pl 25.2 11u Tea� 10Q5"P S40'C 

Feectwatct 
Temperaturo 468'F 242.4"'C 

t1Dllke pu!Yerizod coal liriD&.w � w - be  mtcmzpeec! 
witboul dmeer. · 

Due to tbc low CIOIIItbafticG tempellhn oft!» aB. oddes olDitropA 83 ll m-adl lc:IM:r  Jovdl dYa 1ilaM ldl� ID 
1lle � COil  .,stem. &l1fur zeduc::tbl · -- of� 
Cllll be aa.aiDecl iD 1lle cill:uladDr bed. 

1\IROW PROJECT 800PE 
the -=ope of the Turow project IDd1ldls dcsip. supply IDd c� of two �  boBerllbBdl ilxladiac lll lleel llld 

audluy •�Vice�. n. bouD4ariclofdlo � IOOpC ... from the outlet otlbc e:Dtillc coe1 buaba 10 dla ICact. 'nl$ boiler -=ope lllo ilacludes die mabteaat IDd �Cheal IWID 
�!De& 10 tbc turbi:De. 

PROJECT SPECIFIC DESIGN PAIWIITIRS 
� Twuw Power Sulba dcCp pca�����Urs as �bon ta Table l as.  faidy t)pk:al lx  a utilkyplat Ill die 730 KW liD 

das. � DOW piiDt � .a bc  • lllowa ill Table S. 

TABLE 2 · FUEL ANALY81S 

PROXIMATE ANALYSIS 1ft br ...t&bt 
Yoianlre 44.0 
Volatik Mlaer 19.8 
Flsed Cabell 13.7 
Alb 2lJ 
UI.'IlMATI AN.U.YSIS .. br ft:labt 
Cazboo %3.90 
Hydrop L90 
Sulfur o.60 
N'aroc= 0,20 
Oaycca (dltt) 6.80 
)doi&an 44.10 
Ash 22.50 Qlorlae 0.00 
Hl&bcr Hai!Da Valw ICI'Ik& 9745 
Bichcr Hoatias va�ua Bt1l4b 4190 

dds milia& , IOllds �cat. bell tnasr&r, hut releae pd'llea md other c:rkiell prace15 c1wlc:tcrislicL AD of tbe5e panzDdarl "'ct t.opt!lcrto det.ermiDe ICeUII ceneratioo ra�. 
bo!ler ct6cicDtJ lad pollutaat lllllislbll lcvela. l'bcmoro 
� l\lmlot p1111 au dlca ...ttb rapect to llit.e is 
atdc:al to tbc � �e��aoup of 11M tocMo�ocr. 

1b& l'yloOow funs100 a 1181 flDO 1bloD&b a piOCCa ot .,.Sua! a-, ia a Elpeorialct pm.ct at each step 
bllle4 tM baa tor the delip a& larpr lizec. Jlipr& s 
lbCIIWI a pice of WWe WISIII )UJ' of apendca Cor a aries of mllelroDa PyroGow boilcll. AI ofebelo uakf are C�Zm�Ltl)' ill opencioo cm;cpt dK Nc:wa Sooda We IDd, of coue�e, lht 
1\zrow boBer. 

Our Vulri:hodoc (SciDajotl) boller, tlbicb went IDto open&lca ill Avpat 1990. Ills bcCI1 pratilla pcdormaacc 
iafonDatloa 10 supplcmeat die 4c1ip besis for the Turort 
tlollcr. �� dalp lbr dla '1'llrolr bollu rcprciCDU • 
tcal..vp fa=r otlclt dYa 1J tMt lbe Vlltiluodoll boiler· a OOIIIIIIICd&llyoperadac-. ne ri*UIIOCiate>d �a� 
.. miDilllized whb die � as  boiler dalps due to tbc 
advaDoo4 .... of the tccbDolocr ICIIo up process Cor 
r,roaow boilen. 

IOILER AMAHCIEIIENT 
OGc oflht ipOCill prol:ilcllls flc:ID&Pyropowe{s dcsip lCIIII 

wu &uiq tt. lup 230 MWo broMl 0011 boil&r iaiO 1bo 
narbod ipiCC ot tM ol4 alllla& D) ww. putvcrize4 COil 
boDcn, (Fi&wu 4, S ad 6). A llilrlhor rellrictiall aocealtaled 
11X ottbc a:isda& bDdatiom IDCI � 1tocl oolv.aiDs up to about 33 IIIClelS (110ft.). 1'bls � - -=uy 
tor -I'll reaaas: (1) lbc &saDcW ll'liDp or aa the 
aistiac � • ....., a..c oc�vmDs; <1> ICIIedu1l 
AriD& of OOl iDIUDIII& MW �atiocs; (3) aDd mast 
illlportaat wu the �oPtic� or kMpiDa lbc aistiuc co11 
buDken. lbt 0011 � ad tbc cod bwlkcn are 
IVppone4 by the ltNCNI'I tbt thllu l llld 2. If all or llle 
a:isli:Da ctrua�&nl steel were to be � � Colln4aliom 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

TABLE � ·  TUROW EMISSIONS AT NCA 

GuanDtec vu. � Value 
1So rfG1 (0.141 �) 140 lfGJ 0.132 lbiMMBN 
140 fiG1 (0.132 �) PO 1fGJ 0.085 tbrJMMBtu 

13$ rtGJ (0.128 �) 6S a!GJ 0.061 1bsMMlku 

SO mglam1 (0.013 pdlrd) 
90..()16 • Bucd oa lower beatiaa YllDe 

buakers. 1be other optioa �d laiV� bcco ao altemate or 
&en�porary 00&1 CCI1W)'qt syscem. Ncme ofchcse opdooa 'Ml't 
� Viable or �.. · . Ppopootwer engineers �rt:iDI with� were able to devise a ICbeme usmc au but oo. ot the ez!Aiaa cclumll 
!iDea 'Ihia ooe C!Oiua)a �licb bad to be IIICMid wu JD 11M b&ckpass area md able to be relocarcd by bridcinc two 
aiAin& bmciatiaas. 

Another specific dairc of tho Power St.&tioa - to �  ·a boiler e15c:icnc:y oC at Jc.t � bucd OD the fild laolrlo;r 
b"tinl value. c::oupled to chis was a Joac Jmtoly oC ecrloul 
problems 'ftich bectcDd cube ercD:a iD tbo OOCl'IKtioD pea. 
.Based OD this hi&&ozy, Tuzow Power Statioo opentica ID4 
mamt.csw�c:e pcnccmel wanted low ClaiJYICtioD pal ps 
YeloQticc. 'Jbe.se low eumulaziw �q zauhed ill a WI)' I&I'JC coavoctloa p1S1 aDd air bater, 

1bo primazy auri1Wy equipmeot IDdllda 1be foDOfriai: 
l · Primary air Cans 
l - �ciary air em. 
2 - JJsduoe.d draft ems 
6 • Coal teeders 
2 • Loop seal blowen 
3 • LimCSU�De blowers 
4 • BoctCIIII &sh ICtftl 
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Z1 

SO ra�' 0.013 anim/ad 
90.!5% 

f!ahMiw Ste.m T!!!!p!!!!Ure Qon!rol 
'Ibis pa=ted reheat IIZU1'4 temperatun caatrol metbocl is 

prcMded by I rebut ltCim by.p&D .,stem. Ia persl, ndllc!Dg the RUlli Oow to a coaYCe(ioD seaioa will result ia 
comiduable reduction iD beat ablorprioa. h the steam 
teraperullte appzo.cba the aas temperature tile effecli¥e 
thermal bead available for heat ti'IIIIW II ftdueed. 'Ibis is 
tbe prillcipk used ia Pyropowu'a nbeat Iteam temperuure 
coatrol meUiod. 

Tbc total surface of lhe rebealer is based 011 the �uftd 
ClCICtrol load b6at ab=pcioa to 1111b the daind Nbut 
1empel'lt\lrC. At bilher loads more cold rtbeat lle.UII Ia &ypa.ed to reduce !be heat ablorplial iD RH L A!u RH I, 
the cold rcbea1 stum ia mixed with PJ{ I outlet llaam befi:n 
it is taken to RH D for further heatizl&. 

lbc Item�� !low lhi'OUib RH I II eoatroDed by IHUII ot a 
llaw ccatrol valw ill lhe bypu5 liDc wbich coatiOb tho &11 
rebcu outlet Slum tempenliiR. The RH II OUtlet � 
tcmperat�n il the •t point for the Bow coaaol YIIYe ia � b)'paa liDc. If the fiDal RH steam �turc ezcceds 1M 
•t value, lhe llow through RH I will be rcduocd. i.e. the llow � RH I will be izlcreased. Below the CODtrol loa4. 11M 
Bow eoatrol valve il ptogrammed to be iD the miaianml 
positklll. A praaure coatrol wlve i1 piO'Iidad just before lbe RH I 
iDJet buder, to C&cilitatc tho opcl'ltic:a Gf the llow aaatrol 
¥1M UDdar various boiler load eoaditlca&. 1be preaute 
dif!t1"811lia! IVai! able Cor tbe flow eoatrol valw Is the tum oC 
the praaurc_ d.rop iD RH I IU1d the drop acrocs the � 
coalrol VIM for various load eoaditiooL llefer to fi&ure 7 
filr & scbematic of the &boYc descriplioa. 

CURRENT STATUS 
fyropowcf rucbe4 112 aarec=eat with Tarow PowarSWioa 

to deslp�. azpply aod erect cwo, 230 MW CD boilczs 1114 
�k-ed a ).(eznonn6uza of t1adenwldil& oa 1111)' 3, 1992. 

A1. tho IDd of 1ul)', Pyrcpower Co!pontiCII • rclebld u 
qrcc:m=t to lorra a o=caott1um to aadcftake. the touJ 
Rhlbiliutioa pro;ecc. On October lS, 1m I!K ooascrtium 
._.. awan$ed a Letter of lateat (LDI) by Turow Power SWioc 
for the J'IOicct. W4ll the curreut ICbcdulc it is pltd� that &.aadac &Dd 
�r sales eoatraas ea:a be doccd by lhe cad oC June 1993. 
ID order to 11.1ppor1 thes.e efforu llld m&iDta.ia the acbe4ulc, 
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problems in the immediate project vicinity. Sufficient prevention of significant deterioran�on 
(PSD) increment is available for both 502 and NOx which will allow for approval of the · 

-----·-·-- ·----- . 
permit. Since the VOC emissions from the facility will be greater than SO TPY, some VOC 
offsetS will be required to comply with the ozone .non-attaini'nent. 

Based on recent PSD air quality permitS issued by PA Deparunent of Environmental Resources 
(DER) Bureau of Air Quality for coal fired projects, the followi�g minimum technical criteria 
arc anticipated for the YCEP Cogen facility: 

• Required SOl reduction will be 92% or greater. This level of sulfur captUre can be achieved 
through addition of sorbent material to the ACFB. 

• Required NOx reduction will be SO% or greater. This' level or NOx abatement can be 
achieved through use of seleetive non-catalytic reduction with ammonia. 

• Particulate emissions must not exceed 0.015 lb/MM Bro. Baghouse technologies will meet 
this requirement. 

• The facility will be equipped with a continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) � 
monitor opacity, 502, NOx, C02, or 02,· and flue gas flow rate. -/ 

Solid Waste Management 

. The combustion of coal in the ACFB will result in byproduct ash generation. The fly and bed 
ash byproduct materials are dry and inen, consisting of a heterogeneous mixture of coal ash, 
calcium sulfate and calcium oxide. During full operation, a significant quantity or ash byproduct 
will be generated. Pilot plant tests are currently being conducted to quantify expected volumes 
of ash byproduct requiring disposal. Ash byproduct will be temporarily stored on-�ite in 
enclosed silos having 2000 tons storage capacity, then transferred into enclosed 20-ton auclcs for 
transpon to a location for beneficial reuse. Because of the ACFB ash byproduct's high lime 
content, itS concentrations of silicon, aluminum, and iron, and itS pozzolonic properties, 
beneficial uses for the material can be found; these include sludge stabilization agents, 
agricultural soil additives, and road bed aggregate. Air Products has investigated and found 
viable ash byproduct uses for the ash produced at twO existing facilities which Air Products 
owns and operates. 

Volwne IV 



Volwne IV 

Final Enviromnental hnpact Statement 

TillS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

WRITTEN'"447 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN"'448 
May 1995 

r-r�' :  (AC £,.1�,-r · wot 
A b,c.(,..rf.--: 7'"/" . 

September 3 ,  1992 

TO: CAC MEMBERS 

PROK: Regis Lageman 

This is a preliminary draft of the final repor� of the Environ
mental Subcommittee we have tried to include all facts we have 
found thus far in our investigation . As you wi ll note there are 
still several unanswered questions . 

What follows is a chronological review of the information we have 
received . We have include copies of tables and articles where 
appropriat e .  

Review of Weston Report w.o. : OSlS-02-01 

Table 1-1 Is Attachment # 1 

Note that the VOC number ( 6 . 0  1�/hr ) is given as 2 2  
lbs/ hr i n  later data submissions . 

Table 1-2 Attachment 2 

Table 1-3 Attachment #3 

Table 1-6 Attachment #4 

Trace e lements identified. Mercury stands out as numerically 
significant . 

Other items of note are Asbestos and Sulfuric acid mist no 
proj ected emiss ions are given because no methods for measuring 
exist. This deserves further investigation . 

We have received information from Tal lahassee suggesting as 
little as 64 pounds per year can cause significant environmental 
impact , we are not sure of. the authenticity of this . It deserves 
further review . 

· ' 
May 7 ,  1 9 9 2  we submitted a list of questions . 

SUMMl.RI 
Asked for 100% analysis of stack emissions . 

We were advised lOOt eaiss ions would be available from PSD per
mit, available late June . As of 8 / 3 1  the PSD permit is now ex
pected in September. 

YCEP advised that air pollution from 3 0  trucks would be negl igi
ble, however they committed to further reducing this by the use 
of some dolomite f�om the J. E. Baker fac ility. 
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TABLE 1-1 

EMISSION PARAMETERS FOR 11IE; PROPOSED 
YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS PROJECT 

PARAMETER VALUE 

Stack Height 350 ft 

Stack Temperature JOO •F 

Exit Velocity 3000 (pm 

Stack Exit Diameter 15 ft 

106.7 m 

422 °K 
15.2 mps 

4.6 m 

Stack Base Elevation 460 ft amsl 140 m ams1 

wRITTEN"'4So 
May 1995 

UTM Coordinates: Zone: 18  

Easting (km) 344. 10 

Northing {km) 4,442. 125 

Emission Rate• 

so, 525 lblhr 

NOt 3 15 1blhr 

TSP/PM-10 63 1blhr 

co 420 lb/hr 

Hydrocarbons (HC) 42 lblhr 

Volatile Organics (VOC) 6.0 lblhr 

Reference: Air Products (1991) Request for Proposals. 

1-4 

66.2 g/sec 

39.7 g/sec 

7.9 glsec 

52.9 g/sec 

S.3 glsec 

0.8 glsec 

�(:·!. 
ch�'ff',CC< 
., 14=71 tf(JC. Q. 

� 
1---

$"�1) �� 
' t7v, ,x; 
�(;"1./i 2..0, 
S'".?l S" t; 6 
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TODD BLA l�"fS 
State Rcprcscntat iYc 

· 1 96th District 

Oc._k, 
�-- tcJ -fV,. 

�k.·-, +'-'<�• 
a\JQ r -1-u ctll\-h..-\'..,.4-o "'""o "fJ.ou J ���,N 

Paid Car �  6o PC0Pta POR fiATna.....U..... Cloooloo _. Liodo T-. eo.a..,__ • �46-Q�a  
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; \ - . �E'CaVco 0£� a f f99f 
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· � 

. . 
·MAYU94· 

Pre�B.r. · x.r. s. l'VIft�aer .Eav!raameatal lmlfaeezo . 
. ·Afr Pi-odacts eel Clzemlca!s, ibc 1l0llfaadrtoa Borde?vcl· A.Jieatowa, P 4 18195-1501 · 

.
• •  

App� lo�. Z..�&.. Augaat! ·1�'4 . 

·-: ·�--

. .  
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YORK: COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS, LP. 

WASTEWATER REUSE FEASIBlLl'IY STtJDY 

MAY1994 

Prepared n,: 
Karen S. Wlaqarclucr 

EnvlroDmetltal EDemeor 

A.lr Produdl aDd Chemicals, IDe. 
7201 BamDtoa Boulmlrd 
AlleDfowa, PA 18U5·1S01 

- - · 

I 

- · ·  -· · - -- · ···- · ·-- -

--
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Yotk County Library 
l ilt  Pleasant Aues Road 
Yotlc, PA 17402 
Attn: Joy Hams�er 

Dw Ms. Hamsher: 

Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O. Sox 880 
CoiDns Ferry Road 

Morgantown, West VIrginia 28507.0880 

December 8, 1994 

Endlosed please fl!ld a copy of the following Item pertaining to the Proposed Vorl: County Energy 
Pattitera Cogeneration Project. Please place these documents with other project materials that have been 
previously sent to this reading room. 

Wastewater Reuse Feasibility Study, prepared by Air Products and Clemicals, Inc. (1994). 
Thlit information should be maintained for public acce£S through finalization of the subject EIS and 
rendering of the Record of Decision, scheduled for the Spring of 1995. 
Should you have any questions, or need additional Information, please contact Dr. Suellen A. Van 
Ooceghem, Env!ronmental Project Manager, at the following address and phone number: 

U.S. Department of Energy 
·Morgantown Energy Technology Center 3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26SOS 304-284-S«l 

Sincerely, A-u-a.£ � L-_, 
Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 

Volume IV 



Volwne IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

TIDS PAGE INTENfiONALLY LEFI' BLANK 

WkfiTEN'"459 
May 1995 



YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

WRITTEN00460 
May 1995 

Ms. Doris Miller 

Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507·0880 

November 30, 1994 

Glatfelter Memorial Library 
101 Glenview Road 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the following item pertaining to tho l'roposed York County 
Energy Partners Cogeneration Project. Please place this document with other project 
materials that have been previously sent 10 this reading room. 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. Wastewater �se Feasibility Study, May 1994 

nlis information should be maintained for public aCCC$5 through (&nalization of tho subject 
EIS and rendering of the Recoxd of Decision, scheduled for lho Spring of 199S. 
Should you have any questions, or need additionai information, please contact Dr.Suellen 
A. Van Ooteghem, Environmental Project Manager, at the following address and phono 
number:. 

· 
u.s. Department or Energy · Morgantown Bnergy Technology Center · 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26SOS 
304-284-5443 

Sincerely, A'�a.£ � '--.., 

Dr. SueUen A. Van Ootcghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
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Ms. SIISitl Hedge 
Yorlc County Law Llbcary 
York County Courthouse 
28 B. Market Street 
York, PA 17401 
Dear Ms. Hedge: 

Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Tedlnology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown, Weal Virginia 28507.0S80 

December 8, 1994 

Eacloled please fmd a copy of !he followlna Item pertaining to the Proposed Yock County Eneray 
J'utneq Cogeaentlon Project. Please place these documents wllh ocher project materials that have been 
pcevlously lellt to lhla reading room. 

• Wutewater Reuse Feasibility Study, prepared by Ale Procluc:!s and Oiemlcals, lac. (1994). 

1bls IDformatlon lhould be malntalnecl for public ac:ceu through finalization of lhe subject EIS and 
RDderfD& of the Record of Declslon, ICbeduled for lhe Spring of 199S. 
Should you have any questioN, or need additional Information, please contact De. Suellen A. Van Oofe&bem, Environmental Project Manager, at lhe following lddceu and phone number: 

U.S. Oepactment of Eaecgy 
Mol'plllown Energy Technology Centec 
3610 Collins Ferry Road . 

Morgantown, WV 26SOS 
304-285-5443 

Sincecely, 4--u-.a.£ � 1--., 
Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Bnvlionmenlal Project Manager 
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ML s� Bedso 
· York Coualy law IJbmy· 

Yodc Cilwlty CGilt'thoaso 
28 B. Madcet Street Yotk, PA 17401 

J)cu Ma. B'edp: 

Department of Energy 
Morganlown � T«h.Gioor Catlt« P.O. BOll DGO 

. Collins Feny � 
�. West 'hgWa 21507.()880 

November 30, 1994 

. RECEIVED bEt Q t_m\ 

. , . ·  
• YodtCowlly BaotJ1 PutDets, L.P. W� ._.. Pelal"bility Study, Ma7 1994 
'Ibis lalomsatioa lhouW 1» maJatalno:f forpubllc. ICCZIS..  th!auJh ftadi?:sdoll of the. IUI:Ijcct 

. .  ms mcl rendediiJ ot the b:&xd of Decbioll, tehodut.d for tfJa Sprfn& ot 199,. . . . Sllould you b&vo .0,. quat1oa.s, or need acJdlt1oait Wormi.tloa, pleuo coii!ICt Dr. Sueliea . A. Vaa OoCecflcra, � Project Nanapr, at tho !oUowlar adclr=s aDd phone 
!lumber: . . 

v.s. n.putment oraaem · · · Notpntowa J!Dera1 Teclulotou CeDtet 
31510 ColDDI Pcay ltold . 
Morpntna, WV 26505 
304-2U·'443 . 

_ .. ..:enly, A�a.L �·�. . . . .  · . . '1 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

VOLUME IV(D): CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FOSSIL ENERGY 

This Section of Volume IV contains reproductions of written correspondence from citizens and public 
officials with the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy, DOE. These items were received 
by the Assistant Secretary prior to the release of the DEIS and the start of the comment period 
(November 25, 1994). While this correspondence does not offer specific comment on the DEIS, it is 
included here for the record. In addition, the Secretary for Fossil Energy directly responded to many 
of the inquiries through personal letters or indirectly through CQrrespondence provided by the 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center. 

For correspondence, the convention is to assign the comment a prefix of "C", followed by the initials of 
the commenter's name (e.g. ,  JKL), followed by the commenter's submittal date in month/day (e.g.,  
1 1/21), followed by an alphabetical suffix denoting the specific comment's order of sequence in the entire 
written submittal . For instance, the designation C-JKL-l l/21b denotes the second (i.e. , "b") specific 
comment contained in correspondence submitted on November 21st by an author whose initials are JKL. 

In responses to comments, three acronyms referring to environmental impact statements are used. 
"DEIS" refers specifically to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement published in November 1994; 
"FEIS" refers to this Final Environmental Impact Statement; "EIS" refers to both the DEIS and the 
FEIS, in general. Thus, when a reference to the DEIS, FEIS, or EIS is made in a response to a 
comment, that information can be found m in the DEIS, m in the FEIS, or in .b.Q1b documents, 
respectively. 

DOE addressed the pertinent and relevant comments contained in the written correspondence. The 
Department appreciates receiving all comments, and those not specifically marked for response are 
recorded here as being received, considered, and noted for the record by DOE. 
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122 and D-32/13 .  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-59/22, D-60/2, and D-60/13 .  
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Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-37/ 16 and W-PHK-113 1a. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: York County Energy Partners, L.P.  (YCEP) is the Industrial Participant 
in the proposed cogeneration project under DOE's Clean Coal Technology 
Demonstration Program. YCEP is a wholly-owned project company of Air Products 
and Chemicals,  Inc. The P. H. Glatfelter Company is not a participant in this 
proposed project, and has not entered into any agreement with DOE. The P. H. 
Glatfelter Company has signed a Letter of Agreement with YCEP to purchase steam 
in the event the proposed project is constructed by YCEP. The DOE is responsible 
for preparation of the EIS for the proposed project. Please also see Section i .4 of 
the EIS for additional information on NEPA and the preparation of the EIS. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122 and D-32/ 1 3 .  
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KEYWORDS: 
Distribution list 

C-KD-11/llb 

KEYWORDS: 
Schedule 

C-KD-11/llc 

KEYWORDS: 
Reading room 

Volwne IV 

Final Enviromnental lmpact Statement 

Response: DOE's distribution list indicated that a DEIS was sent to the commenter. 
However, the DEIS was returned by the postal service and marked "addressee 
unknown. " Apparently, the house number for the commenter was incorrectly 
recorded in DOE's distribution list. This error has been corrected in the distribution 
list for the FEIS . 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122 and D-32/13 .  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-59/22 and D-60/2. 
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KEYWORDS: 

Alternative technologies 
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KEYWORDS: 

Health effects 

Vohnne IV 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-39/13  and D-100/9. 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-85/3 and D-129/6. 
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The Honorable �zel o '  Lea� 
See.retaxy 
Department ot Bne:r:gy �ooo XDdependance �venue �w 
Weshington, D . C. 2058 5 � 0001 
Dear Ma� Secret.ar,y: 

ll<ooot iOI 
ao...-a. , .. na2�n 

. ...... _ 
. C.W """ '" I'70U .... 411 

.. ,.,._. ....... 14- fA \r.l�l...a .. t 

on November 18, ·1�94, . the DepaYtment of Ene:gy is�ued a draft 
Buviroomen�a1 �ct Statement (EIS) tor tbe proposed Yo� C�nty 
Energy Partners Pluidized Bed Cogeneration Proj ect to b�· locaeed 
:ln North COdorus 'l'ownahip, Yon counr:y. Pennsyl,ania . · I b.ut.t 
received complaints from several ot my constituent• regarding the 
scheduling of the public meetings and comment period . 

AI.· you are aware , �e oepartnlent. .haa sc:he4u.led pubHc hearings 
•pec!tically on the draft !IS for December 14, 15 and 16 , 1994 in 
York. However, constituents have complained that this !a not 
.uoua-h time to adequately study and c::omm.ent on the several hundred pl.i8 draft SIS . !'urther , c.:onst:it.ueuts have cgmplained c.bat the 45 
d&y c�t. period on the draft EIS is also inadequate . 

· Coustit;uents have s tate4· t.hat one of the primaxy reasons the 
schedUle- and comment -period is. inadequate is because approx.i:rately 
balt of the documents and information supporting the draft. !IS , 
��ch is &uppo�ed to be available in the proj ect ' S  depoeit.ory 
�ibra.;-ies , is not preaen·t or avaUabl-e at the deposit.oriea . 

I appreciat.� your r�v�ew and �o�iderati� of t.hil in!onnation: 

WFG/pt 

Siticereiy, 
f.:>:I.L 
!;!ILL GOODLING . 
Member ot Congress 

cc: Dr . suellen A. van . ooteshem 

I c.BG-1 1123. 

I C.BG-11123. 
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Final Environmental hnpact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1/22 and D-32/13 .  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-59/22 and D-60/2. 
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��azel O'Leit)', s� 
u.s. Departmcnt or Ettersy 
1000 Independence· Avcnuo, .SW 
�� D.C. 20585 

Dear Sccrctll)' 01Aary. 

� \.OCN.  'W( � �  
N. rN "Cin'CR'I � oiUCU8 

Navc:mbcr 23, 1�4 

It is wlth great disap'pamtmenr lhar I' write conccmlng dte· Dcpartm�nt of Etl�a (DOE) rc=nt 
actionl concerning the propoted YOlk CouDty Enny Partnert' (YCEP) Cogenl:l'ltion Project in 
Y� County, Jlenntylvaia (t)OFJEIS..02ll). · In lptcffic, 1 was dismayed to lCifJl that.· fn 
;oqjUDctian. widl tho publlCadon of �· DOE'a Draft �virontncllta1 lmpact St&!cment (B[S) roaudfns. this PfOPO*Cd projeet, tho DOE bas ccbedulcd & � of public bcarinp oa 1hc Draft 
ms fot the week of December 12. just dueo weeb .&r 1he. l!IS's -publication. 
Given that the MOject �pCJUsor. YCEP, anc1 Jbe DOE have spent more than a ibll mr gathering information. reviewing clatai and drafting the EIS. it ia dearly and unquestionably c:antraJ)' .fO the c-TRP-11123a 
huic pc:incfpJes or faimcu and eood savcmmcnt to only provide three weeks for lhc pc:ral 
pu'oUc lD review and adequtely prepare to cammc:nt on dle hanaWds of page:a of the 'Draft BlS, 
u wc11 u ·on the l1uMteds of pages of "major. daCIIIMllt$" referenced in -the Draft S1attment. 
Please UC�te .dtat the � · week period provided the public encompasses our Nation's 
Thanlcsgivlng Day·ho�y. 
WhRe there arc. irey diverse opinion� canceinblg ·the merits of YCEP'1 propoacd p.rojcd, l 
would cenafnl)' hope dw an pardca involved in thb U$UC s!'lare .• commpn commitment to 
ensuring that tba opportunf\y for public participation in the environmental review ofrhis proposal 
is nOt provfded in sacob. a rzilnnCf as to only comply with the l�r �r the taw as speUcd out m 
the National Environmental PoHcy Art. but Is instead pravfde!i fn a manner that uuly fulfills the 
worthy goal or informed pubUc camment and' panicipadon. Unfonunatety, al.though the I IClteduling or 6\e publtc hea.rinp for the week of' D=ember ll .nuy cOmply with the letter of tho law, r wholeheartedly believe &bat ��Jcb a scheduling Jcclsloa .does not indicate a· sincere C·TRP·ll!l3b 

interest on 1he put of DOE to r.�ve fnfonnecf pubtic c:ornment on lhe Draft EIS. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122 and D-32/13 .  

Response: Please see the responses to Comments D-3 1122, D-32/13 ,  D-59/15, D-
84/1 1 ,  and D-145/13 .  
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. Hazel O'Leary, Seercwy Page 2 November 23, 1994 

By way d tbie .lett«, I �)" request that yc)a direct die appropriate . members of your 
depanmeat lO "*he4ulc � plaMecl public beariql for no sooaettbm fclmwy t,·J 99.5. Oivcn 
1be masnuudo of this p�sed project and dtc vobimca of .iutomwion·· ra bo M'iewcd ud 
:.ommentl:cl on u -part of'tbe .ms proceA, 1 � that such a dlanso r. srcatly wan-anted. M,y 
rcque.t for such acdon ·it not intended 10 fn.appzvprialely <ictay or prolcmg � final DOl! decision 
regardfng 1M merits of YCEP'I � qcneratioa project Rathct, Ill)' lfnccro il\tcnt it to 
praperfy ensure that the publi.c comment portion of' the Otaft £IS process is eoncfuctcd in as fair 
anc! l'CUOftablo a manner as P'Sslldc. I aizfccrcty. hope that.- after rcYiewing the merits of my 
concernS. you wfU •bm ID)' �Y at .che dmlni of the schocluJecl pub� hwiagt and in!tlato 
·a JUChedulin& of said hearinp fot· a marc ipproptfatc dale. 
In advance, thank you for your atta1,ucm. co 1hs• very f•rtant matter. Best Wish� for a J{appy 
Tbanbgiv(ng. . . . 

S"mc=ly, 

TODD .k. PLATTS 

TRPifal 
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APPENDIX A: READING ROOM LOCATIONS 

United States Department of Energy 
Freedom of Information Reading Room 
Forrestal Building 
1000 Independence Ave. , SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Mr. Matt Marsteller - LffiRARY 
United States Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 

Glatfelter Memorial Library 
101 Glenview Road 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 

York County Library 
1 18 Pleasant Acres Road 
York, PA 17402 

York County Law Library 
York County Courthouse 
28 E. Market Street 
York, PA 17401 
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APPENDIX B: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
METHODOLOGY 

This Environmental Impact Assessment Methodology presents criteria potentially considered and used 
during the preparation of the Environmental Consequences chapter (Chapter 4) of the EIS. The 
methodology accounts for the various impacts that affect the biological, physical , and sociocultural 
environment. Impacts can be classified into five types: direct, indirect, short-term, long-term, and 
cumulative. These types of impacts are interdependent; there can be long-term direct impacts, short-term 
cumulative impacts, etc. It is important to identify the types of impacts so that reviewers and decision 
makers are able to make sound, reasoned decisions. 

Direct impacts have immediate results . An example would be the loss of habitat caused by a construction 
project. Indirect impacts are the consequence of direct impacts and are not a direct response to the 
action. Indirect impacts are those impacts that can be viewed as secondary consequences of the action. 
In the example of habitat loss from a construction project, the indirect impacts may be a reduction in 
wildlife populations. Indirect impacts may be difficult to identify because their relationship to direct 
impacts may not be easily established, obvious, or may appear only in the distant future, or not at all . 
Often, there is little distinction between indirect impacts, particularly in the long-term, and cumulative 
impacts . Cumulative impacts are a summation of the impacts related to the action being evaluated and 
concurrent actions that are similar to or in close proximity to the action. Cumulative impacts often do 
not become apparent until after the action has been taken. 

Short-term impacts occur for a relatively short time and then abate or attenuate to levels that are of little 
or no concern. An example of a short-term impact would be erosion from a construction site, which will 
cease entirely after construction, or be reduced to minimal levels by appropriate mitigation. Long-term 
impacts occur for a relatively long time or manifest at some future time. To ensure that the full impact 
of an action is evaluated, each impact type is considered. 

Some factors used to determine the type and significance of impacts are geographic extent, duration and 
frequency, likelihood, and magnitude of the impact. The geographic extent of an impact considers how 
widespread the impact might be. The duration and frequency of an impact refers to whether the impact 
is a one-time event, intermittent, or chronic. The likelihood of an impact is simply whether or not it is 
reasonable to expect that the impact is likely to occur. 

The magnitude of an impact is an intensity factor that is also a reflection/summation of the other three 
factors . If the magnitude of an impact is large, the other factors become less important in determining 
whether or not the impact is significant. Additionally, if the magnitude is not large or high, there may 
not be any significance to the impact's occurrence regardless of how widespread it is , or how often it 
occurs. 

Specific issues and various indicators used to measure potential impacts are identified for each section 
of the Environmental Consequences chapter. Issues were analyzed to determine if any impact could be 
expected and indicators were assessed to evaluate the magnitude of the impact. 
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SETTING 

Impact of design composition (including visual appearance; site surroundings; architectural techniques; 
view of unsightly areas; stack height; loading/unloading facilities; storage facilities; utility interconnection 
routes) 

Impact on environmental amenities (including land form alterations; unique natural features) 

Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Results of visual quality analysis 

AIR QUALITY 

Impacts from the generation and dispersion of contaminants (including synergistic/additive effects; 
downwind land uses), such as for: 

• coal dust; 
• particulate matter (PM10); 
• carbon dioxide (COJ; 
• sulfur dioxide (S02); 
• carbon monoxide (CO); 
• heavy metals (e.g. , mercury, lead, zinc, cadmium, chromium, nickel, and arsenic) ; 
• oxides of nitrogen (NOJ; 
• organics; 
• volatile organic compounds (VOC); 
• toxic gases; and 
• radioactive substances 

Contribution to acid rain levels 

Contribution to global warming ("greenhouse effect") 

Contribution to increased ozone levels 

Impacts from fog episodes, if any 

Contribution to air inversions (if any) 

Impacts of decreased visibility 
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Impact from emissions of radioactive, pathogenic, hazardous, or toxic pollutants, including areas affected 
and long-term considerations 

Impact of fugitive dust emissions 

Impact of air emissions on agricultural areas 

Impacts from the use of radon and asbestos, if any 

Impact of fugitive air emissions from facility vehicle and equipment exhaust during construction, and 
from increased traffic to the facility during operation 

Impact of fugitive air emissions on Class I (Shenandoah National Park) and Class II (Gettysburg National 
Military Park) areas; including the impact on preservation of bronze and marble statues in the Gettysburg 
and Philadelphia areas 

Characteristics of emission offsets 

Disposition of airborne precipitates on ion exchange from wastewater processes 

Adequacy of pollution prevention procedures 

Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Compliance with Clean Air Act 

Compliance with acid rain provisions of Clean Air Act amendments 

Compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Ability to obtain Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit 

Compliance with PSD visibility requirements 

Compliance with PSD increments of emissions associated with fuel combustion 

Ability to acquire the necessary sulfur dioxide allowances 

Compliance with New Source Performance Standards 

Compliance with National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Compliance with Pennsylvania Air Quality Pollutants 

Ability to obtain Permits to Operate 
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Impact on the status of attainment and non-attainment areas 

Conformity with State Implementation Plan 

Effectiveness,  quantity, and types of emission control devices to be utilized 

GEOLOGY and SOILS 

Impact on soil quality 

Effect of construction and operation on soil erosion 

Suitability of soil for supporting new facilities and waste storage, if needed 

Indicators for Measurine; Impacts 

Degree of degradation of soil quality 

Impact on prime and unique farmland, if any 

WATER RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 

Issues 

Impact on the quantity of water available during normal and drought conditions 

Impact on water quality (e.g. , color, temperature, odor, suspended solids, dioxin, dissolved solids) 

Impact on surface water and floodplains, such as impediments to natural drainage pattern and alterations 
to stream drainage flow; amount of sediment influx; erosion 

Impact of water treatment (such as direct discharges into stream) 

Impact of sludge produced from cooling water pretreatment, if needed 

Effect on downstream users 

Potential for flooding, and consequences of a flood, if any 

Impacts on recreational uses of water 
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Impact of stormwater drainage (such as increased/decreased water flow or runoff; discharge into 
wastewater facility) 

Impact on water flow (such as altering characteristics; reducing water supply; impacting downstream 
supply; affecting aquatic recreational activities) 

Impact from airborne contaminants 

Impact on groundwater (such as water table fluctuations, nearby wells) 

Impact on the use of Codorus Creek as a fishery for Class A wild brown trout (downstream of Lake 
Marburg) 

Impact on presently contaminated streams with already high pollution levels 

Overall impact on the entire watershed 

Impact of wastewater recycling program on the community 

Adequacy of pollution prevention procedures 

Indicators for MeasuriQ& Impacts 

Compliance with Executive Order 1 1988 on floodplains 

Compliance with Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Compliance with Clean Water Act 

Compliance with Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels 

Compliance with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Ability to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

Ability to comply, if needed, with effluent guidelines and standards for steam electric power generating 
point sources (40 CFR Part 423) 

Ramifications of the increased consumption of water 

Adequacy of construction and operational procedures and facility /process characteristics to prevent the 
migration of potential contaminants to groundwater 

Ability to obtain a permit, .  if necessary, to construct and develop in a wetland 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND BIODIVERSITY 

Impact on aquatic ecosystems (such as the results of the physical evaluations, including flow, suspended 
solids and sedimentation, pools, riffles, and substrate composition, channel characteristics, temperature, 
and riparian evaluations; results of chemical evaluations, including water quality, hardness, alkalinity, 
pH, and salinity; and results of biological evaluations, including habitat suitability, diversity, and species 
analysis) 

Impact on terrestrial ecosystems (such as nutrient cycling; habitat impact; wildlife type/amount; loss of 
breeding or nesting areas; vegetation loss; erosion and sedimentation; eutrophication; acidification; 
contaminant toxicity; noise and visual disturbance) 

Impacts on threatened and endangered species (such as habitat loss; species loss/displacement) 

Impacts from sewage treatment effluent relative to stream flow 

Impacts of noise on wildlife · 

Impacts on wetlands (such as dredge or fill material discharge; hydrology changes) 

Impacts to biodiversity 

Indicators for Measurig Impacts 

Compliance with Endangered Species Act of 1973 

Compliance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Compliance with Executive Order 1 1990 on wetlands 

Compliance with Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Compliance with Section 404 of Clean Water Act 

Acceptance by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that proposed project will not significantly impact, in 
any way, listed plant or animal species 

Degree of change, if any, to ecosystem diversity (biodiversity) 
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HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Effects from the composition and quantity of solid waste and hazardous and toxic materials generated 
(such as toxicology, teratogenicity/reproductive effects, carcinogenicity and mutagenicity, 
epidemiological studies, clinical studies) 

Effects of proposed facility emissions on "sensitive" populations, such as nearby schools, the elderly, 
those with respiratory difficulties , etc. 

Impact from disposal procedures 

Impact from transportation 

Adequacy of safety and handling procedures (e.g. , adequate reduction in injury risk, operational hazards, 
accidental release, disease potential) 

Impacts to worker health and safety 

Impacts to public health and safety 

Impacts from bioaccumulation on the food chain 

Impact of emissions of heavy metals and radiation to the population, land, and food chain 

Impact of electromagnetic fields (EMFs) to the environment and community health 

Adequacy of pollution prevention procedures 

Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Compliance with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations 

Compliance with Toxic Substances Control Act regulations 

Compliance with hazardous materials transportation regulations 

Compliance with York County management of solid and hazardous waste 

Compliance with Pennsylvania state regulatory requirements for storage, handling and transportation of 
hazardous waste 

Compliance with Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act regulations 
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Adequacy of pollution prevention measures 

Adequacy of corporate plans: 

• Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan; 
• Hazardous Waste Contingency Plan; 
• Facility Emergency Evacuation and Fire Fighting Plan; and 
• Chemical Emergency Response Plan 

Compliance with Emergency Planning and Communication Right-to-Know Act 

Adequacy of safeguards to ensure environmental safety 

Compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 

Compliance with Pennsylvania's Occupational Safety and Health standards 

Compliance with National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health guidelines 

Compliance with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P ADER) for the disposal 
of water treatment sludge and ash byproducts 

Results of epidemiological study of Spring Grove area, if available 

NOISE 

Impact of noise (such as construction/operation noise; impacts on nearby humans; noise duration; 
adequacy of preventive measures; vibration) 

Impact of noise levels from increased traffic on Route 1 16 and Route 30 

Indicators for Measurig Impacts 

Compliance with Noise Control Act of 1972 

Compliance with Noise Pollution and Abatement Act of 1970 

Compliance with local noise ordinances 
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TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

Impacts from increased traffic during construction and operation of the facility 

Impacts on transportation and infrastructure (such as accommodation of road traffic; adequate bridges and 
roads; adequate parking and loading/unloading facilities; disruption of civilian road network; traffic 
volume; changes to rail, air, water transportation; use in environmentally sensitive areas) 

Impact on local emergency response vehicles due to increased traffic 

Impact to traffic congestion on Route 1 16 and Route 20 

Impact from hauling coal, ash, and dust, and the possibility of falling materials on the roads 

Impact of visibility along roads due to increase in fog 

Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Compliance with local ordinances for transporting materials along certain routes 

Compliance with local transportation laws and regulations 

Results of visibility analysis 

Results of fog modeling 

LAND USE 

Impacts on existing land use (such as mineral resources; commercial activities; future development; 
agriculture; sanitary landfills) 

Impacts on land use trends and controls (such as introduction of land use changes; future land options; 
access to environmental resources - historical resources, etc; land uses compatibility; zoning) 
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Indicators for MeasuriDJ Impacts 

Compatibility of proposed facility with existing and zoned land uses 

Compliance with local zoning requirements 

Compliance with subdivision ordinance(s) 

POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Impacts on air, water, noise 

Impacts on quantity, location, and safety of the disposal of coal/ash residue 

Indicators for MeasurlDJ Impacts 

Adequacy of pollution prevention and waste minimization measures 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impacts on historical resources (such as physical destruction, damage, or alteration; alteration of 
property's setting; introduction of visual , audible, or atmospheric elements; neglect of property; transfer, 
lease, or sale of property) 

Impacts on archaeological resources 

Indicators for MeasuriDJ Impacts 

Compliance with Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 

Compliance with Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1974 

Compliance with National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

Compliance with Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

Compliance with DOE Order 1230.2 
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SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Impacts on demographics (such as population, employment, housing) 

Potential for direct and indirect employment opportunities 

Impact on local and regional economic activity (such as employment, land and property values, income, 
local energy rates, regional/local economic activity) 

Impacts on public services (such as educational services, recreation/cultural facilities, social services, 
police protection, fire protection) 

Impact on tourism 

Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Affect of possible additional workers on community housing availability, schools, emergency and medical 
services 

Expected tax revenues to local government 

Expected rate changes 

Availability of employment opportunities 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Impacts to minorities and low-income communities 

Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Proximity to and extent of impact on minorities and low-income communities 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Impacts from past events or activities and from other reasonably foreseeable facilities, operations, or 
activities, and the contribution to these impacts 
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Indicators for Measurin& Impacts 

Degree of impact to society as a whole, the region, effected interests, and the locality (context) 

Severity of impact as measured by degree to which public health or safety is affected, the uncertainty of 
associated risks, any controversy associated with the impacts, and the degree to which ecological 
resources are affected (intensity) 
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APPENDIX C: POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE 
VISUAL RECEPTORS 

POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE VISUAL RECEPTORS OF TilE 
PROPOSED NORTII CODORUS TOWNSHIP SITE 

Summary of Major Changes Since DEIS 

This appendix has been updated to reflect the addition of two new potentially sensitive visuals receptors 
(Receptor 8, residential area near Rockery Road and Receptor 9, residential area on Lehman Road). 

Receptor 1 - Residence on Southern Perimeter of Site. Receptor 1 is a house located on a triangular 
parcel of land between Route 1 16 to the south and the property line of the proposed facility to the north. 
The existing view of the proposed site from this receptor is unobstructed (Figure C-1). The existing 
viewscape consists of the undeveloped site in the foreground to the north with the stacks and upper mill 
structure visible over a treeline in the background to the northeast, and the Roundwood Facility and 
conveyor to the northwest. 

Receptor 2 - Lions Club Pavilion and Fishing Area on Kessler Pond. A Lions Club picnic pavilion 
and a public fishing area on Kessler Pond currently exist on a parcel of P .  H .  Glatfelter Company land 
on the southeast border of the proposed site. This location would be approximately 213 .4 to 304.8 
meters (700 to 1 ,000 feet) from the primary structural elements of the proposed facility. The existing 
view of the proposed site from this receptor is partially obstructed by a single row of medium height trees 
(Figure C-2). The backdrop includes the P. H.  Glatfelter Company Roundwood Facility and conveyor. 
In addition, low, rolling hills are present in the distant background. 

Receptor 3 - Location off Rockery Road Adjacent to P. H. Glatfelter Company Research Building. 
Receptor 3 consists of a small cluster of residences on elevated ground off of Rockery Road. This 
receptor is east of the P .  H .  Glatfelter Company Research Building and would be approximately 518.2 
meters (1 ,700 feet) from the site of the proposed facility. The view to the west and northwest of this 
receptor is a medium distance line-of-sight view of the existing mill and Round wood Facility. In the 
foreground to the north, the P .  H.  Glatfelter Company trailer parking area (across Route 1 16) would be 
visible. Mature deciduous and evergreen trees have been planted at these residences to screen the mill 
structures from visibility. A relatively lightly screened view from one of higher elevated residences is 
presented in Figure C-3 . It is anticipated that the view to the north would be less screened during 
seasonal periods of minimal foliage (i.e. , fall, winter, and early spring) . 

Receptor 4 • Residence on ffillside Lane. The nearest sensitive visual receptor to the west of the 
proposed facility site is a cluster of residences located along Hillside Lane. Hillside Lane parallels the 
south side of Route 1 16 at a slightly higher elevation. The easternmost residence, located at the end of 
the cul-de-sac, was designated as the receptor for the cluster of residences. The distance between this 
house and the primary structures of the proposed facility would be approximately 670.6 meters (2,200 
feet). From this site, there is a clearly visible unobstructed view of the proposed facility with the 
Round wood Facility and the primary mill structures (Figure C-4) . The viewing distance of the proposed 
site is intermediate between the two primary clusters of P. H. Glatfelter Company structures . The 
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Figure C-1. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 1.  

May 1995 

Figure C-2. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 2. 
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Figure C-3. View of proposed facility 
site from Receptor 3. 
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Figure C-4. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 4. 
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Round wood Facility, due to its proximity of 457.2 meters (1 ,500 feet) , dominates the view. The primary 
mill structures are located at a distance of approximately 975.4 meters (3,200 feet) . 

Receptor 5 - Residence off Colonial Valley Road. A generally flat landscape exists west of the 
proposed site extending beyond the Round wood Facility and Colonial Valley Road. The nearest residence 
in this vicinity, selected as the sensitive receptor, is the residence of the owner and operator of a large 
chicken breeding operation (f & J Breeder Farm) located adjacent to the residence. The view to the east 
of the receptor towards the proposed site is dominated by the breeder chicken building which is 
approximately 152.4 meters (500 feet) in length, and obscures most of the view of the Roundwood 
Facility and mill structures (Figure C-5) . However, the direct viewscape to the proposed site is south 
of the chicken breeder building and, due to the flat terrain and lack of intervening structures, is 
unimpeded. At a distance of approximately 914.4 meters (3,000 feet) with an unimpeded view, the 
proposed site is presently not visible from this receptor. 

Receptor 6 - Residence on Spring Grove Road (SR 3072). Scattered residences are located along both 
sides of Spring Grove Road [an east-west alignment running roughly parallel to and approximately 1 .2 
km C* mile) north of Route 1 16] for a 2.4 km (1 .5 mile) stretch between its intersection with Colonial 
Valley Road in Menges Mill , and the developed area around the high school in Spring Grove. Generally, 
views of the existing mill and the proposed facility site in this area are impeded by terrain and distance. 
However, several residences midway along this stretch of road, near Menges Mills, have a partially 
screened view (by vegetation and terrain) of the mill . A residence in this general area was selected as 
a representative sensitive receptor for views from northwest of the proposed facility site. The 
approximate distance of 1 ,066.8 meters (3,500 feet) between this receptor and the proposed site serves 
to minimize the visual effect of the mill structures (Figure C-6). Open areas, rolling terrain, and rural 
vistas dominate the foreground and intermediate ground; the background consists of rolling hills. 

Receptor 7 - Residence at Intersection of IDgh Street and West Constitution Avenue in Spring 
Grove. The majority of Spring Grove Borough's residential, institutional, and commercial areas are 
located beyond the P. H.  Glatfelter Company mill from the proposed facility site and at a lower elevation 
than the proposed facility site; therefore, these areas do not presently have views of the proposed facility 
site. An elevated residential area north of the mill as well as an adjacent cemetery typically have 
unobstructed views (except for partial obstruction from seasonal vegetation) of the existing mill structures 
to the south, and of the proposed facility site and the Roundwood Facility to the southwest. The 
residence nearest to the mill, located at the southern boundary of this residential area, was selected as 
representative of the most sensitive viewshed in Spring Grove Borough. From a distance of 
approximately 243 .8 meters (800 feet) , the mill structures and sawdust piles dominate the view. Distant 
low hills are present in the background (Figure C-7) . 

Receptor 8 - Residential Area off Rockery Road. Receptor 8 is a residential area simUar to Receptor 
3. This receptor views trees in the immediate foreground, and the mUl pond and existing P. H. 
Glatfelter Company structures in the distance to the northeast (Figure C-8). From this receptor, the 
proposed facUlty would be of simUar scale and visual character to the existing P. H. Glatfelter 
Company mUJ structures because of its distance from the site. 

May 1995 Volume IV 



Figure C-S. 
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View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor S. 
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Figure C-6. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 6. 
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Figure C-7. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 7. 
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Receptor 9 - Residential Area on Lehman Road. In the foreground is the view of the Lions Club 
Pavilion and in the distance, the existing P. H. Glatfelter Company Roundwood Facility is visible. 
There is some vegetative screening in the vicinity of Kessler Pond (Figure C-9). The proposedfacility, 
primarily the boiler building, would be the prominent feature in the viewshed. The visual impact 
associated with the development of the proposed facility to this receptor would be the replacement of 
more distant views of an industrial setting with a more proximate view. 
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Figure C-8. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 8. 
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Figure C-9. View of proposed facility site 
from Receptor 9. 
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POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE CRITICAL VIEWPOINTS OF THE 
PROPOSED ELECTRICAL INTERCONNECTION CORRIDOR TO BAIR 

Viewpoint 1 - Bair Substation Area. Viewpoint 1 would consist of the view .from the residential road 
in Bair leading into the substation area (Figure C-10). The expansion of the substation area would 
be located to the west of the existing substation area and would include a small paved access road and 
a chain-link fence surrounding a gravel area. The expansion facilities would be visually prominent 
.from this viewpoint location. 

Viewpoint 2 - ACOE Flood Control Property. Viewpoint 2 would consist of the view towards the ACOE 
flood control property .from the intersection of Sunnyside Road and Martin Road (Figure C-11). The 
proposed electrical interconnection poles would be slightly visible against the vegetative background, 
and would be more prominent in areas where they extend above the tree line. 

Viewpoint 3 - ACOE Flood Control Property. Viewpoint 3 would consist of the view within the ACOE 
flood control property .from the pull-off area of Sunnyside Road and looking towards the wooded 
riparian area (Figure C-12). This viewpoint would be located directly beneath the proposed electrical 
interconnection line. The proposed electrical interconnection poles would not be visible. 

Viewpoint 4 - Martin Road. Viewpoint 4 would consist of the view where the proposed electrical 
interconnection traverses Martin Road looking north (Figure C-13). The proposed electrical 
interconnection poles would be visually prevalent .from this viewing location. 

Viewpoint 5 - Martin Road. Viewpoint 5 would consist of the view where the proposed electrical 
interconnection traverses Martin Road looking south (Figure C-14). The proposed electrical 
interconnection poles would be visible, but would be slightly less prominent due to the vegetative 
background and more distant pole locations. 
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Figure C-10. View of proposed Bair Substation Area from Viewpoint 1.  

Figure C-11.  View of proposed ACOE Flood Control Property from Viewpoint 2. 
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Figure C-14. View of Martin Road from Viewpoint 5. 
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POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE VISUAL RECEPTORS OF THE 
WEST MANCHESTER TOWNSIUP ALTERNATIVE SITE 

Receptor 1 - Residences South of Route 30. The residences, located southwest of the proposed West 
Manchester alternative site on the southern side of Route 30, have unobstructed views of the alternative 
site. Ornamental shade trees along Emigs Mill Road with the industrial structures of the J .E. Baker 
Company are visible beyond the site. 

Receptor 2 - Briarwood Golf Course. The Briarwood Golf Course is located opposite a hedgerow and 
gully that create the western boundary of the alternative site. Golfers would have screened views of the 
site because the vegetated gully creates somewhat of a visual buffer. Less obstructed views of the site 
would be available from the southern areas of the golf course with the diminishing of the hedgerow. 
Only the Y orkrail rail bed divides the site from the golf course at this area. 

Receptor 3 - Honey Run Residence. The Honey Run Residential Development is located at a higher 
elevation directly north of the alternative site within agricultural, open space recreational, and rural 
residential land uses . Views to the south of these residences are relatively uninterrupted in the direction 
of the alternative site. However, the view of the actual site is intercepted by existing vegetation and the 
rolling terrain surrounding the alternative site. 

Receptor 4 - Residence at the Intersection of Baker Road/Route 234. Neither the West Manchester 
alternative site nor the J .E. Baker Company Facilities are visible from the rural residence located to the 
northeast of the alternative site at the intersection of Baker Road and Route 234. Thick vegetation 
bordering the J .E. Baker Company property serves to completely screen the view of The J .E. Baker 

, Company property and the alternative site to the southwest of this residence. 
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APPENDIX D: PADER WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND 
MAJOR USERS AND DISCHARGERS OF WATER 

Table D-1. 

Parameter 

Aluminum 

Alkalinity 

Ammonia 
Nitrogen 

Ammonia 
Nitrogen 
(continued) 

Bacteria 

Volwne IV 

Water quality criteria applicable to warm water fishery designated reaches of 
Codorus Creek. 

Symbol 

Al 

Am 

Am 

Criteria 

Maximum 0 . I  of the 96-hour LC"" for representative important species as determined 
through substantial available literature data or bioassay tests tailored to the ambient quality of 
the receiving waters. 

Minimum 20 mg/1 as CaCO,, except where natural conditions are less. Where discharges 
are to waters with 20 mg/1 or less alkalinity, the discharge should not further reduce the 
alkalinity of the receiving waters. 

f(pH) = I + IO'-OS{1.Sl·pll) 

f(T) = 1 + 10(9.7>-t>HJ , T < I0°C 
I + 10 (""T - pH) 

and 

PKr = 0.090 + f 2730 J, the dissociation constant for 
(T+273.2) ammonia in water 

The average total ammonia nitrogen concentration over any 30 consecutive days shall be less 
than or equal to the numerical value given by: 

un-ionized ammonia nitrogen (NH,-N) x (log1[pK.r-pH] + 1), where: 

un-ionized ammonia nitrogen = 0.025 x f(T)/f(pH) 

f(pH) = 1 ,  pH ;;::: 7.7 

f(pH) = 10o.74{1.7-pll), pH < 7.7 

f(T) = I, T � l0°C 

f(I') = I + 10(9·7>-t>Hl , % < 10°C 
1 + 10 �  

The pH and temperature used to derive the appropriate ammonia criteria shall be determined 
by one of the following methods: 
I) Instresm measurements, representative of median pH and temperature - July through 

September 

2) Estimates of median pH and temperature - July through September - based upon 
available data or values determined by the Department 

For purposes of calculating effluent limitations based on this value the accepted design 
stresm flow shall be the actual or estimated lowest 30-consecutive-day average flow that 
occurs once in 10 years 

During the swimming season (May I through September 30), the maximum fecal coliform 
level shall be a geometric mean of 200 per I 00 milliliters (ml) based on five consecutive 
samples each sample collected on different days; for the remainder of the year, the maximum 
fecal coliform level shall be a geometric mean of2,000 per 100 milliliters (ml) based on five 
consecutive samples collected on different days. 

Critical 
Use* 

3 
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Parameter Symbol Criteria Cridcal 
Use* 

Dissolved D01 Minimum daily average 5.0 mg/1; minimum 4.0 mg/1. For the elilimnion of lakes, pounds 1 
oxygen and impoundments, minimum daily average of 5.0 mg/1, minimum of 4.0 mg/1. 

Color Co(z Maximum 50 units on the platinum-cobalt scale; no other colora perceptible to the human eye 2 

Fluoride Ft Daily average 2.0 mg/1. 2 

Fl Four-day average 0.01 of the 96-hour LC.50; one-hour average 0.05 of the 96-hour LC.10 for 1 
representative important species as determined through substantial available literature data or 
bioassay tests tailored to the ambient quality of the receiving water, or both. 

Iron Fe Daily average 1 .5 mg/1 as total iron; maximum 0.3 mg/1 as dissolved iron. 1 ,  2 

Manganese Mn Maximum 1 .0 mg/1 2 

Nitrite plus N Maximum 10 mg/1 as nitrogen. 2 
Nitrate 

Osmotic OP Maximum 50 millosmoles per kilogram or criteria developed using §93 .5(d) (relating to the 
Pressure application of water quality criteria to discharge of pollutants). 1 

pH PHI From 6.0 to 9.0 inclusive 1 

Phenolics Phellt Maximum 0.005 mg/1. 2 
(except 
Section 307 
(a)(1)(33 
U.S.C.A. § 
1 3 17(a)(l)), 
Priority Ph en, Four-day average 0.02 mg/1; 1-hour average 0.1  mg/1. 1 
Pollutants) 

Temperature Temp Based on P.H. Glatfelter's "maximum weekly average permitted temperature" downstream of 1 
Outfall No. 001 developed through a thermal impact analysis conducted in accordance with 
the facility's 3 16(a) demonstration dated January 3 1 ,  1979. 

Period Temperature °F 

January 1-31 60 
February 1-28 69 
March 1-3 1  78 
April 1-30 87 
May 1-31 87 
June 1-30 87 
July 1-3 1  87 
August 1-3 1  87 
September 1-30 87 
October 1-3 1  84 
November 1-30 80 
December 1-31 70 

Total TDSI 500 mg/1 as a monthly average value; maximum 750 mg/1. 2 
Dissolved 
Solids 
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Parameter Symbol Criteria Critical 
Use* 

• The most sensitive designated water use the criteria are intended to protect, identified by the following: 
1 = Aquatic Life 
2 = Water Supply; and 
3 = Recreation 

Source: Pennsylvania Code, Title 25-Environmental Resources, Chapter 93 - Water QuaUty Standards 
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Figure D-1. Major water users in the Codorus Creek basin. 
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Figure D-2. Major wastewater dischargers in the Codorus Creek basin. 

Volwne IV May 199S 



This page intentionally left blank. 







P. H. G L A T F E L T E R C 0 M P A N Y 
CCRPOAATE HEAOQUARTtAS I SI'AIHQ QAOY£, PA 17'3ao0500 I (717) 125-'711 

CERTIFIED HAIL 

Mr . Leon M .  Ob erd i ck 
Reg i onal Wa t e r  Qua l i ty Manager 
Ha r r i sburg Reg i onal O f f i c e  
P A  DER Bureau o f  Wa t e r  Qua l i ty Man agement 
One Ararat Boul evard 
Harri sburg , PA 17110·  

June 2 7 , 1 9 8 8  

Re : P .  H .  G l a t f e l t e r  Company , S.pr ing Grove , PA 
Ind u s tr i a l  Wa t e r  NPDES Permi t No . PA 000 8 8 6 9  

Dear Mr . Ob erd i ck :  

P l e a s e  f i nd enc l o s ed three cop i e s  o f  our comp l e ted "NPDES 
Permi t Renewa l App l i ca t i on "  a l ong wi th a cneck f or the $ 5 00 
f i l ing f e e . Our e x i s t ing NPDES perm i t  exp i r e s  May 2 2 , 1989 . 
Th i s  renewa l appl i c a t i on h a s  b e en s ubmi tted ahead o f  the requ i red 
d a t e  ( 1 1 / 2 2 / 8 8 )  a s  r eque s ted by PA DER . The l e t ters n o t i fying 
the a f f e c te d  l oca l governm en t s  h ave been ma i l e d . Cop i e s  wi l l  be 
f ut n i shed a l ong wi th proo f - o f -d e l ivery by July 1 5 . 

S imi l ar t o  our l a s t  s ubmi t t a l , NPDES Con s o l i d a te d  P�rmi t s  
Program - App l i ca t i on Forms 1 and 2 C  were u s e d  a s  i n s truc ted by 
PA DER . I f  there a r e  any que s t i on s , p l e a s e  con t a c t  Larry R .  Me t z �  
g e r  o r  m e  and w e  wi l l  b e  happy to mee t  wi th you a t  your conven i ence . 

LFJ-1 : CNC : ka k 
Enc l o sure s 

c c : Ma in O f f i c e 
J .  F .  Mye r s  �1 . R .·· Metzget' 
F i l e : T7 10 - 6 5 5  
Ma t thew S t r i c k l e r  
R .  W .  Wand 

S i n c e r e l y , 

P .  H .  GLATFELTER CO . 

C' J t�/} 4�vt'J� 
C .  Ne a l  Ca rter , Ph . D .  P . E .  
Tech . - Env . Con trol D i r ec tor 



. COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y L VA N I A  
� BUREAU OF WATER � MAN1G!MENl' 

Hal:risb.u::g RegiCilal. Office 
Qle Amxat 9Jul.EMU.'d 

�isburg, Pennsylvania 17110 

C. Neal carter, Ph . D . , P . E. 
Co�ticn Envircnnental Director 
P .H. Glatfelter Co .  
288 S .  Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pa .  17362-0500 

Dear Mr. carter: 

( 717 ) 657-4590 
September 27 , 1989 

Re r Industrial Waste 
P.H. Glatfelter Co .  
NPDE5 Appllcaticn NJ .  PA0008869 
Spring Grove 9Jrough, Yoxk County 

'!he Oepart:nent. �i.ll be instituting a basin-wide pexmitting policy beginn.inq 
in FY 1989 . '!he Codorus Creek watershed is one of the watersheds targeted for 
evaluation . '!he Departnent is thus achninistratively exteniinq your NPDE5 pemdt 
until Septemer 30 , .1:-991 . A revised page 1 of your pexmit is enclosed that 
reflects the new expiration date . P . H .  Glatfelter may continue to discharge un:ier 
the provisions of their existi.nq pexmit until that date , with the exception that 
the attache::l Part C ccn:iitions for bicm::nitoring shall also awly. 

For clarification purt'Oses , a re-..rise:i �ge 14 b is also enclosed to 
reference the intel:im color limits tor outfall 001 that are in effect as a result 
of the amended Consent M jl.rlication dated May 16 , 1989 . 

Should you have any ���ions reqarding this matter, please do not hesiute 
to conuct Mr .  a:iwan:i J .  Corriveau, Olief , Pem\its and Grants Section or ne at the 
above address .  

l 
I M. Cberdick 
I Regional Water Quality Manager 

Harrisburg Regional Office 



� � 6 De'e-.se H:;:-:\\·ay • S;.;::e 300 • A-:r.a:>o!·s. 1.1a�yla:'1c:! 2� 0:01 • 1.: • o; 256·0!:>06 

6 �farch 1992 

Mr. Richard Snyder 
Chief of Fisheries )lanagement Division 
Pennsylvania Fish Commission 
450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, Pennsylvania 16523-9616 FILE: 34305.00.0 1 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

Environm ental Resources Management, Inc. (ER�1) is requesting 
information a,·ailable concerning end angered or threat.en ed fi sh .  
reptile, and amphibian. species protected by the Federal Endangered 
Species Act of 1 9 i3 or recognized by the Pennsylvania Fish Commission 
on and adjacent to a site in York County, Pennsylvania. I ha,·e 
enclosed a copy of the West York, Pennsylvania USGS topographic 
quadrangle with the site indicated. Please feel free to contact me if you 
should have �ny ques! lons. Thank you for your atremion to thi s 
request. 

slc 
Enclosure: 1 

cc:  P. Gratton 

slc'a!r prod�ctll!yur.k ·r:shcrics 3·6·92 

Sincerely, 

t ...t . 
�&' : �. 

Sandra L. Collins 

A memtoer ol tl'le Enomonmental Resources Mana�e,.,en: G·ou=:� wotn o!!!cu wo•icwooe 



Environ m�nta l  R�sourc�s Managqm�nt, I nc. 

6 �larch 1992 

Botanist 
Pennsylvania Department of Em·ironmental Resources 
Bureau of Forestry, Forest Ad\·isory Services 
P.O. Box 1467 
H arrisburg, Pennsylvania 1 7 120 FILE: 34305.00.0 1 

Dear Botanist: 

Environmental R esources ?\1anagement, Inc. (ER�·1) is requesting 
informat.ion concerning known endangered, threat.ened or rare pla�t 
species protected by the Federal Endangered Species Act of 19i3 ur 
recognized by the Pt:nnsyh·ania Department of Environmental 
Resources for a site in York County, Pennsylvania. I ha,·e enclosed a 
copy of the \Ve st York, Pennsylvania USGS topographic quadrangle 
·with the site indicated. Please feel free to contact me if you should ha\·e 
any questions. _Thank you for your attention to this request. 

slc 
Enclosure: 1 

cc:  P.  Gratton 

Sincerely; 

�.A-�-� 
Sandra L. Collins 

. no. 

A memoer of tne Enwonmen:al Resourees Management Group Wllh oH•ces .... =�·av.·•de (3��--



Environmqntal Rqsourcqs Managqmqnt, I nc. 

t' . • 2' • .. . • • c • -- 0"'0-, � 6 Deter:se Hi;:"'way • S: . .11te 300 • Anr.aoohs. "''a·y.ano . -.; • • !- • ' "tltl· u � 

Mr. Jacob Sitlinger 
Pennsylvani a Game Commis sion 
200 1 Elmerton A,·enue 

6 :\Iarch 1992 

Harrisburg, Pe:msyh·ania 1 7 1 10-979 7 

Dear Mr. Sitlinger:· 

FILE: 3.;305.00.01 

Em:ironmental Resources :\·!anagement, Inc. (ER)1J is  requ esting 
information on endangered or threatened birds or mammals protected 
by the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1 9 73 or recognized by the 
Pennsylvani a Game Commission, or habi tat for these species which 
may be located on or adjacent to a site in York Coumy, Pennsyh·ania. I 
have enclosed a copy of the \Vest York, Pennsyh·ania USGS topog1·aphic 
quadrangle with the site indicated. Please feel free to contact me if you 
should have any c;uestions. Thank you for your attention t.o thi s 
request. 

slc 
Enclosure: 1 

cc:  P.  Granon 

Sincerely, 

( 
J,: .A I .J, C�b......, ..1 �""_..__ ...... -ell,_"'- c.._ tr • 

Sandra L. Collins 

� 
A member of lhe Enwonmen:al Resources Mar:a;eme�: Group wtl:": Of1tces woriow•Oe �� . 



Environmczntal  Rczsourcczs Managczmcznt, Inc. 

6 �1arch 1992 

Pennsylvania :\atural Dh·ersity Im·entory 
Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advisor,· Senic.:s "' 
PN'DI Coordinator 
P.O. Box 1467 
H arri sburg, Penn�yh·ania 1 i20 

Dear PXDI: 

FILE: 34305.00.0 1 

Environmental Resources ).Ianagement, Inc. (ER).·I) is requesting 
information concerning known rare, threatened or endangered p1ant 
and animal species fer a site in York County, Pennsyh·ani a. ! ha,·e 
enclosed a copy of the \Vest York, Pennsylvania USGS topographic 
quadrangle with the site indicated. Please feel free r.o contact me if you 
should have any G'.J esticns. Thz.nk you for ycur attention t.o this 
request. 

slc 
Enclosure: 1 

cc:  P.  Grat.t on 

Sincerely, 

�� '-� · � 
Sandra L. Collins 

A 1':\em:,er o� ::o�e Envoro�en:al Resources Management G•o:.�p woth o!1•ces w:>�l::wtde 



Environ m�nta l  R�sourc�s M a nag�m�nt, I nc. 

6 �larch 1992 

Dr. Brent Glass 
Pennsylvani a Historic Presen·ation Officer 
Pennsyh·ania Historical and Mu seum Commission 
P.O. Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pem1syl\'ania 1 7 108- 1026 

Dear Dr. Glass: 

FILE: 34305.00.01 

Environmental Resources !vianagemem, Inc. (ER�1.l i s  requ esting 
i nform ation concerning known historic structures, sites, or 
archeological resources for a site in York County, Pennsylvani :: .  I 
have enclosed a copy of the West York, Pennsyh·ania CSGS topographic 
quadrangle with the site indicat.ec. Please feel free to contact me if you 
should have any qu estions. Thank you for your attention to thi s 
request. 

slc 
Encl osure: 1 

cc: P. Grattcn 

Sincerelv, 

Sandra L. Collins 

A me:r.:;,e� o !  the Enwonrnenta! Resources Mana�eme!"'t G·ou;:> w•l:'l o�•ces "'·o•�ewa::le 



E.nvironmen t a l  Reso u rces Managqment, I nc. 

Mr. Charles J. Kulp 
US Fish and \\'ildlife Ser,·ice 
315 South Allen Street 
Suite 322 
State College, Pennsyh·ania. 16S0 1 

Dear �1r. Kulp: 

6 :\larch 1992 

FILE: 34305.00.0 1 

En'\ironmental Resources �fanagement, Inc. (ER)!) is requestir,g 
information on endangered species protected by the Federal Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 or habita.t for these species which may be located on or 
adj acent to a site in York County, Pennsyh·ania. I ha,·e enclosed a copy of 
the \Vest York, Pennsylvania USGS topographic quadrangle with the site 
indicated. Please feel free to contact me if you should ha,·e any questions.  
Thank you for your attention to this request. 

slc 
Enclosure: 1 

cc:  P.  Gratton. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra L. Collins 

A mem�er ot  ll'le Env••onmenJal !=lesources Ma,..a;e"!"er.: G:ou: .,,,.::\ oli•:es w:�•Ow•o! 



United States Department of the Interior 

Ms. Sandra L. Collins 
Environmental Resources 

Management, Inc. 
1 1 6 Defense Highway 
Suite 300 
Annapolis, MO 2 1 401 

Dear Ms. Collins: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Suite 322 
3 1 5  South A llen Street 

State College, Pennsylvania 1 6801 
March 1 6, 1 9 92 

This responds to your letter of March 6, 1 992 requesting information concerning the presence 
of federally listed or proposed endangered and threatened species within the area affected by a 
project located In York County, Pennsylvania. 

Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. 
Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended: 1 6  U.S.C. 1 53 1  et seq. )  is required with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed 
species becomes llvailable, this determination may be reconsidered. A compilation of federally 
listed endangered and threatened species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for your information. 
Requests for Information regarding State·listed endangered or threatened species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission · (wildlife), the Pennsylvania Fish Commission 
(fish, reptiles and amphibians) and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
(plants). 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction, based on 
an office review of the proposed project's location.  No field inspection of the project area has 
been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as addressing 
other Servlca concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other legislation.  

If  we can be of  further assistance, please contact Philip Edmunds of this office at 
81 4·234·4090. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

� �  / 
Charles J .  Kulp 
Supervisor 
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Ms. Sarma L. Collins 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG. PA 171 10·9797 

March 17 , 1992 

Enviromnental Resources Management, Inc . 
116 Defense Highway 
SUite 300 
Arlna.p::)lis , Maryland 21401 

In re: Site Revie-11 
Manchester Tor.<Jnship, York County 

Dear Ms .  Collins: 

AUTO\otOTIV£ A!\10 
PROCUREI.!ES'!' 01Vl$101o; 
LICENSE OIY!SI()N 
PERSOIIINE� DIYISI()III 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INFOAMATI()N & E!)UCATI()N 

LAW ENFORCEMENT . 
LAND MANAGE ... ENT 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION . • 
MAN�EI.lEN'l' INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 

. 

'!his is in reb-ponse to your letter re:auesti.nq infomation 
concernin;J threatened ani et'Dan;ered species of birds ani mammals as 
related to this project. 

em- office review has cieteriidned that except for cx:casional 
transient inlividuals, this project should oot affect Br¥ endan;ered 
or threatened species of bil:'ds ani mammals protected by the Fa:leral 
Erdan;Jered Species Act of 1973 or recognize::l by the Pennsylvania Game 
commission. 

'lhis response is related only to endarqere::i species , it does 
not address other concerns of the Game o·mmdssion. If it is 
determi.necl that the project may impact critical or unique habitats 
SlX:h as wetlands , winterin; areas 1 or nesti.n;J o::wer 1 you may be 
re:;uested to oondlx:t aOii tional studies. 

If you have Br¥ questions, please contact Roland � 
of staff at (717 ) 783-4919 . 

Very t:tuly yours , 6J·C�� 
Greqory J .  Gral::x:lwicz , Director 
Bureau of Land Management 

71;-eu.a 
71;•2CfA 717-7136 717·$$29 717-12H 717•$7A:J 717-lltl 717-�H� 1 I 711 ... 0�t ! 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH COMMISSION 

Division of Fbheries Manasement 
450 Robinson Lane 

Bellefonte, PA 16823-9616 
(814) 359-5110 

March 17 , 1992 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT, INC . 
Sandra L .  Co l l i ns 
Su i te  300 
1 1 6  Defense H i g hway 
Annapo l i s ,  MD 2 1 40 1  
Dear Ms . Collins : 

I have examined the map accompanying your recent correspondence 
which shows the location for the proposed environmental assessment 
in York County , Pennsylvania . 

Presently , none of the fishes , amphibians , or repti les we l ist as 
endangered or threatened are known to occur at or in the immediate 
vicinity of this study area . 

Sincerely , 

&� 1� �- �� 
Clark N .  Shiffer 
Herpetology & Endangered Species Coordinator 

c lb 

c :  R.  Snyder 

�t.::' ======:;� .RESOURCE 
��· FIRST 

PROTECT • CONS£R�£ · £�HANCE 



COM MONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA HISTORICAL AN D M USEUM COMM ISSION 

BUREAU FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
BOX 1 026 HARRISBURG. PENNSYLVANIA 1 7 1 08·1 026 

March 2 5 , 1 9 9 2  

Sandra L .  Co l l i ns 
Envi ronmental Res ources Management , 
1 1 6  De fens e Hi ghway , Suite 3 0 0  
Annapo l i s , Maryland 2 1 4 0 1  

Dear Ms . C o l l i ns : 

I nc 10 EXPEDITE REV\EW �f!:o 

USE SHP REFERENCE N'-...�,,� 

Re : ER #9 2 - 1 8 0 1 - 1 3 3 -A 
File t 3 4 3 0 5 . 0 0 . 0 1 ,  Wes t  
Manches ter Township , York 
County 

The Bureau for H i s tor ic Pres ervat i on has reviewed bhis S tate 
funded , ass i s ted or licensed pro j ect under the authority o f  the 
Environmenta l Rights amendment , Art i c l e  1 ,  Section 2 7  of the 
Pennsylvania cons t i tution and the Pennsylvania Hi story Code , 3 7  
Pa . Cons . Stat . section 5 0 7  et . s eq .  ( 1 9 8 8 ) . Thi s review incl udes 
comments on the pro j ec t ' s  potential e f fect on both his toric and 
archaeological �esources . 

All agency pro j ect as ses sments resuiring the comments o f  the 
Pennsylvania State His toric Pres ervation O f f icer should include the 
f und i ng program , a pro j ect descript ion , proj ect location , and 
c u l tura l res ource s i te information as outlined in 3 6  CFR Part 8 0 0 . 4  
( Iden t i fyi ng His toric Properti es ) . Because your request does not 
inc lude s u f f i cient in formation , we are unable to proceed with our 
review unt i l  the i n formation on the attached form is provided . 

I f  you need further informat ion in thi s matter please cons ult 
Susan Z acher at ( 7 1 7 )  7 8 3 - 8 9 4 6  or 7 8 3 - 8 9 4 7 . 

Encl s oure 
KWC /dlc 

Sincerely, 

��- � 
Kurt w .  carr , Chief 
Division o f  Archaeology 

and Protection 



COMMONWEALTH OF PEN NSYLVA N IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P e N N S Y LVA N I A  

� Bureau of Forest:y 
Forest Advisory Services 

P . O .  Box 8552 
Harrisburg , PA 1 7 1 0 5 - 8 5 5 2  

April 15 , 1992 

Sandra L .  Collins 
Environmental Resources Management , Inc . 
116 Defense Highway, Suite 3 0 0  
�apolis , � 214 01  
Dear Ms . Collins & 

7 1 7 / 7 8 7- 3 4 4 4  

Re a PNDI Review of a 25 Acre Tract in North Codorus Township , 
York County, Pennsylvania . ERM Reference : 3 4 3 0 9 . 0 1 . 0 1 
Your request of February 24 to review an area in North 

Codorus Township , York County , for the presence of natural · 

resources of spacial concern was processed using the Pennsylvania 
Natural Diversity Inventory ( PNOI ) information system . A review 
of PNDI in comparison with the referenced site did not reveal any 
natural resources of special concern . 

PNDI is a site specific info:mation system which describes 
significant natural resources of Pennsylvania . PNDI includes data 
descriptive o f  plant and animal species of special concern , 
exempla;y natural communities and unique geological features . 
Thi s  response represents · the most up-to-data summary of the PNOI 
data files . However , the absence of recorded infor.mation does not 
necessarily imply actual conditions on-site . A field survey of 
any site may reveal previously unreported populations .  

· 
Be advised that legal authority for Pennsylvania ' s 

biological resources resides with three administrative agencies . 
The enclosure titled , PNDI Soecies List ,  outlines which species 
groups are mAn4ged by these agencies . Please phone this office if 
you should have questions concerning this response or PNDI . 

Sincerely, 

�, 
Enclosures 

Edward '1' .  Dix 
Botanist. 

cc z Anthony Wilkinson , PNDI -East File 

An Equal Opponunfty/Afflrmative Action Employer 



PENNSYLVANIA NA'l!ORAL DIVERS ITY INVEN'I'ORT 
SPECIES LISTS 

The statu�ory au�hority . for Pennsylvania ' s  animals and plAnts 
res ides wi�h �hre• s eparate agencies . �he Pennsylvania Depa:tmen� 
of Environmental Reaou:cea has the responsibility for manaqement 
of the Commonwealth ' s  native wild 'plan�• · The Pennsylvania Fish 
Commi ssion is responsible for management of fish , reptiles , 
amphibians ancl aquatic orqaniama within the Commonwealth . The 
Pennsylvania Game Commission haa the reaponsibility for manaqinq 
the state ' s wild birds �n4 mammals . 

For information on eurrent official status for a species , 
· please consult the appropriate agency . Requests for information 

should be directed to & 

PLANTS and 
PNpi - general 

FISJ!, REPTILES , 
AMPHIBIANS , 
AQUATIC ORGANISMS 

BIROS and MAMMAL£. 

Plant Program Manaqer 
Pa . Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advi1ory Services 
P .  O .  Boz 85!2 H&rrilburq, PA 1710!-8552 
( 7 17 ) 787-3444 

!ndanqered Species & Herpetoloqy 
coorc:U.na�or 

Pennsylvania Fish Commission 
Bureau of Fisha:iaa and Enqineerinq 
450 Robinlon Lana 
Bellefonte , PA 1 6 8 2 3  
( 8 14 ) 359-5113 

Pennsylvania �a Commiaaion 
Bureau of Wildlife Manaqement 
2001 Blmerton Avanua Ha:risbur;, PA 1 7 110-i 7 9 7  
( 717 ) 78 7-5529 

Invertebrata species a�t recommended fer inclusion in PNDI by �he 
Pennsylvania Biolcqical su:vay . For info:mation concerning 
invert.eb:atas with fecleral atatu• contact :. 

!nd&n;are4 Species Specialist 
u . s .  rish and Wildlife service· 
One Gateway Center, Suite 700 
Newton Corner,· MA 02158 
( 6 17 ) 9 55-5100 

Thank you f or your request . Feel frea to contact PNDI i f  we 
can be · of furtha� assistance . 



CO M M O N W EALTH O F  P E N NSYLVA N IA 
P E N NSYLVA N IA H ISTO RICAL A N D  M U S E U M  COM M ISS ION 

BUREAU FOR H ISTORIC PRESERVATION 
BOX 1 026 

HAR RISBURG. PENNSYLVAN IA 1 7 1 08· 1 026 

March 2 5 , 1 9 9 2  

Sandra L .  Col l i ns 
Envi ronmenta l Res ources Management , 
1 1 6 D e f e n s e  H i ghway , S u i te 3 0 0  
Annapo l i s , Mary l a nd 2 1 4 0 1  

Dea r Ms . Col l i ns : 

Re : E R  # 9 2 - 1 8 0 1 - 1 3 3 -A 
F i l e  # 3 4 3 0 5 . 0 0 . 0 1 ,  Wes t  
Manches t e r  Towns h i p , York 
County 

The Bureau for H i s to r i c  Preserva t i o n  has revi ewed t h i s  S ta t e  
f unded , as s i s ted or l i censed pro j ect under t h e  author i ty o f  the 
Environmenta l R i g h t s  amendment , Art i c l e  1 ,  S e c t i on 2 7  o f  the 
P e nns y l van i a  Cons t i tu t i on and the P enns y l van i a  H i s t ory Code , 3 7  
Pa . Cons . St a t . S e c t i o n  5 0 7  e t . s eq . ( 1 9 8 8 ) . Th i s  r e v i ew i nc ludes 
c omme nts on the pro j ect ' s  pote n t i a l  e f f e c t  on both h i s toric and 
a r c h a eo l og ic a l  res ources . 

Al l agency pro j ec t  a s s e s sments requ i r i ng t h e  c omments o f  the 
Penns ylvania S ta t e  H i s toric Pres erva t i on O f f i cer s ho u l d  i n c l ude the 
fund i ng ·.program , a pro j e c t  description , pro j e c t  l o c a t i on , and 
c u l tu=a l res ource s i te i n f orma t i on a s  out l i ned i n  3 6  CFR Part 8 0 0 . 4  
( I den t i fying H i s to r i c  Properties ) .  Becau s e  your requ e s t  does not 
i n c lude s u f f i c i ent i n forma t i on , we are unabl e t o  proceed wi t h  our 
r e v i ew un c i l  the i n format i o n  on the attac hed f o rm is provided . 

I f  you n e ed fu rther i n f ormat i on i n  t h i s  m a t t e r  p l e a s e  cons u l t  
S u s a n  Z acher a t  ( 7 1 7 ) 7 8 3 - 8 9 4 6  o r  7 8 3 - 8 9 4 7 . 

Enc l s oure 
KWC / d l c  

S incere ly , 

���, � 
Kurt W .  Carr , Ch i e f  
Divi s i o n  o f  Arc h a e o l ogy 

and Prot e c t i o n  



, 1 6  Defense Highway • Suite 300 • Annapolis. Mary•ano 2�401 • t301 l 266·0006 

2 1  May 1992 

Mr. Kurt W. Carr 
Chief of Archaeology and Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17 108-1026 FILE: 34305.00.01 

RE: ER No. 92-180 1- 133-A, File No. 34305.00.0 1 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERJ.\.1) is requesting information 
concerning known historic structures, sites, or archaeological resources for a site 
in York County, Pennsyl\'a.nia. As requested in your letter to ER..\1 dated 23 
March 1992 (Attachment 1), I have provided additional information concerning 
the project, funding, project location and information on historic resources 
identified by local.governments and previous historic surveys of the surrounding 
area (Attachments 2, 3, 4, and 5). This information should be sufficient to initiate 
the Section 106 Re\'iew process. 

Please feei free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank vou for 
your attention to this request. -

slc 
enclosures: 5 
cc: R Keating, ERM 

Sincerely, 

Sandra L. Collins 

G. Kinsey, Air Products 

The Environmental Resources Management Group with offices worldw•ae 



Attachment 1 
23 March Letter From The Pennsylvania 
Historical And Museum Comnzission 



S andra L .  C o l l ins 

Commonwealth of Pennsvlvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

June 3 0 , 1 9 9 2  

Environmenta l  Res ourc e s  Management , Inc . 
1 1 6  De fens e Highway , Suite 3 0 0  
Annapo l i s , MD 2 1 4 0 1  

TO EXPED ;7= ;;�'; iE'IJ USi: 
SHP REFEF\=;-:c� ;,; !j:.·�3ER 

Dear Ms . C o l l ins : 

RE : ER # 9 2 - 1 8 0 1 - 1 3 3 - B  
F i le # 3 4 3 0 5 . 0 0 . 0 1 ,  We s t  
Manc hester Township , York 
C ounty 

The B ureau for Historic Pres e rvation has reviewed � h i s  State 
funded ,  a s s i s t ed or l ic ensed pro j ect under the authority of the 
Environmenta l  R ight s amendment , Art i c l e  1 ,  Sect ion 27 of the 
Pennsy lvania Const itut ion and the Pennsylvan ia History C ode , 3 7  
Pa . Cons . Stat . S e c t ion 5 0 7  et . s eq .  ( 1 9 8 8 ) . Th i s  review 
inc l udes c omments on the pro j ect ' s  potent i a l  e f fe c t  on both 
h is toric and archaeological res ourc e s . 

The propert i e s  l i s t ed be low , l i s ted in or e l igible for the 
National Register o f  Historic P laces , are located near the 
pro j e c t  are a . However ,  due to the nature o f  the activity , it is 
our op inion that there w i l l  be no e f fect on the s e  propert ie s . 
Should the app l ic ant become aware , from any source , that 
unident i f ied h i s toric or archaeologic a l  propert ies are lo cated at 
the pro j ec t  s ite , or that the pro j ect activities w i l l  have an 
e f fe c t  on these propert ie s , the Bureau for Historic Pre s e rvat ion 
s hould be c o ntacted immediat e ly . 

There i s  a h igh probab i lity that prehis toric and h i s toric 
archaeo logic a l  res ources are located in the pro j ect are a and may 
be a f fected by this pro j e ct . A Phase I archaeological s urvey o f  
the pro j ect are a is required t o  locate potent i a l ly s ign i f ic ant 
archa e o l ogical res ources . Gu ide l ine s and informat ion for s urvey 
are enc l o s e d . 



Ms . S a ndra L .  C o l l ins 
J u ne 3 0 , 1 9 9 2  
Page Two 

I f  you n e e d  further i n f o rma t ion in t h i s  ma t t e r , p l e a s e  
cons u l t  t h e  D iv i s ion o f  Ar chaeo logy at ( 7 1 7 ) 7 8 3 - 9 9 0 0 . 

KWC / s s  

Enc l o s ure 

S in c e r e ly , 

��� 
Kur t W .  Carr , C h i e f  
D i v i s ion o f  Ar cha e o l ogy 

and P r o t e c t i on 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG. PA 171 1 0·9797 

August 2 4 , 1992 

,AGMI�tfAATIVE BUREAUS: 

ADMINISTRATION . . . . . . . . . 787·5870 

AUTOMOTIVE AND 
PROCUREMENT DIVISION . . . . . . 787� 

LICENSE DIVISION . . • . . . . • . . 787-:!084 
PERSONNEL DIVISION . . . . . . . . . 787·7838 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT. . . • . • . . . 787·5528 

INFORMATION & EDUCATION . . . . 787-8288 

LAW ENFORCEMENT . . . . • . • . • . 787·5740 

LAND MANAGEMENT . . . . • . . . . . 787-8818 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION • . • . . . . . .  787-8588 

MANAGEMENT INFO;:! ... ATION 
SYSTEMS . . . .  . .  . .  . .  . .  . .  . . .  . 787-4078 

Dr . Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem 
u . s .  Department of Enerqy 
Morgantown Enerqy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 6505 

In re : York County Coqeneration Facility 
West Manchester Township , York County 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

This is in response to your l etter requesting our review and 
comments as related to this pro j ect . 

Your letter does not conta in enough infonnation !or us to 
determine · if your proj ect may impact threatened and endangered 
species of birds or mammals or involve activities which may impact 
critical or unique wildl ife habitats . Such activities include 
stream channelization , dredging or fill ing of streams , and any 
direct or indirect impacts on wetlands . 

Work of this nature may also require permits from the u . s .  
Army Corps of Engineers and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources . If you are concerned that your pro ject 
may involve the alteration of any water body or wetlands or if you 
would l ike advice on how to minimize adverse impacts to terrestrial 
resources , we wil l  need site-specific , detailed information about 
pro j ect plans in order to complete our evaluation . 

If you have any questions , please contact Roland Bergner 
of my staff at ( 717 ) 783-4919 . 

Very tr�ly yo s ,  $ 
/It! r;.4tj::L-

Denver A McDowel l , Chief 
Division of Environmental 
Planning and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



13\ COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y L VA N I A  
P . O .  Box 2 0 6 3  � Harrisburg , PA 1 7 1 0 5 -2 0 6 3  

Deputy Secretary 
for Air and Waste Management 

Ms . Jan K .  Wachter 

7 1 7 - 7 7 2 - 2 7 2 4 
FAX 7 1 7 - 7 8 7 - 8 8 8 5  

August 2 4 , 1 9 9 2  

Director ES&H Program Support Division 
Department of  Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
PO Box 8 8 0  
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Dear Ms . Wachter : 

I received your August 5 ,  1 9 9 2 ,  letter regarding an Announcement of 
a Public Scoping Meeting for the York County Cogeneration Facility .  

This Public Scoping Meeting involves our Regional Office Staff ,  
therefore , I forwarded your letter to Mr .  Gregg Robertson , Deputy 
Secretary for Field Operations on August 1 3 ,  1 9 9 2 .  Mr .  Robertson 
telephone number is 7 1 7 - 7 8 7 - 5 0 2 8 . 

Sincerely,  

c�� 



SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 
INTERIOR BUILDING 

OFFICE OF 
UNITED STATES COMMISSIONER 

Mr. Jan K. Wachter 
Director 
ES&H Pl:OCJrarn SUP{X)rt Division 
Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 880 
COllins Fen:y Road 
Morgantown, WVA 26507-0880 

Dear Mr. t'lachter: 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20240 

August 25 , 1992 

'!hank you for your letter of Augus·t 5 invi ti.T'l.g CCmnissioner McCarty 
to the public scoping meeting ·for the York COunty Cogeneration facility. 

our office recently rcoved and due to the lateness of receipt of your 
letter CCmnissioner Md:arty will not be able to atterx:l the August 26 meeting. However, I have spoken to the Ct:mni.ssion' s Ger.e-.ral Counsel and learn:rl that c:x:IllreD.ts will be forthcaning to you fl:an t.l'le Ccmnission 1 s 
Executive Director concerning the cogeneration facility. 

We would appreciate being kept infonned of the Department 1 s efforts on 
this issue. 

Sipc&'ely, , / - ;;:'( . .  ·• I t1 L.-. �; 1;( ·\ · ';A'/ / �·t...i·lU!-- (d/, ,_.. � l.(. J'l. 
:· Jeanette B. �on · ·· · Staff Assistant to the 

CCmn:i.ssioner 



SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 
1 7 2 1  N o r t h  F r o n t  St reet  • 

From the Office of the 
Executive Director August 2 7 , 1 9 9 2  

Dr . suellen A .  Van Ooteghem 
u . s .  Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 8 8 0  
Morgantown , WV 2 6 5 0 5  

Ha r r i s b u r g ,  Pe n n s y l va n i a  1 7 1 02 

Re : York County Cogeneration Facility ( Air Products ) ,  
Wes t  Manchester Twp . , York Co . , Pa . 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

This l etter is prov ided pursuant to your August 1 4 , 1 9 9 2  
telephone convers at ion with Mr . Dav id Reicher o f  my · s taff 
concerning the above referenced facil ity . Although we were 
unable to attend the EIS s coping meeting , we are provid ing 
w r itten comments summariz ing SRBC regulatory involvement with the 
p roj ect . · We ask that you include us on the Department of 
Energy ' s  mail ing l ist and that we be kept adv ised o f  the s tatus 
of the EIS review process . 

We understand that the Department of Energy will be 
providing fund ing for the proj ect , which wlll be operated by York 
County Energy Partners , a subs id iary of Atr P roducts and 
Chemicals Inc . o f  Allentown , Pa . Commiss ion s taff met with 
representatives of Air Products on April 2 0 , 1 9 9 2  to d iscuss the 
propos ed proj ect and explain potent ial SRBC regulatory 
involvement . 

Based on the l imited information ava ilable to us at this 
t ime , we bel ieve that Commiss ion rev iew and approval are requi red 
under Sect ions 8 0 3 . 3  and 8 0 3 . 4  of the Commiss ion ' s  regulations 
and procedures fo r review of proj ects . we also bel ieve that 
Section 8 0 3 . 6 1 concerning the consumptive use of water and 
S ection 8 0 3 . 6 3  concerning conservation measures are appl icable to 
the proj ect . I f  ground water will be w ithd rawn to supply the 
proj ect , Section 8 0 3 . 6 2 may also apply . A copy of the referenced 
regulations is enclosed . 

Although we have not yet been advised of the sou rce o f  water 
for the proj ect , we understand that Air P roducts is cons idering 
the pu rchase of water from the York water Company . Compliance 
with the Commiss ion ' s  consumptive use make-up regulation 



Dr . s .  A .  Van Ooteghem - 2 - August 2 7 , 1 9 9 2  

( Section 8 0 3 . 6 1 ) could potentially be achieved i f  the proj ect 
obta ins water from the York water Company and the water company 
maintains a minimum releas e at least equal to the 7 -day 1 0 -year 
low flow value at the stream intake . Other potential means of 
compliance are cited in Section 80 3 . 6 1 ( c ) ( 1 ) ( iv ) . 

we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments concerning 
this proj ect . If you have any questions , please contact 
Mr . Reicher at 7 1 7 / 2 3 8 - 0 4 2 5 . 

Enclosure 

S ince� , -
, 

. C --· ·' �- \ _(' . . . . . 
,; , , . : ·� . 

: \..\;"�'- "-"' ..  "" ""- .. .... -,\ . -, 
Paul 0 .  Swartz 
Executive Di recto r 

cc : u . s .  Corr�iss ioner ' s  Office , washington , DC 
Mr . Jo!m c .  Allen , Air Products and Chemicals , Inc . 



.OS·2 (3-891 

IN REI'I.Y REFill TO 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Engineering District 8-0 
2140 Herr Street 

Harrisburg 1 7 103- 1699 
September 3 ,  1992 

Seeping For York County 
Cogeneration Facility EIS 

York County 

Dr . Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
United States Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Morgantown , WV 2 6507 -0880 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem: 

This follows up on a notice of intent to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement in West t-ianchester Township , York County , 
Pennsylvania . 

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation wishes to 
include traffic and environmental impacts and their effects on our state 
highway system as part of the scope of this study . Our staff is 
available for consultation on development of this scope . 

Thank you for your attention on this important matter . If 
there are any questions or need to arrange a meeting , pleasa feel free 
to contact Michael S .  Gillespie , P . E . , Planning anG Programming 
Engineer , at 7 17 -787-7 144 . 

MSG/j ls 

Very truly yours , 

Barry G .  
District 

1 Making It Happen 

P . E .  



�""'i' I UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT DF COMMERCE ·\ . /. I Net:ianel Oceanic end At:maapheric Admlnlat:rat:lon ., 1 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
.,..,.. fill Habitat and Protected 

Resources Division 
Oxford Laboratory 
Oxfor� Maryland 2 1654 

Dr . suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
u . s .  Department of Energy 

September 9 ,  1992 

Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P. O .  Box 8 8 0  
Morgantown , WV .  2 6 507-0 8 8 0  

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

We have reviewed the Notice of Intent dated August 5 �  1992 , to 
Prepare an Environmental Impact statement ( EIS ) for the proposed 
York County Pennsylvania Cogeneration Facil ity . 

In an effort to clear the way for reintroduction of anadromous fish 
spawning migrations into the Susquehanna River system , fish passage 
is being addressed at dams located within the river main stem . For 
example ,  a fish lift has recently been constructed at Conowingo 
Dam . It is imperative that water quality be maintained within the 
main stem and tributaries of the Susquehanna if restoration of 
anadromous fish in this river system is to be successful . 
Consequently , we are concerned with the potential loss of wetlands 
and impacts on water qual ity resulting from this proj ect . 
Therefore , we recommend that the EIS include the following 
information : 

1 . The identi fication of watersheds ( i . e . tributary streams and 
associated drainage areas) that may be affected by the proj ect . 

2 .  Potential cumulative effects of the proj ect on water quality 
and anadromous fish habitat in and adj acent to the proj ect 
area . 

3 .  Potential water qual ity impacts to local streams and potential 
anadromous fish spawning habitat associated with proposed 
wastewater discharges . 

4 .  The location and areal extent , hydrology , and other 
descrip�ive features of wetlands that could be potentially 
affected . 



s .  The effects o f  fugitive dust to surrounding aquatic 
habitats . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of this proj ect . You may 
contact Mr . Richard D .  Friedman at ( 4 10 )  2 2 6-57 7 1  i f  you have any 
questions . 

Sincerely , 

�AJJL z. �dPfAL--Ti��hy � r/. ��o ger -q 
Asst . Coordina or 



S P R I N G  G R CVE WATER C O M PANY 

S P R I N CI  G R OVE, P EN N SYLVAN IA 

C .  Nea l Carter,  Ph . O . , P . E. ,DEE 
P .  H. G l atfel ter Company 
228 South Ma i n  Street 
Spri ng Grove , Pennsy l van i a  17362 
D ear Dr.  Carter: 

January 29 , 1993 

Refe rence : Potab l e Water Servi ce to the Envi ronmenta l and 
Energy P roj ect S i te 

The Spri ng Grove Water Company he reby commi ts to prov i de up to 250 , 000 GPO 
of potab l e  water to the Envi ronmenta l and Energy Project s i te for makeup 
and po tab l e  water uses ( exc l usi ve of f i re p rotect i o n )  at a reasonab l e  pri ce 
to be estab l i shed . The supp l y  wi l l  be  del i ve red to P .  H. G l atfe l ter 
Company ( PHG ) from the water ma i n  l ocated on PHG property east of PA Route 
1 16 .  PHG wi l l  be respon s i b l e to s ee that the neces sa ry p i p i ng i s  i nstal l ed 
p rope r l y  and wi l l  operate and ma i nta i n  the necessary p i p i ng to extend serv
i ce to the p roj ect s i te.  

S l ncer;l�/ j/ 
��r 
, . R .  Ls·� Wood ., 

Vi ce Presi dent 



24 February 1993 
Reference: 34309.01.01 

Mr. Jacob Sitlinger 
Pennsylvania Game Commission 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisbur� Pennsylvania 1711().9797 

Dear Mr. Sitlinger: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ER.\1) is requesting 
information on endangered or threatened birds or mammals protected by 
the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 or recognized by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission, or habitat for these species which may 
be located on or adjacent to a 25-acre site in North Codorus Tov..-nship, 
York County, Pennsylvania. I have enclosed a site vicinity map (Figure 
1), and site location map (Figure 2), and 1\. '"\VI map (Figure 5), composed 
of the following USGS topographic quadrangle maps: AbbotstO\\'n, 
Hanoyer, Seven Valley, and York. 

The site is just south of the southwestern border of the Borough of Spring 
Grove, and is bounded by railroad tracks to the northwest, the P.H. 
Glatfelter Company mill pond (impounded portion of Codorus Creek) 
and the water reservoir (;Kessler Pond) to the east, Route 116 and the 
access road to the Glatfeiter Round \1Yood Facility to the south, and the 
Round Wood Facility to the west. 

Current land use on th� site consists of the following: 

• agricultural field in the eastern section adjacent to Route 116 and the 
water reservoir; 

• a small stream at the eastern border of the site running along the 
edge of the agricultural field and draining into the water reservoir; 

• a baseball field to the north of the agricultural field that is bounded 
by the water reservoir and the steep slopes leading do, .. 'n to the mill 
pond; 

• a second agricultural field to the west of the baseball field; 

• a sediment disposal area in the north,,·est portion of the site, 
adjacent to the agricultural field and bounded by the wood chipping 
facility and the slopes leading to the mill pond; 

En,•ironznent�l 
Resources 

. !\bn�geznen t. Inc. 
Tht Cor.te Builc!ins 
1 1 6  �lerue H1ghway 
Suite 300 . • .t.nnapolis, �ia:yland 21 4Q1 
(41 (I) 266-00.16 
HlO) 266-891 2  <Fa�) 

II . . 
ERM 



Mr. Jacob Sitlinger 
34309.01.01 
24 February 1 993 
Page 2 

• .a band of woodland vegetation surrounding the perimeter of the 
mill pond and railroad tracks, and a narrower band of vegetation 
surrounding the water reservoir; 

• a storm water retention pond in the northwestern corner of the site ; 

• a railroad right-of-way at the northern border of the site; and 

• a conveyor belt leading from the wood chipping facility to the 
Glatfelter facility across Codorus Creek and the mill pond. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

L--�� 
Sandra L Collins 
Project Manager 
slc 
enclosures: 3 

• . . . 
ERM 



24 February 1993 
Reference: 34309.01.01 

Mr. Edward T. Dix 
Pennsylvania Natural Div�ity Inventory 
Bur�au of Forestry 
Forest Advisory Se�ces 
PNDI Coordinator 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
P .0. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8552 

Dear Mr Dix: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM) is requesting 
information concerning known rare, threatened or endangered plant and 
animal species on or adjacent to a 25-acre site in North Codorus 
Township, York County, Pennsylvania. I have enclosed a site vicinity 
map <Figure 1), and site location map (Figure 2), and NWI map (Figure 
5), composed of the following USGS topographic q�adrangle maps: 
Abbotstown, Hanover, Seven Valley, and York. 

The site is just south of the southwestern border of the Borough of Spring 
Grove, and is bounded by railroad tracks to the northwest, the P.H. 
Glatfelter Company mill pond (impounded portion of Codorus Creek) 
and the water reservoir (Kessler Pond) to the east, Route 116 and the 
access road to the Glatfelter Round Wood Facility to the south, and the 
Round Wood Facility to the west 

CWTent land use on the site consists of the following: 
• agricultural field in the eastern section adjacent to Route 116 and the 

water reservoir; 
• a small stream at the eastern border of the site running along the 

edge of the agricultural field and draining into the water reservoir; 
• a baseball field to the north of the agricultural field tha� is bounded 

by the water reservoir and the steep �!opes leading down to the mill 
pond; 

• a second agricultural field to the west of the baseball field; 

En .. ·irorunental 
RHOurces 
�i�Jugetnent, Inc:. 

The Conte Build ins 
1 1 6  Defen.o;e Hi�h\\';�v 
Suite 300 • • 
.A.nnapolis, �aryland 21.W1 
(.41 0) 266-00:)6 
(4101 266-8912  (fax) 
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Mr. Ed .... ·ard Oix 
34309.01.01 
24 February 1993 
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• a sediment disposal� area in the northwest portion of the site, 
adjacent to the agriCultural field and bounded by the wood chipping 
facility and the slopes leading to the mill pond; 

• a band of woodland vegetation surrounding the perimeter of the 
mill pond and railroad tracks, and a narrower band of vegetation 
surrounding the water reservoir; 

• a storm water retention pond in the northwestern corner of the site ; 
• a railroad right-of-way at the northern border of the site; and 
• a conveyor belt leading from the wood chipping facility to the 

Glatfelter facility across Codorus Creek and the mill pond. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra L Collins 
Projtct Manager 
slc 
enclosures: 3 

• . . 
ERM 



24 February 1993 
Reference: 34309.01.01 

Mr. Richard Snyder 
Chief of Fisheries Management Division 
Pennsylvania Fish Commission 
450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, Pennsylvania 16823-9616 

Dear Mr. Snyder 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. CER..�) is requesting 
information available concerning endangered or threatened fish, reptile, 
and amphibian species protected by the Federal Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, or recognized by the Pennsylvania Fish Commission on and 
adjacent to a 25-aae site in North Codorus Tovn'\Ship, York County, 
Pennsylvania. I have enclosed a site vicinity map (Figure 1), and site 
location. map (Figure 2), and NWt map (Figure 5), composed of the 
.following USGS topographic quadrangle maps: Abbotstown, Hanover, 
. sevei(Valfey,· and Yorx:· 

The site is just south of the southwestern border of the Borough of Spring 
Grove, and is bounded by railroad tracks to the northwest, the P.H. 
Glatfelter Company mill: pend (impounded portion of Codorus Creek) 
and the water reservoir (Kessler Pond) to the east, Route 116 and the 
access road to the Glatfelter Round Wood Facility to the south, and the 
Round Wood Facility to the west. 

Current land use on the site consists of the following: 
• agricultural field in the eastern section adjacent to Route 116 and the 

water reservoir; 
• a small stream at the eastern border of the site running alon·g the 

edge of the agricultural field and draining into the water reservoir; 
• a baseball field to the north of the agricultural field that is bounded 

by the water reservoir and the steep slopes leading down to the
. mill 

pond; 
• a second agricultural field to the west of the baseball field; 
• a sediment disposal area in the northwest portion of the site, 

adjacent to the agricultural field and boc::��d by the '''OI.id chipping 
facility and the slopes leading to the mill pond; 

EnvironmentAl 
Resources ·Management: Inc • .  
The Con:e Builciins 
1 1 6 Dffen��e Hish,,·a�· 
Suite :.OO . 
Annapolis. �aryland 21 �1 
(41 0) 266-<X"''6 . 
(41 0) 266-891 2 CFa:�;) 

• . . . --
ERM 
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• a band of woodland vegetation sWTounding the perimeter of the 
mill pond and railread tracks, and a narrower band of vegetation 
surrounding the water reservoir; 

• a stonnwater retention pond in the northwestern comer of the site ; 

• a railroad right-of-way at the northern border of the site; and 

• a conveyor belt lea.ding from the wood chipping facility to the 
Glatfelt� facility across Codorus Creek and the mill pond. 

Please "feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

I 

. _j�A. �- ...e�a. ... --j_ 
Sandra L. Collins 
Project Manager ., · 
slc 
enclosures: 3 

• . . 

ERM 



24 February 1993 
Reference: 34309.01.01 

Mr. Charles J. Kulp 
US F1Sh and Wildlife Service 
315 South Allen Street 
Suite 322 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801 

Dear Mr. Kulp: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ER�) is requesting 
information on endangered species protected by the Federal Endz.ngered 
Species Act of 1973, or habitat for these species which may be located on 
and adjacent to a 25-acre site in North Codorus Township, York County, 
Pennsylvania. I have enclosed a site vicinity map (Figure 1 ), and site 
location map (Figure 2), and �'I map (Figure 5), composed of the 
following USGS topographic quadrangle maps: Abbotstown, Hanover, 
Seven Valley, and York. 

The site is just south of the southwestern border of the Borough of Spring 
Grove, and is bounded by railroad tracks to the northwest, the P .H. 
Glatfelter Company mill pond (impounded portion of Codorus Creek) 
and the water reservoir (Kessler Pond) to the east, Route 116 and the 
access road to the Glatfelter Round \o\7ood Facility to the south, and the 
Round Wood Facility to the west. 

Current land use on the site consists of the following: 

• agricultural field in the eastern section adjacent to Route 116 and the 
wa�er reservoir; 

• a small stream at the eastern border of the site running along the 
edge of the agricultural field and draining into the water reservoir; 

• a baseball field to the north of the agricultural field that is bounded 
by the water reservoir and the steep slopes leading down to the mill 
pond; · 

• a second agricultural field to the west of the baseball field; 

• a sediment disposal area in the northv'"·est portion of the site, 
adjacent to the agricultural field and bounded by the wood chipping 
facility and the slopes leading to the mill pond; 

En,·irona�ent�l 
Resources 
M&nagetnenl., Inc. 

The Conte Buildins 
1 1 6  Defense Hishway 
Swte 300 
Annapolis, Maryland 21�1 
(410) 266-0006 
1410) 166-8912 <Fax) 

II . . . 
-

ERM 

.. r.l\'r.l!'oo.� " '  :!-,• �"''""""'•"lll.ll 
;;_,,'"\,;r:C" \�AI\I�!::":"c-n: C'::\"t�;" 



Mr. Charles Kulp 
34309.01.01 
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· 
• a band of woodland vegetation surrounding the perimeter of the 

mill pond and railroad tracks, and a narrower band of vegetation 
silrrounding the water reservoir; 

• a stormwater retention pond in the northwestern comer of the site ; 
• a railroad right-of-way at the northern border of the site; and 

• a conveyor belt leading from the wood chipping facility to the 
Glatfelter facility across Codorus Creek and the mill pond. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

�a..j.. �.,_, _  
Sandra L Collins 
Project Manager 
slc 
enclosures: 3 

II . . . . 
ERM 



24 February 1993 
Reference: 34309.01.01 

Mr. Edward T. Dix 
Pennsylvania Natural Div�ity Inventory 
Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advisory Se�ces 
PNDI Coordinator 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8552 

Dear Mr Dix: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM) is requesting 
information concerning known rare, threatened or endangered plant and 
animal species on or adjacent to a 25-acre site in NorL� Codorus 
Township, York County, Pennsylvania. I have enclosed a site vicinity 
map <Figure 1), and site location map (Figure 2), and NVVI map (Figure 
5), composed of the following USGS topographic quadrangle maps: 
Abbotsto·wn, Hanover, Seven Valley, and York. 

The site is just south of the southwestern border of the Borough of Spring 
Grove, and is bounded by railroad tracks to the northwest, the P.H. 
Glatfelter Company mill pond (impounded portion of Codorus Creek) 
and the water reservoir (Kessler Pond) to the east, Route 1 1 6  and the 
access road to the Glatfelter Round Wood Facility to the south, and the 
Round Wood Facility to the west. 

Current land use on the site consists of the following: 
• agricultural field in the �astern section adjacent to Route 116 and the 

water reservoir; 
• a small stream at the eastern border of the site running along the 

edge of the agricultural field and draining into the water reservoir; 
• a baseball field to the north of the agricultural field tha� is bounded 

by the water reservoir and the steep �!opes leading down to the mill 
pond; 

• a second agricultural field to the west of the baseball field; 

En\·ironrn�nu.l 
Resources 
�i�zugezn�nt, Inc. 

The Conte Build ins 
1 1 6  Oefen.� Hish'''·w 
Suite xio � · 
.�nnapolis, Mal"\·land 2140\ 
(·41 0> 266-0.llS • 
(410) �912 Cfa�) 
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COMMO�WEALTH OF 1-ESNSYLVANlA 

PEr\�SYL\"Ar\IA FISH & BOAT COMMISSIO� 

Dh'ision or FISheries Management 
450 Robinson Lane 

Bellefonte, PA 16823-9685 
(814) 359-5110 

March 2 ,  19 9 3  

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT , INC . 
sandra L .  collins , Proj ect Manager 
The Conte Building , Suite 3 0 0  
116 Defense Highway 
Annapolis , MD 2 14 01 

Dear Ms . Co llins : 

RE : 3 4 3 0 9 . 0 1 . 0 1 
North Codorus Township , York county, Pennsylvania 

: 

I have examined the maps accompanying your recent correspondence 
which show the location for the proposed above referenced proj ect . 

Presently , none of the fishes , amphibians , or reptiles we list as 
endangered or threatened are known to occur at or in the immediate 
vicinity o� this study area � 

S incerely , &'!-L 71. ;d� 
Clark N .  Shiffer : 

Herpetology & Endangered Species Coordinator 

mam 



United States Department of the Interior 

Ms. Sandra L. Collins 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Suite 322 

3 1 5 South Allen Street 
State College, Pennsylvania 1 6801 

March 3 ,  1 993 

Environmental Resources Mgmt, Inc. 
The Conte Building 
1 1 6 Defense Highway 
Suite 300 
Annapolis, MD 21 401 

Dear Ms. Collins: 

This responds to your letter of February 24, 1 993 requesting information about federally listed 
or proposed endangered and threatened species within the 25 acre site in North Codorus 
Township, York County, Pennsylvania • 

. Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. 
Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 1 6  U.S.C. 1 53 1  et seq.) is required with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. A compilation of federally 
listed endangered and threatened species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for your information. 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based on 
an office review of the proposed project's location. No field inspection of the project area has 
been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as addressing 
other Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other legislation. 

federal Candidate and State-listed Species 

Candidate species are species under consideration by the Service for possible inclusion on the 
Federal Ust of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. Because many of these species 
are known to have suffered population declines, the Service encourages federal agencies and 
other planners to consider candidate species when planning and implementing their projects. 

The Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory CPNDI) is maintained by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western 
Pennsylvania Conservancy. The Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Database is maintained by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission. These databases contain the most up-to-date information 
about candidate and State-listed species in Pennsylvania. Requests for a PNDI review for the 
presence of candidate and State-listed species, as well as other natural resources of special 
concern, . should be directed to: 



Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Forestry 
Division of Forest Advisory Services 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1  05·8552 

Requests for a review of the Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Database should be directed to: 

Pennsylvania Game Commission 
Bureau of Land Management 
Division of Wildlife Data Base 
2001 8merton Avenue 
Harrisburg, P.A 1 7 1 1 0·9797 

Should the data search reveal ttie presence of any candidate species on the site, the Service 
should be contacted to ensure that these species are not adversely affected by project 
activities. 

Requests for Information regarding State-listed endangered or thre:atqned species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission (birds and mammals), the Pennsylvania Fish 
and Boat Commission (fish, reptiles, and amphibians), and the Pennsylvania Departmen� of 
Environmental Resources (plants). 

Please contact Phnip Edmunds of my staff at 81 4·234-4090 If you ra�va any questions or 
require further assistance regarding endangered, threatened, or candidate species. 

Enclosure 

Edwartf W. Perry 
Acting Supervisor 



March 18 , 1993 

Ms .  Sandra L .  Collina 
BRM, :tnc . 
The Conte Buildint 
116 Detenaa Hiqhway , suite 3 00 
Annapolis , MD 21401 

In ra : Ho�th Codorus Tcwnahip Site 
York county 

Dear Na . Collins : 
'!'his is in response to your letter of February 24 , l993 , 

requastinCJ intonation conceminq endanqered and. threatened species 
of bi�da and mammals as related to this project. 

. Our otfice review has determined that no state l istea 
endangered or threatene4 species are known to occur within the 
proposed project area . EXcept for oc:casional transient 
in4i vic1uala , this project ahould not impact any andanqaraci or 
threatened species ot birds � mammals protected by the Pedera l 
Endangered Species Act ot 1973 or recoqniaed by the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission. However , · should project pl ans change or it 
additional information on en4an9ered or threatened species - becomes 
available , this determination may be reconsidered . 

This reply relates only to endangered and threatened species. 
an4 does no� address other concerns of the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission . If it is dater=ined that the project may impact 
o�itieal and unique wildlife habitat such as wetlands , you may be 
requested to conduct additional surveys . 

It you have any questions , please contact Roland Bergner 
ot my staff at (717 ) 783-4919 . v7d:t �you , r! 

Denver ·A. well , Chief 
Division ot Environmental 
Planninq and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 



21 April 1993 
Reference: 34309.01.01 

Mr. Kurt W. Carr 
Chief of Archaeology and Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
PO Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

RE: Section 106 Review Request 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM) is requesting 
information concerning known historic structures, sites, or archaeological 
resources for a site in North Codorus ToWnship, York County, 
Pennsylvania. As an attachment to this letter, I have provided 
information concerning the proposed project, funding, and project 
location (Attachment 1), as well as copies of the land development plans 
(Attachment 2). This information should be sufficient to initiate the 
Section 106 Review process. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

�4_ �-� 
Sandra L. Collins 
Project Manager 
slc 
enclosures: 2 
cc: R Keating, ERM 

G. Kinsey, Air Products 

Environmental 
Resources 
Management, Inc. 

The Conte Building 
116 Defense Highway 
Suite 300 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(410) 266-0006 
(410) 266-8912 (Fax) 

� -
ERM 

A mcrnbu of th� Envirorunenul 
Rnourt" MaNg�mmt Grou" 



23 April 1993 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Environmental/Energy Division 
Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 18195-1501 

F'lle: 343--09.02 

Re: Preliminary Soil and Ground Water Quality Results for the 
Glatfelter Phase 2 ESA 

Dear Gary: 

Environmental Resourtes Management, Inc. (ERM) has received the 
soil/ sediment and ground water quality data from the laboratory for the 
Glatfelter Phase 2 ESA. The purpose of this letter is to transmit the 
preliminary results in the attached tables. 

The soil samples were collected from selected intervals from the borings 
B-1, 2, 4, 11, 13, 15, and 39, which were installed as part of the 
geotechnical survey. Ground water samples were collected from the five 
monitoring wells installed on-site. 

The soil/sediment quality data in Table 1 indicate that trace levels of the 
pesticide compound 4,4-DDD were found at several locations. The 
concentrations were detected at levels close to the method detection limit. 
These data indicate that the presence of 4,4-DDD in soils at depth pose no 
threat to human health and the environment. The presence of this 
compound could be due to the application agricultural chemicals to the 
site. The levels of metals found in the samples are indigenous to the 
natural soils. The soil/ sediment quality results will be explained further 
in the draft Phase 2 ESA Report. 

The ground water data in Table 2 are unremarkable. The 4-methy-2-
pentanone (MIBK) is present in upgradient wells MW-1, 4, and 5 at low 
levels and is migrating on-site from off-site sources. The trace levels of 
MIBK are not a concern. Furthermore, toluene and bis (2-ethylhexyl) 
phthalate (BEHP) detected at below detection limit concentrations are not 
a concern. Note that both of these compounds are commonly artifacts of 
laboratory analysis. Spot detections of barium, mercury, silver, and zinc 

Environmental 
Resources 
Mamger:nent. Inc. 

The Co!"te BuiJding 
1 1 6 tktense HiJhway 
Suite 300 
Annapolis, Marvl.and 21-101 
(·UO> 266-0006 • 
(410) �12 (Fax) 

• 
ERM 

A member nf tht EnvtfOIUlllfttll 
RI!IOIIr� ManagCftliN Group 



Mr. Cary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
343-()9.02 
23 Apri1 1993 
Page 2 

are not a concern. All of the concentrations are below EPA Maximum 
Contaminant Levels and are indicative of naturally occuning 
concentrations. Once again, the results will be discussed further in the 
draft Phase 2 ESA Report. 

Please call if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

fJof._, 
Robert W. Keating, P.G. 
Associate 
RWI</act 
enclosures: (2) 
cc S. Collins 

� � 
ERM 



Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennaylvania Historical and Museum Commislion 

lanaa fcx Hllforic: PraerYatioa . 

Nelson Rekos Jr . 
United States Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Research Center 
P . O .  Box · 880 
Morgantown , WV 2 6505 

Dear Mr . Rekos : 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

.Tune 17 , 1993 

RE : 

TO EXPEDITE REVIEVJ USE 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 

ER 93-2386-133-A 
North Codorus Twp . , York County 
U . S .  Department of Energy 
York County Energy Partners 
Proj ect , Cogeneration Facility 

The above named proj ect has been reviewed by the Bureau for Historic 
Preservation { the State Historic Preservation Office ) in accordance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 , as amended in 1980 , and 
the regulations ( 36 CFR Part 800 ) of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation . · These requirements include consideration of the proj ect ' s  
potential effect upon both historic and archaeological resources .  

There is a high probability that prehistoric and historic archaeological 
resources are located in the project area and may be affected by this proj ect . 
A Phase I archaeological survey of the proj ect area is required to locate 
poten tially significant archaeological reso1.lrces . Guidelines and information for 
survey are enclosed . 

Historic resources are located near the proj ect area. However ,  due to the 
nature of the activity , it is our opinion that there will be no effect on these 
properties . Should the applicant become aware , from any source , that 
unidentified historic properties are located at the proj ect site , or that the 
proj ect activities will have an effect on these properties , the Bureau for 
Historic Preservation should be contacted immediately . 

If you need further information regarding archaeological survey please 
contact Dorothy Humpf at { 7 1 7 )  783 -9900 . If you need further information 
con·cerning historic structures please consult Carc;>line Hall at ( 7 17 ) 783 -8946 or 
783-8947 . 

/!� � fu�t Carr , Chief 
Division of Archaeology & 

KC/ch Protection 
Enclosure 
cc : Sandra L .  Collins , Environmental Resources Managemen� Inc . ( w/ enclosure ) 



ADMINISTRATIVE BUREAUS: 

AOI.!INISTFIATI() .. 

AUTOMOTIVE AM) ��!!!t����������!��!�'J!������t PROCUREMENT OIVIStON 
LICENSE OIVISION 
PERSONNEL OIVISION 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INFORMATION & EJUCAT10 .. 

l,.l .... '!!!"'l'"f LAW ENFORCEMENT '/i:.=�==�i::;Q:=:;��i:-..iC:!!S:wr.:n:;r. ... iiioiii,.;,..�...,;;o..,;...;�;.,;; ;;_� .. � LANO MANAGEMENT 

Mr. John L. Magistro 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG. PA 171 1 0.9797 

July 13, 1993 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. 
2666 Riva Road, Suite 200 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Dear Mr. Magistro: 

REAL ESTATE OIVI$10N 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS . 

717-$670 

717�Si' 

787·2084 

717-783& 

787-S$29 

�8��taa 

787-$740 

717-6811 

. 717·1S61 

In response to your request for information services, we are providing the enclosed printouts from the 
Pennsylvania F"1Sh and Wudlife Data Base. This information was provided for species occurring at or near the 
Transmission Line Routes, York County, Pennsylvania. 

We have no record of any endangered or threatened bird or mammal occurring at or near your project 
area. Additional comments concerning this data search are included on the following page. 

The bill for this service is as follows: 

Staff Time 
Printing 
Mailing Cost 
TOTAL 

7.50 
.70 

....:2a 
$9.18 

Please make reimbursement to the Pennsylvania Game Commission, Division of Wudlife Data Base, 
2001 Emerton Avenue, Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797. 

If you have any questions or require assistance interpreting this printout, please contact Ms. Bullock 
at (717) 787-1570. 

Very truly yours. 

G. j- Gir?a.R� 
G J .  Grabowicz, Director 
Bureau of Land Management 

... 



13 Julv 1993 
Reference: 34309.04.01 

Mr. Kurt W. Carr 
Chief of Archaeology and Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
PO Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

RE: Section 106 Review Request 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM) is requesting 
information concerning known historic structures, sites, or archaeological 
resources for three proposed optional transmission line rights-of-way 
extending from the proposed cogeneration site in North Codorus 
Township to Metropolitan Edison's Bair or Jackson substations, York 
County, Pennsylvania. Only one of these routes will be selected for the 
proposed transmission line. As part of your analysis, please provide a 
separate review for each of the optional routes. As an attachment to this 
letter, I have provided information concerning the proposed project, 
funding, and project location. This information should be sufficient to 
initiate the Section 106 Review process. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

j ��t't'\.� 
John L. Magistro 
Project Manager 
JLM:dcb 
enclosures: 2 
cc: R. Keating, ERM 

G. Kinsey, Air Products 

Environmental 
Resources 
Management. Inc. 

2666 Ri\'a Road Suite 200 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
410) 2� 
(41 0) 266-8912 (fax) 

• 
ERM 

A member of tlw £n,'iroNMntal 
RetOUrca M.nagtmfllt Croup 



YORK 
York County Energy PartnerS 

York County Energy Putnen. L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Sprinl Grove. Pennsylvania • 1"'362 

Phone: c7 17) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-o434 

Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested 

Mr. Kurt Carr 
Chief of Archaeology and Protection 

July 19, 1994 

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17 108-1026 

RE: ER #93-2386-133 
Section 106 Review Request 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

Dear Mr. Carr, 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. is requesting information concerning 
known historical structures, sites, or archaeological resources for two sites in 
York County for a Section 106 review. One site is in North Codorus 
Township, the other in West Manchester Township. As an attachment to this 
letter, I have. provided information concerning the proposed project, funding 
and location (Attachment 1), as well as engineering drawings (Attachment 2). 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions. Thank 
you for your attention to this request. 

C:/ayceplhistoriclhiatO l.doc 
A PftiiCCt company oi N< Producu 

Sincerely, 

j(fJA.IM /) fJJMif!ILI� 
Karen S. Winegardner 
Environmental Engineer 



United States Department of the Interior 

Mr. John L. Magistro 
Project Manager 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Suite 322 

31 5 South Allen Street 
State College, Pennsylvania 1 6801 

July 2 1 ,  1 993 

Environmental Resource Management 
2666 Riva Road Suite 200 
Annapolis, MD 2 1 401 

Dear Mr. Magistro: 

This responds to your letter of June 28, 1 993 requesting information about federally listed or 
proposed endangered and threatened species within the area affected by the four proposed 
optional transmission line rights-of-way located in York County, Pennsylvania. 

Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. 
Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 1 6  U.S.C. 1 53 1  et seq.) is required with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. A compilation of federally 
listed endangered and threatened species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for your information. 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based on 
an office review of the proposed project's location. No field inspection of the project area has 
been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as addressing 
other Service concerns under the Rsh and Wildlife Coordination Act or other legislation. 

Federal Candidate and State-listed Soecies 

Candidate species are species under consideration by the Service for possible inclusion on the 
Federal Ust of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. Because many of these species 
are known to have suffered population declines, the Service encourages federal agencies and 
other planners to consider candidate species when planning and implementing their projects. 

The Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) is maintained by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western 
Pennsylvania Conservancy. The Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Database is maintained by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission. These databases contain the most up-to-date information 
about candidate and State-listed species in Pennsylvania. Requests for a PNDI review for the 
presence of candidate and State-listed species, as well as other natural resources of special 
concern, should be directed to: 



Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Forestry 
Division of Forest Advisory Services 
400 Market Street (MSSOB), 3rd Roor 
p ,Q, BoA 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1  05·8552 

Requests for a review of the Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Database should be directed to: 

Pennsylvania Game Commission 
Bureau of Land Management 
Division of Wildlife Data Base 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1 1  0·9797 

Should the data search reveal the presence of any candidate species on the site, the Service 
should be centacted te ensure that these species are not adversely affected by project 
activities. 

Requests for information regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission (birds and mammals}, the Pennsylvania Fish 
and Boat Commission (fish, reptiles, and amphibians), and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (plants}. 

Please contact Philip Edmunds of my staff at 81 4·234·4090 if you have any questions or 
require further assistance regarding endangered, threatened, or candidate species. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

�?Prvi-

2 

Edward W. Perry 
Acting Supervisor 



RG Herbert, Rowland & Grubic, Inc 
1846 Charter Lane, Lancaster, PA 17601 
FAX (717) 291-2093 (717) 291-1783 

York County Commi ssi oners 
Court House 
1 West Marketway 
York, Pennsyl van i a  17401 

July 27, 1993 

RE: Envi ronmental and Energy Project 
NPDES Permit/Act 14 Not i fi cati on 
HRG Project No . 2936 . 014  

Dear Supervi sors : 

On behal f of our cl i ent , York County Energy Partners , we wi sh to i nform you that 
an appl i cati on for a Nati onal Pol l utant D i scharge El i mi nati on System (NPDES) 
Storm Water Permit i s  to be fi l ed wi th the York County Conservati on Di stri ct. 
The NPDES Permi ts are requi red for al l proposed or ·current earthmovi ng projects 
over fi ve (5) acres . The permi t i s  cl assi fi ed as an i ndivi dual permit wh i ch 
incl udes act i viti es that wi l l  d i sturb more than 25 acres duri ng constructi on.  
The permi t i s  i ssued by the Pennsyl van i a  Department of Envi ronmental Resources 
(PADER) and i s  revi ewed and admi ni stered by the l ocal conservati on distr i ct .  

Per Act 14,  P . L. 834, enacted February 17 ,  1 984, appl i cants are requi red to g i ve 
wri tten not i ce to the affected munici pal i t i es prior to fi l i ng for a Department 
of Envi ronmental Resources Permi t.  rhe NPDES Permi t wi l l  cover al l proposed 
storm water di scharges duri ng construction act i vities for the above-referenced 
project . 

If you have any questi ons regarding the NPDES Permi t for thi s  project , pl ease 
feel free to contact me . Thank you for your attenti on to thi s matter. 

CERTIFIED MAI L 

EJG/jm 
2936 .014 
cc: York County Energy Partners 

Steve McKi tish ,  APCI 

Si ncerely, 

HERBERT, ROWLAND & GRUB I C ,  INC . 

�� 
Ernest J .  Graham, RLA 

Engineers • Surveyors • Planners • landscape Architects 
Harrisburg Home Office • 369 East Park Drive • Harrisburg, PA 17111 

State College Regional Office • 366 Walker Drive • State College, PA. i6801 



John L .  Magistro 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Pretervation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

1-.ugust 2 ,  1 9 9 3  

Environmental Resources Management , Inc . 
2 6 6 6  Riva Road , Suite 2 0 0  
Annapolis , MD 21401 TO EXPEDiTE REVIEW USE 

BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 
Re : ER 9 3 - 2 3 8 6 - 1 3 3 -B 

u . s .  Dept . of Energy , Three Optional Transmission Line 
Rights-of-Way , Ncrth Cordorus Township to Metropolitan 
Edison ' s  Blair or Jackson Substations , York County 

Dear Mr . Magistro : 

The above named proj ect has been reviewed by the Bureau for 
Historic Preservation ( the State Historic Preservation Office ) in 
accordance with Section 106  of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1 9 6 6 , as amended in 1 9 8 0 , and the regulations ( 3 6 CFR Part 
8 0 0 ) of the Advisory Counci l  on Historic Pre servation . These 
requirements include consideration of the proj ect ' s  potential 
effect upon both his toric and archaeological resources . 

There is a high probability that prehistoric and historic 
archaeological resources are located in the proj ect area and may 
be affected by this proj ect . A Phase I archaeological survey of 
the proj ect are a is required to locate potentia lly significant 
archaeological resources .  Guidelines and information for survey 
are enclosed . 

A preliminary review of this proj ect indic ate s that there 
are no National Register listed historic resou�ces in the proj ect 
area . Proj ect planners should conduct surveys to identify any 
eligible resources be fore final plans are formulated . For 
as sistance in organi z ing and conducting a survey, p lease contact 
the Bureau for Historic Preservation . 

If  you need further information regarding archaeological 
survey please contact Dorothy Hump£ at ( 717 ) 7 8 3 - 9 9 0 0  • .  If you 
need further information concerning historic structures please 
consult Susan Zacher at ( 7 17 ) 7 8 3 - 8 9 4 6  or 7 8 3 - 8 9 4 7 . 

KC/ smz 

Sincerely , 1� � 
Kurt Carr , Chief 
Division of Archaeology & 

Protection 



D\ COMMONWEALTH OF PEN N SYLVA N IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

DI!EW Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advisory Services 

P . o .  Box 8552 
Harrisburg , PA 1 7 1 0 5-8552 

August 5 ,  1 9 9 3  

John L .  Magistro , Pro ject Manager 
Environmental Resources Management , Inc . 
2 6 6 6  Riva Road , Suite 2 0 0  
Annapolis , MD 2 1 4 0 1 1  

Dear Mr . Magistro : 

7 1 7 / 7 8 7-3444 

Re : PNDI Review for the Four Proposed Optional Transmi s s ion Line 
Rights-of-Way Extending From the Proposed North Codorus 
Township Cogeneration Site to Met-Ed Bair or j ackson 
Substations , York County, Pennsylvania .  
Reference No . 3 4 3 0 9 . 04 . 0 1 .  

Your request of June 2 8  to view a location within 
Abbottstown ,  Hanover, Seven Valleys , and West York Quadrangles for 
the presence of natural resources of special concern was processed 
by using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory ( PNDI ) 
information system . - A review of PNDI in comparison with the 
proposed pro ject site did not reveal any natural resources of 
special concern . 

Be advised that legal authority for Pennsylvania ' s  
biological resources resides with three admini strative agencies . 
The enclosure titled , PNDI Species List , outl ines which species 
groups are managed by these agencies . Although PNDI functions 
solely as an information system for natural resources of concern , 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission maintains the Fish and Wildlife 
Data Base which can provide data descriptive of all mammals and 
birds common to Pennsylvania . 

PNDI is a site specific information system which describes 
s ignificant natural resources of Pennsylvania . PNOI includes data 
descriptive of plant and animal species of special concern , . 
exemplary natural communities and unique geological features . The 
information system is a cooperative pro ject of the' Department of 
Environmental Resources , The Nature Conservancy and the Western 
Pennsylvania Conservancy . This response represents the most up
to-date summary of the PNOI data files . However ,  the data is not 
intended to be a conclus ive compilation of the special concern 
resources at the pro ject site . Only on-site biological surveys 
can proyide a tota l as ses sment of the natural resources pre!ent in 
any speci fic area . 

An F n t t � f  nro�o .... .... .. . .  _ . ..  · .. , ,.. 



John L .  Magistro - 2. - August S ,  1 9 9 3  

The PNDI pro j'!tC't i s  funded largely through contributions to . 
the Wild Resource Conservation Fund . This fund was established in 
1 9 8 2  by the Pennsylvania Legis lature to provide support for the 
research and conservation of s ignificant natural resources within 
the Commonwealth . I trust that you will find our response to your 
request for s ite specific information to be of value to your 
business . Therefore , please consider making a contribution to the 
Fund . 

Please phone this off ice if you should have questions 
pertinent to this response , PNDI or the Department of 
Environmental Resources plant program . 

Enclosures 

�� 
Edward T .  Dix , Botanist 
Div . of Forest Advisory Services 
Bureau of Forestry 
Dept . of Environmental Resources 

cc : Anthony Wi lkinson , PNDI-East 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE ARMY 
BAL nMORI DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS 0, INQINIIRS 

P.O. BOX 171 5  
BALnMORE. MD 21203-1715 

Operations Divis ion 
AUG 0 9 1993 

Subj ect : CENAB -OP�RR (AIR PRODUCTS ·AND CHEMICALS ) 9 3 - 0 0 7 9 9 - 7  

Air Products and Chemicals , Inc . 
c/o Environmental Resources Management , Inc . 
Attn : Dan Synoracki 
8 5 5  Springdale Drive 
Exton , Pennsylvania 1 9 3 4 1  

Dear Mr . Synoracki : 

I am replying to your request dated May 2 7 ,  1 9 9 3 , for a 
j urisdiction determination and veri f icat ion of the delineation of 
Waters of the United States , including j urisdictional wetlands , 
on the property of Glatfelter Pulp Wood Company along Codorus 
Creek in North Codorus Township , south of Spring Grove , York 
County, Pennsylvania . 

A field inspect ion was conducted on June 2 3 , 1 9 9 3 . A copy of 
our report of this inspection is enclosed . This inspect ion 
indicated that the delineation of Waters of the United States , 
including j urisdictional wetlands , on the enclosed map is 
accurate . ·  This verif ication is val id for three years from the 
date of this letter . 

You are reminded that any grading or f illing of Waters of the 
Uni ted States , including j urisdict ional wetlands , is subj ect to 
Department of th� Army authorizat ion . In addit ion , the 
Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure Act may require that 
prospect ive buyers be made aware , by the seller , of the Federal 
regulatory authority over any Waters of the United States , 
including j urisdict ional wetlands , being purchased . 

I f  you have any quest ions concerning this matter,  please call 
Mr . John Gibble at ( 4 1 0 ) 9 6 2 - 18 4 7 . 

S incerel{,l 

Basin 

Enclosures 



Field Inspection Report 

SUBJECT : Air Products and Chemicals ,  Inc . 
DATE : June 2 3 , 1 9 9 3  
WITNESSED : Chri st ine Blundell and Michael Ganser , ERM . 

DESCRIPTION : The s ite i s  proposed for construction of an 
electric co-generat ion p lant , to operate in conj unct ion with 
Glatfelter Paper Plant . The delineation, as pres ented on· the 
enclosed plan , is  a fair and accurate representat ion of exfsting 
Waters of the U . S .  and j urisdict ional wetlands , excepting a 
wet land area added and indicated on the enclosed map . 

Another area , des ignated as a spoil disposal area , may 
include functional wetland areas based on soi l ,  vegetative , and 
hydrologic indicators . However ,  based on continuing use as a 
spoi l  disposal area , j urisdiction will not be exerci sed over this 
area . 

Soils were dif fi cult to interpret in several areas , and 
s everal facultat ive plant communities also exi s ting on s ite . 
However, these areas did not meet overall criteria for wetlands 
set forth in the 1 9 8 7  manual . 

I f  a Department of t he Army permit i s  required for completion 
of this proj ect , it i s  recommended that any mitigat ion 
volunteered by York Energy Partners include expansion and 
enhancement o f  an exis t ing s torm water. management pond . 

EVALUATOR : 



16 August 1993 
Reference: 34309.03.01 -· 

Mr. Gary Kinsey 
Air Products & Chemicals, Inc. 
Corporate Real Estate 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18195-1501 

Dear Gary: 

On 23 June, 1993, a field inspection of the North Codorus Township Site 
was conducted by John Gibble of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACOE), Baltimore District. The field visit was in response to a 
request for a jurisdictional determination OD) and verification of the 
wetland delineation conducted by ERM in April 1993. The results of the 
field investigation were reported in a letter dated 9 August 1993 from 
Thaddeus J. Rugiel, Acting Chief, River Basin Permits Section of the 
USACOE. 

The wetland delineation study conducted by ERM was determined to be 
a fair and accurate representation of existing Waters of the US and 
jurisdictional wetlands, except for an additional small emergent wetland 
area (Wetland n identified during the 23 June investigation. The 
following is a brief description of Wetland J. A revised copy of Plate 1 is 
attached which indicates the surveyed boundary of this area. 

Wetland J is an 0.02 acre emergent wetland located east of Wetland C. It 
is approximately 70 feet long and 20 feet wide. The delineated wetland 
boundary was flagged in the field using pink flagging tape labeled J-1 to 
J-5. The dominant species in this area was soft rush Uuncus effusus). 
Additional species observed included shallow sedge (Carex lurida), lance
leaved goldenrod (Euthamia graminifolia), rough avens (Geum 
virginianum), fox sedge (Carex vulpinoidea), and lady's thumb (Polygonum 
persicaria). 

Soil borings collected in this area exhibited a matrix color of 10 YR 5/3; 
however, similar to soils obs�rved in Wetland C, the soils in Wetland J 
did not exhibit a matrix chroma indicative of a hydric soil. Based· ori the 
observed soils, this area was considered to be a disturbed wetland, as 
defined in the 1989 Federal Manual. According to the Federal Manual, 
disturbed areas include wetlands and nonwetlands that have been 

Environmental 
Resources 
Management.. Inc. 

855 Springdale Drive 
Exton, Pennsylvania 19341 
(215) 524-3500 
(215) 524-7335 (Fax) 

� � 
ERM 

A member of the Environmental 
RftOUrces Management Croup 



Mr. Cary Kinsey 
34309.03.01 
16 August 1993 
Page 2 

modified by human activities such as filling, excavation, dearing, 
damming, and building-construction, or by natural events, making 
wetland identification more difficult than in the absence of these 
activities. In disturbed wetlands, field indicators for one or more of the 
three technical criteria for wetland identification are usually absent. 

There was no direct evidence of hydrology observed during the field 
investigation; however, Wetland J was situated in a depression and it 
appeared as though ponded water was present for some period of time. 

With the addition of Wetland J, the wetland delineation presented in the 
May 1993 Wetland Investigation Report accurately represents the 
USACOE jurisdictional wetland boundaries on the North Codorus 
Township Site. As stated in the 9 August 1993 letter from the USACOE, 
the JD performed on 23 June, 1993 is valid for three years from the date of 
that letter. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to call 
me at (215) 524-4797 or John Magistro at (410) 266-Q006 . 

Sincerely, 

Christine Blundell 
Project Scientist 

cab 
enclosures: Plate 1 (revised) 
cc: John Magistro, ERM 

� mall 
ERM 



Environmental and Energy Systems 
Air Products and Chemi:als, Inc. 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 1 8  t 95-1 501 
Telephone (215) 481-4911  

Mr. John Gibble 
Baltimore District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 

17 August 1993 

Re: CENAB-OP-RR (Air Products. and Chemicals, Inc.) 93-00799-7 

Dear Mr. Gibble: 

AIR f .. 
PRODUCTS t.:: 

On June 23, 1993, you conducted a field inspection of the North Codorus Township 
Site owned by the P. H. Glatfelter Company. The field visit was in response to a 
request for a jurisdictional determination ("JD") and verification of the wetland 
delineation conducted by Environmental Resources Management Inc. ("ER.J.\1") in 
Apri1 1993. ERM requested the JD on behalf of York County Energy Partners, L.P., a 
project company of Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 

Attached please find for your records an addendum to the wetland delineation report 
describing an additional wetland (Wetland J) identified during the 23 June 
investigation. This addendum contains a description of the wetland and a revised 
copy of Plate 1 which indicates the surveyed boundaries of all wetland areas on site. 

If you have any questions concerning this submittal, please call Karen Winegardner 
at (215) 481-5240 or me at (215) 481-4029. 

attachment 

cc: K Winegardner 

GibbleJKiJlley .Ibl 

Sincerely, 

A�� 
Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer 



7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 18195·1501 
Telephone (215) 481-491 1 

Mr. Kurt W. Carr 

August 18, 1993 

Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested 

Chief of Archaeology and Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 1026 . 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Re: ER #93-2386-133-A 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

In your June 17, 1993 letter to Nelson Rekos of the Department of Energy 
regarding the York County Energy Partners Project, the Pennsylvania Historical 
and Museum Commission requested that a Phase I archaeological survey of the 
project area be conducted to locate potentially significant archaeological resources. 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. (a project company of Air Products and 
Chemicals, Inc.) hired Conestoga Valley Archaeological Consultants of Lancaster, 
PA to perform the Phase I study. Attached please find two copies of the report for 
the Phase I survey for the Commission's review. 

York County Energy Partners would appreciate a timely review of this report, as 
several other permits and approvals are contingent upon this review. 

If you have any questions concerning this submittal, please call Karen 
Winegardner at 215-481-5240 or me at 215-481-4029. 

Sincerely, 

·,. 
' 

Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer 

attachments: 1 copy Phase I report with original photographs 
1 copy Phase I report with copied photographs 

c: K. Winegardner 

·Pha.sei/Ki�.Ihl 



COMMONWEALTH OF PEN N SYLVA N I A  
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

SOUTHCENTRAL REGION - F IELD OPERATIONS 
One Ararat Bou levard 

Harrisburg , Pennsy lvania 1 7 1 10 

OFFICE OF THE REG IONAL D IRECTOR 

D r .  Sue l len A .  Van Oo teghem 
Env i ronmenta l Pro j e c t  Manager 
U . S .  Departmen t  of Energy 

( 7 1 7 )  540-5012 
September 2, 1993 

Mo rgantown Ene rgy Techno logy Center (METC ) 
P . O .  Box 880 
Morgantown , We s t  Vi rginia 26507-0880 
Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Th is is in res ponse to your letters of Augu s t  4 ,  l9;.;J , co ;,..h.: u •= t" • L '�Uit:.: •'' 

of Env i ronment a l  Resources relative to the p roposed coa l - f ired cogenerat ion fac i l i ty 
in Nor t h  Codorus Townsh ip , York County . 

The s o l i d  was te , pol lut ion prevent ion and was te min ilili z a l .'  = t>:- e 

s ign i ficant and should be dea l t  wi th in deta i l  in the Env ironmental A� , ,: .'Wii · 

Shou l d  you have any que s t ions or require add i t ional j - , ;  i>.•r ••I.·.· U. on ,  p i.eas·� 
contac t our o f fice at the above addres s or t e lephone n 

HVA: t lh 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper ,� 



CO�t�fO�WEALTH OF PESNSYLVASIA 
PES�SYLVASIA FISH & B OAT CO�f�USSIO� 

Oi\'ision of Fisheries Management 
450 Robinson Lane 

Bellefonte. PA 1 6823-9685 
f814) 3S9-5JJO 

S eptember 2 ,  1 9 9 3  

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT , INC . 
John L . · Magi stro , Proj e ct Manager 
2 6 6 6  Riva Road Suite 2 0 0  
Annapo l i s , MD 2 14 0 1 

Dear Mr . Mag istro : 

RE : No . 3 4 3 0 9 . 0 4 . 0 1 
Four Proposed, Optional · Transmiss ion Line 
Riqhts -of-Way - North codorus Township coqenerat ion S it e  
North codorus Township , York county, Pennsylvania 

I have examined the map accompany ing your recent correspondence 
wh i ch shows the l ocation for the propos ed above referenced pro j e ct .  

Pres ently , none of the f i shes , amph ibians , or rept i l e s  we l ist a s  
endangered o r  threatened a r e  known t o  occur at or i n  the imme d i ate 
v i c inity of thi s  study area . 

S incerely , 

1� 4 �ck.c 
Richard A .  Snyder , Ch i e f  
D ivi sion o f  F i sheries Management 

mam 



WILUAM J. ALTHAUS Maror 
DAVID L. HAWK, M.D., M.P.H. 

Dlnclor of H•lllt 

S eptember 7 ,  1 9 9 3  

THE CITY OF YORK, PENNSYLVANIA 
Bureau of Health 

50 W. KING ST. POST OFFICE BOX 509 YORK, PA. 17405 
(717) 849·115% FAX (717) 849·13%9 

Suellen Van Ooteghem, Ph . D . 
Environmental Piotection Manager 
u . s .  Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Techno logy Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Morgantown , West Virginia 26507 -0880 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

I am the Director of the Bureau of Health in the City of York , Pennsylvania . 
As the City ' s  health o fficer , I am responsible for the public health of over 
4 2 , 000 residents . I want to express to you my concerns about the coal-burning 
cogeneration facility proposed by York County Energy P�rtners for North Codorus 
Township , York County . 

1 .  As a result of the coal burning process , certain heavy metal s ,  including 
lead , will be released into the atmosphere and will sooner or later come to the 
ground . Advers e  lead effects on young children are well described . In the City 
of York , nearly SO\ of children screened for elevated blood lead levels i� our 
C hildhood Lead Poisoning P.revention Program have lead levels at lOug/dl or 
higher . So il samples in selected locations have also shown high concentrations 
o f  lead from a variety of sources , including atmospheric lead . Where such 
s erious problems already exist, putting our vulnerable children at .risk , 
additional lead release into. the environment is unconscionable . 

S imilarly , mercury release and its bioconcentration in the food chain 
creates additional problems . We already have fish caught in York County streams 
that can ' t  be eaten due to contamination .  New mercury releases will only make 
this problem worse . 

What heavy metals will be released? What are their amounts? What are 
the health e ffects? How will these releases contribute to the cumulative total 
of pollutants already in our York County environment? 

2 . According to York County Energy Partners and P . H .  Glatfelter Co . data , 
sul fur dioxide levels will show a net decrease . This decrease is good , and the 
less S0 2 the better . On the other hand , oxides of nitrogen (NOx > and particulate 
matter (PM-10 )  will increase because of a larger volume of coal being burned 
daily and these increases are bad . York already fares poorly in regard to 
these two pollutants (even York County Energy Partners ' own health assessment 
report agrees) . With more NOx comes more ozone . York has been on and o ff the 
EPA ' s  ozone lis t .  More o zone and more PM-10 means more respiratory problems 
for people in York County . 



- 2 -

3 .  The federal government continues to confuse me . The EPA spends millions 
of dollars cleaning up the environment and fines polluters all across the 
nation , even in York County . Now here comes the Department of Energy spending 
millions of dollars to dirty up the environment . Where is the consistency in 
federal policy? 

4 .  Newer and cleaner coal-burning technology exists . Coal gasification would 
be such an improvement over what is being proposed . 

S .  All of us - local , state and federal officials - should be striving for 
cleaner air tsoil and water too ) • By the year 2000 our environment should be 
significantly cleaner than it is today . So why are we permitting more pollution 
to be released into the skies? 

6 .  If the issue boils down to j obs and money versus public health , what is 
an acceptable price for human suffering , illness and death? 

I request that the environmental assessment and impact statement by the 
Department of Energy address these issues . 

1);::)2�� 
David L. Hawk , M . D . , M . P . H .  
Director of Health 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division of Environmental Services 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 

450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-96 1 6  

(8/4) 359-5147 

September 20, 1993 

U.S.  Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Re: York County Cogeneration Facility 
Notice of Intent to Prepare EIS 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has reviewed the "Notice of Intent to 
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and Conduct a Public Scoping Meeting for the 
Proposed York County, Pennsylvania, Cogeneration Facility" which was published in the 
July 29, 1993 Federal Register. The proposed 250 MW facility would be located on a 36 acre 
site in North Codorus Township along State Route 1 16.  The site is situated approximately 40 
miles southwest of York and adjacent to the P. H. Glatfelter Company paper mill. We have the 
following recommendations regarding issues which should be addressed in preparation of the 
Environmental Impact Statement: 

1) Wastewater from the P. H. Glatfelter Company has historically degraded water quality 
within Codorus Creek. Furthermore, according to a July 1984 Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Resources report " . . .  the main stem of Codorus Creek from York to 
the mouth is impacted by a large number of industrial waste and treated sewage 
discharges which have a total design flow of 105 cubic feet per second (cfs) which is 
2.84 times the stream' s  critical low flow of 37 cfs. " We understand that the proposed 
project will consume approximately 2.4 million gallons of water per day. How will this 
loss of stream flow affect downstream water quality in light of the above concerns? 

2) Reductions in stream flow could also impact the physical amount of fish and other 
aquatic life habitat of the stream. The effect of significant changes in stream flow should 
be evaluated using such methodologies as the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology 
(IFIM) which is the state-of-the-art instream flow study methodology. 



Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
September 20, 1993 
Page 2 

3) As required by Susquehanna River Basin Commission regulations, any consumptive 
water losses would have to be mitigated. What would be the source of this make-up? 
Additional releases from Lake Marburg could affect the fishery of the reservoir, 
recreational use of the reservoir, and the fishery of downstream areas which are currently 
stocked with trout by the PFBC. The implications of any changes in water management 
to each of these issues shol}ld be thoroughly evaluated. 

4) Would the siting of the proposed facility have impacts to ground water, wetlands, or 
the flood plain of Codorus Creek? 

5) How far would the coal be transported and by what means? We have historically 
seen the need to construct qew highway facilities to accommodate excess truck traffic to 
coal-fired power generat�on stations. 

6) How does the proposed facility and the P. H. Glatfelter Company fit into the Acid 
Deposition Control provisions of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990? 

7) There is presently an advisory on Codorus Creek green sunfish for dioxin. Will pre
treatment handle dioxin which is a known contaminant of paper processing? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS scope. We request the opportunity 
to be kept fully informed of the EIS process. Please feel free to contact me if either further 
information or clarification of the above comments is needed. 

LMY:dms 

iQcerely, .. _ , 
cfU}J))l l � Lero/ M. Y o,��J sheries Biologist 
Division of E.nvir mental Services 

cc: Arway, Spotts, Snyder, Kaufmann , Creyer - PFBC 
Franklin, Hoffman, Schott - DER 
Swartz - SRBC 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN Rf.PI.\' REFER TO: 

S e ptembe r 2 2 , 1 9 9 3  

L 3 2  ( MA R - LGC ) 
ER 9 3 / 0 6 4 9  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Mid-Atlantic Region 

143 South Third Street 

Philadelphia, PA 19106 

D r . S ue l l e n A .  Van Ooteghem 
E n v i ronmen ta l Pro j ec t  Ma n a g e r  
U .  S .  Depa rtment o f  E n e r gy 
Mo rgantown E n e rgy Techno l ogy C e n t e r  ( METC ) 
P .  o .  Bo x 8 8 0  
Mo rgantown , We s t  V i r g i n ia 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Dea r Dr . Va n Ooteghem : 

T h e  Na t i o na l P a r k  S e r v i c e  o f f e r s  t h e  fo l l ow i ng comments o n  t h e  
Depa r tment o f  E n e r gy Not i c e  of I nt e n t  t o  prepa re an E I S  for a 2 5 0  
MW coa l - f i red c o g e n e r a t i o n  fac i l i ty p ropo s ed f o r  c o n s t ru c t i on a nd 
ope r a t i o n  i n  York County , P e n n s y l va n ia . 

The propo s ed fac i l it y  wou l d  be b u i l t  appro x imate l y  2 0  m i l e s e a s t  of 
G e t t y s bu r g  Na t io na l Mi l i t a ry Pa rk , a C l a s s  I I  c l ea n  a i r  a rea , and 
90 m i l e s northea s t  o f  S h e na ndoah Nat iona l  Pa rk , a ma nda to ry C l a s s  
I c l ea n  a i r  a rea . The Na t io na l Pa rk S e r v i c e  ( NPS > i s  concer ned 
a bout t h e  po tent ia l adve r s e  a i r  po l l ut i on impa c t s  to those u n i t s ' 
r e s o u rc e s  ( a i r  qua l i t y  r e l a ted va l ues - AQRVs > f rom the propo sed 
fac i l i ty . 

The d ra f t  E I S  s hou l d  i nc l ude a i r  qua l i t y  re l a t ed i nf o rmat ion 
reg a rd i ng emi s s i on c o n t ro l techno l ogy a nd m i t i g a t i o n  mea sure s , 
a n a l y s e s  o f  pot e n t i a l i mpa c t s  o n  v i s i b i l i ty and o ther AQRVs C:t t  
S h e na ndoah a n d  G e t t y s bu r g , c o n s ump t i o n  of C l a s s  I a n d  I I  
i nc reme nt s ,  and a i r  qua l i t y mo n i to r i ng data . We a s s ume that Yo rk 
County E n e rgy P a r t n e r s  w i l l  be a pp l y i ng for a P reve n t i on of 
S i g n i f i c a n t  Det e r i o ra t io n  < PS D > a i r  qua l i ty pe r m i t  for the fac i l i ty 
f rom the S t a t e  o f  P e n n s y  1 va n i a . A copy o f  t h e  AQD ' s Pe rm i t. 
Agp l ic a t i o n  Gu i d a n c e  f o r  new Ai r Po l l ut ion SO�Jc e s  is a t tached . 
Th i s  document de s c r i be s  t h e  NPS ro l e  a nd respo n s i b i l i t i e s  in the 
PSD p roce s s . 



S hou l d  you have any commen t s  p l e a s e  contact E r i k  Hauge , 
Envi ronme nt a l  Spe c i a l i s t , A i r  Qua l i ty D i v i s i o n , Denve r , Co l o rado 
< 3 0 3 / 9 6 9 - 2 0 7 8 ) ,  or Robe r t  G i f t , Reg i o na l E n v i r o nmenta l Coo rd i na to r , 

Mid-A t l a n t i c  Region , Ph i l ade l ph ia , Pa . < 2 1 5 / 5 9 7 - 3 5 0 3 .  

S i n c e re l y ,  

Robe r t  F .  G i f t  
Reg i o n a l  Envi ronmen ta l Coord i na to r 

A t ta c hme nt 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE Suite 322 
31 5 South Allen Street 

State College, Pennsylvania 1 6801  
September 23, 1 993 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the July 29, 1 99:3 Notice of Intent To Prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement and Conduct a public seeping meeting for the proposed 
York County, Pennsylvania, Cogenerhtion Facility located adjacent to Codorus Creek and 
Kessler Pond, near Spring Grove, North Codorus Township. We have the following comments. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Except for occasional transient species, no other federally listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. 
Th erefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 1 6  U . S.C. 1 53 1  et seq . )  is required with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. A compilation of federally 
listed endangered and threatened species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for your information .  
Requests for information regarding State-listed endangered o r  threatened species should b e  
directed t o  the Pennsylvania Game Commission (wildlife), the Pennsylvania Fish Commission 
(fish, reptiles and amphibians) and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
(plants).  

Fish and Wildlife Surveys and Investigations 

We would like to make an on-site survey to evaluate potential adverse impact� on fish and 
wildlife resources within the proposed project impact area . Although we know the general 
location of th'3 proposed project, it would be helpful if your office could nrovide us with: 

1 .  a map of the proposed project area delineating water, wetland and upland resources 
scaled to two foot contours; 

2. a description of proposed project features; 

3. a description of how the operation of the proposed project could potentially impact fish 
and wildlife resources including, but not limited to, water withdrawals and discharg es; 

4. mitigation measures proposed to avoid, lessen or compensate for adverse impacts to 
fish and wildlife resources within the proposed project impact area. 



After we receive the information requested above, we plan to conduct an on-site survey and 
will advise you of any significant concerns about potential impacts of the proposed project on 
fish and wildlife resources. The Service contact for this project is Mr. Hilary Zich of this office 
at 81 4-234-4090. 
We also request a copy of the Draft EIS when available. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed project at this stage of the N EPA 

process. 

Sincerely, 

c:� 
Supervisor 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA J."fSH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Dh·ision of Environmental Services 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 

450 Robinson Lane Bellefonte, PA 16823-96 1 6  
(8/4) 359-5/47 

September 29, 1993 

U.S.  Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Re: York County Cogeneration Facility 
Addendum to September 20, 1993 Letter 

As a follow up to my September 20, 1993 letter concerning the "Notice of Intent to 
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement" for the proposed York County Cogeneration 
Facility, I would like to provide some additional information on the fishery of Codorus Creek. 
In a recent discussion with the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission Area Fisheries Manager 
for this area of the state, I-was informed that Codorus Creek downstream of Lake Marburg is 
classified as a Class A'· wiJd brown trout fishery. This is the highest fisheries management 
classification given to trout fisheries in Pennsylvania. It is indicative of excellent reproduction 
and high standing crops of wild trout. This designation applies to that stretch of Codorus Creek 
extending from just downstream of the West Branch Codorus Creek confluence to just upstream 
of the P.  H. Glatfelter Company paper mill. As noted under item 3 of rrty September 20 letter, 
any impacts related to development of the proposed plant on this fishery should be thoroughly 
e.'::amined in the scoping process. 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. 

LMY:dms 

cc: Arway, Spotts, Snyder, Kaufmann, Creyer - PFBC 
Franklin, Hoffman, Schott - DER 
Swartz - SRBC 
John Klunk 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Dr . Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
u . s .  Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center (METC) 
P . O .  Box 8 8 0  
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 6507-0 8 8 0  

OCT 1 9 1993 

Re . : Scoping Comments on the Proposed Coal-Fired Cogener�tion 
Facility in York County , Pennsylvania 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
( NEPA) and Section 3 0 9  of the Clean Air Act , EPA is providing 
comments and an outline of topics we would l ike to be cons idered 
in the Environmental Impact Statement for this proj ect . 

General Comments 
Review o f  the estimated emission reductions ( e . g . , 9 2 %  

sul fur removal )  has raised our concern that these emission 
reductions appear conservative when considering proven emissions 
reductions at other cogeneration facilities . We are providing 
you with several reports ( see attachments) which suggest that 
sul fur , nitrogen dioxide , particulates , mineral matter , and heavy 
1netal emiss ions could be greatly reduced through the . "washing" -.:. f 
the coal before it is burned . By demonstrating the value o f  
using cleaned coal in addition to demonstrating large scale 
circulating fluidized bed cogeneration technology,  this proj ect 
would go one step further in satisfying the obj ectives o f  the 
Department o f  Energy ' s  clean coal technology program . 

Specific Comments 
I .  Purpose and Need 

A .  Assessment of current and future energy needs in the 
region 
B .  Discuss ion of demand-side management ( DSM) / conservation 
measures that are ongoing or will be considered as part o f  
this proj ect 

I I .  Alternatives Analysis 
A .  No Action , i . e . , not providing federal assistance for the 
construction of this proj ect 
B .  Alternative s ites considered 
c .  Description of all reasonable design and technology 
alternatives which could result in further avoidance o f  
impacts , especially regarding reductions in air· emiss ions 



D .  Alternative Evaluation 
1 .  Tabulation of the social , economic ,  and 
environmental impacts for each alternative ( including 
the no action alternative) 
2 .  Rationale for plan selection 
3 .  Identification of the environmentally preferable 
alternative and the preferred alternative 

III . Affected Environment 
A .  Terrestrial Environment 

1 .  Topography 
2 .  Geology 
3 .  Soils 
4 .  Mineral Resources 
5 .  Vegetation map , including acreage and dominant 
communities 
6 .  Endangered and threatened species . Consultation with 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission ' s · Natural Diversity 
Inventory Program and the u . s .  Fish and Wildl i fe 
service to identify federally andjor state l isted 
species that may be present in the affected area 
7 .  Ranges , abundance and harvest data for game and _ waterfowl species ( e . g .  white-tailed deer , beaver , wild 
turkey , etc . ) 

B .  Aquatic Environment 
1 .  Groundwater 

a .  Water quality 
b .  Local hydrology 
c .  Discharge/ recharge rates 

2 .  Surface water 
a .  General description ( impoundment s izes and 
uses , stream order , flow rate , existing and 
des ignated uses , flora , fauna) 
b .  Riparian areas (width , flora) 
c .  Water quality 

3 .  Wetlands 
a .  Wetland delineation maps to identify the 
existing wetland boundaries in and around the 
proj ect area 
b .  Description of vegetation , soils , and hydrology 
c .  Identification o f  wetland types , functions , and 
values 
d. NWI , hydric soil , and floodplain maps 

4 .  Endangered and threatened species ( see III . A . 6 )  

c .  Air Quality 
1 .  Regional monitoring data for carbon monoxide , 
nitrogen dioxide , ozone , lead , particulates , and sulfur 
dioxide 
2 .  List o f  the maj or contributors to regional air 
pollution 

2 



o .  Noise 
1 .  current ambient noise levels 

E .  Solid and Hazardous Wastes 
1 .  Existing hazardous and solid wastes located in or 
around the proj ect area 
2 .  Applicable solid or hazardous waste disposal 
requirements 

F .  Cultural Resources 
1 .  Archaeological and historic sites (consult the PA 
State Historic Preservation Officer) 

a .  Sites on or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places 

IV. Environmental Consequences 
A .  Terrestrial Impacts 

1 .  Habitat losses/ conversions ( acres of "x" habitat 
type) 
2 .  Biodiversity 
3 .  Endangered and threatened species 

B .  Aquatic Impacts 
1 .  Groundwater Impacts 

a .  Water quality 
b .  Hydrology 
c .  Discharge/ recharge 
d .  Withdrawals 

2 .  Surface Water Impacts 
a .  Water quality- physical , chemical , and 
biological parameters ( incorporated by reference) 
b .  Maintenance of existing/des ignated stream uses 
c .  Reservoir drawdown impacts to fisheries , 
recreation , other withdrawals , and downstream 
releases 
d .  Sedimentation and erosion 
e .  Encroachment on the floodplain 

3 .  Wetland Impacts 
a .  Acres , types ,  functions , and values impacted 
b .  Proposed mitigation plan 
c .  Demonstrated compliance with the section 4 0 4  
( b )  ( 1 )  guidelines 

4 .  Endangered and threatened species impacts 

c .  Air Qual ity 
1 .  Estimated emissions of sulfur dioxide , carbon 
monoxide , nitrogen dioxide , particulates and heavy 
metals 
2 .  Estimated average opacity (a measure of how visually 
dirty the plume is) 
3 .  Effects on human health- assessed for both the 
average adult and child · 

3 



4 .  Demonstrated compl iance with the State 
Implementation Plan 

D .  Noise Impacts 
1 .  Estimated noise levels ( using the Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (L�) measurement to assess noise impacts 
to the adj acent community) 

E .  Solid and Hazardous Waste Impacts 
1 .  Solid or Hazardous Waste permits required 
2 .  Remediation plans for existing hazardous or solid 
waste identified on s ite 
3 .  Fly ash disposal plans 
4 .  Emergency response plans 

F .  Cultural Resources Impacts 
1 .  Discuss ion of survey results and plans for further 
studies if needed 
2 .  Mitigation plan ( if appl icable) 

G .  Secondary/ Indirect Impacts 
1 .  Impacts from secondary proj ects , e . g . , electrical 
substations , transmiss ion l ines 
2 .  Changes in local zoning or land use plans 
3 .  Planned developments resulting from the increase in 
available electricity 

H .  Cumulative Impacts ( evaluated on a regional basis and 
accounting for any past , . present , and foreseeable future 
proj ects ) 

V .  Mitigation measures ( addressing impacts that could not be · 
avoided through changes in technology, location , s ite 
configuration , or other avoidance measures ) 
A .  Avoidance measures 
B .  Minimization . measures 
c .  compensatory creation , restoration, .enhancement 
D .  Short/Long-term maintenance and monitoring programs 
E .  Other mitigative measures 

VI . Applicabl e  Permits 
A·: Draft state and federal permits should be referenced or 
appended to the EIS 

This list is extensive , but it is not meant to be inclusive 
of all the items which should be discussed in the Environmental 
Impact Statement . The l ist is also very general . In order to 
provide you with more detailed comments prior to issuance of the 
Draft EIS , we request a detailed description of the proj ect 
including emiss ion estimates , water requirements , identified 
waste streams , and proposed control technology. We appreciate 
the opportunity to provide comments at this time . If you have 



questions on EPA ' s  comments , please contact Peter Claggett , o f  my 
staff , at 215-597-0765 . 

Attachments 

Sincerely , 

\) ,c,'-rv-� � \.J.:.. }\ �� t:./ � 
Diana Esher, Chief 
Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Section 

Clemens , M . K. , Podolski , W. F . , " Comparison o f  Costs , Emissions , 
and Waste Products for an 8 0-MW CFBC Burning Mine-Run and Washed 
Coals , "  presented at the 11th International Conference of 
Fluidized Bed Combustion , April 2 1-24 , 199 1 

Garcia , A. B . , Martinez-Tarazona , M . R . , "Removal of trace elements 
from Spanish coals by flotation , "  Fuel , Vol .  7 2 , March 19 9 3 , pp . 
3 2 9 -3 3 1 .  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1715 
BALnMORE, MD 21203-1715 

�ovember 2. 1 993 

Planning Division 

Mr. Joe Marrin 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown. West Virginia 26505 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

The purpose of this letter is to advise you concerning our investigation into the potential 
impacts of the proposed Coal-Fired Cogeneration Facility, Task Order #007, in York County, 
Pennsylvania, on a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ·flood control project located within the same 
region. The enclosed maps of the flood conttol project includes the Indian Rock Dam. located 
approximately three miles upstream from York, Pennsylvania and channel improvements to 
Codorus Creek. located within the city, both of which are approximately ten miles from the 
proposed coal-ftre cogeneration facility site. · 

After a discussion with a member of the Baltimore District, Operations Division. who is  
familiar with the Corps project, it  was determined that the proposed facility will not pose any 
impacts to the existing flood conttol mission of the sttuctures. 

If you have any_quesrions regarding this matter, please contact me or my action officer, 
Mr. Jack Dinne. at (4 1 0) 962-6 1 33. 

Enclosure 

Copy furnished: 
�r. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem, DOE'/METC 

Dr." Jan Wachter. DOE!METC 
Ms. Janis Markusic. Dynamac Corporation 

Sincerely. 

Dr. James F. Johnson 
Chief, Planning Division 
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Karen �inegardner 

Buruu tor Historic Preserv.ation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

November 2 9 , 1 9 9 3  

Air Products and Chemicals 
7 2 0 1  Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown , PA - �  1 8 1 9 5 - 1 5 0 1  

Inc ·  TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 

Dear Ms . Winegardner : 

Re : ER# 9 3 - 2 3 8 6 - 1 3 3 -D 
Draft Phase I Archaeological survey 
Report , CFB Tract , North Codorus 
Township , York County 

The above named proj ect has been reviewed by the Bureau 
for Historic Preservation ( the State His toric Preservation 
Office ) in accordance with Section 1 0 6  of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1 9 6 6 , as amended in 1 9 8 0 , and 
the regulations ( 3 6 CFR Part 8 0 0 )  of the Advisory Counci l  on 
Historic Preservation . These requirements inc lude 
cons ideration of the proj ect ' s  potential effect upon both 
historic and archaeological resources .  

The Bureau f or Historic Preservation f inds the above
referenced report meets our standards and specif i c ations . 
We agree with the recommendations of this report and in our 
opinion this proj ect will have no e f f ect on archaeolpgical 
resources . 

Please submit three additional copies of the report 
( two bound and one unbound ) for our f i les . As required by 
state guidel ines , all copies must contain original 
photographs . 

I f  you need further information in this matter please 
consult Dorothy Hump£ at ( 7 17 )  7 8 3 - 9 9 0 0 � 

Sincerely , 

1� � 
Kurt w .  Carr , Chie f  
Divis ion of Archaeo logy & 

Protection 

cc : Conestoga Valley Archaeological Consultants 
Harold McFerrin 

KWC/DAH 
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Buruu for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg. Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

November 2 9 , 1 9 9 3  
Karen �inegardner 
Air Products and Chemicals 
7 20 1  Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown , PA · 1 8 1 9 5 - 1 5 01 

Inc · TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE 
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER 

D�ar Ms . Winegardner !  

Re : ERI 9 3 - 2 3 8 6 - 1 3 3 -D 
Draft Phase I Archaeological Survey 
Report , CFB Tract , North Codorus 
Township , York County 

The above named proj ect has been reviewed by the Bureau 
f or Historic Preservation ( the State His toric Preservation 
Office ) in accordance with Section 1 0 6  of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1 9 6 6 , as amended in 1 9 8 0 , and 
the regulations ( 3 6 CFR Part B O O ) o f  the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation . These requirements include 
consideration of the proj ect ' s  potential effect upon both 
historic and archaeological resources . 

The Bureau f or Historic Preservation finds the above
referenced report meets our standards and speci f ications . 
We agree with the recommendations of thi s  report and in our 
opinion this proj ect will have no ef fect on archaeological 
resources . 

P leas e submit three additional copies of the report 
( two bound and one unbound ) for our files . As required by 
state guidelines , all copies must contain original 
photographs . 

I f  you need further inf ormation in this matter please 
consult Dorothy Hump£ at ( 7 17 ) 7 8 3 - 9 9 0 0 . 

Sincerely , 

1� � 
Kurt W .  Carr , Chief 
Divis ion of Archaeology & 

Protection 

cc : Conestoga Val ley Archaeological Consultants 
Harold McFerrin 

KWC/DAH 



Environmental and Energy Systems 
Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 

AJR I,. PRODUCTS t.:.; 
Allentown, PA 18195-1501 
Telephone (215) 481-4911 

Kurt W. Carr 

16 December 1993 

Certified Mail 
Return Receipt Requested 

Chief of Archaeology and Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
P. 0. Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Re: ER #93-2386-133-A 
Phase I Archaeological Survey Report, CFB Tract 
North Codorus Township, York County 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

Enclosed please find three copies, (two bound and one unbound) of the final 
Phase I Archaeological and Geomorphological Survey Report for the above 
titled project, as requested in your November 29, 1993 letter. 

If you have any questions concerning this submittal, please call me at 215 
481-5240. 

enclosures 

KSW:lhl 

Sincerely, 

Karen S. Winegardner 
Environmental Engineer 



Conestoga o/a{{eg 
!JLrcnaeo(ogica{ Consu(tants 

524 Saratoga Road, Lancaster. PA 1 7603 (71 7) 394-698 1 
F� (71 7) 299-2528 

December 23, 1994 

Dr. Kurt Carr 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Box 1026 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1026 

Re: ER#93-2386-113 
York County Energy Partners 

Dear Kurt: 

This letter will provide the Bureau for Historic Preservation (BHP) 
with additional information relative to the proposed improvements of the 
intersection of Route 1 16/Route 516 and Lehman Road. The project area is 
located south of Spring Grove in North Codorus Township, York County 
(Fig. 1 ). 

On December 19, Ms. Karen S. Winegardner, the environmental 
engineer for York County Energy Partners, L. P. (YCEP) and I reviewed this 
project with Dorothy Humpf during a meeting at the BHP office. Ms. 
Winegardner explained that the roadway improvements will be approved by 
the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. However, the Department 
of Transportation will not become involved with any cultural-historical 
resource surveys since YCEP is funding and executing the improvements to 
the intersection. Thus the BHP has the responsibility to review any possible 
impacts to cultural-historical resources. 

CV AC has studied the project area and I have concluded that a Phase I 
Survey is not required. Ms. Humpf agreed with this assessment and she 
recommended that these findings and conclusions be documented in a letter 
report format. My report follows. 

Background 

YCEP, a project company of Air Products and Chemicals, Inc., plans to 
construct, own and operate an enclosed 227 MW coal-fired cogeneration 
facility consisting of one circulating fluidized bed boiler (CFB) on a 36 acre 
tract near Spring Grove in North Codorus Township, York County. This 



project is one of a number planned to be conducted pursuant to the United 
States Department of Energy's (DOE) Clean Coal Technology program to 
demonstrate different approaches and applications of clean coal technologies. 
The DOE is currently conducting an environmental impact statement (EIS) 
for this project as required under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

A Phase I archaeological and geomorphological survey of this site was 
conducted by Kinsey and Vento (1993). No prehistoric or historic sites were 
found during this survey and the report has been approved by the BHP. 

A second Phase I geomorphological and archaeological survey for the 
right-of-way for YCEP electrical interconnect was completed in October 1994 
(Kinsey and Vento 1994). The right-of-way for the electrical interconnect 
extends from Metropolitan Edison's Bair substation to the site of the proposed 
227 MW cogeneration facility. The approximately 4.5 mile-long corridor for 
this project is located in North Codorus, Jackson and West Manchester 
Townships, York County. Also included in this survey is the right-of-way for 
several utility waterlines. These waterlines will provide water to the 
cogeneration facility and carry wastewater to the P. H. Glatfelter Treatment 
Facility. Much of this right-of-way is situated on the flood plain of the 
Codorus Creek, a tributary of the Susquehanna River. The study area is 
located in the Conestoga Valley section of the Piedmont Physiographic 
Province. 

The conclusions of this second study are that no cultural-historical 
resources will be impacted by the eleCtrical interconnect right-of-way. This 
report is currently under review by the BHP. 

Project Description 
A traffic impact study was performed by another subcontractor as part 

of the local land development requirements. This study concluded that the 
intersection of Route 116/Route 516 and Lehman Road is currently operating 
at a level of service F, which is the lowest level possible. In order to bring this 
intersection to an acceptable level of service, the study determined that Route 
116 and Lehman Road segments of the intersection would require widening 
to include 300 feet long left turn lanes. The intersection would also require 
signalization. Curbing and storm water drainage would also be constructed. 
Currently the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation is reviewing these 
plans to improve the intersection. Figure 1 is composed of portions of several 
USGS topographic quadrangle maps and identifies the intersection which is 
located within the Seven Valleys quadrangle. Figure 2 shows the engineering 
drawing for the proposed improvements with the affected area highlighted in 
color. 



Archaeological Assessment 
Approximately three-quarters of an acre will be impacted by the 

proposed improvements to the intersection of Route 1 16/Route 516 and 
Lehman Road. About 600 feet of improvements will be made along the north 
and south sides of Lehman Road (Figs. 2, 3 and 6). These improvements will 
widen the road by about ten feet. Lehman Road is bounded on the north by a 
meadow/pasture. This field slopes (15 degrees or greater) from the northeast 
to the southwest where it meets the berm of Lehman Road. The south side of 
Lehman Road is a poorly drained grassy meadow and flood plain. The 
Lehman Road improvements are restricted to the widening (no more than 
ten feet) of the existing disturbed berm and roadway bed. There is no 
potential for cultural-historical resources in this area. 

On the north side of Route 116 and the 116/516 intersection is the man
made Kessler Pond (Figs. 2 and 7). Because of the disturbed nature of the area 
there is no potential for cultural-historical resources. On the east side of 
Route 116 there is the previously mentioned meadow. The narrow (10 feet) 
widening on this side of the road will not affect the meadow (Figs. 2 and 5). 
The short strip of improvement on the southeast side to Route 516 (Jefferson 
Road) has been previously disturbed (Figs. 2 and 4). The concrete bridge (Fig. 
6) on Route 116, which dates from the 1950s, will not be affected by the 
roadway improvements. 

A historic Georgian house dating to about 1790 is located about a 
quarter of a mile or more outside the project area and will not be impacted 
physically or visually by the proposed improvements. 

Conclusions 
The proposed improvements to the intersection of Routes 116/516 and 

Lehman Road are limited to three-quarters of an acre of previously disturbed 
areas. These improvements will not affect any cultural-historical resources. 
No additional study is required. 

cc. Karen S. Winegardner 

Sincerely, 

~ 
W. Fred Kinsey, Ill, Ph.D. 
President 



fC'l\ 
P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESOURCES 

One Ararat Boulevard � Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110 

Southcentral Regional Office 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 1 8 1 95 

Dear Mr. Kinsey: 

January 3, 1994 

Re: PSD Application 
227 MW Cogeneration Facility 
North Codorus Township 
York County 
File No.: 67-306-007 

(717) 657-4587 

By letter of December 28, 1994, you opined that any Department approval should not contain 
emission limits for metals. In accordance with 40 CFR 52.21 ,  the Department is required to establish an 
emission limit for all pollutants identified as exceeding the significance levels of 52.21 (b )(23)(i). This 
limit will be set based upon the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis conducted by the 
applicant. This includes the metals beryllium (Be) and mercury (Hg). This understanding of the 
responsibility imposed upon the Department was confirmed by telephone discussion with personnel from 
EPA Region III in Philadelphia, P A. 

The Department's duty is to set the limits for Be and Hg at levels which will satisfy the concerns 
of protecting air quality, while allowing for normal variation in fuel properties and operations. Should 
you wish to provide any additional information germain to the Department's task, please do so within 20 
working days of your receipt of this letter. If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 
(717) 657-4587. 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Emnlnw�r 

Sincerely, 

Wt._n- '��� J��� Moyer 
Air Pol tion Control Engineer 
Air Quality Control Program 

-"' 
o""-'"''"'.,., n ... -.... � 



P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

DI5W 

Southcentral Regional Office 
Ms. Eileen Glenn 
Air Programs Brancl} 
US EPA� Region Ill 
841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, P A 191 07 

Dear Ms. Glenn: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVA N I A  
DEPARTMENT O F  ENVI RONMENTAL RESOURCES 

One Ararat Boulevard, Room 221 
Harrisburg� P A 171 1 0 

January 9, 1 994 

(717) 657-4587 

RE: York County Energy Partners 
PSD Application 

File: 67-306-007 

The Department is requesting the opinion of EPA in a situation involving offsets under New 
Source Review (NSR) for the subject facility. Vle are considering an alternatiYe method of meeting the 
offsets requirements of 25 Pa. Code 127.205. 
BACKGROUND 

York County Energy Partners (YCEP) has applied for an air quality permit to construct a 227 MW 
coal fired cogeneration facility. The facility \\ill supply steam to P .H. Glatfelter Company and electricity 
to Metropolitan Edison Company. The facility is subject to PSD and NSR for NOx emi"ssions. YCEP 
identified two sources of offsets for the NOx emissions. One of these sources is Glatfelter. 

Glatfelter and YCEP have proposed a flexible emission reduction scheme: where a coal fued boiler 
at Glatfelter would be curtailed to provide the necessary offsets, but would be allowed to operate at any 
time that the YCEP facilitl' is not operating. Pennsylvania's regulations require that offsets be obtained 
from state certified Emisston Reduction Credits (ERC). ERC must be quantifiable, excess, permanent, and 
federally enforceable. The Department's position is that the proposal by YCEP and Glatfelter cannot meet 
the factual requirements of the regulations. However, the arrangement meets the intent of the NSR 
regulation by ensuring there would always be a 1 5% reduction in NOx emissions. 

To this end, Ms. Joyce Epps of the Office of Chief Counsel contacted you to discuss this matter. 
You opined that what had been proposed \Vas possible and you sent Ms. Epps two State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) revisions from Virginia to review. \Ve have reviewed the Virginia SIPs and talked to the 
pennitting people and believe they do not set applicable precedents. The two examples were for offsets 
for NAAQS violations and did not require ERC. The hinge of our problem is the permanent and federally 
enforceable generation of ERC in the amount of 1 15% of the potential NO" emissions from the proposed 
YCEP facility. The Department cannot issue a federally enforceable permit condition to Glatfelter to 
generate the ERC which would not be permanent. This is the scenario the Department is being asked to 
accept. 

An EQual O ooortunltvfAfflrmatlve Action Emolnver Reevc:led Pacer � 



PROPOSAL 

The Department believes that the only solution is and amendment to the Pa. SIP for this specific 
YCEP-Glatfelter arrangement specifying an alternative method of meeting the NSR offset requirements. 
The SIP would include the necessary mechanisms to monitor NO" emissions and operations, compare 
emissions to the "before YCEP" emissions, and prevent ''after YCEP�' emissions from exceeding 85% of 
the "before YCEP" emissions. This is possible for two reasons. 

1 .  Glatfelter \\ill provide only 40% of the oft:sets. 

2. The other offsets Vtill be permanent and Will not fluctuate. 

Using these two factS the Department can produce conditions that Vtill ensure that there is always a 15% 
reduction in actual NOx emissions. \Ve believe this meets the intent of the NSR regulations. 

The Department requests you evaluate this proposal for acceptability to EPA. An expeditious re,·iew 
would be appreciated. This issue is delaying the Department's decision on this application. If you have 
any questions please contact me at the telephone number at the top of this letter. 

Sincerely, 
/V� •. .. � . 6--'-R . .' ;oy£r 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Air Quality Program 



P E N N S Y LVA N I A  

DE=rR 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

One Ararat Boulevard 

South central Regional Office 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
720 1 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allento\\'ll, PA 1 8 195 

Dear Mr. Kinsey: 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110 
January 12, 1994 

Re: PSD Application 
227 MW Cogeneration Facility 
North Codorus ToVt'IlShip 
York County 
File No.: 67-306-007 

(717) 657-4587 

Enclosed is a copy of the letter the Department sent to the U.S. Envirorunental Prot�"'t:tion Agenc.y, Region 
III concerning the NOx offsets for the York County Energy Partners (YCEP) proposc:d cogeneration 
project. I would like to clarify the second sentence of the fourth paragraph of the enclosed letter. It has 

been brought to my attention that Ms. Glen did not state unequivocally that the proposed emission 
reduction credit transaction between YCEP and the P .H. Glatfelter Company "was possible''. 

The SIP revisions submitted to the EPA for the facilities in Virginia were provided to the Department 
merely as examples of the level of detail required "in any document purporting to make emission 
reductions pennanent and federally enforceable'\ 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (717) 657-4587. 

c c : sc Region / 
York 
EPA Region III , Ms . Eileen G len 
Joyce Epp s ,  Office of Chi e f  Counsel 

Permits 
An Equol Opport\U'IIty/Affirn,ative Aetlon Emolover Recvcled Paoer -� 
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P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� 
COMMONWEALTH OF PEN N SYLVA N IA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
February 9 ,  1994 

Bureau of Air Quality Control 
( 717 ) -787-4 3 10 

Mr . Louis Militana 
Proj ect Manager . 
ROY F .  WESTON 
1 Weston Way 
West Chester , PA 19 3 8 0-1449 

RE : York County Energy Partners 
North Codorus Proj ect 
Ltr of September 17 , 1 9 9 3  

Dear Mr .  Militana : 

I refer to the air quality modeling protocol and monitoring 
exemption request for the proj ect listed above . 

This letter is to conf irm the main po ints of conversations that 
we have had over the past few months . 

You have proposed to use ,  for refined modeling , the 
meteorological data co llected from a 7 0-ft tower and a Doppler 
SODAR system at the former West Manchester s ite . This site is 
located approximately 9 kms ( 5 . 6  miles ) northeast of the proposed 
North Codorus s ite . In my professional opinion , the data 
collected in West Manchester Township should represent the key 
parameters required for air dispers ion modeling at the North 
cordorus site . Wind direction and wind speed at the proposed 
facility ' s  stack top are required . S ince topography is not a 
dominant influence at either site , both sites are in the same 
wind regime . 

We note that preliminary modeling has disclosed that 
pre-construction monitoring for sulfur dioxide will be required . 
In this document you have proposed us ing the sulfur dioxide data 
collected at the West Manchester monitoring s ite to meet this 
requirement . The criteria that you have set forth meet PSD 
requirements . More s igni ficantly , Air Products has also 
established another su lfur dioxide monitoring site in Heidelberg 
Township on Glatfelter land west-southwest of the proposed 
facility .  [ This monitoring location is described in a Weston 
document dated November 199 3 ]. This s ite is located close to the 
zone of modeled maximum 2 4 -hour sulfur dioxide concentration . 
The combination of the two monitors will provide an ideal 
estimate of background values for the proposed modeling study . 

An Equal Opportunity!Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper .e·s 



YCEP- North Codorus Proj ect 
February 7 ,  1 9 9 4  
Page 2 

We have already discussed the maj or source inventory which you 
included in your report . The judicious use of the North Carolina 
2 0-0 method for eliminating " insignificant impact" sources which 
contribute to the proposed facility significant impact area is 
encouraged . 

You have proposed to use guideline models which account for 
" intermediate terrain" and also permit for " hotspot" analysis if 
required [ CTSCREEN ] • 
In summary , the analysis you have proposed in your protocol meets 
DER and EPA requirements .  In addition , the use of the 
meteorological and ambient air quality data from the West 
Manchester site for the proposed facility meets guideline 
criteria . 

Please call if you need further clarification . 

�-· i son • 

Chief , Meteoro logy/Modeling Section 
Divis ion of Air Resource Management 



P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVA N IA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN IAL RESOURCES 
One Ararat Boulevard 

HarrisbuJ'i, Pennsylvania 17110 
May 23, 1994 

(717) 657-4587 

Southcentral Regional Office 
Mr. Gary Kinsey 
York County Energy Partners 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 18195 

Dear Mr. Kinsey: 

Rc: PSD Application 
?.?.7 MW f.nef.nco:rntinn Frtr.ility 
North Codorus Township 
York County 
File No.� 67-306-007 

The:: Dc::�lwc::ul h� revic::wc::c.l yuur applicaliun upUalc:: uf May 12, 1 994. Wilh lhc:: 
acictition of this informntion, thP. nepnrtm.en.t htts ciP.tf!rmine:ci tht� appli�ntion is •'".omplete" 
p�Wtil.L lu Lhe Prevt:nLion ufSignificl:IIll Delmur.sLion regulalion.s (Subchapler D of Chapter 
127 of the Pennsylvania Code (25 Pa. Code 127.8 1-83) which incorporates by reference 40 
CFR 52.21 ). This does not mean that the Department has determined that the application is 
adequate to make the final decision on the disposition of the application. A detailed 
technical review of the application wll be conducted and, as a result, additional infonnation 
may be required. 

Sincerely, 

���err 
Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Air Quality Control Program 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer . Recycled Paper � � 



United States. Department of the Interior 
FISH AND \\1LDLIFE SER\-1CE 

Suite 322 
31 5 South Allen Street 

State College,  Pennsylva nia 1 6801 -48 50 

Mr.  Tom Angus 
Environ 
4350 North Fairfax Drive 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Dear Mr. Angus: 

May 27, 1 994 

This responds to your letter of May 20, 1 993 requesting information about federally listed or 
proposed endangered and threatened species within 1 0  kilometers of Spring Cove, York 
County, Pennsylvania. 

Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. 
Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended: 1 6  U.S.C. 1 53 1  et seq.) is required with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. A compilation of federally 
listed endangered and threatened species in Pennsylvania is enclosed for your information. 

This response relates only to endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction based on 
an office review of the proposed project's location. No field inspection of the project area has 
been conducted by this office. Consequently, this letter is not to be construed as addressing 
other Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other legislation. 

Federal Candidate and State-listed Species 

Candidate species are species under consideration by the Service for possible inclusion on the 
Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. Because many of these species 
are known to have suffered population declines, the Service encourages federal agencies and 
other planners to consider candidate species when pl�nning and implementing their projects. 

The Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) is maintained by the Pennsylvania 
. Department of Environmental Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western 

Pennsylvania Conservancy. The Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Database is maintained by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission. These databases contain the most up-to-date information 
about candidate and State-listed species in Pennsylvania. Requests for a PNDI review for the 
presence of candidate and State-listed species, as well as other natural resources of special 
concern, should be directed to: 



Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Forestry 
Division of Forest Advisory Services 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1 05·8552 

ReQuests for a review of the PeMsylvania Fish and Wildlife Database should be directed to: 

Pennsylvania Game Commission 
Bureau of Land Management 
Division of Wildlife Data Base 
200 1 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1 1 0-9797 

Should the data search reveal the presence of any candidate species on the site, the Service 
should be contacted to ensure that these species are not adversely affected by project 
activities. 

ReQuests for information regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species should be 
directed to the Pennsylvania Game Commission (birds and mammals) ,  the Pennsylvania Fish 
and Boat Commission (fish, reptiles, and amphibians), and the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (plants). 

Please contact Philip Edmunds of my staff at 81 4·234·4090 if you have any questions or 
reQuire further assistance regarding endangered, threatened, or candidate species. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

2 



FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES IN PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMON NAME 
FISHES 
Shortno.se sturgeon 

REPTILES & AMPHIBIANS 
None 

I!BQ.l 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Acipenser brevitOStnJm 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Peregrine falcon (American! Falco peregrinus anatum 

Peregrine falcon (Arctic! Falco peregrinus tunddus 

Piping plover Charaddus melodus 

MAMMALS 
Indiana bat 

MOLlUSKS 
Clubshell mussel 

Northern riffleshell 

PLANTS 

Northeastern bulrush 

Small-whorled pogonia 

Myotis soda/is 

Pleurobema clava 

Epioblasma torulosa 
·rangiana 

Scirpus ancistrochaetus 

lsotria medeoloides 

E • Endangered, T • Threatened 

STATUS. 

e 

E 

E 

T 
E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

DISTRIBUTION 

Delaware River and other Atlantic coastal 
waters 

Entire state. Recent nesting in Butler. 
Crawford, Dauphin, Lancaster, Pike. Ttoga. 
York Counties 

Entire state. Recent nesting in and a round 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh 

Migratory only; no nesttng in Pennsylvan1a 

PresQue Isle. Migratory; no nest.ng tn 
Pennsylvan•a since m•d · 1 9 50s 

Summer range: possibly state-wide in 
suitable habitat. Only one known winter 
hibernaculum (south-central Pennsylvania! 

French Creek and Allegheny River 
watersheds; Clarion, Crawford, Erie, Forest. 
Mercer and Venango Counties 

French Creek and Allegheny River 
watersheds; Crawford, Erie, Forest, 
Venango and Warren Counties 

Current • Blair, Centre, Clinton, 
Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, Hunt•ngdon. 
Lackawanna, Lehigh. Monroe. and Un1on 
Counties. Historic • Northampton County 

Current • Centre and Venango Count1es.  
Historic · Berks, Chester, Greene, Monroe. 
Montgomery, Philadelphia Counties 

Shortnose sturgeon is under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service 

PREPARED BY THE U.S. FISH ANDWILDliFE SERVICE 

315 S. AllEN ST •• SUITE 322. STATE COllEGE. PA 1 8801 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA 
GAME COMMISSION 

Mr. Tom Angus 
ENVIRON 
4350 North Fairfax Drive 
Arlington VA 22203 

Dear Mr. Angus: 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG. PA 1 71 10.9797 

June 3, 1 994 

AOWIHISTRATIVE SUAEAUS 

.;.v!'Ca.•on·,e .u,o 
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In response to your request for information services, we are providing the enclosed printouts from the 
Pennsylvania Fish and Wildlife Data Base. This .information was provided for species occurring at or near the 
Spring Grove Project, York County, Pennsylvania. 

We have record of the Lcut Shrew (P A Endangered) and the Upland Sandpiper (PA Threatened) possibly 
occurring near your project area. A field survey is necessary to determine whether these species occur within you 
study area. Additional comments concerning this data search are included on the following page. 

The bill for this .service is as follows: 

Staff Time 
Printing 
Mailing Cost 
TOTAL 

9.00 
2.30 

� 
$12.28 

Please make reimbursement to the Pennsylvania Game Commission, Division of Wildlife Data Base, 200 1 
Elmerton Avenue, Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1 10-9797. 

If you have any·questions or require assistance interpreting this printout, please contact Ms. Bullock at l7 l7) 
787-1570. 

Very truly yours, 

Denver A. McDowell, Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning 
and Habitat Protection 
Bureau of Land Management 

An EQual Qppoflun.ty Employer 



Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Tecnnology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown. West Virgima 26507 ·0880 

June 9, 1 9 9 4  

Diana Eshe r ,  Chie f  
Environmental P lann i ng and 

As ses sment Sect ion 
United S tates Envi ronmental 

P rotect�on Agency , Region I I I  
8 4 1  Chestnut Bui lding 
Phi l adelphia, PA 1 9 1 0 7 - 4 4 3 1  
Dear Ms . Eshe r ,  

O n  October 1 9 , 1 993 , y o u  and your staff provided bo�h general and 
speci f i c  s coping comments on the P roposed Coal-Fired Cogeneration 
Facility in Y o rk County , Pennsylvani a .  I n  addit ion, I believe 
D r . Suellen Van Ooteghem o f  my staff has talked to P eter Claggett 
o f  your o ffice regarding this proj ect . To summarize your 
comments ,  your general comments dealt primarily with the level of 
estimated air emi s s ions reduction from the proposed plant , whi le 
your specific comments p rovided a very use ful annotated outline 
for developing our environmental impact statement . In your 
letter t o  D r . Sue l l en Van Ooteghem, you requested addit ional 
information regarding this pro j ect , in particular , a deta iled 
des cript ion o f  the p ro j ect including emi s s ion e s t imates , water 
requirements ,  ident i fied wast e  streams , and proposed contro l 
techno logy . Enclosed you will find two o f  the p rimary documents 
which are being used for deve lopment o f  the draft environmental 
impact s t at ement . 

The first document i s  the draft Department o f  Energy implemen
tat i on p l an which p rovides guidance fo r the preparation o f  the 
environmental impact st atement for the proposed p ro ject , and 
which records i s sues ident i fied as a re sult o f  t he scoping 
proces s .  The out l ine fo r the envi ronmental impact statement 
contained in the implement ation plan is broadly based on 40 CFR 
lSA�. 1 0  and was re fined based on the import ance o f  issues 
ident i fied during the scop ing proces s . However, it should be 
noted that the enviro nment a l  impact s tatement be ing deve loped 
based on the imp leme ntat i on p l an will be t iered from the 
Department o f  Energy ' s  P rogrammatic Environmenta l Impact 
S tatement fo r the Clean Coal Techno logy P rogram ( record o f  
decision is sued in 1 9 8 9 ) . The content o f  some o f  the 
Environment al Protection Agency ' s  suggested sect ions in your 
October 1 9 93 out l ine , espe cia l ly in the purpose and need and 



alternatives analys is sections , have already been addres sed in 
this programmatic environmental impact statement . I would 
appreciate your o ffice ' s review and comment on our 1mplementat ion 
plan . I intend to finalize this plan in approximately 3 weeks 
and then place it in the public reading rooms . 

The s econd document i s  the environmental information volume 
consisting o f  three reports prepared by the industrial 
participant which contain specific information on emiss ion 
s ources and their content associated with the proposed pro j ect . ... 

In addition to the reports listed above , a number of supp lemental 
report s  are being specially developed to addres s  specific 
concerns identified during public scoping . These include a 
health risk asses sment on trace element emissions from the 
proposed pro ject; biodivers ity and water resources studies on the 
Codorus Creek ; a utility corridor impact analysis report ; a 
detailed archeological survey, and a feasibility study for 
reusing wastewater in the proposed pro j ect' s cooling tower . 
you des ire , I will pas s these reports on to you for review . 
delivery date to the Department o f  Energy .for the whc le set 
additional reports is the first week of July . 

I f  
The 

o f  

As a test case for the Department o f  Energy' s initiative in 
" reinventing government " as it applies to the National Environ
ment al P oli9y Act proces s ,  the Department of Energy · i s  on an 
aggressive s chedule for developing the environmental impact 
statement for this proposed pro ject . We are benchmarking the 
development and issuance of this environmental impact statement 
in terms o f  time and cost . As such, we anticipate that the draft 
environmental impact statement will be released to the publ ic in 
September ,  1 9 9 4 , and a record o f  decis ion is sued by February, 
1 9 95 . 

-

I look forward to hearing from you or your staff with re spect to 
the �plementation plan as wel l  as the environmental information 
volume . In the next few months , if time can be made available 
for c onsultation by your o ffice , I would also like to talk with 
your staff on some o f  the more impo rt ant environment al i s sues 
related to this pro ject . 



My phone number is 3 0 4 /2 91- 4 607 . Dr . Sue1len Van Ooteghemr who 
i s  the primary environmental specialist on this project , can be 
reached on 3 0 4 /2 8 4 -5443 . Thank you for time and interest related 
to the development of this environmental impact statement . 

cc : 
P .  Claggett , EPA 
s . Van Ooteghem 
NEPA File #3911 

Sincerely, 

O"an K .  Wachter 
Director, 
Environment , - Safety, and Health 

Program Support Divis ion 



UNITED STAlES ENVIRONMENTAL PROlECTlON AGENCY 
REGION m 

841 Chesb1ut Building 
Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Dr . Jan K. Wachter ,  Director 
Environment , Safety and Health 
Program Support Division 
Morgantown Enerqy Technoloqy Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 6507-0880 

JUN 3 0 1994 

RE :  Draft Implementation Plan For The Preparation O f  An 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS ) For The Proposed York 
County Enerqy Partners Circulating Fluidized Bed 
Cogeneration Proj ect , York County, Pennsylvania . 

Dear Dr . Wachter : 

EPA is providing comment on the Draft Implementation Plan 
referenced above . EPA has reviewed the Plan and determined that 
it provides a thorough outline for the preparation of an EIS for 
this proj ect . The following comments are provided for your 
consideration . 

Information concerning the type of coal to be used in the 
facility ,  including the chemical constituents of the coal , pre
treatment methods , and place of origin should be included in the 
EIS . 

The EIS section orCthe " irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments o f  resources " should discuss the l ife-span o f  the 
facil ity , the commitment of land resources for the construction 
o f  the facil ity , and the commitment of "x" amount o f  coal for 
enerqy production over the life-span of the facility . 

EPA is currently reviewing the air pollutant emiss ion estimates 
for the proposed proj ect and will provide comment these estimates 
at a later date . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Implementation Plan for this proj ect . If we can be of further 
ass istance , please contact Peter Claggett at 2 15-597-07 6 5 . 

Sincerely , 

f;��i} 
NEPA/ 3 09 Coordinator 



P E N N S Y LVA N I A  

� 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

One Ararat Boulevard 

Southcentral Regional Office 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 18195 

Dear Mr. Kinsey: 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110 
July 7, 1994 

tl117) 657-4587 

Re: PSD Application 
227 MW Cogeneration Facility 
North Codorus Township 
York County 
File No.: 67-306-007 

The Department is continuing its technical review of your application. Several 
questions need to be addressed for the review to continue. 

The Department requests that York County Energy Partners (YCEP) assess the 
technical and economic feasibility of several different air pollution control options. 
Economic analysis is not required if technical feasibility cannot be demonstrated. It is 
apparent from your Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis that the choice of 
control for one pollutant has a significant impact on the technical and economic feasibility 
of control options for other pollutants. Specifically, the assumption of a low temperature 
fabric filter for particulate control significantly impacts the costs of selective catalytic 
reduction (SCR) for NOx control, and the assumption of limestone injection for SOx control 
precludes the use of flue gas denitrification (FGDN) for NOx control. Therefore, a systems 
approach is necessary. The following scenarios should be studied. 

" - � - - · - '  ,... . ... : - · · 



1 .  The use of hot side particulate control (fabric filter or electrostatic precipitator) 
and its impact on potential NOx and SOx control options. 

2. The use of flue gas desulfurization (FGDS) as the primary means of SOx control 
and its impact on NOx and particulate control options. 

3. The potential for use of the SOx-NOx-Rox-Box (SNRB
n.

). This is an integrated 
control system demonstrated under the DOE Clean Coal Technology Program. 

The follovving questions concern the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis 
for NOx in your April 4, 1994 submission. 

1 .  The NH3 injection system for selective catalytic reduction (SCR) is much more 
costly than for selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR), but the SNCR consumes 
considerably more NH3• Please explain. 

2. What is the reason for the drastic increase in power consumption with SCR 
compared to SNCR? 

3.  With the SCR option, the boiler size increases 5%, but the NOx emissions in the 
analysis do not increase. Is this correct? Please explain. 

4. What is the basis for the catalyst life claim? Other sources for utility boilers 
using SCR indicate 2-4 years catalyst life. 

5. On Table 4, Page 4, the SNCR Total Annualized Cost, SNCR Controlled NOx 
Emmissions, and Delta NOx Emissions appear to be incorrect. Please check these 
numbers and recalculate or explain as required. 

6. What factors were used to determine the indirect operating costs in the NOx 
control analysis? 

As previously discussed, VOC emissions increase 2 lblhr when the facility is running 
at 50% load. The Department's analysis shows that facility VOC potential emissions will 
exceed 50 ton/yr if the boiler is run at 50% load for 1 090 hours and higher loads for the 
remainder of the year. If potential emissions exceed 50 tonlyr, the facility will be subject to 
New Source Review for VOCs including lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) and 
offsets. The information you provided concerning your agreement with Met Ed indicates the 
facility could be turned down to 50% load for an indefinite period of time. Therefore, 
potential emissions could exceed 50 ton/yr. Will YCEP be willing to accept federally 
enforceable operating limits to ensure VOC potential emissions do'·not exceed 50 ton/yr? 



The Department requests your reply to this letter be submitted within 40 working 
days of your receipt of this letter. If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned 
at (717) 657-4587. 

cc : Permits 
Southcentral Region file 
Ms .  Newcomer 
York District 

Sincerely, 

��T 
Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Air Quality Control Program 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division or Fisheries Management 

ENVIRON 
Tom AngUs 
4 3 5 0  North Fairfax Drive 
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 3  

Dear Mr .  Angus : 

450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte. PA 16823·9620 

(814) JS9·Sll0 

July 13 , 1994 

RE : Environmental Assessment 
Sprinq Grove , York county, Pennsylvania 

I have examined the map accompanying your recent correspondence 
which shows the location for the proposed above referenced proj ect . 

Presently, none of the fishes , amphibians , or reptiles we list as 
endangered or threatened are known to occur at or in the immediate 
vicinity of this study area . 

However , a Pennsylvania endangered plant species branching bur reed 
(Sparganium androcladum) is known to occur in or near the proj ect 
area . For more information on these species pleas e contact Edward 
Dix, Botanist , Department of Environmental Resources , Bureau of 
Forestry , Division of Forest Advisory Services , - PCB 8 5 52 , 
Harrisburg , PA 17 10 5-8 552 . 

S incerely , 

� /.� 
Andrew L .  Shiels 
Herpetology, Endangered Species & 
Triploid Grass Carp Coordinator 

mam 

c :  R .  snyder 
E .  Dix 



Uni ted States 
Department ot 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

TTY (814 ) 726-2710 

Allegheny _National Fores t 
P .  0 .  Box 847 

Cariog, tor the Land and Serving People 

Warren , Pennsylvania 16365 
( 814 ) 723-5150 COM 
(814)  726-1465 FAX 

Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem ,  Ph . D . 
Environment , Safety and Health 

Program Support Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 26507-0880 
Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem : 

Reply to :  1950 
Date : July 27 , 1994 

I have reviewed the information you sent regarding the Clean Coal Technology 
Demons tration Project in York County , Pennsylvania. 

Based on the information presented , I do not anticipate any effects on the 
Allegheny National Forest as a result of implementation of this p roject . I t  
appears to be a valuable proposal to evaluate a new technolgy with impacts that 
have a posi tive rather than a negative impact on at leas t the local environmen t .  

You also asked for comments regarding potential impacts o r  issues that shou ld be 
considered in the analysis . Other than the s tandard issues raised by local 
residents for any major energy projec t ,  there needs to be an acknowledgment in 
the analysis that the real environmen tal impacts of the p roject are in ·the area 
that ' s  producing the 2400 tons of coal per day needed to power the p rojec t .  

There also sould be an evaluation of the potential for impacts from ai rborne 
emissions at considerable dis tances . There could be identifiable effects on 
vegetation and water quality with corollary effects on wildli fe and fisheries 
habi tat . 

Good luck wi th the projec t .  

HEATHER HARVEY 
ent Team Leader 



P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� 
COMMONWEALTH OF PEN N SYLVA N I A  

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
10099 Lincoln Way East 

Bureau of Forestry 

Suellen A. Van Ooteghem, Ph.D. 
Envirorunental Project Manager 
Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 880, Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Dear Ms. Van Ooteghem: 

Fayetteville, PA 17222-9609 
August 3. 1994 

{7 17) 352-22 1 1/3 52-2260 
FAX {7 17) 352-3007 

The Michaux State Forest has approximately 86,000 acres of contiguous· ownership 
located in Franklin, Adams and Cumberland Counties. The Michaux State Forest District also 
includes York County where we have wildfire responsibilities. We also have a forester located 
there who provides technical forestry assistance to private landowners. 

After reviewing your draft envirorunental impact statement for a coal generating plant to be 
located near Spring Grove, I can find nothin$ in the document to lead me to believe that that 
facility would impact the State Forest. I estunate that Spring Grove is 30+ air miles 
East/Southeast of the State forest. 

Codorus State Park is a rather large DER facility located much closer to Spring Grove. 
Perhaps you would want to contact the Park Superintendent Gene Griffo, 1066 Blooming Grove 
Road, Codorus, PA 1733 1-9545 for any input he may feel is pertinent to this project. 

If I can be of any additional assistance, please contact me. 

KDS.pmk 

An Equal O pportunity/Affirmative Action Employer · Recycled Paper -�if!; 
" . • ' 



5 August 1994 
Reference: 343·09-08 

SENT YIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Environmental/Energy Division 
Air P!'oducts and Chemicals, Inc. 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 18195-1501 

Re: Follow-up to YCEP Envirom;nental Site Assessment Activities 

Dear Gary: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM) has prepared this 
letter in response to your 2 August request. The purpose of the letter is 
to discuss the appropriateness of a Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) 
study at the York Count Energy Partners {YCEP) project site in Spring 
Grove, Pennsylvania. This letter is provided as a follow-up to the 
environmental site assessment activities conducted by ERM at the site 
between 1 March and 12 May 1993 for YCEP. 

ERM understands that a GPR study has been suggested to YCEP as a 
non-intrusive investigative method to determine the potential presence 
of a buried metal object at the YCEP site. ERM does not consider a GPR 
study of the YCEP site to be warranted given the extensive drilling 
program conducted by YCEP to collect geotechnical data, and the 
evidence gathered by ERM during site assessment activities. Our reasons 
to support this conclusion arc discussed below. 

The most compelling evidence indicating that a buried metal object is not 
present at the. site is the results of the almost 60 borings drilled to depths 
of 35 feet and greater on the 36-acre site by the YCEP geotechnical 
subcontractor to provide geotechnical data. During hollow stem auger 
drilling, a hollow metal object would be easily detectable for the 
following reasons: 

• the dril l  rods would drop through a hollow opening in the buried 
object; 

Envfronm�nt.l 
Resources Manaatment. Int. 
2666 Riva Rnad SuJ� 200 AnnapnliA, MD 21401 
410) 266-<nJ6 
(410) 266-8912 (fax) 

• 
ERM 

A IIICmb« of ,ht Ellvit'oftlnfiltal 
�res Mllll&emmt Croup 



Mr. Gary D. Klru;cy, P.E. 
34..1.()9� 
S August 1994 
rage 2 

• a slow grinding motion would be evident, in contrast to the smooth 
rotation observed during drilling of the silt and clay dredge fill and 
native soil at the site; and 

• pieces of metal in the drill cuttings would be evident . 

According to the drilling logs of the' geotechnical subcontractor, these 
conditions were not encountered in any of the borings. 

The ERM site assessment included: 

• interpretation of aerial photographs from 1955, 1960, 1971, 1983, and 
circa 1985; and 

• results of an interview with Mr. Dean L. Bentzel, a Project Engineer 
for P.H. Glatfelter, who supervised the placement of dredge fill from 
the mill pond on the property in 1980 to 1982, and was familiar with 
three other dredging projects of the mill pond in 1947 to 1948, mid-
1950s, and 1964. 

Neither of these two sources of information revealed the potential for a 
buried metal object to be present in the dredge fill. 

The site assessment activities also included collection of soil samples for 
chemical analysis, and installation of monitoring wells and collection of 
ground water samples for chemical analysis. Information collected 
during drilling of the wells or soil borings did not indicate the presence 
of a buried metal object. Furthermore, ground water and soil quality 
data collected from the monitoring wells did not indicate the presence of 
inorganic or organic contaminants. Thus, there are no on-site sources for 
contamination. · 
In the event that evidence was generated to indicate the potential 
presence of a buried metal object at the site, the usefulness of GPR would 
be limited given the silt and clay dredge material and native soil at the 
site. The technical appropriateness of GPR, or any geophysical method, 
to determine the presence of buried metal objects, depends on the depth 
of penetration that can be achieved. The depth of penetration for GPR is 
limited in depth by attenuation of conductive soils that are moist or 
clayey, such as those present at the site. Effective penetration in clayey 
soils may be less than 10 feet, which would likely be too shallow to 
identify a buried object. In the event that a GPR study were to be 
conducted, ERM recommends that a pilot study be conducted at the site 

• 
ERM 



P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
P . O .  Box 8551 

Harrisburg , PA 17105-8551 
August 1 9 , 1 9 9 4  

Bureau of State Parks 

Suellen A .  Van Ooteghem, Ph . D .  
Environmental Pro j ect Manager 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . o .  Box s a o  
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Dear Dr . Ooteghem : 

This is in response to your letter of July 1 8 , 1 9 9 4 , regarding the 
Clean Cool Technology Demonstration Pro ject to be located in North 
Codorus Township , York County , Pennsylvania . 

We have reviewed the cogeneration plant pro j ect , as well as 
attended the public meetings . Staff members have also met with P . H .  
Glatfelter Company and have the following comments . 

The Bureau of State Parks expects no ef fect on the recreational 
pool at Codorus State Park . This is based on the siting of the new 
intake below the metering device which P . H .  Glatfelter uses to gage 
its minimum flow . 

The pro j ect ' s  air quality standards will have to meet Department of 
Environmental Resources requirements , and therefore , Codorus and 
Gifford Pinchot State Parks should not encounter any adverse effects 
to the natural resources . 

We will monitor progress of this pro ject to ensure continued 
consideration of potential effects on Codorus State Park and surrounding 
facilities . If you have any questions , please call Gregory Schrum at 
7 1 7 - 7 8 7 -6 6 7 4 . 

Sincerely, 

r 
Bureau of State Parks 

An Equal Opportunity I Affirmative Action Emplover Recvcled �oer � 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANiA 
GAME COMMISSION 

Mr. Carl R. Cramer 
Director, Real Estate 
York County Energy Partners 
25 South Main Street 
Sprlng Grove, PA 1 7362 

Dear Mr. Cramer: 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARAISBUAG. PA 1711Q-a787 

August 30, 1994 

In rc: York County Energy l'artners 
Transmission Line l'roposal 
Indian Rock Dam l,roJect 

.AOMIIIIITMfiVI IUIIUUII 
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At my request Mr. Roland Bergner of our Division of Environmental Planning 
and I Iabitat f>rotectlon has reviewed and provided comments on York County Energy Partners, 
L.P. (Y.C.E.P.) Electric Interconnection Alternatives and Avoidance Study, June 1994. 

We concur with Mr. Bergner's findings and recommendations, and enclose a copy 
of his report for your Information. We had indicated to representatives of Y.C.E.P. at  a 
June 24, 1994 meetlng, that since federal funding will be used to construct the project, an 
Environmental Assessment and/or Environmental Impact Statement (EA-EJS) will have to be 
prepared. Mr. Dergner indicates this in his report. 

The National Environmental l,oUcy Act o( 1969 provides for wide-range public 
involvement in the decision making process. Upon completion of the EA·EIS, a public 
comment period is provided for review and comment by aU interested parties. At this time, 
the Game Commission along with other state and federal agencies, will review and provide 
comments/recommendations on the information contained ln the EA·lllS. 

Mr. Bergner's report should be of assistance to you, in preparing the EA·EIS (or 
your proposed project. 

Enc1osurc 

/�?. 
Roger L. Lehman, Chief 
Federal/State Coordination Div. 
Bureau of Land Management 



trni ted States 
, Department of 

Agriculture 
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Ceorie Va�hin&ton 
National Poreat 

Harrison Plaza 
P . o .  Box 233 
Harrisonburg , VA 22801 

lteply to : 2580/1950 · 

Ma . Suellen A. Van OoteJhem 
Department of !nerzy 
Mor1antown Ener51 Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Colli� Ferr.y Road 
Morsantown. West Virginia 26507-0880 

Dear Ma • Van Ooteghem : 

Dace : September 2 ,  1994 

Thank you for your letter of July 18 , 1994 informing me of the proposed Clean 
Coal Technology Demonstration proj ect under consideration by your Depar�nt . 
As I understand 1 c ,  the Depar�enc of Energy would provide cost-shared 
financ ial ass istance to York County Energy Partners , L . P .  (YCEP) , for a 227 
me 5a�att s ingle- train aemospheric circulat ing fluid ized bed cogeneration 
facil i ty .  

Th e  information you sent indicated that imp lementation of the project would 
result in an overall reduction in emiss ions . This assume s  that P . H .  Gladfel ter 
Co . ( PHG) would be the recipient of s team to power their fac i lity ,  the reby 
allowing PHG to put a 35 year old coal· fired boiler into. standby s tatus and 
reduce emissions . You also indicated that further ni trogen oxide (NOx) offset• 
would be obtained by YCEP from source• downwind . 

You asked how this proj ec t i8 expected to affect resources and activi ties· on 
the Georae Yashinston National Forest .  You may be aware that some o f  the 
mountain s treams on the Forut a:r:e ac idifyi.ng . Fish are sens i t ive · to changes 
in wacer chemistry and when the pH of the water becomes mors acidic , fish 
populations decl ine . On the Forest , mon ito ring of water chemis try , fish and 
aquatic insects ha. shown that some s tr�ams no longer have trout populations , 
and in other s treams fish populations are under stres s due to increas ing 
ac idity . In seneral , we are concerned about how air pollution , espec ially 
sulfur dioxide , is affecting our aquatic resources , s ince we f&el part of our 
air pollution- rel&ted problems com• from regional sources of po llutants , 

�i th th�t conc•rn 1n m1nd , 1 am vary happy to see a proposal for a facility 
thac will produce energy in a manner that resul ts in pollutant reductions . 
Thue redu�ttons theo:.-et:ically should decrease air pollution on che Forest .  
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We vould encourage you , however ,  to mode l how much , if any ,  improvement would 
be realized on the Forese with implemeneation of th1a propoaal . g• would be 
pareicularly 1ntereseed in seeins if improvements occurred in the Massanutten 
Mountains and Little S tony Creek a�ea of the Lee Ranser District . Both of 
these areas are ekperiencin& stream acid1£icat1on . With this information in 
h�d we could better evaluate whether the proposed facility would affect fore•t 
resource• . 

An evaluaeion of reduc tions on the fores t  could also provide informacion 
baneficial to the implamaneation of future clean coal technology proj ects . The 
Foreac 1s a member of the Southern Appalachian Mountain Inieiative (SAKI) , a 
voluntary s eace- driven initiative which unites regulators , indus try , federal 
land managers , and public interest groups to build consensus and support for a 
regional air quality manacement strategy for the Southeast . The mission of 
S�4I is • • • •  to identify and recommend reasonable measures to remedy existing 
and to prevent fueure adverse effects from human- induced air pollution on the 
air quality ralaeed values of the ehe Southern Appalachians , primarily those of 
Clas s I park and wilderness areas , we ighing the environ=eneal and socioeconomic 
impl ications of any recommendation . •  Given ebis miss ion , SAKI will be 
ev�lua�ins a variety of emiss ion mana1emont options ; greater ueil ization of 
c lean coal technologies may be amon1 those options . 

We are interested in working with the Deparement: and ehe contractor in a 
modeling effort to show whether the reductions would affect natural resources 
on the George Yashington National Fores t .  Cindy Huber , our air resource 
specialist,  can provide receptor locations for the impact modeling. You may 
contact her. a� 703 · 265 -6068 if you chose te do �he modeling or have further 
technical questions . 

Again , thank you for the opportunity eo comment on this proj ect .  

S f.nceraly , 

�EORCE V.  KELLEY �orest Supervisor 

cc : 
Cindy Huber 
John Coleman , Lee Ranger District 
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� 

COMMONWEALTH OF PEN NSYLVA N IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

Office of Chief Counsel 
P.O. Box 8464 

Harrisburg, ·Pennsylvania 17105-8464 
October 3, 1994 

Central Region Litigation 
T.elephone� (717) 787-8790 
Telecopier: (717) 787-9378 

Jan K. Wachter, Ph.D.,  Director 
Environment, Safety, and Health 

Program Support and Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

RE: York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility 

Dear Dr. Wachter: 

This is in respor.se to your letter dated August 5,  1994 requesting infonnation related to the York 
County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility in York County, PA. Your letter specifically requested 
infonnation regarding the quality, validity, sufficiency and consistency of data submitted to the 
Department of Environmental Resources in connection with this project. 

· 
Your letter provided a lengthy list of pennits that you thought would require Department of 

Environmental Resources review of information and data submitted by YCEP. Some of these pennits 
have been applied for and the infonnation reviewed; others have not yet been applied for or were not 
submitted by YCEP. With· respect to the various air quality matters, there is only one air quality 
application; this application serves as the basis for our review with respect to plan approval, installation, 
operation and offset requirements. With respect to the application for modification of the Glatfelter boiler 
number four, we are not aware of any YCEP involvement .in this application. We have received a 
planning module for the Sewage Facilities Act requirements, but that module has not yet been reviewed. 
Otherwise, I am not presently aware of other applications presently pending before the Department. 

With respect to the air quality application which has been submitted and is currently under 
review, our answer to your questions is as follows: 

1 .  The data is genuinely adequate for perfonnance of the technical review. Some data had 
been found to lack proper support and have been questioned as part of the technical 
review. 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper :'i·h 
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2. The data is sufficient for the technical review. The Department has posed to YCEP 
questions regarding the baseline assumptions used by YCEP in analyzing various 
emission control regimes. 

3 .  . With respect to the consistency of the data, some data has changed other time as the 
application has changed from a draft, to a fmal submission to the final accepted 
submission. This sort of change is nonnal in a project of this type. 

I apologize for the delay in getting back to you. I understand from our phone conversations, 
however, that issuance of the draft environmental impact statement was delayed and there was less 
urgency to your request for this information. Please give me a call if you need any additional information 
or assistance. 

CBS:mbr 

cc: Hugh Archer, Ph.D 
Leif Ericson 
Leon Oberdick 
Francis Fair 

Sincerely, 

f) e � -'"=� <-.;__._ v- u � -> 
Carl B. Schultz 
Assistant Counsel 



YORK 
York Councy. En� PartnerS 

Mr. Kurt W. Carr 

York County Energy Putnen, L.P."' 
�5 South Main Street 

:ipring Grove, Pennsylvmi2 • 17362 
Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225·0434 

24 October 1994 

Chief of Archaeology and Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 1026 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1026 

Re: ER #93-2386-133-B 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

The Pennsylvania Historical and Musel.un Commission requested a Phase I 
archaeological survey of the proposed electrical enterconnect right of way for 
the York County Energy Partners, L. P. (YCEP) project be conducted to locate 
potentially significant archaeological resources. YCEP (a project company of 
Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.) hired Conestoga Valley Archaeological 
Consultants of Lancaster, PA to perform the Phase I study on the preferred 
alternative. Attached, please find two copies of the Phase I survey report for 
the Commission's Review. 

YCEP would appreciate a timely review of this report. If you have any 
questions concerning this submittal, please call me at (610) 481-5240. 

attachments: 

KSW:\Iu\leu.tr\car.doc 

Sincerely, /t.l-uA-L ;J tJ�...tVJcra.<i1<4 
Karen S. Winegardner 

1 copy Phase I report with original photographs 
1 copy Phase I report with copied photographs 



YORK 
York Counw. En� PartnerS 

Mr. Jeffrey J. Moyer 

. County Energy Partners, L.P.'" 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 22S�l 
Fax: (717) 22S-o434 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 

October 26, 1 994 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 10-9720 

SUBJECT: Background Information 

Dear Mr. Moyer, 

York County Energy_Partners PSD Application 
File No.: 67-306-007 

As you know, the York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) proposed project is 
currently undergoing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) review process by the 
U.S .  Department of Energy (DOE). This review process requires the DOE to conduct a 
wide range of environmental analyses to assure the federal funding of the proposed project 
would be in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requirements. 

As part of this EIS process, YCEP had prepared several supplemental reports to 
provide additional technical information requested by DOE to address specific areas of 
potential environmental impacts. The three (3) air quality related reports listed below 
have been submitted to DOE and are currently on file in the DOE public reading rooms in 
York County. 



• Human Health Risk Assessment Report prepared by ENVIRON Corporation 
which provides the environmental analysis for trace element emissions from the 
CFB boiler due to the coal combustion process. 

• · Radionuclide Emissions Report prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc. which provides 
the environmental analysis for radionuclide emissions from the CFB boiler due to 
the coal combustion process. 

• Cooling Tower Modeling Analysis prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc. which 
provides the results of the cooling tower modeling for ground level fogging and 
icing impacts. This report also included the cooling tower modeled as a point 
source to allow for a ground level ambient air quality concentration analysis. 

The ambient air quality modeling results are being used by ENVIRON Corporation 
to conducted a human health analysis and prepared a report on the cooling tower air 
emissions. This type of analysis is being completed to address the potential trace element 
emissions from the cooling tower due to reuse of the P. H. Glatfelter waste water as 
cooling tower make-up water. This human health report should be available in the next 
few weeks and will be submitted to the DOE for release to the public reading rooms. A 
copy of the ENVIRON report will be provided to the Department when it is available. 

These reports are being provided to the Bureau of Air Quality Control as 
background information in the event that the Department receives questions from the 
public during the EIS process. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown. West Virginia 26507-0880 

Mr . Leroy Young 
Pennsylvania Fish and 

Boat Commission 
4 5 0  Robinson Lane 
Bellefont e ,  PA 1 6 8 2 3  

Dear Mr . Young : 

NOV 1 7 1!94 RECEIVED 
NO V 2 2 1994 

. p� F.sh & &at CommisSion DMSlon of Environmental SeM:es 

Enclosed i s  a copy of �he Department of Energy ' s Draft Environ
mental Impact Statement (Draft Statement ) for the proposed York 
County Energy Partners Cogenerat ion Proj ect in York County, 
Pennsylvania (DOE/E I S - 0 2 2 1 ) . The preparat ion of this document 
is in compliance with the Council on Environmental Qual ity ' s 
National Environmental Policy Act regulations ( 4 0  CFR Part s 15 0 0 -
15 0 8 )  and the Department o f  Energy ' s Nat ional Environmental 
Policy Act regulations ( 1 0  CFR Part 1 0 2 1 )  . This Draft Statement 
evaluates the environmental impacts of cos t - shared funding of a 
Clean Coal Technology proj ect that would be constructed, oper
ated , and maintained to demonstrate the cost - ef fect ive reduction 
in emissions of oxides of nitrogen , sul fur dioxide , and particles 
from a 2 5 0 -Megawatt -electric (gros s )  coal - f ired ( 2 , 5 0 0 -ton-per
day) power plant us ing atmospheric circulat ing fluidi zed bed 
(CFB ) combust ion technology . York County Energy Partners , the 
industrial part icipant , proposes to build the plant on a site 
adj acent to the P . H .  Glat felter Company ' s Roundwood facility in 
North Codorus Township , York County , Pennsylvania , approximately 
6 miles southwest of York , Pennsylvania . 

Copies of this Draft Statement have been mailed to members of 
Congress , State and local officials , interested and affected 
persons , organizat ions , and agenc ies , including des ignated 
l ibraries and public reading rooms . Written comments on this 
Draft Statement should be sent to Dr . Suel len Van Ooteghem , 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center,  3 6 1 0  Coll ins Ferry Road, 
Morgantown , WV 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  ( telephone : 3 0 4  2 8 5 - 5 44 3 )  through 
January 1 0 , 1 9 9 5 ,  the end of the comment period . 

Enc losure 

n K .  Wachter 
Director 
Environment , Safety and Health 

Program Support Divi s ion 



York Countr.: Conservat ion District 
118 Plet�Stmt Acres Road • York, Pennsylvania 17402 • Telepho� (717) 771-9430 • Fax (717) 755-0301 

MR RICHARD KENNER 
YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS 
2 5  SOUTH MAIN STREET 
SPRING GROVE PA 1 7 3 6 2 

November 2 2 , 1 9 9 4  

RE :  ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF COMPLETE APPLICATION 
NPDES PERMIT FOR DISCHARGE OF STORM WATER FROM 
CONSTRUCTION ACT IVITIES 

Dear Applicant : 
Your appl ication for an NPDES Permit , s ite name York County Energy 

Partners wa8 received on November 1 8 , 1 9 9 4  by the York County Conserva
tion District . 

The application was checked for comp l etene s s  and al l neces sary 
items were found to be included . I t  has been as s igned Permit Number 
PAS10Y009- l .  For general permit applications , notification wil l be 
published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin . For individual permit applica
tions , a thirty day comment period follows from the date the applica
tion is pub l ished . 

The eros ion and s edimentation control plan will be reviewed and 
studied for adequacy of protection and compliance with the Department 
o f  Environmental Res ource s ' ( DER )  rule s  and regulations by district 
staff and/or by agency technical repres entatives cooperating with the 
district . The Cons ervation District Board of Directors and staff may 
dis cuss the results of the district review at their next meeting . 

When the review o f  the eros ion and sedimentation control plan rev
eals deficiencie s , you will be notified by a review l etter . Revis ed 
plan8 will be required for review before the application proces s ing can 
continue . For individual NPDES Permit app lications , upon approval of 
the erosion and s edimentation control plan , the Cons ervation District 
wil l  forward its recommendation for permit issuance to the Soil and 
Waterways Section . South Central Regional Office . 

For individual permit appl ications , you wil l be notified by the 
Field Operations Regional O f fice concerning other permits or approvals 
necessary for the proposed activity . 

Inquirie s  regarding the status of the appl ication should be 
directed to the York County Conservation District , phone ( 7 1 7 ) 
7 7 1 - 9 4 3 0 . 

S ince2el , _, // 
"-711�· _.. �,_� 
Mary Shaffer 
Resource Conservationist 
York Co . Conservation District 

cc : Ernest Graham ; Herbert , Rowland & Grubic , Inc . 
N .  Codoru8 Twp . 
Jackson Twp . 
Spring Grove Boro 
Molly Benko ,  DER Regional Office , Soil and Waterways SecT � -
File 

.. Conseruatfon • Stewardship • Education " 



YORK 
York County Energr. PartnerS 

Mr. Jeffi'ey J. Moyer 

: County Energy P:lnners. L.P."' •• �outh Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
fax: (717) 225-o434 

November 23, 1 994 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 10-9720 

SUBJECT: Additional Background Information - Cooling Tower Operation 
York County Energy Partners, LP. 
PSD Application - File No. 67-306-007 

Dear Mr. Moyer, 

On 26 October 1994, York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) provided to the 
Depanment, as background information, several supplemental reports which were 
completed by YCEP as part of the Department of Energy EIS process. As explained in 
the earlier correspondence, YCEP was awaiting completion of the human health 
assessment report for the cooling tower operation. 

Please find attached a copy of the report prepared by ENVIRON .Corporation 
entitled "Human Health Risk Assessment of Cooling Tower Emissions Associated With 
Operation of the York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility". This report was 
completed to address the potential trace element emissions from the cooling tower due to 
the reuse of the P. H. Glatfelter waste water as cooling tower make-up water. Please also 
find attached the following background information: 

• Exhibit 1 :  

• Exhibit 2: 

Estimated emissions from the use ofP. H. Glatfelte�s waste 
water in cooling towers. 

Protocol for chemical analysis of secondary eftluent and 
cooling tower blowdown streams. 

These two exhibits contain the background information on the cooling tower 
analysis which was previously submitted to the Bureau of Air Quality on 4 April 1994. 
This information is being provided again for reference in order to include all the cooling 
tower information with the human health assessment report. 

The trace element emissions from the cooling tower were addressed within the 
regulatory guidelines established by EPA under section 1 12 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) 



Mr. Jeffrey J. Moyer 
Background lnfonnation - Cooling Tower 

23 November 1994 
Page 2. 

which addresses the national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (HAP's). On 
Friday, 17 December 1993, EPA issued proposed rules in the Federal Register which 
provided infonnation on the following: 

• Effiuent Limitations Guidelines, Pretreatment Standards, and New Source 
Perfonnance Standards: Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard Category ( 40 CFR Part 
430). Under Subpart B. these proposed rules provide BPT eftluent limitations 
(end-of-pipe) for the polllutants or pollutant properties for BODs. TSS, AOX, 
COD and Color. 

• National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Category: 
Pulp and Paper Production (40 CFR Part 63). Under Subpart S. these proposed 
rules provide guidance for the applicablility of HAP's under section 1 12 of the 
CAA. 

In the Preamble for the proposed rules, Section IV.B - Summary and Scope of the 
Proposed Regulations, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants states 
that . . "hazardous air pollutant emissions from the pulp and paper production source 
category are being regulated under section l l2(d) of the CAA. The proposed standards 
would regulate emissions of any and all of the 189 HAP's listed under section 11 2(b) of 
the CAA. "  No other pollutants have been proposed for review under this source category. 

The water quality analysis work completed by YCEP and the human health 
assessment report completed by ENVIRON Corporation would meet the requirements of 
this proposed regulation. Please note this is currently proposed regulations and no finn 
timetable has been established to promulgate these rules from proposed to final 
regulations. The type of analysis conducted for the YCEP cooling tower is not required 
by federal or state regulations and there are no permitting requirements for this type of 
operation. The results of the cooling tower analysis did show that the cooling tower 
operation would meet the requirements of section 1 12 of the CAA. 

Please review this infonnation. If you have any questions or need additional 
infonnation, please contact me. 

{ . � "Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 

cc: Paul Yarnell, PA DER Bureau ofWater Quality 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

10099 Li ncoln Way East 
F�ettevi l le ,  PA 17222-9609 

December 7 ,  1 994 

Bureau of Forestry 

Mr . Jan K. Wachter ,  D i rector 
Env i ronment , Safety and Hea l th 

Program Support D i v i s i on  
Morgantown Energy Techno l ogy Center 
P . O . Box 880 
MorgantO\·m , \�V 265 07-0880 

Dear Mr. Wachter : 

( 717 ) 352-221 1 /352-2260 
FAX ( 717 ) 352-3007 

It i s  now c l ear that the proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration 
Project is not in mY area of respons i b i l i ty .  Therefore , you may drop mY name from 
your ma i l i ng l j st .  Than k you for your cooperation i n  th i s  matter .  

KDS : jac 

" "  c-· ·'""'' n - - - ··· · - :•· · ' " ��t-- - .. ! . •  - " • •  

X,j4 P-
Kennet��ar�( 
D i stri ct Forester 
Forest D i stri ct 1 



Erwlronmengl and Energy Systems 
Atr Proaucts ana Cnemtcals. Inc. 
7201 11amttton Boutevara 
Allentown. PA 18195·1 501 
TeleDnOne 16101 481-491 1 

Mr. Jeffrey I. Moyer 
Air Pollution Control Engineer 

December 1 3, 1994 

Pennsylvania Depanment of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 10-9720 

SUBJECT: 

Dear Mr. Moyer, 

Background and Technical Information 
Four Rivers Energy Modernization Project 
Calvert City, Kentucky 

AIR 1 .. 
PRODUClS t-· 

As we discussed on Monday, 12 December, Four Rivers Energy Partners. L.P., a 
project company of Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. (Air Products) is currently 
developing·a coal-fired cogeneration project which would be located at the Air Products 
chemical manufacturing facility in Calvert City, Kentucky. This project, Four Rivers 
Energy Modernization Project. was selected for funding under the Department of Energy 
Clean Coal Technology (CCT) Demonstration Program Round Five Solicitation. The 
proposed project is to demonstrated a coal-fired Second Generation Pressurized 
Circulating Fluidized Bed (PCFB) cogeneration application. The PCFB technology is a 
next generation coal combustion technology which is expected to have a higher 
combustion efficiency due to the pressurized combustion process. The proposed facility 
would provide industrial steam to the chemical manufacturing facility and approximately 
70 MW of electrical power to the local electric utility. 



The Four Rivers project is currently in the technical development stages and 
undergoing the Department ofEnergy environmental review process. The air quality 
permit application should be filed in the first half of 1995 and the facility is scheduled for 
full-scale operation by the year 2000. The preliminary air emissions technical information 
for the Four Rivers project along with the proposed air emissions from the York County 
Energy Partners, L.P. atmospheric CFB project is provided below. 

Boiler Firing Duty, mmbtulhr 
Coal Feed Sulfur Content, % 
Emissions Rate: 

Sulfur Dioxide 
% removal 
lbslhr 
lbs/mmbtu 

Nitrogen Oxides 
lbs/ht 
lbs/mmbtu 

Particulate Matter (PM-I 0) 
lbslhr 
lbs/mmbtu 

Carbon Monoxide 
lbslhr 
lbs/mmbtu 

Four Rivers Project 

842.0 
3.5 

95.0 
252.0 

0.30 

252.0 
0.3 

10.0 
0.012 

80.0 
0.095 

York County Project 

2624.0 
2.0 

92.0 
660.0 

0.25 

328.0 
0. 125 

29.0 
0.01 1 

394.0 
0. 1 5  

As shown above, the carbon monoxide emission rate on a lbslmmbtu basis is lower 
for the PCFB boiler than the CFB boiler. This lower carbon monoxide emission rate is 
due to the improved combustion efficiency resUlting from the pressurized combustion 
process. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Lead Environmental Engineer 



P. H. G L A T  F E L T E R C 0 M P A N Y 
COII"CMTI �AATPIISPIIIHCI G� f'A 1nu� I (717} 22�711 

December 15,  1 993 

Mr . Richard c .  Kenner , Jr . 
VIce Pres ident and General Manager 
York Coun ty Energy Partner� 
Air Products and Chem ica l s , Inc . 
7201 Ham i l ton Bou l evard 
Al l entown , PA 1 8 1 95-1501 
Oear Rick : 

Recen t l y ,  I t  has come to the P .  H .  Gl a t fe l ter Company ' s  at t ent i on 
that cer t&l n  rnd l v / duats have suggested to government a l agenc i es that Glatfel ter ,  pr i or to the commencement of the d iscuss i ons wi th A i r  Produc ts on 
the present co-genera t i on project , had p l ans to shut down or s ign i f ican t ly 
modi fy I ts #4 power bo l l er . Any such statemen t to that effect Is abso l u te l y  
fa lse . 1 can s t a t e ,  w i thout qua l i fica t ion , that there were no p l ans ex tant a t  
that t ime t o  shut down the #4 bo l t er nor were there any major modi f icat i ons to 
*4 bo l l er· In our f i ve-year. capi tal forecas t wh ich compr i ses our long-r�nge 
strategi c  p l an for cap / t a l  expendi t ures . 

Fur thermore, 1 wou l d  under l ine the fac t that we have re l at i vely 
recen t l y  comp l e t ed the Insta l l a t i on of our #5 c i rcu l a t ing f l u i dized bed power 
bo l t er a t wh ich t ime we shut down our #3 power bol l er so tha t  I t  I s  ava i l ab l e  
for st andby purposes on l y .  Present ly, we are s tar t ing to br i ng on l ine our 
new #3 recovery bo l t er wh ich wi l l  resu l t I n  the shut down of #1 and #2 
recovery bo l t ers . As a resul t of a l l  these changes , we had very carefu l l Y 
cons i dered our t ong-range s team requi remen ts and N4 bo / J er was def in i te l y par t 
of our p l ans In mee t i ng those requ i remen t s . I wou ld fur ther no te that we know 
o f  no reason from a regul atory s t andpo in t to shu t down N4 power bo i ler . 

As you are aware ,  a power bo l t er has �n exceed i ng l y  l ong usefu l 
l i fe when I t  I s  we l l ma inta i ned . Should the York coun ty Energy Par tners 
project fal l tc move forward , I can assure you tha t we wou l d  conti nue to 
oper a te the N4 power bO i l er for many years Into the fu tur e .  Anyone sugges t ing 
tha t  thi s Is not the case Is s i mp l y  being d l sho·nes t .  

RWW/c l g  

cc : R .  E .  C � l l ahan 
C .  L .  JJ / s s l mer 

;;;;:;tdJ/_ 
. R .  W .  Wand 

VIce Pres i den t - Adm i n i s t r a t ion 



YORK 
York Counw. En� Partneti 

Mr. Jeffiey J. Moyer 

k County Energy Pattnen, L.P."' 
2S South Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pennsylvania • 17362 
Phone: (717) 22S-66o1 
F:ax: (717) 22S-o4�4 

December 16, 1 994 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 10-9720 

SUBJECT: PSD Air Quality Permit Application File No. 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
North Codorus Township, York County, PA 

Dear Mr. Moyer: 

As we discussed earlier, I understand that the Department is considering the 
inclusion of special conditions in the above-referenced draft PSD Plan Approval document 
to address (1) the NOx emission rate with respect to operation ofthe Selective Non
Catalytic Reduction (SNCR) system and (2) various metal emission rates as a result of 
coal combustion. Please consider the following information when developing these two 
proposed special conditions. 

NOx Emission Rate/SNCR System Operation Special Condition: 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) agrees that a complete understanding ofthe 
technical relationship between NOx emission rate and operation of the SNCR system 
requires further evaluation during full-scale operation of the CFB unit. This further 
evaluation is consistent with analyses to be performed during the shake-down under the 
applicable permit process. Specifically, as you know, since the proposed facility would be 



Mr. Jeffrey Moyer 
YCEP PSD Pennit Application 

1 6  December 1994 
Page 2. 

located in the Northeast Ozone Transport Region {NOTR), the unit would be required to 
complete a LAER test for establishing the specific NOx emission limits to be incorporated 
into the Operating Pennit. 

As YCEP has outlined in earlier correspondence to the Department, the actual volume of 
aqueous ammonia used in the SNCR system and subsequent NOx emission control will 
depend on several operational variables. Several key factors such as the fuel 
characteristics, SNCR operating characteristics, and ammonia slip level have a direct effect 
on the NOx emission level and the potential to produce any visible plume from the facility 
stack. In order to establish these technical and operation relationships, YCEP agrees that 
a one year optimization program conducted during the first year of operation would 
provide the appropriate opportunity for establishing the NOx emission limits for inclusion 
in the Operating Pennit. 

In consideration of this optimization period and its relevance for establishing appropriate 
NOx emission limits for the Operating Pennit, YCEP requests that the draft PSD Plan 
Approval and Temporary Operating Permit include the NOx emission rate requested in the 
YCEP PSD pennit application. As stated earlier, the SNCR system is expected to achiev� 
this NOx emission rate based on the currently available technical data. 

YCEP also requests that the special condition take into consideration that the proposed 
facility would be obtaining NOx Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) based upon the 
allowable NOx emission rate established in the PSD Plan Approval. At the conclusion of 
the one year optimization program if the results of emission testing support a reduction in 
the allowable NOx emission rate, the Department may of course exercise its discretion and 
decide to lower the pennitted NOx emission rate. In this event, YCEP requests that the 
Department include specific language within the pennit which would automatically trigger 
an increase in the allowable NOx emission rate, up to the original pennit level, in the event 
that typical variation in facility operation characteristics cause a visible plume from the 
stack. Since YCEP would have obtained the ERCs based upon the original pennitted 
leve� no additional ERCs would be required. This specific request is made based on 
operating experience at another facility where a slight change in fuel characteristics 
resulted in the visible plume. 
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The expected metal emission rate infonnation provided in the PSD pennit application is 
based on the use of western Pennsylvania coal supplied from the Pittsburgh coal seam. 
Metal emissions would be associated with particulate matter (PM-1 0) exiting in the facility 
stack flue gas. Due to natural variability in the coal characteristics, the metal composition 
in the particulate matter would be expected to be variable in addition to being uncontrolled 
by the CFB operation. 

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments specifically exempt electric utility-type facilities 
from Section 1 12 Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) review, pending release of a technical 
study being conducted by EPA. Various metals are included on the HAPs list. With 
respect to these metals, no emission limit should be included with the PSD Plan Approval 
pending publication of the EPA study. 

In addition, as part of the Department ofEnergy environmental review of the potential 
project impacts, YCEP completed a review of trace element emissions from the proposed 
facility. The Human Health study completed by ENVIRON Corporation (a copy was 
previously provided to the Department for infonnation purposes) showed no adverse 
health impacts due to stack trace element emissions based on "typical" Pittsburgh coal 
seam analysis. This analysis supports postponement of the inclusion of any trace metals 
emission limits in the facility's air emissions pennit. 

YCEP proposes to test and report various trace element emissions as a component of 
stack testing conducted during the yearly perfonnance test for the other pennitted 
emission levels. This testing and reporting should occur for the first two years of 
operation. At the end of this two year period, the emission data would be evaluated by the 
Department. If metal emission data provides significant information, the Department may 
exercise its discretion and require the yearly testing and reporting to continue. Emission 
data could be collected for those metals which are representative of trace elements present 
in coal. A proposed list of trace elements to be tested for would be arsenic, beryllium, 
total chromium, fluoride, mercury, and lead. 

In consideration of the natural variability in coal characteristics, establishing specific 
pennitted emission rates for these various trace elements would be inappropriate, and as 
explained above, neither justified by any facility-specific potential health concerns nor 
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required under any applicable regulatory standard. Given the variability in trace element 
content typical of coal, it is possible that the facility's performance test would show 
compliance for overall particulate matter emission levels, but would periodi�ly show 
non-compliance due to a slight variation in one of the metal parameters due to natural coal 
content variations if specific trace element limits are included within the PSD Plan 
Approval. 

At the present time, there are no applicable state or federal regulatory standards requiring 
the incorporation ofPSD permit limits for trace elements. YCEP would request that no 
specific emission limits be imposed until EPA completes the electric utility study for the 
Section 1 12 HAPs and develops emissions standards for coal-fired facilities. 

YCEP appreciates your consideration of this information as the Department works 
to complete the draft PSD Plan Approval for the YCEP facility. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me. 

Ah 
·· Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 

Manager, Environmental Affairs 



COMI'viONWEALm OFPENNSYLVANIA 
December 21 ,  1994 

SUBJECT: York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

TO: 

Consumptive Use Application 
Codorus Creek 

Paul Swartz, Executive Director 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission 

FROM: Leroy M. Young, Fisheries Biologist . .J M r 
Division of Environmental Services \} 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has reviewed the subject permit application for the 
consumptive use of up to 2.8 million gallons per day (mgd) of the treated wastewater from the 
P. H. Glatfelter facility by the York County Energy Partners (YCEP) proposed cogeneration 
plant We have the following comments regarding this application. 

1 .  The consumptive water losses related to the YCEP proposal have the potential to 
improve water quality downstream of the Glatfelter facility by removing 
wastewater load from the stream. While these improvements are welcome, it 
would seem that the best approach to protecting water quality in Codorus Creek 
would be to properly treat the discharge. Information such as that provided in 
the most recent (1992) fisheries data compiled by Dr. Denoncourt show depressed 
fauna downstream of the Glatfelter discharge with IBI values in the •poor• to 
•fair• range (See Table 1 of November 1992 Report, Appendix D). We note that 
the proposed wastewater effluent flow of 9. 7 mgd exceeds the SRBC required 
stream flow upstream of the discharge by a factor of 2.  Without the YCEP 
withdrawal, wastewater flow exceeds permitted stream flow by a factor of 2.5. 
Improvements of the water quality and protection of the aquatic life should be 
thoroughly reevaluated through the NPDES permitting process. We are currently 
discussing this issued with the Department of Environmental Resources (DER). 
Regarding the SRBC permit, will instream water quality monitoring be required 
to verify that the predicted improvements in water quality will indeed occur? 

2. Changes in physical habitat related to the proposed consumptive use would be 
limited to the area downstream of the Glatfelter discharge. The additional 
reductions in flow are relatively small and the augmented flow from Lake 
Marburg appear adequate to protect habitat in this reach. We have greater 
concern, however, with the 1 .8  mile section of Codorus Creek between the taking 
point and the discharge. Although impacts in this region are unrelated to the 
current permit, we would like to request the following information to improve our 
understanding of the impacts of flow reductions on this section of the stream: 
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a. A flow duration analysis of Codorus Creek upstream of the taking 
point prior to the construction of Lake Marburg 

b. A flow duration analysis of Codorus Creek upstream of the taking 
point subsequent to the construction of Lake Marburg 

c. A flow duration analysis of Codorus Creek downstream of the 
taking point subsequent to the construction of Lake Marburg. This 
analysis should not include the discharge flows from Glatfelter, 
which are ow included in the USGS records for the Spring Grove 
gage. 

We request that calculations of average daily flow be provided for each of the 
above analyses. 

3. Page 4 of the application states that the currently permitted consumptive use for 
the Glatfelter facility is 0.9 mgd; Page 5 states "The proposed net consumptive 
use will be 0.67 mgd after completion of the Pulp Mill Modernization Project in 
August 1994; and Table 7 of Appendix C lists current consumptive use as 2.5 
mgd. Which is correct? 

4. Although loading of a number of contaminants will decrease as a result of the 
YCEP proposal, we note that copper concentrations will increase to levels which 
are above Chronic Fish Health criteria (Table 15 of Appendix C). Will these 
impacts be mitigated by improved treatment of wastewater? 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this application. We plan to also provide comments 
to the Department of Energy (DOE) regarding this project proposal. There is a considerable 
amount of additional information we have been provided by DOE which we are in the process 
of reviewing. Additional concerns may come to light as a result of that review. We will be 
sure to inform you of any such concerns at the time this review is completed. 

LMY:dms 

cc: Arway, Snyder, Kaufmann, Creyer - PFBC 
Schott - DER 
Wachter - DOE 
John Klunk 



United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Mid-Atlantic Region 

IN REPLYRUER TO: 
143 South Third Street 

Philadelphia, PA 19106 

N3 615 ( MAR-MR) 

suellen A. van ooteghem, Ph. D .  
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 6507-0880 

Dear Ms . Van OOteghem : 

DEC % I  i994 

We received the copy of the Prevention of S ignificant Deterioration ( PSD ) 
application for the York County Energy Partners L . P .  ( YCEP )  Cogeneration 
Proj ect , a Clean Coal Technology Demonstration Project under consideration 
by the Department of Energy ( DOE ) . As part of the DOE ' s  preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement , you requested our comments regarding the 
application. The YCEP proj ect would be located approximately 150 km 
northwest of Shenandoah National Park, and 29 km northeast of Gettysburg 
National Mil itary Park and Eisenhower National Historic S ite . Shenandoah 
National Park is a Class I area administered by the National Park Service . 
Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic S ite are 
Class II areas ,  also administered by the National Park Service . We have 
reviewed the PSD application and have the following comments . 

Additional Impact Analys is 

Section 6 . 9  of the application contains the required additional impact 
analys i s ,  to assess impacts to visibility, acid deposition, soils , and 
vegetation in the vicinity of the source .  We are pleased that YCEP 
submitted a modeling analysis for Gettysburg National Military Park. S ince 
expected reductions in nitrogen oxide and sulfur oxide emissions from P . H .  
Glatfelter Company, an adj acent pulp mil l ,  will b e  made federally 
enforceable concurrent with this permit , the YCEP proj ect should result in 
a net air quality benefit for the two parks in Gettysburg , Pennsylvania .•. 
Class I Impact Analyses 

Section 6 . 10 of the application states that because the proj ect is more 
than 100 km from any Class I area , no air quality modeling analys is is 
required . Because emissions will decrease substantially ( 19 10 tons per year 
of sul fur dioxide , 998 tons per year of nitrogen oxides and 110 tons per 
year of particulate matter ) ,  a net air quality benefit should also occur at 
Shenandoah National Park. However ,  for your future information ,  wa would 
l ike to clarify the requirements for Federal Land Manager ( FLM )  
notification and Class I impact analyses .  
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Cenerally, the permitting authority should notify the FLM of all major 
sources proposing to locate within 100 km of a Class I area , however, the 
permitting authority should also notify the FLM of sources proposing to 
locate at distances greater than 100 km in certain instances . In this 
instance, the National Park Service has certified that adverse impacts 
currently exist at Shenandoah National Park. In addition , the EPA 
guidelines state that very large sources may be expected to affect air 
quality related values at distances greater than 100 km, and the FLM should 
be notified of such sources on a case-by-case basis . Regarding the 
distance limitation for using dispersion models , although the Environmental 
Protection Agency ( EPA ) generally limits the application of models to a 
distance of SO km in non-Class I situations , any reasonably expected 
impacts for Class I areas must be considered irrespective of the SO km 
model limitat ion. If the EPA intended the NPS to be notified of certain 
projects located more than 100 km from Class I areas , as indicated above , 
it follows that the potent ial impacts of these sources are to be assessed 
( i . e . , modeled ) .  More information and guidance regarding this pol icy c1n 

be found in the EPA ' s  New Source Review Hanual ( October 1990 ) . In 
addition, our Permit Application Guidance Lor New Air Pollution Sources 
includes information regarding notification and impact analyses • .  
Beat Available Contro l Technology f BACTl Analysis 

We have reviewed the BACT analysis and agree the proposed technologies 
represent BACT , except that previous BACT determinations in Pennsylvania 
required coal cleaning to further reduce sulfur dioxide emissions . YCEP 
and DOE should still be able to demonstrate the effectiveness of this 
clean coal technology , even if coal cleaning is required . Therefore , we 
believe BACT for this project should be 95\ control of sulfur dioxide . In 
addition, the application indicates no fluidized bed units of the proposed 
size exist , therefore data are not available to establish what actual 
levels of emissions may be achievable . It is possible that actual 
achievable emissions may be lower than those proposed . We agree that the 
Lowest Achievable Emission Rata for nitrogen oxide emiss ions should be 
determined during compliance tasting. Likewise , we bel ieve the BACT 
emiss ion leve ls for the other pollutants should be set at lower levels than 
those proposed, if testing indicatea lower levels can be achieved on a 
continuous basis . 

Emission Beductions 

The application indicates nitrogen oxide emiss ion offsets will be obtained. 
We have received your September 27 , 1994 , latter , which discusses the 
reductions that wil l  be made at P • .  H .  Clatfaltar Company . The letter 
indicatea that those reductions will be made fed•rally enforceable, and 
that YCEP ' a  permit wil l reference the reductions at P . H .  Glatfelter . It is 
extremely important that the proposed reductions in both nitrogen oxide and 
sul fur dioxide emissions be made federally enforceable and permanent . 
Provided the reductions are permanent , we have no concerns regarding air 
qual ity impacts to Shenandoah National Park, Eisenhower National Historic 
Site or to Gettysburg National Military Park. Should the reductions become 
unenforceable for whatever reason in the future, we would request to review 
the assoc iated impacts .  



Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding this project . 
Please contact Cathy Rhodes of our Air Quality Division in Denver at ( 303 ) 
969-2075 if you have any questions regarding our comments . 

Sincerely; 

;�;: cJart-:tl.' .J e-eac;,l-· 
/1'/ B. J. Griffin (Ma. ) _;� Regional Director • Hid-Atlantic Region 

CC I 
Lief Erikson 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
southcentral Harrisburg Region 

' Air Quality Division 
· 

1 Ararat Blvd. 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110 

John Caw:land 
�apartment of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 880 
COllins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

3 



� COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVA N IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� P .  o .  Box 8465  
Harris�urq, PA 17105-8465 

December 22 , 1 9 9 4  

Bureau of water Quality Management 

Dr . suellen Van Ooteqhem 
Morqantown Enerqy Technoloqy Center 
3 610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morqantown , WV 2 65 07-0880 

Re : DER File No . 08032 

Dear Dr . Van ooteqhem: 

( 7 17 ) 787-9637 

We have received your November 17 , 1994 letter and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed York County Enerqy 
Partners Coqeneration Facility . It appears as thouqh the proj ect lies 
within the Codorus creek drainaqe basin rather than West Branch 
Codorus creek as indicated by the draft ' s  text and fiqures . 

The section of Codorus creek in proximity to the proposed 
facility is desiqnated Warm Water Fishes (WWF) and carries an 
additional parameter for "color" in Chapter 9 3  of the Rules and 
Requlations of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources . 
The WWF protected use includes the maintenance and propaqation of fish 
species and additional flora and fauna which are indiqenous to a warm 
water habitat . The color criteria is for a maximum of 50 units on the 
platinum-cobalt scale with no other colors perceptible to the human 
eye . 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement points out that 
discharqes of wastewater and stormwater are planned to Codorus creek . 
We are concerned by the expected increases in dissolved solids in 
Codorus creek caused by the proposed facility and by the proj ected 
concentration of chloride which is in exceedence of the EPA ( 1988a) 
chronic ambient water quality criteria . Other concerns involve the 
placement of a portion of the proj ect within the 100-year floodplain 
and the placement of proposed pipelines throuqh identified wetlands . 
It is prudent to avoid these situations where alternatives exist . 
Additionally ,  adequate erosion controls must be utilized to minimize 
sedimentation of Codorus Creek durinq construction . 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recveled Paoer ��� 



Or . Van Ooteghem -2- December 22 , 1994 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed York 
county Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility proj ect . 

Sincerely , 

Edwa�L 
Chief 
Division of Assessment and Standards 



YORK 
York County Energr. PartnerS 

Mr. Jeffrey J. Moyer 

:ounty Energy Partners. :. ? .... 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pcnnsylvama • ! - :.-,2 
Phone: (717) 22�·6601 
Fax: (717) 225·0-H-l 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 

December 28, 1994 

Pennsylvania Depanment of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 1 0-9720 

SUBJECT: PSD Air Quality Permit Application: File No. 67-306-007 

York County Energy Panners, L.P. 
Nonh Codorus Townshi

_
p. York County, PA 

Dear Mr. Moyer: 

As we discussed on Friday, 23 December. I understand the Depanment is 
considering the inclusion of special conditions in the above-referenced draft PSD Plan 
Approval document to address ( 1 )  the yearly VOC emission rate and (2) metal emission 
rates for mercury and beryllium. Please consider the following information when 
developing these two proposed special conditions. 

VOC Emission Rate Special Condition: 

YCEP would like to confirm that the circulating fluidized bed (CFB) boiler 
manufacturer has provided updated emissions information for volatile organic compounds 
(VOC's). Based on the revised infonnation, the CFB boiler VOC's emission rate would be 
1 1 lbslhr for all operating loads (50%, 75%, and. lOO%). This revised emission rate is 
based on pilot plant test results using the expected western Pennsylvania coal supplier. 

A project company ol Air Ptoducu 
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This VOC emission rate would result in a VOC emission level of 48.2 tons per 
year. Since the VOC emission rate would be less than 50 tons per year, no operating 
special conditions would be needed on the CFB boiler. The boiler manufacturer's VOC 
emission rate guarantee ( 1 1  lbslhr) would be confirmed during the performance test at unit 
start-up. 

Metal Emission Rates: 

As we discussed, YCEP understands that the Department is considering metal 
emissions limits for mercury and beryllium in the draft Plan Approval document. These 
metals are PSD pollutants and their emission levels are reviewed as part of the BACT 
analysis. As pre\iously stated in the YCEP letter of 16 December 1994, YCEP proposes 
that the draft PSD Plan Approval document special condition for metal emission rates 
require testing and reporting for various trace element emissions as a component of stack 
testing during the first two yearly source tests. Due to natural variability in coal 
characteristics, establishing specific permitted emission rates would be inappropriate. 

There is no mercury emission standards for coal fired electric-utility units._ The 
only emission standard which has been adopted for mercury is applicable to municipal 
resource recovery facility operations. This standard is 80 microgram of mercury per cubic 
meter of flue gas flow. If a mercury standard must be considered for the YCEP draft Plan 
Approval document. the 80 microgram/cubic meter standard should be used as the basis. 
This standard would equate to an emission limit of8.66 E-OS ibslmmbtu for the proposed 
YCEP boiler. 

There is no beryllium emission standard for coal fired electric-utility unit or any 
other combustion type 1,1nit. The only beryllium standard is an ambient air quality standard 
established to protect air quality. As we discussed, the proposed YCEP expected 
beryllium emission rate results in a ground level impact of 111000 of the ambient air 
standard. Due to the lack of an applicable beryllium emissions standard on any other 
combustion type units, YCEP requests that no beryllium emission limit be included in the 
draft Plan Approval document. 
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Since the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments specifically exempt electric utility-type 
facilities from Section 1 12 Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) review pending release ofthe 
ongoing EPA technical study, no emission limits should be included v.7th the PSD Plan 
Approval pending the outcome of the EPA study. Once this study is c-ompleted, EPA is 
expected to promulgate emission standards applicable to electric utility units for those 
trace elements deemed to be significant. At that time, EPA would rec;-.:ire electric utility
type unit to comply with any emissions standard as part of the Sectior. i 12  HAPs 
requirements. 

Please consider this information when preparing the draft Plan Approval 
document. Ifyou have any questions or need additional information. ;:!ease contact me. 
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FOSTER WHEELER .ENERGY CORPORATION 
PP.RllY\'It,Le C01U'OM11! I' ARK • cutoo·roN, NBW Jntt.�eY 0�1109-40(10 • PHONE •.l68-236-.000 

Air Products and Chemicals. fnc. 
!nvironmentnl/Energy System:\ 
720 l Hamilton Boule'¥:ttd 
Allentown, PA 1 8 1 95-lSi)l  

Attention: !\.11. David C. WolfS(\n 
Subject: York Co,utty Energy P�mners Projecr 

Cogeneration Project 
14WEC Conrrnct #3-43-7030 
YCEP Proj�cl Number 03-·4-8{)70 
VOC EMJSSlONS 

As requested the following infom\ai ion on VOC emissions is submitted l'br your usc. 
FWEC 4..-.es Guarantee that when the boiler is opemted uadfl' steady siate cOnditions ot 3 unit cnpadty of 
l ,oso.ooo (50% MCR) to 2. 100.000 ( 100% MCR) pounda of prima.cy iceain per hour wben firing rb� rnng,c of 
fuels Md sorhent gi-v�n in $C!Cli\7l\ V.E.and 0 re��:1h-ely the Volatile Qrganie Compound emissi�ns in tbe flue 
gas mea5U.-ed at tbc stadr. shaH n� �c:e�:(l l 0 pounda per hour based upon a 24 hour average. 

lf t can be of furthet assistouu:e plt�ase uo not hesitate to c•mLac;t me. 

Very uuly yoors. 
FOSTER WHEfLER. ENERGY CORPORA'TlON 

R. W. Voyles 
Project MMager 

' • l" ft  . .. "' ' ' "' "'  ' "' '"' ,.. " "  t · �  
� II • ""'\ 1 �11 I f't' 
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.. IIII'I.Y IIII'IR TO 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANI� 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Engineering District 8-0 
2 140 Herr Street 

Harrisburg 17 103- 1&99 
January 3 ,  1995 

Department of Energy ' s Draft 
Environmental Impact - Statement 

York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Project 

York County , PA ( DOE/EIS-022 1 )  

Dr . Suellen Zan Ooteghen 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3&10 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 &507-0880 

Dear Dr . Ooteghen : 

Thank you for sending a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the proposed York County Energy Partners ' Cogeneration 
proj ect in York County , Pennsylvania . This has been reviewed by the 
PennDOT District 8 staff . 

Air Products has submitted an application for the 
signalization of PA 1G and PA 11G as required in their traffic impact 
study for the cogeneration plant . Recommendations from the study have 
been -included in their PennDOT highway occupancy permit application . 
They will receive the permit from PennDOT . PennDOT District � has no 
substantive comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement . 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document . If you 
have any questions , please contact Christie J .  Perry, District 
Environmental Manager , at 7 17 -787-5222 . 

Very truly yours , 

��E .  �� District Engineer 

CJP : j lg 



1 e1ep 11one Nlemoranctum 

Date 
Time 
Name 
Subject: 

Notes: 

5 January 1995 

3:30 pm 

W.O. NO. 34309.09.01 

Company PA Game Commission 

Mr. Denver A. McDowell Telep1roue (717) 787-6818 

Threatened & Endangered (T&E) Species response letter to 
ENVIRON dated 3 June 1994 (Upland Sandpiper and Least 
Shrew) 

As requested by Karen Winegardner of Air Products, a call was made to 
Mr. McDowell to determine the reasons for the conflicting T&E species 
response letters from the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) to ERM, 
Inc. and ENVIRON for the same YCEP project located in Spring Grove, 
PA. As per the letter of transmittal sent to Karen on 5 January 1995, the 
accompanying packet of information included non-occurring T&E species 
letter responses from the PGC dated 18 March 1993 for the North Codorus 
Township Site and 13 July 1993 for the multi-option transmission line 
corridor sites. Both of these ERM requests for T&E species information 
were made by Ms. Sandra Collins and Mr. John Magistro, respectively and 
were site specific as per the project area maps that were generated by 
ERM, Inc. 

The ENVIRON request made by Mr. Tom Angus was very general, and 
included a request for ihformation on T&E species in a 10 km radius from 
the proposed YCEP facility site. As the map in the packet provided to 
Karen shows, ten kilometers encompasses a very large area compared to 
ERM's more site specific requests. 

According to Mr. McDowell, the pro1.1i-=m Ues within the specificity of an 
area for a T&E species information request. When a general request for 
information is made (i.e. 10 km radius from the site), the PGC utilizes the 
data bases of the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) for 
reporting records on birds and mammals. PNDrs data base is based on 
USGS quadrangle name(s) and they normally use more historical record 
siting information. When a USGS quadrangle name is used alone in the 
data base they encompass a lot more area and thus more potential exists 
for a positive hit. For example, if a T&E species record occurred in the 
northeastern most comer of the Abbottstown, P A USGS quadrangle, and 
the actual site to be developed is located some 10 miles away in the 

a::nvuonmemat 
R esources 
Management, Inc. 

• 
ERM 
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southwestern section of the same quadrangle, then the record of the T&E 
species would be listed as a positive hit and in the project area of concern. 

Conversely, when site specific information is given, as with the maps and 
project descriptions submitted to the resource agencies in ERM's requests 
for information, a much more accurate and labor intensive search on T&E 
species in conducted. Mr. McDowell stated that an intensive search is 
completed by PGC's own people for T&E species requests that are site 
specific (i.e. ERM's site and corridor requests). For the YCEP �equest, 
Roland Bergner of the PGC was the staff member that conducted the 
information search. In this type of request the USGS quadrangle(s) that 
the site or corridor is located in is divided up into six equal blocks 
(numbered Blocks 1 to 6 as illustrated below) . . .  

1 2 

3 4 

5 G 

Then the bird and mammal T&E species records are located with "pin 
point accuracy" within each block. If T&E species are located within the 
same block as the project site is in, then a positive hit is recorded and the 
inquiring person or party is notified that the project may have impact on 
the species��Jn·this ·case, further, more intensive site-specific field studies 
are required. However, if the T&E species is located in Block 1 and the 
project is located in another block, then there is no need to go any 
further with more specific studies and the project will not impact any T&E 
species according to PGC records. This latter scenario was and still is the 
� with the YCEP cogeneration site and its transmission line corridor. 
The dated responses from the PGC to ERM, Inc. staff stated above are 
accurate and still stand as no potential impact to any T&E bird and/or 
mammal species regardless of the latest, more general response to 
ENVIRON which encompassed an area of 10 km. Therefore, the upland 
sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) and the least shrew (Cryptotis parva) do 
not exist within the project site or the transmission line corridor route 
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according to the PGC's data base. Furthermore, the habitat requirements 
of these species are different than the habitats in the aforementioned 
project areas. 

Follow-Up Actions: 

No further action is required on YCEP's part according to Mr. McDowell 
of the PGC. 

Message Received By: 
1)� \\\b'ft5 

Dan�ynoracki 

Copies To: Karen Winegardner, Air Products 
Bob Keating, ERM, Inc. 
John Magistro, ERM, Inc. 
Don Knorr, ERM, Inc. 

ERM, Inc. Exton 



Telephone Memorandum 

Date 9 January 1995 'W.O. NO. 34309.09.01 

Time 9:30 am Company PB&FC/ 
9:55 am PNDI 

Name Mr. Andrew L. Shiels/ Teleplrone (814) 359-5110 

Name Ms. Kathy McKenna Telephone (717) 787-3444 

Subject: Threatened & Endangered (T &E) Species response letter to 
ENVIRON dated 13 July 1994 (Branching Bur-reed) 

Notes: 

As requested by Karen Winegardner of Air Products, a call was made to 
Mr. Shiels to determine the reasons for the conflicting T &E species 
response letters from the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission (PF&BC) 
to ERM, Inc. and ENVIRON for the same YCEP project located in Spring 
Grove, PA. As per the letter of transmittal sent to Karen on 5 January 
1995, the accompanying packet of information included non-occurring 
T&E species letter responses from the PF&BC dated 2 March 1993 for the 
North Codorus Township Site and 2 September 1993 for the multi-option 
transmission line corridor routes. Both of these ERM, Inc. requests for 
T&E species information were made by Ms. Sandra Collins and Mr. John 
Magistro, respectively, and were site specific as per the project area maps 
that were generated by ERM, Inc. 

The ENVIRON request made by Mr. Tom Angus was very general, and 
included a request for information on T&E species in a 10 km radius from 
the proposed YCEP facility site. As the map in the packet provided to 
Karen shows, ten kilometers encompasses a very large area compared to 
ERM's more site specific requests. 

According to Mr. Shiels, the PF&BC uses the Pennsylvania Natural 
Diversity Inventory (PNDI) data base for a T&E species information 
request. In fact, the PF&BC can access this data base through a modem 
network. In his 13 July letter to ENVIRON, he refers to Mr. Edward Dix of 
PNDI for more information on branching bur-reed (Sparganium 
mrdrocladum). When Mr. Shiels was contacted via telephone he also 
referred ERM, Inc. to contact Mr. Dix or Kathy McKenna of PNDI. The 
PF&BC had no other information available on branching bur-reed. 

Ms. Kathy McKenna of PNDI was contacted on the same date as the 

Environmental 
Resources 
M.u,agcment, Inc. 

• 
ERM 
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PF&BC. Mr. Dix was not available for comment, however, Ms. McKenna 
provided the necessary information that was requested. Regarding 
branching bur-reed, she stated that PNDI has conducted various surveys 
on various lakes of northwestern Pennsylvania, where they have had · 
historical records of the plant occurring. To this date, PNDI has never 
seen the plant anywhere in Pennsylvania during their recent field surveys. 
Ms. McKenna stated that the plant requires pristine lakeshore habitat for 
the plant to survive. She also stated that one should discount the 
possibility of the plant occurring on man-made lakes in the state. This 
would include such aquatic habitats as Kessler Pond and the Mill Pond 
that is located within the vicinity of the YCEP project. 

Therefore, branching bur-reed does not exist within the project site or the 
transmission line corridor route according to _the PNDI's data base. This is 
further verified by PNDI letter responses to Ms. Sandra Collins of ERM, 
Inc. on 15 April 1992 for the North Codorus Township cogeneration site,

· 

and to Mr. John Magistro of ERM, Inc. on 5 August 1993 for the multi
option transmission line corridor routes as PNDI stated that "A review of 
the proposed project site did not reveal any natural resources of special 
concern". 

Follow-Up·Actions: 

Ms. McKenna stated that YCEP should "write-off' the potential for 
branching bur-reed to occur within the project area if no pristine lakes or 
ponds are going to be impacted by development activities. Since this is 
the case, no further action is required on YCEP's part according to Ms. 
McKenna of PNDI. 

�qs \}\o� 
Message Received By: Dan Synoracki 

Copies To: Karen Winegardner, Air Products 
Bob Keating, ERM, Inc. 
John Magistro, ERM, Inc. 
Don Knorr, ERM, Inc. 

ERM, Inc. Exton 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1 715 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Operations Division 

BALnMORE, MD 21203·1 715 

Subj ect : CENAB-OP-RR (YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS ) 9 5-00114-7 

Environmental Resources Management , Inc . 
Attn : Mr . Dan Synoracki 
8 5 5  Springdale Drive 
Exton , Pennsylvania 1 9 3 4 1  

Dear Mr .  Synoracki : 

I am replying to your request dated October 2 5 ,  19 9 4 , for a 
j urisdiction determination and verification of the delineation of 
Waters of the United States , including j urisdictional wetlands , 
on the proposed electric transmiss ion line servicing the Spring 
Grove Cogeneration Plant , York County , Pennsylvania . 

A field inspection was conducted on November 2 1 ,  1994 . This 
inspection indicated that your delineation of Waters of the 
United states , including j urisdictional wetlands is accurate . 
This verification is valid for three years from the date of this 
letter . 

You are reminded that any grading or f i l l ing of Waters of the 
United states , including j urisdictional wetlands , is subj ect to 
Department of the Army authorization . In addition , the 
Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure Act may require �hat 
prospective buyers be made aware , by the sel ler , of the Federal 
regulatory authority over any Waters of the United States , 
including jurisdictional wetlands , being purchased . 

If you have any questions concerning this matter , please call 
Mr .  John Gibble at ( 4 10 )  9 62 1 4 6 .  

Enclosures 

Copy Furnished : 

PA DER, SC 
CENAB-OP ( Cori Brown) 

�"<::L......, uc-<� 
s J .  Rugiel 

Acting Chief , River Basin 
Permits section 



25 October 1994 
Reference: 34309.07.01 

River Basin Permit Section 
Baltimore District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 
ATIN: Mr. John Gibble 

RE: Request for a Jurisdictional Determination for Wetlands 
Delineated Along Proposed YCEP Electrical Interconnect, and 
Pipeline Utility Corridors, and the PA Routes 516 and 116 
Interchange Improvement Project: York County, PA 

Dear Mr. Gibble: 

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM), on behalf of the York 
County Energy Partners, LP, is requesting that a Jurisdictional 
Determination (JD) be performed by the Baltimore District of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) for utility corridors and roadway 
interchange improvements associated with the York County Energy 
Partners Environmenta:l and Energy Project (North Codorus Township 
Site) located on Route 116 in the Borough of Spring Grove and North 
Codorus Township, York County, Pennsylvania. 

Currently, a cogeneration facility, including associated utility corridors 
and easements, is proposed to be constructed on the site. The 
coordinates for this project site are Latitude: 39° 52' 3" and Longitude: 
76° 52' 15" and the tax identification for the property is Lot 40-00FF96, 
Block: 96. A JD was conducted by the USACOE for this property in June 
1993, and verified as accurate in a letter dated 9 August 1993. The exact 
locations and extent of the proposed utility line corridors and the Route 
516/116 interchange improvements are provided on the maps enclosed 
in the wetland delineation reports, for which this JD is being requested. 

The applicant for this JD, York County Energy Partners, LP, is not 
currently the owner of the properties proposed for development. 
However, two of the property owners, P.H. Glatfelter Company, and the 
Maryland and Pennsylvania Railroad Company have granted the 
Baltimore District USACOE authorization to the USACOE and the York 
County Energy Partners, LP to conduct the JD. A copy of each letter is 
attached. The third property owner is the USACOE Baltimore District. 

Environmental 
Resources 
Management, Inc. 

855 Springdale Drive 
Exton, Pennsylvania 19341 
(610) 524-3500 
(610) 524·7335 (fax) 

A member of the Environmental - .. . -



Mr. John Gibble, Baltimore District US ACOE 
34309.07.01 
25 October 1994 
Pa�e 2 

The proposed electrical interconnect corridor crosses the Indian Rock 
Dam Flood Control Project lands, which are located along the West 
Branch of Codorus Creek. 

ERM completed wetland delineations of an approximately 3.8 mile 

�� corridor extending from the proposed project site to the town of Bair, 
� · · Pennsylvania as well as corridor areas for the proposed 

steam/condensate, water supply, and cooling water/wastewater return ERM 
lines, which are located almost entirely on P.H. Glatfelter property. 
These areas, including the area situated in the vicinity of the P A Routes 
516/116 Interchange, will be referred to as the study areas. The 
waterbody in closest proximity to the study areas is West Branch 
Codorus Creek. A copy of the wetland investigation reports for each 
study area is attached for your review. The reports describe the results of 
the wetland investigations and delineations conducted by ERM in April 
and May 1994. 

We would like to schedule the JD with you so that we may accompany 
you during your field visit. We would greatly appreciate a telephone call 
as to when you would be available so that we can adjust our schedules 
accordingly. U you have any questions regarding this request, or require 
additional information, please feel free to call me at (610) 524-3627 or 
Donald Knorr at (610) 524-3677. 

1J:J P  � 
Daniel P. Synora� 
Sr. Project Scientist 

dps:DPS 
enclosures: ( 6) -Final YCEP Electrical Interconnect and Utility 

Corridors Wetland Delineation Report 
-Final YCEP RT 516/116 Interchange Wetland 
Delineation Report 
-P.H. Glatfelter Property Access Letter dated 13 
October 1994 
-Maryland and Pennsylvania Railroad Company 
Property Access Letter dated 28 July 1994 



Revised 6/1 4/94 

PENNSYLVANIA NATURAL DIVERSITY INVENTORY 
REVIEW RESPONSE 

REQUESTER: 

PROJECT: 

Ms. Jan K. Wachter 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 6 10  Collins Feny Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 

North Cordorus Township Project Site and Associated Optional Transmission Line 
Rights-of Way, York County 

QUADRANGLE: Abbots/own, Hanover, Seven Valleys, West York 

In response to your request of January 6, 1995, an area was reviewed for the presence of natural resources of 
special concern using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) information system. We do not 
anticipate any impact on rare, threatened or endangered species at this location. 

t1lb= 
PNDI staff 

1110/95 
Date 

PNDI is a site specific information system which describes significant natural resources of Pennsylvania. This 
system includes data descriptive of plant and animal species of special concern, exemplary natural 
communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a cooperative project of the Department of 
Environmental Resources, The Nature Conservancy and the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy. This 
response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files. However, an absence of recorded 
information does not necessarily imply actual conditions on-site. A field survey of any site may reveal 
previously unreported populations. PNDI is funded through contributions to the Wild Resource Conservation 
Fund. 

Be advised that legal authority for Pennsylvania's biological resources resides with three administrative 
agencies. The enclosure titled PNDI Species List, outlines which species groups are managed by these 
agencies. If you have questions concerning this response or the PNDI system, please contact our office at 
71 71787-3444 or write: 

DER - Bureau of Forestry - PNDI 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7105-8552 



PENNSYLVANIA NATURAL DIVERSI'IY INVENTORY 

SPECIES LISTS 

The statutory authority for Permsylvania 's animals and plants resides with three separate 
agencies. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources has the responsibility for 
management of the Commonwealth • s native wild plants. The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat 
Commission is responsible for management of fish, reptiles, amPhibians and aquatic organisms 
within the Conunonwealth. The Pennsylvania Game Commissioo has the responsibility for 
managing the state's wild birds and mammals. 

For information on current species status, please consult the appropriate agency. ·  Requests 
for infonnation should be directed to: 

Plants and PNDI - general 

FISH, REPTILES, 
AMPHIBIANS, 
AQUA TIC ORGANISMS 

BIRDS and MAMMALS 

Plant Program Manager 
P A Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advisory Services 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1 05-8552 
(7 17) 787-3444 

Endangered Specie$ & Herpetology Coordinator 
Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission 
Bureau of Fisheries and Engineering 
450 Robinson Lane 

· 
Bellefonte, P A 16823 
(8 14) 359-5 1 1 3 

Pennsylvania Game Commissioo 
Bureau of·Wildlife ManaSemmt 
200 1 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17 1 10-9797 
(7 17) 787-5529 

For infoJ11Yitjgn oo species listed Wlder the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 occurring in 
Pennsylvaaia, contact: 

Endangered Species Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
3 1 5  South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801 
(814) 234-4090 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION 

Division of Environmental Services 

450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-9616 

(8/4) 359-5147 

January 10, 1995 

Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-QSSO 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Re: York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Project 
Comments - Draft EIS 

The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility. 
This project would be located adjacent to the P. H. Glatfelter Company Roundwood Facility in 
North Codorus Township. Cooling water system make-up requirements for the project would 
be provided by the P .H. Glatfeiter facility wastewater treatment plant discharge. These 
withdrawals would average 4. 1 million gallons per day (mgd) with a peak use of 5.4 mgd. 
Consumptive use would equal 2.8 mgd. Thus the total discharge volume from the P. H. 
Glatfelter facility would decline from 12.5 mgd to 9. 7 mgd. 

On December 21,  1994 we provided comments to the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission (SRBC) regarding a consumptive use application for the proposed cogeneration 
facility. As most of our concerns regarding this project are related to the issue of consumptive 
water loss, we are including· the SRBC comment letter :lS nn att:lchment to this letter and request 
that it also be considered as comments to the DEIS. The following items are provided as 
additional comments on the DEIS: 

1 .  Page 3-22 - It is stated that "when flows exceed 3. 7 cfs (2.4 mgd), water is 
pumped by P. H. Glatfelter Company from the diversion dam to Lake Marburg. " 
How is this possible when the minimum flowby at the diversion dam per the 
SRBC consumptive use permit is 4.9 mgd? Please explain. 

2. Page 3-23; Paragraph 2 - It is stated that low flows have averaged 23.0 (14.9 
mgd) for the USGS Spring Grove Station since 1970. Do these values represent 
stream flow at Spring Grove before or after the P. H. Glatfelter wastewater 



Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
January 10, 1995 
Page 2 

volume is added, since USGS typically adds these flows in their statistics on 
stream flow at Spring Grove? 

3. We are concerned with the finding that EPA and DER chronic fish health criteria 
for chloride and copper are projected to be exceeded downstream of the discharge 
due in part to the effects of the consumptive loss during low flow conditions. 
EPA acute fish health copper levels will be approached (16.29 ug/1 compared to 
EPA criterion of 18 ug/1 - See Table 15 of June 23, 1994 Codorus Creek Water 
Resource Study prepared by ERM). In addition, lead concentrations were found 
to exceed DER water quality standards downstream of the· P. H. Glatfelter 
discharge during a 1990 SRBC study (Table 3. 1-9, Page 3-29). Since the SRBC 
study was not conducted at �.10 conditions, it would seem that greater 
exceedances in the lead concentration could result as a result of consumptive 
losses. (This finding conflicts with the information reported in Table 15 of the 
June 23, 1994 Codorus Creek Water Resource Study prepared by ERM which 
shows that chronic fish health concentrations of lead will not be exceeded.) 
Please explain the reason for the discrepancies in the various reports regarding 
lead. Also, we request that both the USEPA and Pennsylvania DER be consulted 
for an opinion on how these violations of state and federal water quality criteria 
will be addressed. 

4. Pages 3-26, 3-27, 3-29 and Table 3. 1-9 - Related to comment 3 above, the 1990 
SRBC data on which estimates of lead and copper concentrations were based 
represent only a single monitoring event and were not adequate to allow 
determination of the frequency and duration of the various water quality criteria 
exceedances. Was this lack of data remedied in any way in the preparation of the 
EIS? It would seem that additional preproject water quality monitoring may be 
necessary to address this issue. 

5. Page 3-41;  last paragraph - It is stated that in July 1994, the Pennsylvania DER 
and PFBC lifted a consumption advisory for green sunfish in Codorus Creek. 
The Pennsylvania Department of Health is also involved in the lifting of 
consumption advisories. 

6. Page 4-87; Section 4. 1 .4.2.8, Paragraph 1 - It is stated that Marburg Lake 
drawdowns as low as 188.6 m (619 ft) have been demonstrated to have little 
effect on recreation in Codorus State Park. We would comment that though the 
data is not definitive, we feel there may be a connection between drawdowns in 
Lake Marburg and poor yellow perch spawning success and periodically low year 
class strength. As such, this could represent a potential impact to recreation in 
terms of angling. 
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7. Page 4-94; Section 4. 1 .5. 1;  Paragraph 1 - It is stated that the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company discharge is not currently adversely impacting the aquatic community 
structure. However, we would note that the most recent (1992) fisheries data 
compiled by Dr. Robert Denoncourt (See Table 1 of November 1992 Report, 
Appendix D of SRBC consumptive use pennit application) showed depressed 
fauna downstream of the P. H. Glatfelter discharge with mi values in the •poor• 
to •fair' range. 

8. Page 6-15; Section 6.4.4 - We disagree wi:h the statement that since the water 
used for the proposed project would be drawn from wastewater from the P. H. 
Glatfelter discharge it would not constitute an additional withdrawal from Codorus 
Creek. Since the P. H. Glatfelter water is withdrawn from Codorus Creek and 
then returned, any withdrawal of water from the return flow constitutes an 
additional withdrawal from Codorus Creek with respect to the discharge point. 

9. Appendix E - We would note that our September 20, 1993 letter regarding the 
Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS was not included in this appendix. We are 
·attaching another copy of this letter for your reference. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. Please feel free to contact me 
if you have any questions concerning the above comments. 

LMY:dms 

cc: Arway, M. Hartle, Snyder, Kaufmann, Creyer - PFBC 
Kostmayer - EPA, Region ill 
Oberdick - DER 
Kulp - USFWS 
1. Klunk 

Attachments 



COMMONWEALTH OF PEN NSYLVA N IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y LVA N I A  

DE1R P . O . Box 2 0 6 3  
Harrisburg, PA 1 7 1 0 5 -2 0 6 3 

January 1 1 ,  1 9 9 5  

secretary • s  Office of Policy 

Dr . Suellen Van Ooteghem 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 6 10 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 2 65 07-08 8 0  

Dear D�. Ooteghem : 

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (DER) 
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEI S )  
involving York county Energy Partners Proposed Cogeneration 
Facility . We have the following comment : 

Regional staff from the Air Quality Program , Water 
Management Program and Waste Management Program as well as the 
Regional Permit Coordinator will be involved in the required 
permit appl ication reviews . Permit requirements are listed on · 
Table 9 - 1  of the DEIS . 

If you have any questions , please feel free to contact 
Michael R .  Steiner at DER ' s  Southcentral Regional Off ice at 
( 7 17 ) 5 4 1-7 9 6 9 . 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposal . 

Pol icy 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper :�� 



SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 
1 72 1  North Front Street Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 1 7 1 02 

7 1 7· 238·0423 

Application 1 9950104 

YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS 
Consumptive Water Use of up to 2.8 MOD by a Cogeneration Facility, 

North Codorus Township. York County, Pennsylvania 

Review Authority 

The application was re,iewed by Commission staff pursuant to Article 3, Section 3.10 of 
the Susquehanna River Basin Compact, P.L. 91-575t and Commission Regulation 803.61 relating 
to lhe consumptive uses ofwater. 

Description 

Purpose. The purpose of the application is to request appro\·al for the consumptive use 
of water at a cogeneration facility. 

Location. The project is located in North Codorus Township, York County, 

PelUlSylvani� adjacent to P.H. Glatfelter Company . 

... 

Project Features. The applicant has requested approval for the consumptive use of water 
up to 2.8 million gallons per day (MOD) to be used at an average rate of2.5 MGD. 

The 250 megawatt coal-fired cogeneration facility is a project being funded as part of the 
Department of Energy's Clean Coal Technology Program. The proposed project Vtill 
demonstrate the commercial viability of using a circulating fluidized bed boiler for a full scale 
electric utility. 

Water for the project v..ill be obtained from the P.H. Glatfelter Company wastewater 
treatment plant and a portion of the water will be evaporated in the project's cooling tower. 

The project 'Will provide steam to P.H. Glatfelter Company. Although the cogeneration 
facility is located on Glatfelter property, it i.s an independent project from the existing 
P.H. Glatfelter Company Spring Grove facility. 

In order to satisfy the requirements of Commission Regulation 803.61,  the applicant 
proposes to pay a fee to the Commission for the consumptive use of water. 
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Findings 

The consumpth·e use of water by the . project is subject to the requirements of 
Commission Regulation 803.61. 

The applicant has paid the application fee in accordance \\ith Commission Resolution 
91-16. 

The project does not conflict with nor adversely affect the Comprehensive Plan, is 
physically feasible, and does not adversely influence the present or future use and development 
of the water resources of the basin. 

A Final Environmental Impact Statement is being prepared for this project by the U.S. 
Department of Energy. The Draft EIS concludes that the project will have no significant impacts 
on the receiving stream and may improve water quality and stream habitat. 

Decision 

The consumptive use of 2.8 MGD of water is approved pursuant to Article 3, 
Section 3.10 of the Compact, subject to the follo\\ing conditions: 

a. The applicant shall keep daily records of the project's total water use and consumptive 
use, and shall provide the results to the Commission annually and as otherwise requested. The 
conswnptive use shall be metered or the quantity calculated as approved by Conunission staff. 
The Commission reserves the right to review plans for dctennining this consumptive use, inspect 
measurement equipment, and audit all measurement records. 

b. The applicant shall comply with SRBC water conservation requirements as per 
Commission Regulation 803.63(b). 

c. The applicant shall make .quarterly payments to the Commission in the amount of 
$0.14 per 1:000 gallons of ·water consumptively used by the project The rate of payment, after 
appropriate notice to all consumptive usen; of water using this method of compliance, is subject 
to change at the Commission's discretion. 

d. This action does not obviate the need for the applicant to obtain any other federal, 
state, or local approvals required for the project. 

e. The Commission reserves the right, based upon new findings. to reopen any project 
docket and make additional orders that may be necessary to mitigate or avoid adverse impacts or 
otherwise to protect the public health, safety, ·or welfare. Commission approval confers no 
property rights upon project sponsors. 

- 2 -
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f. To ensure that the Commission's decision is consistent with the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the project, this approval will take effect upon issuance of a Record of 
Decision which supports construction of the project. 

By the Commission: 

Dated: Januazy 12. 1295 c_eg 
Chainnan 

J:\DATA\JGlVJl\WORD\YCEPOOC.OOC 

- 3 -



Y€)RK 
York County Energy PartnerS 

Mr. Jeffrey J. Moyer 

: County Energy Partners. L.P."' 
.. , South Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-U60l 
Fax: (717) 225..0434 

January 12, 1995 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 1 7 1 1  0-9720 

SUBJECT: 

Dear Mr. Moyer: 

Metals Emission Limits for PSD Plan Approval 
York County Energy Partners 227 MW Cogeneration facility 
North Codorus Township, York County 
File No.: 67-306-007 

York County Energy Partners (YCEP) has reviewed the Department•s letter dated 
3 January 1995 concerning the regulatory requirement to establish emission limits for 
beryllium (Be) and mercury (Hg) in the proposed YCEP PSD permit. Please consider the 
following proposed emissions limits for beryllium and mercury when finalizing the draft 
PSD Plan Approval document. 

• As previously stated in the YCEP letter of28 December 1994, there is no mercury 
emission standards for coal fired electric-utility units. The only emission standard 
which has been adopted for mercury is applicable to municipal resource recovery 
facility operations. This standard is 80 microgram of mercury per cubic meter of flue 
gas flow. Since a mercury standard must be included in the YCEP draft Plan Approval 
document, the 80 microgram/cubic meter standard should be used as the basis. This 
standard would equate to an emission limit of8.66 E-05 lbs/mmbtu for the proposed 
YCEP boiler. 

A ptoj«t co�y ol Nl Producu 
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• There is no beryllium emission standard for coal fired electric-utility unit or any other 
combustion type unit. The only beryllium standard is an ambient air quality standard 
established.to protect air quality. As we discussed, the proposed YCEP expected 
beryllium emission rate results in a ground level impact of 1/1000 of the ambient air 
standard. After reveiwing the available infonnation on variations in the beryllium 
content of the fuel and the potential range in the baghouse operating efficiency, an 
emission limit of 9.50 E-06 lbslmmbtu would be appropriate for the proposed YCEP 
draft PSD Plan Approval document. 

Please consider this infonnation when finalizing the draft PSD Plan Approval 
document. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me. 

�� Gary rf. Kinsey 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



16 January 1995 

Reference: 34309.09.01 

Ms. Kathy McKenna 
PNDI Coordinator 
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Index 

. Bureau of Forestry 
Forest Advisory Services 
P.O. Box 1467 

Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 

Dear Ms. McKefula:. 

Please refer to the attached correspondence package pertaining to threatened 
and endangered (T&E) species in the vicinity of the proposed York County 
Energy Partners (YCEP) Cogeneration Facility. As follow-up to our phone 
conversation on 9 January, 1995, I would like you to review and verify the 
substance of our conversation in which you indicated that the proposed project 
would not impact any threatened or endangered species, specifically the 
branching bur-reed. 

Please address the fact that in recent field surveys PNDI has not seen the 
branching bur-reed in Pennsylvania and that the plant requires a pristine 
lakeshore habitat, which would not include man-made lakes such as Kessler 
Pond or the Mill Pond. 

To ensure consideration in the Department of Energy's Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Proposed YCEP Cogeneration Facility, your response should 
be directed to Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem, US Department of Energy, 
Environmental Project Manager, 3610 Collins Ferry Road, Morgantown, WV 
26505 by the close of the comment period, 31 January, 1995. I appreciate your 
time and consideration. Please copy me on any correspondence in this regard. 
If you have any questions, I can be reached at (610) 524-3627. 

ci):r��ll 
Daniel P. Synoracki Sr. Project Scientist 
DPS:tma 
Enclosures 
cc: •wii!IJIIIIIJ$®iiJiftWII!!�g ... R-,1m!!!n. ·S!-.: .-t!��l\diiiifitt 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

Environmental 
Resources 
Man01gcment, Inc. 

�:;:; Sprin,;d.lll• Drive 
Exton. Pennsylv.1nia 193-11 
(610) 524-3500 
(610) 524-7335 (fax) 

II 
ERM. 

A nwmber o f  the Environm�ntal 
Resources Man,,gement Group 



16 January 1995 
Reference: 34309.09.01 

Mr. Denver A. McDowell 
Chief, Division of Environmental Planning & Habitat Protection 
Pennsylvania Game Commission 
2001 Elmerton A venue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 

Dear Nir. McDowell: 

Please refer to the attached correspondence package pertaining to threatened 
and endangered (T &E) species in the vicinity of the proposed York County 
Energy Partners (YCEP) Cogeneration Facility. As follow-up to our phone 
conversation on 5 January, 1995, I would like you to review and verify the 
substance of our conversation in which you indicated that the proposed project 
would not impact any threatened or endangered species. 

Please address the fact that the possible existence of the upland sandpiper and 
least shrew in the vicinity of the proposed facility discovered in a general 
survey, requested by ENVIRON in May, 1994, is completely invalidated by a 
more accurate, site specific search which was performed by Roland Bergner of 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission in response to requests from ERM in 
February and June, 1993. Mr. Bergner determined that no T&E species are 
located within the vicioity of either the YCEP cogeneration site or the 
corresponding transmission line corridor. 

To ensure consideration in the Department of Energy's Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Proposal YCEP Cogeneration Facility your response should be 
directed to Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem, US Department of Energy, 
Environmental Project Manager, 3610 Collins Ferry Road, Morgantown, WV 
26505 by the close of the comment period, 31 January, 1995. I appreciate your 
time and consideration. Please copy me on any correspondence in this regard. 
If you have any questions, I can be reached at (610) 524-3627. 

Daniel P. Synoracki Sr. Project Scientist 
Enclosures 
cc: d ···�·�J:"')lft'='• $"-'lf'"'ie!m!·,, .. �C':IIm•• �:·OS�· �m!l"l!i�l'lll'!�-�-s:��mfo£� 

Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

Environmental 
Resources 
M.:magement. Inc. 

855 Springdale Ori\·e 
Exton, l'ennsylvdnia 1 9  
(610) 524-3500 
C610) 524-7335 <fax) 

II 
ERM� 

A m�mber of the Environm .. ntal 
Resources M.1nagement Group 



16 January 1995 
Reference: 34309.09.01 

Mr. Andrew L. Shiels 
Endangered Species Coordinator 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 
Division of Fisheries Management 
450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620 

Dear Mr. Shiels: 

It is my understanding from our phone conversation on 9 January, 1995, 
that PF&BC utilizes the PNDI database for its threatened and 
endangered species information needs. For this reason I would like to 
inform you that I am referring questions regarding the existence or non
existence of the branching bur-reed in the vicinity of the proposed York 
County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility to Ms. Kathy McKenna of 
the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI). 

I appreciate your time and consideration and if you have any questions 
or additional comments, I can be reached at (610) 524-3627. 

Daniel P. Synoracki 
Sr. Project Scientist 

DPS:tma 
cc: ....... ,•. ··.��-1llft:n:�• ...... n'l:_.l!".:!!·; !!."'in!"!'.�l)o�grlM�llm:pima�$18Y! 

Ms. Kathy McKenna, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 
Mr. Gary D. Kinsey, York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

Environmenul 
Resources 
:'vto1nagement, Inc. 

H;i5 Springdale Dri•:.;
Extun, Penr.svl\·ania i9 
(hlOl 524·35-JO 
(6 tOl 524-i335 (fax) 

• 
ERM. 

A member of th� Environm .. ntal 
R•"SSurccs Man.gcmcnt Croup 



YORK 
York Counw. Energy PartnerS 

Mr. William G. Browne 
Environmental Engineer 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsy1V2nia • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fa.,;: (717) 225·0434 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, P A 19107-443 1 

January 17, 1995 

SUBJECT: Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Analysis 
York County Energy Partners (YCEP) CFB Boiler 
U. S.  Department Of Energy Draft EIS Review Process 

Dear Mr. Browne: 

During the January 3, 1995 meeting with the U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) and York County Energy Partners, 
L.P. (YCEP), EPA requested that YCEP provide the background information on the 
BACT analysis for the subject_ Draft EIS. The technical information for the BACT 
analysis had been submitted to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
(P A DER) as part of the PSD permit application process. 

Please find enclosed a technical report prepared by YCEP being submitted to EPA 
for your consideration and use when reviewing the DOE Draft EIS for the subject project. 
This technical report provides the background information on the proposed facility's air 
emissions, the BACT analysis technical information and the conclusions on the control 
technologies being proposed as BACT. 

AIR J. PRODUCTS Z:: 
A projecl company d Ajr ProdUCII 



Mr. William G. Browne 
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Please review this technical report. If you should have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at (610) 48 1-4029. 

cc: Ms. Diana Esher, EPA Region III 
Mr. Roy Denmark. EPA Region III 

;t.� Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 

Mr. Ronald Davis, PA DER Southcentral Region 
Dr. Jan Wachter, DOE Morgantown Energy Technology Center 



Dr. Suellen A Van Ooteghem 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Environmental Project Manager 
36 10 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE 
HARRISBURG, PA 171 1 0-9797 

January 1 8, 1 995 

In re: York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Site and Transmission Line Conidors 
North Codorus Township, York County, PA 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

ADMINISTAAnvE BUREAUS: 
ADMINISTRATION . • . . . • . . • . . . . . .  717-787-5670 

AUTOMOTIVE AND 

PROCUREMENT DIVISION • . . • • .  71 7-787-6594 

LICENSE DIVISION . . • . • . • . . . . .  71 7-787·2084 

PERSONNEL OMSION . . . • . . . . .  71 7·787·7836 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT . . . . . . . .  71 7-787·5529 

INFORMATION & EDLICATION . . . . . 71 7-787-6286 

LAW ENFORCEMENT . . . . . . . . . • . .  71 7-787-5740 

LAND MANAGEMENT . . . . . . . . . . .  71 7·787-6818 

REAL ESTATE DIVISION . . . . . • . .  71 7-787-6568 

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS . • . . . . . . • • . . • . • . . . . • • .  71 7-787-4076 

This is in response to Mr. Synoracki's letter of January 16, 1995, requesting information concerning 
endangered and threatened species of birds and mammals as related to this project. 

Our office review has detennined that no state listed endangered or threatened species are known to occur 
within the proposed project area. Except for occasional transient individuals, this project should not impact any 
endangered or threatened �;pecies of birds or mammals recognized by the Pennsylvania Game Commission. However, 
should project plans change or if additional information on endangered or threatened species becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered. 

If you have any questions, please contact Roland Bergner of my staff at (7 1 7) 783-491 9. 

An EQual Opportunity l;mployer 



Mr . Bl a i ne Markel 

Herbert, Rowland & Grubic, Inc 
1846 Charter Lane, Lancaster, PA 17601 
FAX (717) 291-2093 (717) 291-1783 

January I 9 ,  I 995 

York County Conservat i on D i str i ct 
I I8 Pl easant Acres Road 
York, Pennsyl van i a  I 7402 

Dear Mr . Markel : 

RE : York County Energy Partners 
Ero s i on & Sed i ment Control Pl an 
North Codorus Towns h i p  

The encl osed pl ans , narrat i ve ,  and cal cul at i on s  fo r the referenced proj ect have 
been rev i s ed per your  revi ew l etter dated Decembe r 2 3 , I994 . The revi s i ons , 
l i s ted i n  the order o f  your comment s , are as  fo l l ows : 

Cogenerat i on Faci l i ty S i te ( Sheets 1 - 6 of 6) 
I .  No res pon s e  requ i red . 

2 .  A rev i sed appl i cati on has  been encl osed  ( s ee  attached ) . 

3 .  The rev i s i on date h a s  been i nd i cated o n  b s t  t n e  p l a�s  and the n arrat i ve 
per your request ( s ee p l ans and narrati ve ) . 

4 .  The so i l typ e  u s e  l i mi tati ons from Tabl e 6 o f  the York County So i l  s u rvey 
have been i ncl uded i n  the p l an narrat i ve ( s ee narrat i ve p ages  22 - 23 ) .  

5 .  The seed mi xtures have been rev i s ed to i ncl ude a . g rass  m i x  for both normal 
cond i t i ons  and wet/mo i st cond i t i ons  ( s ee narrati ve page 35  and p l an s heets 
3 and 5 of  6 ,  2 of  2, and I of 4) . 

6 .  L i me and fert i l i zer types/rates have  been i ncl uded for permanent 
stabi l i zati on ( see n arrat i ve pages 3 5 - 3 6  and p l an s h eets 3 and 5 of 6, 2 
of 2 ,  and I of 4 ) . 

7 .  The l i mi ts  o f  construct i on has  been added to the pl an and i s  i nd i cated i n  
the l egend a s  the  " L i m i ts o f  Di sturbance"  ( s ee p l an s h eet 2 - 5 o f  6 ) . 

8 .  An acces s  area t o  the  stockp i l e  has been pro v i ded through the earth berm 
at the h i g h  po i nt between swal es  nos . 2 and 3 ( s ee pl an s heet 2 of  6 ) . 

Engineers • Surveyors • Planners • Landscape Architects 
Harrisburg Home Office • 369 East Park Drive • Harrisburg. PA 17111 

Gettysburg Regional Office • 32 West Middle Street • Gettysburg, PA 17325 
State College Regional Office • 366 Walker Drive • State College. PA 16801 

Pittsburgh Regional Office • 215 Executive Drive, Suite 202 • Cranberry Township. PA 16066 



Mr . Bl a i ne Markel - 2- January 1 9 , 1995 

9 .  A deta i 1 for the earth berm has been provi ded ( see Earth Berm Deta i 1 , 

Sheet 6 of  6 ) . 

10 . The i nstal ) at i on of swal e no . 1 has been cl ari fi ed i n  the construct i on 
sequence 1 see Phase I Construct i on Sequence , i tem no . 23 , p l an sheet 3 of 
6 and narrat i ve page 27 ) . 

1 1 .  The channel cal cul ati ons have been revi sed as requested to determine  
vel oci ty based upon  the  maxi mum channel sl ope and capaci ty based upon  the 
mi n i mum channel sl ope . The cal cul at i ons  have been further refi ned to 
i ncl ude an anal ys i s of the vel oci ty and capaci ty based upon bare earth · 
cond i t i ons , geotexti l e  l i n i ng condi t i ons , and permanent stabi l i zat i on 

condit i ons of ei ther grass or ri p -rap 1 i n i ng ( see narrat i ve/cal cul ati ons 
pages 59 - 9 1 ) . 

1 2 .  See response no . 1 1  above . 

1 3 . The construct i on sequence has been rev i sed to cl ari fy the i nstal l at i on of 
the storm i nl ets  ( see Phase I Construct i on Sequence , i tems no . 6 ,  10 , 1 4 ,  
1 6 ,  20 , 23 , and 25 , pl an sheet 3 o f  6 and narrat i ve p ages 25  - 28 ) . 

1 4 .  Typ i cal l y  p arabol i c  channel s can be constructed wi th standard 
construct i on equ i pment . Whi l e  they may take add i t i on effort to construct 
due to the add i t i onal fi ne grad i ng i nvol ved , " speci al i zed " construct i on 
equ i pment i s  not requ i red . Add i t i onal l y ,  parabol i c  swal es are recogn i zed 
as sui t abl e conveyance systems al l hydraul i c  des i gn manual s ,  i ncl udi ng the 
Eng i neeri ng F i el d Manual for Conservat i on Pract i ces , ( U . S . )  So i l  
Conservat i on Serv i ce ,  July 1984 , Chapter 9 ,  and PA DOT Des i gn Manual s ,  
Publ i cat i on 408 . 

-

1 5 . A general note has been added i nd i cat i ng that stockp i l es l eft i dl e  for 
more than 20 days must be stabi l i zed ( see General Note 24 , sheet 3 of 6 ) . 

1 6 . A sed iment bas i n  has been provi ded downsl ope of the temporary parki ng/ 
construct i on trai l er/l aydown area west of the exi st i ng macadam acces s 
dri ve to i ntercept any runoff from thi s area pri or to l eav i ng the s i te 
( see p 1 an sheet 3 of 6 ,  Detai l s  and Sect i ens , sheet 6A of 6 and 
cal cul at i ons , narrat i ve pages 98 - 1 1 6 ) . 

17 . A cul vert has been provi ded at constructi on entrance C al ong Col oni al 
Val l ey Road to convey the exi st i ng roads i de runoff under the acces s  dri ve 
( see pl an sheet 3 of 6 ) . 

1 8 .  The s i l t  fence north of the exi st i ng rai l l i ne has been removed ( see sheet 
3 of 6 ) . 

19 . The rock fi l ters have been removed from the s i l t  fence where prev i ously  
shown on the  pl an and the  detai l  has been removed from the  detai l sheet 
( see pl an sheets 2 - 6 of 6 ) . 

Herbert Rowland & Grubic, Inc. 
• Harrisburg • Lancaster .• State College • Gettysburg, PA 



Mr. Bl a i ne Markel -3- January 19 ,  1 995 

20 . The cul vert referenced wi l l · d i scharge the storm water runoff from the 
upl and dra i n age area prev i ous ly  conveyed by the exi st i ng "channel " l ocated 
west of the project area . As i n  the pre-devel opment cond i t i on ,  th i s  
runoff wi l l  be conveyed further down stream by the " g.ul l y "  area adj acent 
to the York Rai l L ine  ( see pl an sheet 3 of 6 ) . 

21 . As prev i ous ly  noted , a sed iment bas i n  has been provi ded upsl ope of  HW 3 
el im inat i ng the potenti al for sedi ment l aden runoff exi t i ng the project 
area at th i s l ocat i on ( see sheet 3 of 6 ) . 

22 . The temporary parki ng/construct i on trai l er/l aydown area west of the 
exi sti ng P . H .  Gl atfel ter property wi l l  be e i ther seeded or pl anted wi th a 
"conservat i o n "  type crop fol l owing construct i on . Th i s  area has been 
del i neated on the p l an ( see pl an s heets 4 and 5 of 6 ) . 

23 . The construct i on sequence has been revi sed to i ncl ude a more detai l ed 
descri pti on regard ing the i n stal l ati on of construct i on entrance ( B )  ( see 
Phase I Cons truct i on Sequence , Item 1 6 ,  pl an sheet 3 of 6 and narrat i ve 
p age 2 6 ) . 

24 . Sed i ment trap s and temporary d i vers i on channel s have been added i n  th i s 
area to i ntercept upl and runoff from the construct i on area up sl ope  of  
wetl and area B ( see p l an sheet 2 of 6 ,  Detai l s ,  sheet 6A  of 6 ,  and 
cal cul at i ons , pages 1 1 7 - 120 ) . 

Off- s i te Uti l i ty P ipel i ne Routi ng (Sheets 1 - 2 of 2)  

25 . A mapp i ng l egend has been prov i ded as requested ( see pl an s heet 1 of  2 ) . 

26 . Due to the scal e of the pl an ( 1 "  = 200 ' ) the l ocat i on of s i l t  fence for 
p i pe l i ne construct i on has been shown as a typ i cal l ocat i on on the Uti l i ty 
Trench Excavat i on Deta i l  ( s ee p l an sheet 2 of 2 ) . 

27 . The proposed p i pel i nes i n  the v i ci n i ty of  the wetl and areas al ong Rockery 
Road wi l l  e i ther be l ocated i n  the paved area or the i mmed i ate shoul der of  
the  road and not  i n  the  del i neated wetl and areas . The p i pel i n e  shown on  
the pl ans i s  graph ic  i n  nature due to the pl an scal e and is  not  i ntended 
to encroach on any wetl and areas . I f , upon further des ign  refi nement o r  
real i gnment occurs wh i ch w i  1 1  affect the wetl and areas , appropri ate 
permi ts wi l l  be obtai ned . 

28 . The typ i cal l i m its of d i sturbance for p i pel i ne constructi on have been 
shown on  the Uti l i ty Trench Excavat i on Detai l .  Due to the scal e of  the 
drawi ngs , a actual del i neat i on of the l i ne on the pl an i s  not fe as i bl e  
( see pl an sheet 2 of 2 ) . 

29 . A rock fi l ter berm has been i ncl uded on the pl an (see Rock Fi l ter Detai l ,  
pl an sheet 2 of 2 ) . 

Herbert Rowland & Grubic, Inc 
• Harrisburg • Lancaster • State College • Gettysburg, PA 
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3 0 .  See response  no . 28 above . 

El ectri c Li ne Corri dor (Sheets 1 - 4 of 4) 
3 1 .  The deta i l Temporary Construct i on Access Road has  been revi sed to i ndi cate 

AASHTO No . 1 stone i n  l i eu of AASHTO No . 57 stone ( see detai l ,  pl an sheet 
1 of 4 ) . 

3 2 .  A note has  been added i ndi cat i ng that al l wetl ands wi th i n  the 
construct i on area must be fenced pri or to construct i on (see note , p l an 
sheet 2 of 4 ) . 

33 . The p l an notat i on regard i ng cl eari ng and grubbi ng i nd i cates " as requ i red " . 
Cl eari ng and grubbi ng wi l l  not be requi red at wetl and area 14 s i nce there 
are no trees or other types of substanti al vegetat i on i n  th i s  area ( see 
pl an sheet 2 of 4 ) . 

3 4 .  Appropri ate permi tt i ng procedures for any encro achments o f  wetl and areas 
wi l l  be appl i.ed for as part of the overal l permi tt i ng process for th i s 
project . 

3 5 .  A note h a s  been added i ndi cati ng that cl eari ng and grubb i ng wi l l  not occur 
wi th i n  50 ' of the West Branch of the Codorus Creek wi thout DER approval 
( see not e ,  p l an sheet 3 of 4 ) . 

I f  you have any quest i ons  regard i ng the rev i s i ons descri bed above , or the project 
in general , pl ease feel free to contact me . 

EJG : sg 
2936 . 0 19  

Encl osures 

cc : Debbi e Pl att s , AP&C I 

Si ncerel y ,  

HERBERT , ROWLAND & GRUB I C ,  INC . 

W l6Jl� ..... -
Ernest J .  Gr�m ,  RLA 

Herbert, Rowland & Grubic. Inc. 
• Harrisburg • Lancaster • State College • Gettysburg, PA 
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Bureau of Forestry 

Mr. John Garland 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVA N IA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 

January 20, 1995 

Department of Energy, Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880, Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

Dear Mr. Garland: 

7171787-3444 

Re: Threatened and Endangered Species Review of the York County Energy Partners Cogeneration 
Project North Codorus Township Site and Associated Transmission Line Rights-of-Way, York 
County, Pennsylvania. 

This letter documents our phone conversation of January 20, 1995, in response to a letter from 
Mr. Jan Wachter ofyour agency, dated January 6, 1995. The historic record of an endangered plant 
species, Sparganium androcladum, Branching bur-reed near the referenced site, cited in a letter from the 
Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission dated July 13,  1994, was investigated during our reviews of the 
site conducted at the Bureau ofForestry in April 1992, August 1993, and December 1994, using the 
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) information system. PNDI is a site specific information 
system which describes significant natural resources of Pennsylvania. PNDI includes data descriptive of 
plant and animal species of special concern, exemplary natural communities and unique geological 
features. 

The only record ofBranching bur-reed in this vicinity is an herbarium specimen collected in 1938 
from a reservoir northeast of Hanover. More recent field work has failed to relocate the species in this 
area. PNDI has no record of suitable habitat for Sparganium androcladum at or near the referenced site, 
therefore, we do not anticipate any impact on this or any other species of special concern due to this 
project. 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

Sincerely, 

4-/9.-/4 I" 
Edward T. Dix 
Botanist 
Forest Advisory Services 

Recycled Paper .. � 



YORK 
York County Enemr. Panner5 

Mr. Ronald M. Davis 

fork County Energy Partners. L.P."' 
2S South Main Street 
Spring Grove. PcnnsylY2nla • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 22S·04 34 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 

January 26, 1995 

Pennsylvania Depanment of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 1 7 1 1 0-9720 

SUBJECT: Metals Emission Limits for PSD Plan Approval 
York County Energy Partners 227 MW Cogeneration Facility 
North Codorus Township, York County 
File No. :  67-306-007 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

As we discussed on Wednesday, January 25, 1995, the Depanment requested that 
York County Energy Panners (YCEP) provide additional information on mercury and 
beryllium emission values for coal combustion. The additional information is required to 
assure the metal emission limits which would be included in the draft PSD Plan Approval 
document are based on Best Available Control Technology (BACT) information. 

Please consider the following information when finalizing the emission limits in the 
draft PSD Plan Approval document. 

• The beryllium and mercury content of the bituminous coal supply will have natural 
variability. An EPA publication, "Estimating Air Toxics Emissions from Coal and 
Oil Combustion Sources", EPA-450/2-89-001 ,  dated April 1 989, provides 
concentrations for these metals based on coal types. In an analysis of3 527 
samples of bituminous coal, the beryllium content had a mean of 2.22 ppm and a 
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standard deviation of 1 .66 ppm and the mercury content had a mean of the 0.21 
ppm and a standard deviation of0.42 ppm. 

• Since the natural variability in the coal content cannot be controlled, this variability 
must be factored into the emission analysis. Based on the statistical data, to obtain 
a 95% predicted level in any given coal sample, the sample would fall within two 
standard deviations from the mean. To meet a 95% predicted level, the bituminous 
coal would have a maximum beryllium content of5.54 ppm and a maximum 
mercury content of 1 .05 ppm. These metal levels would be used in the YCEP 
analysis. 

• Based on the 1 .05 ppm mercury level and no removal efficiency credit in the 
combustion process, a mercury emission limit for the proposed YCEP boiler would 
be 8.3 E-05 lbs/mmbtu. Based on the 5.54 ppm beryllium level and a 98% removal 
effiCiency in the combustion process, a beryllium emission limit for the proposed 
YCEP boiler would be 8. 7 E-06 lbs/mmbtu. These emission limits are similar to 
the limits proposed in the YCEP letter dated January 12, 1995. 

Please also find attached a copy of the approval received from the Bureau of 
Mining and Reclamation, Pottsville field office for use of the YCEP ash byproducts as 
reclamation material at the Harriman Coal Corporation site in Schuylkill County. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me. 

��g-
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENN SYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� �ne Ararat Boulevard , Room 1 2 6  
Harrisburg , Pennsylvania 1 7 1 1 0  

January 2 6 , 1 9 9 5  

Southcentral Regional Office 

Mr . Gary D .  Kinsey, P . E .  
Manager ,  Environmental Affairs 
York County Energy Partners 
2 5  South Main Street 
Spring Grove , PA 17362 

RE : DER File No . PAS - 1 0 -Y0 0 9 - 1  

Dear Mr . Kinsey : 

7 1 7 - 6 5 7 - 4 5 9 0  

This letter is in reference to your January 5 ,  1 9 94 response to 
our concerns regarding your appl ication for an Individual NPDES Permit 
for Discharges of Storm Water from Construction Activities at the 
proposed cogeneration facility in York County . 

We have reviewed this information in detail and request that you 
address the following concerns : 

1 .  The Department has been advised that the baseball diamond 
area was used as a disposal s ite for boiler waste , - lead 
bearing paints chips , asbestos and pond sludge in the late 
1 9 6 0 ' s .  Please provide a detailed technical response to this 
concern . 

2 .  The above referenced correspondence indicates 4 0  subsoil core 
borings were drilled ;  however ,  the results for only seven 
locat ions were described . Please provide the test results 
for the remaining borings and include any pertinent soil 
test ing results included in the final Phase Two Environmental 
Assessment Report . 

3 .  The location map provided does not include the locations of 
the B - 4  sample or the sediment sample . Please provide these 
locations along with the locations on any additional sampl ing 
points requested above . 

In the event that waste material is encountered during the 
excavation and grading stage of this proj ect , please contact the 
Department ' s  Regional Waste Management Program at 7 1 7 - 65 7 - 4 5 8 8 . 

Recycled Paper A 



Mr . Kinsey 2 January 2 6 ,  1 9 9 5  

I f  you have any questions regarding these requests , please 
contact me at 717 - 65 7 - 4 5 9 0 . 

cc : Cumberland County Conservat ion District 

Section 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y LVA N I A  

� One Ararat Boulevard, Room 12 6 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110 

January 2 6 , 1 9 95 

Southcentral Regional Office 

Richard C .  Kenner , Vice President 
York County Energy Partners 
2 5  South Main Street 
Spring Grove , PA 1 7 3 6 2  

Dear Mr . Kenner : 

717 - 6 5 7 - 4 5 9 0  

This wil l  acknowledge receipt of your notification ( copy 
enclosed) and registers your use of a General Permit acknowledged by 
the Department . You are responsible for assuring the work is done in 
accordance with the drawings and condit ions contained in the General 
Permit . You may proceed with your proj ect after making the required 
notificat ions st ipulated in the General Permit and securing all other 
approvals that may be necessary . 

I f  you should have any questions concerning this acknowledgment , 
please contact me at the above telephone number .  

Enclosure ( s )  - Exhibit ( s )  

Copies o f  Exhibit ( s )  sent to : 
Pa . Fish & Boat Commission 
County Conservation District 
U . S .  Army Corps of Engineers 

Sincerely ,  

�� 
Charles W .  Rennard , Clerk 
Soils & Waterways Sect ion 



Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
361 0  Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

January 27, 1995 

Mr. William R. Scharadin 
Chairman, EMF Team 
Metropolitan Edison Company 
P.O. Box 1 600 1 
·Reading, P A 19640 

Dear Mr. Scharadin: 

I have written at the suggestion of Ms. Maria Frederick, who was contacted by a member of 
my staff on January 20, 1 995, regarding Met-Ed's response to electromagnetic field (ENfF) 
concerns. ·  I am currently directing the preparation of an environmental impact statement 
(EIS) for the proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility near Spring 
Grove, Pennsylvania. This joint demonstration project is between York County Energy 
Partners and the U.S. Department of Energy, under the Department's Clean Coal Technology 
Program. 

During the public comment period for the EIS, we received some comments from citizens 
concerned about the hazards of ENfFs. Their concerns were focused on the proposed electric 
interconnect transmission line and substation expansion for the project, but some concerns 
were expressed regarding existing facilities as well. 

In the process of responding to these concerns, John Garland of my staff contacted Met-Ed 
and spoke with Ms. Frederick. She was very helpful and explained Met-Ed's standard 
procedures for handling routine customer inquiries regarding EMF's, and the company's 
proactive offer to take readings in customer homes, if they so desire. However, she 
recommended that we contact you for some of our more specific questions. With that in 
mind, I would appreciate any assistance or information you could provide concerning the 
following: 

Does Met-Ed take EMF readings at, or near, any of their existing substation facilities, 
and if so, is that information available? Specifically, is any information available for the 
Bair Substation, near Spring Grove? 

Does Met-Ed have computer modeling capability that would predict the potential EMF 
that could result from addition of new facilities to the existing configuration? 



We are currently reviewing the most recent scientific literature available for research 
associated with EMFs and human health effects. As you know, the research results are 
largely inconclusive. However, we would like to provide the inquiring public with as much 
information as possible, including approximations of existing field intensities, and the 
potential for field intensity change from the addition of new facilities. Primarily, we are 
concerned more with magnetic fields than we are electric fields, and any insights you could 
provide on these matters would be greatly appreciated. 

If you have any questions, please call John Garland (304-285-4754) or me (304-285-4607). 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environment, Safety and Health 

Program Support Division 

2 



YORK 
York County Energr. PartnerS 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pcnnsylnnia • 17362 
Phone: (717) 22Hi601 
fax: (717) 22S-o434 

Mr. Raymond P. Zomock. P.E. 
Chief, Soils and WateiWays Section 
Depanment of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Region - Water Management Program 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 1 7 1 10  

January 27, 1 995 

SUBJECT: Wetland Delineation Reports and 

Dear Mr. Zomock: 

Corps of Engineers Jurisdictional Determinations 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. Project 
North Codorus Township, York County 

During our meeting on 22 December 1994, York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
(YCEP) reviewed the various wetland field delineations which had been conducted for the 
subject facility. These wetland delineations were conducted and the final investigation 
reports were prepared by Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM). The 
purpose of this letter is to provide the Department with the technical information on the 
wetland reviews and the regulatory procedures which would be followed to address 
wetland impacts. This information is being provided for the Department's review of the 
project related activities. 

TECHNICAL INFORMATION: 

Please find enclosed a three ring binder which includes the three (3) wetland 
investigation reports and two (2) U. S. Army Corps ofEngineers determination letters 
which provides the technical information for the Department's review and use. The three 
wetland investigation reports include the project description, wetland investigation 



Mr. Raymond P. Zomock, P.E. 
Wetland Investigation Repons 

27 January 1995 
Page 2. 

findings, potential impacts, engineering drawings and color photographs on the following 
areas: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The main plant site which is the 36 acre area where the proposed facility would be 
constructed. No wetland areas were identified in areas where physical 
construction would occur. 

The proposed roadway improvements for the PA Routes S 16 and 1 1 6 interchange . 
This interchange is located adjacent to the proposed plant site and would be 
upgraded to improve traffic conditions. No wetland areas were identified in areas 
where physical construction would occur. 

The underground utility line corridor which is the area where the water supply and 
waste water return pipelines would run between the proposed YCEP facility and 
the P.  H. Glatfelter secondary effluent treatment facility. 

The overhead electrical interconnection line which would run east from the 
proposed YCEP facility to the utility company's electrical tie-in near an existing 
substation located near the town ofBair. The electrical interconnection line would 
span wetland areas, but no physical construction would occur in these areas. 

The U. S.  Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District office conducted two 
separate field inspections. one for the plant site (June 1 993) and another for all the other 
areas (November 1 994), to complete verification of the delineations and provide 
jurisdictional determinations. Please find copies of the two jurisdictional determination 
letters received from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

REGULATORY INFORMATION: 

The proposed YCEP construction activities were planned with the goal of avoiding 
impacts to existing wetland areas. If any impacts did occur, the goal would be to minimize 
these impacts. The wetland investigations determined that the following areas would need 
to be addressed: 

1 .  The underground utility line corridor would cross four ( 4) small wetland areas 
which were identified during the wetland investigation. The impacts to wetland 



Mr. Raymond P. Zomock. P.E. 
Wetland Investigation Repons 

27 January 1995 
Page 3 .  

areas #4, #12, #13  and #14  would consists of a temporary impacts during the 
installation of the underground lines. Wetland areas #4, #13,  and #14 are unnamed 
tributaries draining into the Codorus Creek. These wetland areas are identified on 
Drawing 2 of 4 in the Electrical Interconnect and Utility Corridors Wetland 
Investigation Repon dated 13 October 1994. 

A 25 foot wide construction corridor is needed to install the utility lines. The total 
length of wetland areas impacted in this 25 foot corridor is approximately 200 feet 
resulting in the total temporary impact of 5000 square feet. After installation of 
the utility lines, the wetland areas which were disturbed would be revegetated and 
returned to existing natural conditions. The construction activities would be 
conducted in accordance with the Bureau of Dams and Waterways Management, 
General Permit (BDWM-GP-5}, Utility Line Stream Crossings. 

2. The electrical interconnection line would be an aerial crossing of several existing 
wetland areas identified during the wetland investigation. These wetland areas are 
identified on the four ( 4} drawings in the Electrical Interconnect and Utility 
Corridors Wetland Investigation Repon dated 13 October 1994. None of the 
wetland areas would be impacted during the electrical interconnection construction 
activities (i.e., installation of utility poles and lines}. 

The electrical interconnection line aerial crossings would be covered under the 
Bureau of Dams and Waterways Management Chapter 105, Section 105 . 12, 
entitled Waiver of Permit Requirements. The waiver applies to this activity since it 
is an aboveground installation of one or more wires to single poles. These aerial 
crossings take place across nonnavigable streams or wetland areas which are not 
located in a Federal wilderness area or watercourse or body of water designated as 
a wild or scenic river under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1 968 or the 
Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers Act. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

�� .�7_ Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



YORK COUNTY RAIL TRAIL AUTHORITY 
"York County Heritage Rail/Trail, Northern Central Division" 

400 Mundis Race Road, York, PA 17402 
Telephone: 717-771-9440 

January 30, 1995 

Ms. Jan K. Wachter 
Director, Environment, Safety and Health Program Support 
Department of Energy Technology Center 
P. o. Box·-sso 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

Dear Ms. Wachter: 

As a follow-up to my conversation with Mr. John Garland, I have enclosed some 
information about the York County Rail Trail Authority, a map showing the Hanover Trolley 
Line Right of Way and a typical trail section. 

I apologize for the delay in getting this to you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
have any questions. 



YORK COUNTY RAIL TRAIL AUTHORITY 

In 1 9 9 0 ,  The York County Rai l  Trail Authority was estab l i shed by the 
York County Board o f  Commi ss ioners . The purpose o f  the Authority i s  
to acquire ,  construct , improve , maintain, and operate pro j ect s  for 
transportati on and for parks , recreat ion grounds and fac i l it ies in and 
along the former Northern Central Rai lway l ine and along any other 
rail l ine , or other property herea fter acquired or held by the 
Authority or other l and as may be des ignated by the York County 
Commis s ioners . Power has been conveyed to the York County Rai l /Trail 
Authority to conduct business for the County of York in regard to 
proper care , contro l ,  supervis ion and development of the s e  properties . 
(exh ib it A) • The goa l  o f  the Authority is to provide a s a fe ,  

convenient non-mot o i zed use transportat ion corridor f o r  the Greater 
York area connecting parks , boroughs , townships , and open space . 
T o  achieve thi s goal funding i s  needed . 

In 1 97 7  A York Metropolitan Area Bike Route P lan was prepared . This 
study was init i ated because of the increas ing bicycl ing demands in the 
York Area . The study highlighted certain areas to be deve loped . The 
York County Rai l  Trail Authority i s  actively working on developing two 
ma j o r  trai l s  s ited in this study ( exhibit B ) • 
The first - propo sed trail is the 2 0 . 5  mile corridor along the former 
Northern Cent ral Rai l road right o f  way . The greenway runs from Yo rk 
City to the Maryland State line . 

The second opportunity for trai l development would be the 1 5  mi le 
corridor which runs for York City to Hanover . The corridor was 
formerly used for trolley car transportation . 

The deve lopment o f  these two trail s  and additional trails w i l l  enrich 
the Greater York area is many ways including economically , 
recreat ionally, and hist orical ly . The pro j ect which the Authority has 
p l ace a higher priority on is the comp let ion o f  the Northe rn Cent ral 
greenway . 

- 1 -
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Mr. Jan K. Wachter 

2001 ELMER10N AVENUE 
HARRISBURG, PA 1 71 1  0.9797 

January 30, 1 995 

Director. ES&H Program Support Division 
DOEIMETC 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown. WV 26507-0880 

In re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Proposed York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility 
York County, PA 

Dear Mr. Wachter: 

AOMINISTRAnYE BUREAUS: 
ADMINISTRATION . . . . . . . . . . . . • . .  71 7·787·5670 

AUlOMOTIVE AND 

PROCUREMENT DIVISION . . . • . .  71 7·787-8594 

LICENSE OMSION • . . . . . . . • . . .  71 7·787·2084 

PERSONNEL DIVISION • . . . . . . . .  71 7-787·7836 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT . • . • . . . .  71 7·787·5529 

INFORMATION & EDUCATION . . . • .  71 7·787-6286 

IJIN ENFORCEMENT • . . • . . . • . . . .  71 7·787·5740 

LAND MANAGEMENT . • . . • . • . • • •  71 7·787-6818 

REAl ESTATE OMSION . . • • • . • .  717·787-6568 
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS . . • • • . • • . . • • . • • • • • • • • •  7t 7·787-4076 

The Pennsylvania Gnme Commission has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the above referenced project Based on that review, a field view of the project site conducted on January 6, 1 995 by 
Roland Bergner of my staff, and the meeting at our office on January 23, 1 995. we concur with the selection of the Flood 
Control Property (FCP) alternative as the preferred electric interconnect corridor alternative. We feel that this 
alternative meets project needs and objectives with the least impacts to residences and private property owners. Even 
though there will be some impacts to wildlife habitat, these can be addressed through proper mitigation. 

We wish to assist York County Energy Partners with the development of the wildlife mitigation plan during the 
final design process. As discussed at the meeting on January 23. there are certain items we wish to see i!tcorporated into 
the mitigation plan. These are as follows: 

1 .  The riparian areas along Codorous Creek which will be cleared for the transmission line should be 
planted with various low growing shrub species to replace lost wildlife habitat 

2. The construction of the transmission line through that portion of the FCP leased to the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission should be coordinated with our agency to avoid conflicts with hunting seasons, 
farming, and other management activities. 

3. Wood duck nesting boxes and other waterfowl nesting structures should be placed along Codorous 
Creek to replace any large trees which will be removed in order to increase breeding habitat for these 
species. Also, kestrel nesting boxes, bat boxes, and other wildlife nesting/resting structures could be 
placed on the single-shaft steel or wooden poles which will support the transmission line. 

4. We recommend that planting of warm season grass species be included in the wildlife habitat 
mitigation plan. Warm season grasses provide both food and cover for wildlife at different times of 
the year, and they survive with less moisture and fertility than cool season grasses. 

5. Brush piles should be constructed with vegetation that is cleared/trimmed for pole and transmission 
line placement to provide cover tor wildlife. 

An Equal Oppor1untty Employer 



Mr. Ian K. Wachter -2- January 30, 1995 

In our comments in relation to the Electric Intcrcoonection Alternatives and Avoidance Study dated June 1994, 
we made refcn::nce to SectiQD 4(f). We wish to delete this refcn::nce to Section 4(f) from our review. Evea though the 
proposed transmission line will be constructed on FCP which is a recreation area and used by the public, Section 4(f) is . 
included in the United Stated Department ofTnmsportation Act of 1966 (amended 1968); and is used to evaluate 
federally-aided highway projects with involvemeat with public parks, recreation lands, and wildlife and waterl'owl 
refuges. 

Prior to initiating coostnJctiQD of the transnrissiQD line, we n:commead that York Count¥ &e:rgy Par1Dcrs 
coatact Mr. Roga-L Lehman, Chief. Oame Land Plaaning and Development Division at (717) 787-9613, and Mr. 
Richard J. Skubisb, LaDd Maoagcmeat Group Supervisor, through our Southeast Regioaal Office in Reading at (610) 
926-3136. Mr. J.dunan aud Mr. Skubish wish to assist Y ode County Energy Partners in regard to recoDliJlCDded 
plantings and other wildlife habitat mitigation measures in relation to the proposed project 

If you have any questions or need any additioaal information in regard to our comments, please contact Mr. 
Roland Bergner of my staff at (717) 783-4919. 

Very truly yours, 

Denver A McDow Chief 
Division ofEnviromneatal Planning 
and Habitat Protection 
Bureau ofLand Mauagement 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1 9107-4431 

Dr . Suellen Van Ooteghem 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 2 65 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

JAN 3 0 1995 

RE :  York County Energy Partners (YCEP) Cogenerat ion Proj ect , 
York Co�nty, Pennsylvania . 

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

In accordance with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 3 0 9  of the Clean Air 
Act , EPA has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DE IS )  for the above referenced proj ect . EPA has rated the DEI S ,  
" EC- 2 " ( Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Informat ion) based 
on our concern that the air emissions and solid waste stream 
could be further reduced and based on deficiencies in the Health 
Assessment conducted for this proj ect . A copy of EPA ' s rat ing 
system i s  attached . 

Reduct ions in the proposed YCEP coal - fired cogenerat ion 
fac i l i ty ' s emiss ions are feas ible using new commercially 
available control technology . These reductions can be achieved 
by the following : 

1 )  use of an inert material ( e . g . , sand) to stabil i ze the 
fluidized bed operat ion ; 
2 )  use of Select ive Catalyt ic Reduct ion ( SCR) technology for 
the control of nitrogen oxides (NOx) ; 
3 )  use of ammonia scrubbing to reduce sulfur dioxide ( S02 ) 
emiss ions ; 
4 )  use of more e fficient fabric filters to reduce emissions 
of part iculate matt·er under 10 microns in s i ze ( PM10 ) • 

These changes would also result in substant ial reductions in the 
quant it ies of sol id waste produced by the facil ity . 
Incorporat ion of these recommended emission control technologies 
in the YCEP proj ect will substantial ly improve its expected 
environmental performance . 

EPA also recommends that the Health Assessment for the 
proposed proj ect be revised in light of recent studies which have 
demonstrated strong associat ions between mortal ity and fine 
part iculate air pollut ion . The 1 9 92 Health Assessment does not 
provide adequate treatment of the potential health effects from 
part iculate emiss ions , their toxic component s ,  and acid aerosols . 



The attached technical comments identify commercial 
technologies that would allow significant reductions in air 
emissions . EPA will provide a final review of the BACT issues 
upon review of the Pennsylvania plan approval { PSD permi t )  . To 
resolve these issues in a timely manner, we would l ike to 
establish a meeting with the Department of Energy , the YCEP 
technical staf f , the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources ( PADER) , and selective pollution control technology 
representatives to discuss means to reduce air emissions from the 
proposed facility . Please contact William G .  Browne of my staff 
at 2 1 5 - 5 97 - 9 8 5 8 , and John Slade , Chief , Permits Division at PADER 
to establish an acceptable meeting date . 

EPA raised additional concerns about this proj ect during our 
January 3 ,  1 9 9 5  meeting with representatives from the Department 
of Energy and York County Energy Partners , L . P .  These concerns 
were in regard to the possibil ity of threatened and endangered 
species occurring in the proj ect area , reported fogging and icing 
events , cooling tower emission impacts , . wastewater discharge 
characteristics , and the depletion of area coal reserves . 
Subsequent concerns were also raised regarding the description of 
the no - action alternative . 

These additional concerns have all been resolved based on 
informat ion provided to us by the Department of Energy . Since 
the addi tional information provided to us concerning some of 
these issues was either absent or unclear in the Draft EIS , we 
recommend that the Final EIS include this informat ion to clarify 
the issues . The Final EIS should include : recent letters from 
Pennsylvania resource agencies regarding threatened and 
endangered species , a re-evaluation of the assumptions used in 
the model chosen for fog/ice analysis , discuss ion of exist ing 
fog/ice events ,  statistics on the impacts to state and nat ional 
coal reserves , and the rationale for not including associated air 
emis s ion reductions in the no -action alternative . 

We appreciate the many opportunities we have had to discuss 
this proj ect with the 'Department of Energy and YCEP . We look 
forward to resolving the remaining issues with this proj ect . 

Attachments 

Peter H .  Kostmaye 
Regional Adminis ra or 



York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility 
Dra f t  Environmental Impac t S tatement1 

Technical Comments 

Wil l iam G .  Browne , 
U . S .  EPA 

Environmental Engineer 
Region I I I  

Chapter 4 .  Environmental Consequences - analyzes the 
potent ial impacts to human and environmental resources that would 
be expected to result from construction and operation of the 
proposed York County Energy Partners (YCEP ) Cogeneration Faci l ity 
at the North Cordorus Township site . Health risk assessments 
have been made of potential air emissions from the proposed 
proj ect to persons in the affected communitie s . 

A health assessment study2 conducted when the proj ect was 
initially proposed to be located in West Manchester Township was 
i s sued in 1 9 9 2 . This study provides a detailed discuss ion of the 
potent ial effects to Quman health of expected emiss ions , 
including particulate matter ( PM10 ) , based on a review of the 
scient i fic literature . 

Chronic human health risks from the acid gases S02 and NOx 
from the boiler stack emiss ions were assessed . The findings from 
human epidemiology studies on sul fur dioxide ( S02 ) effects were 
summarized3 as follows : 

" Excess mortal ity has been clearly associated with 
historic air pol lution episodes , where sul fur dioxide 
( S02 ) exposures have been - 3 , 1 0 0  �g/m3 with 

correspondingly high concentrations of acid aerosols .  
Modern epidem�ologic studies concentrate on respiratory 
il lnes s rather than excess mortal ity . Communities with 
mean (annual ) aerosol concentrations of 
1 0 5 - 3 2 5  �g/m3 usually experience more asthma , 
bronchitis , and upper respiratory infections than 
communities with 1 8 - 2 1  �g/m3 exposures . In a study 
conducted in Pennsylvania , community increases in 
respiratory disease were not detected in mean annual 
exposures of 9 2  �g/m3 • 11 

The finding from human epidemiology studies on oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) effects was summarized4 as fol lows : 

" Respiratory symptoms were not observed with outdoor 
exposures of 12 - 8 0  �g/m3 in a Chestnut Ridge , PA study ; 
a Cal ifornia 7th Day Adventist study did not correlate 
any symptoms with NOx exposure . An indoor air quality 
study related to gas stove use indicated an excess of 
infect ion at NOx levels of 3 1 - 2 1 6  �g/m3 ; however ,  many 
other studies did not correlate increased respiratory 
symptoms with gas stove use . Others believed that 
results from indoor exposure to NOx levels from gas 
stoves is di fficult to extrapolate to outdoor 
(.11vironments .  11 



The findings of research studies on particulate emissions was 
reported5 as follows : 

" Part iculate matter ( PMl0 ) is not considered to be a 
toxic substance , per se . Therefore , the EPA has not 
published any chronic toxicity values for part iculate 
matter . There is uncertainty concerning the 
physiologically act ive component of particulate 
emiss ions . Acid aerosols (measured as hydrogen ion 
concentrations [H•] , sul furic acid [H2S04] ,  or sul fate 
[ S04] may be the most important . Most of the research 

studies conducted on health effects due to part icle 
exposure have dealt primarily with sul furic acid 
(H2S04 ) exposures .  11 

Health risk assessment s for part iculate matter ( PMl0 )  and 
acid aerosol were summari zed6 as follows : 

" Part iculate matter ( PMl0 ) would increase background 
concentrat ion by 0 . 0 0 5 9  �g/m3 according to the Ducatman 
study . Associated aerosol increase would be less than 
0 . 0 3 5  �g/m3 • These concentrations would be far below 
any measured or model led level that resulted in an 
adverse health impact found in studies . Part iculate 
concentrat ions would be more than 3 0 0  t imes below the 
level at which health effect s have been attributed 
(Ducatman , 1 9 9 2 ) . 11 

The health assessment study2 associated with the proposed 
YCEP proj ect is serious ly flawed . Recent studies7·ls have 
reported associat ions between particulate air pol lution and daily 
mortal ity rates in certain U . S .  cities . Mortality was most 
strongly as sociated with air pol l ut ion with fine part iculates , 
including sul fates . Although the effects of other unmeasured 
risk factors cannot be excluded with certainty , it was concluded 
that f ine -part iculate air pol lut ion , or a more complex pol lut ion 
mixture associated with fine part iculate matter , contributes to 
excess mortal ity in certain U . S .  cities . 

Dr . Joel Schwartz ,  EPA Headquarters -Washington , DC , has 
estimated8 that as many as 6 0 , 0 0 0  U . S .  residents per year may die 
from breathing part iculates at or below legal ly allowed level s .  
Table 1 summari zes the data from Philadelphia , Detroit , 
Steubenville , St . Louis ,  Kingston , TN and Utah County , UT .  The 
New York Times reviewl6 cites that l ittle is spent on part icles 
that harm mostly young , elderly and those with asthma and cal l s  
for a redirection of air pol lution control funds . Fine 
part iculate pol lut ion has also been assoc iated with mortal ity 
rate in Englandl7 , Francel8 and Beij ing , China . l9 

A downward revis ion in the particulate ambient air quality 
standard is under considerat ion . 20 The U . S .  District Court for 
the District of Arizona has ruled in a suit filed by the American 
Lung Associat ion t hat the EPA mus t  finish its review of the 
adequa�y of the air qual ity standard for part iculate matter by 
January 3 1 ,  1 9 9 7 . 2l 



Coal - fired power plants generate more than hal f of the 
electricity in the United States , combining with oil - f ired power 
plant s ,  they generate about 6 0 %  of electricity in the U . S .  Coal 
and oil - fired power plants are the largest anthropogenic sources 
of the acidic deposition precursor , S02 ; the second largest 
sources of NOx ; the maj or sources of fine particles , and the 
greenhouse gas C02 in the atmosphere . 

Particles emitted from power plants and other high 
temperature sources are typically <2 microns ( �m) in diameter, 
and can be efficiently deposited in the lungs where they are not 
efficiently removed . In addit ion, fine particles often carry 
components known to be toxic or mutagenic . 22 

Atmospheric monitoring and modelling across Maryland by the 
University of Maryland22 identified secondary sulfate (mostly 
from power plant s )  as the dominant source of aerosol mass at all 
sites in spring and summer . The mass of S02 emitted from typical 
plants is so enormous relat ive to that of primary particles , that 
secondary sul fate and associated NH4 completely overwhelm that of 
primary particles , whenever as little as 5% of the 
S02 is converted to sulfate . 22 

With regard to acid deposition , both dry and wet , species to 
be included are H2S04 1 HN03 , S02 and NH4HS04 • It is recognized 
that NOx and VOC emiss ions are precursors to ozone/photochemical 
smog formation . Significant regional atmospheric pollution 
reduct ions are needed in S02 , NOx , PM10 and VOC emissions . 

Reductions in the proposed YCEP coal - fired cogenerat ion 
facility' s emiss ions are feasible using new commercially 
available control technology . With regard to CFB boiler 
pract ice , Foster Wheeler23 and others24 have described using inert 
material such as sand for the bed media when a sorbent l ike 
l imestone is not used . Stabiliz ing the fluidized bed operat ion 
with an inert material provides several substantial environmental 
benefits . 

Without calcium compounds present in the flue gas from the 
CFB boiler, NOx emiss ions can be reduced to the maximum degree 
using SCR , and ammonia scrubbing wil l allow S02 emissions 
reduct ions of 9 8 % . PM10 emiss ions can be substantially lowered 
using more efficient fabric filters , such as gore - tex , P84 
polyimide , etc . ,  in a baghouse located between the SCR unit and 
the NH3 absorber . 

Ammonia scrubbing of the flue gas generates ' an ammonium 
sulfate byproduct which has substantial commercial value . 
Allowing for the byproduct value , the General Electric economic 
analys is for a 2 5 0  MW plant burning 2 %  S coal shows ammonia 
scrubbing to be more cost effective than the use of limestone . 
An addit ional advantage of NH3 scrubbing is that the quant ity of 
sol id .1aste is substant ially reduced . The coal ash from CFB 
boiler operat ion using an inert bed material would be avail able 



for local use in road construction , etc . 

Incorporat ion of these recommended emission control 
technologies in the YCEP proj ect will substantially improve the 
expected environmental performance of the proj ect . 

Table 1 . 
Particulate Air Pollution and Daily Mortality 

PM10 standard 1 5 0  �g/m3 , 24 hour 
50 �g/m3 , annual 

S i te Period Total Daily Gravi - Range Mean 
(years) Days Mortality metric ( �g/m, ) ( �g/m, ) 

Range , Data 
deaths/day 

Philadelphia , 1 9 7 3 - 2 92 2  3 5 - 6 4  TSP 3 7 - 13 2  7 7 . 2  
PA 1 9 8 0  

Detro i t , MI 1 9 7 3 - 3 6 5 0  3 9 - 6 8  Tsp• 4 6 - 13 7  8 7  
1 9 8 2  

S teubenvi l l e , 1 9 7 4 - 4 01 8  1 - 5  TSP 3 6 - 2 0 9  111 
oH·· 1 9 8 4  

S t . Louis , MO 1 9 8 5 - 3 6 5  3 1 - 8 1  PMlD 1 - 9 7  2 7 . 6  
1 9 8 6  

Kingston , TN 1 9 8 5 - 3 6 5  5 - 2 9  PMla 4 - 6 7  3 0 . 0  
1 9 8 6  

Utah County , 1 9 8 5 - 1 7 3 6  0 - 12 PMla 1 - 3 6 5  s o  
UT 1 9 8 9  • D a i l y  TSP predicted from concurrent measurements o f  TSP and airport 

vis ibi l i t y  from every s ixth day sampl ing for 10 years to fit a predict ive 
model for TSP . 

J:ncreased 
Mortality 
per 
1 0 0  �g/m3 
J:ncrease 

7 \  

6 \  

4 \  

1 6 \  

1 7 \  

1 6 \  

• •  Steubenvi l l e  S tandard Metropol itan Statistical Area includes S teubenvil l e , 
the remainder of Jef ferson Co . OH , and Brooke and Hancock Count ies , WV .  

PM10 in American cit ies is -50 - 6 0 %  of TSP . 
1 .  Schwart z ,  J .  and Dockery, D .  " Increased Mortal ity in 
Phi ladelphia Associated with Daily Air Pol lut ion Concentrat ions , "  
American Review o f  Respiratory Diseases ( 1 9 9 2 }  14 5 ,  6 0 0 . 
2 .  Schwart z ,  J .  " Particulate Air Pol lut ion and Daily Mortality 
in Detroit , "  Environmental Research 5 6 ,  2 0 4 - 213  ( 1 9 9 1 } . 
3 .  Schwartz ,  J .  and Dockery , D .  " Particulate Air Pol lution and 
Daily Mortal ity in Steubenville , Ohio , American Journal of 
Epidemiology 1 3 5 ,  12 - 1 9  ( 1 9 92 } . 
4 .  Dockery , D . , Schwartz , J .  and Spengler , J .  "Air Pol lut ion and 
Dai ly Mortality : Associat ions with Part iculates and Acid 
Aeroso, s , " Environmental Research 3 9 ,  3 6 2 - 3 7 3  ( 1 9 9 2 } . 
5 .  Pope , C . , Schwart z ,  J .  and Ransom , M .  " Daily Mortal ity and 
PM10 Pol lut ion in Utah Valley , " Archives of Environmental Health 
4 7 ,  2 1 1 - 2 1 7  ( 1 9 9 2 ) . 
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND FOLLOW UP ACTION* 

Environmental lmoact of the Action 

LO-Lack of Objections 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to 
the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that 
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental Concerns 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures m ay require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO-Environmental Objections 
The· EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative 
or a new a lternative) .  EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends 
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category 1 --Adequate 
The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alterncttives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis 
or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer m ay suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

Category 2--lnsufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient inform ation for the EPA fully assess the environmental impacts 
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.  

Category 3--lnadequate 

EPA does not believe that draft EIS adequately assesses potentially s ignificant environmental impacts of 
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of 
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the 
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, 
data analyses, or discussions are of such a m agnitude that they should have full public review at a draft 
stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 
309 review, and thus should be form ally revised and made available for public comment in a 
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant im pacts involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

•from. EPA Manual 1 640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. 



Jan K .  Wachter 

Coaunonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Penzuylvania Historical and Museum COIIUIUSJlCJil 

laua fllllr BisWric:�· 
Post Offk:e Box lOl6 . Harrisburg. PennsylVU\ia 11108-1026 

l sn"Ua:ry 3 l ,  1 9 9 5  

Bnvironment , Safety and Health Pro9ram Support Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology center 
P . o .  Box sao 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 26507-0880 

RE :  RR 9 3 - 2 3 86 - 1 3 3 -J , K  & L · . 
Jackson/North Coc.iorus/West . Manchester Townships , York 
County 
u . s .  Department of Energy : York county Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Facility , Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear Ms .  Wachter : 

The :Bureau for Historic Pre servation { the State Historic 
Preservation Of fice ) ha.s reviewed the above named proj ect iri 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
�ct of 196 6 ,  as amended in 1 9 8 0  and 1 9 9 2 ,  and the re��lations ( 3 6 
CFR Part 800 ) of the Advisory council on Historic Preservation .. 
'Ihese requirements include consideration of the proj ect ' s  ·potential 
effect upon both histor ic and archaeological resources . 

�he sureau has reviewed the Draft EIS for . the proposed York 
Energy P�rtners Cogeneration Facility .  We are unable to comment on 
the ef fect of this proj ect on historic resources at this time , a� 
a ful l identification of historic r esources in or near the proj ec� 
area has not been undertaken . To date , only previously identified 
or evaluated properties have been considered by the Department of 
Energy ( DOE ) , which does not fulfill a federal agency ' s 
responsibilities f or identification of :resources . 

Therefore , a �ennsylvania Historic Resource Survey Form , f o� 
all properties constructed prior to 194 5 , fRUSt :be completed for all 
properties in or near the proj ect area viewshed. This viewshed 
should be def ined by DOE to include the viewshed surroun4ing the; 
proposed cogeneration f aci lity s ite , the s ite of the proposed 
substation expansion ( inc luding the town of Sai r ) , anO a 3 0 0 0  foot· 
cor ridor along the proposed electric interconnect route . 



�age TWo 
January 3 1 , 1 9 9 5  
Ma . Wachter 

I n  addition , DOE should evaluate the presence of a rural 
histor ic district in the area along the route of the proposed 
electric interconnect and a historic aistrict in Bair . once this 
resource data is compiled ,  it must be sUbmitted to our office for 
evaluation of its eligibi lity for the National Register of Historic 
?laces . 

Previous submissions regarding archaeological resources ar� 
currently being reviewed by our staff . Comments on these reports 
will be forthcoming under separate cover . 

If you need further information reqardinq archaeological 
resources please contact Dorothy Hump£ at ( 7 17 ) 772 � 4 5 20 . I f  you 
need further information concerning hi storic structures please 
consult Caroline Hall at { 717 ) 7 8 3 - 6099 . · 

KC /ch 

lOt �  
Kurt Carr , Chief 
Division of Archaeo�ogy & 

Protection 

cc : Advi sory Counc i l  on Historic Preservation 
Karen Winegardner � York County Energy Partners 
Melinda Higgins , Hi storic York 1 Inc . 



SAMUEL B. RUSSELL 

W. EDWIN OGDEN 

ALAN MICHAEL SELTZER 

.JEFFREY A. FRANKLIN 

.JANET E. ARNOLD 

Mr .  Jan K .  Wachter 
Department of Energy 

LAW 0F"F"ICES 
RYA N ,  RUSS E L L, O G D E N  & S E LTZE R  

1 1 0 0  B E R K S H I R E  B O U LEVA R D  

P.O. B O X  6 2 1 9  

READI N G ,  PA. 1 9 6 1 0 · 0 2 1 9  

6 10·372•476 1  

FAX 610·372·4177 

February 2 , 1 9 9 5  

Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3 6 1 0  Cullins Ferry Road 
P .  0 .  Box 8 8 0  
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 65 0 7-0 8 8 0  

Re : York County Energy Partners 
Cogeneration Project 

Dear Mr . Wachter : 

H A R O L D  J. RYAN (1 972) 

J O H N S .  M c CONAGHY ( 1981) 

Please be advised that this of fice represents 
Metropolitan Edison Company ( "Met-Ed " )  in connection with the above 
referenced proj ect . 

Your letter of January 2 7 , 1 9 9 5  to Mr . William Scharadin 
has been referred to me for response . 

Please note that Met-Ed does not routinely take EMF 
readings at its substations and does not have any readings on the 
Bair Substation facility specifically . 

Met-Ed does have the ability to model transmission line 
EMF for its own internal planning and engineering purposes . 
However ,  the Company does not perform this modeling for third 
parties ,  but instead refers them to consultants that are known to 
perform such services . For your convenience , I have attached a 
list of consultants that have the ability to model EMF . Please 
note that the provision of this list does not constitute a 
recommendation of any particular consultant by either this office 
or Met-Ed . 

Met-Ed has found that EMF information from a variety of 
sources is beneficial when addressing customers ' EMF concerns . 
Having obtained Met-Ed ' s  permission , I am enclosing a sample of EMF 
information that was mailed to customers who requested it in 
response to a Met-Ed offer that was included in a recent monthly 
bill insert . Please note , however , that Met-Ed does not provide 



- 2 -

this EMF information for the purpose of redistribution by third 
parties .  I trust that you wil l  honor this restriction as wel l . 

In the event that you have any further questions 
concerning any aspect of this proj ect and Met-Ed ' s  relationship 
thereto , I would appreciate i f  you would direct your inquiries 
exclusively to this office . 

Very truly yours , 

RYAN , RUSSELL , OGDEN & SELTZER 

f.Uttr, {k4J � 
Alan Michael Seltzer 

AMS/ sae 

Enclosure 

cc : w .  R .  Scharadin 



York CountY- Conservat ion District 
118 Pleasant Acres Road • York, Pennsylvania 1 7402 • Telephone (717) 771-9430 • Fax (71 7) 755-0301 

Februar1 2 .  1 9 9 5 , · 

1--!P.. CI-luCI<: RE�l'NA-'q,f:· 
DER./ SOTJTH CENTR.TU. REGIONJl.L OFFI CE 
WATER ��-NAG�ffiNT PROGP�I - SO I LS & WATERWAY SECT I ON 
ONE Jl.P...!"\RAT BLVD - ROOH 7 4t  7 
H..�RRI SBURG PA 1 7 110 

P..E :  ?.e corrmendation f•:.r P<ermi t A•:tic.n 
i•'jr Env iromnent a l  and Enerzv Pro j e ct 

On Jan . 3 G . 1 9 9 5 . the York . Co,.mty C·:-ns erJati•:•n [1is·tr i·:t cc·mp l :tec 
proce s s ing and t e chni cal revie�.r of the I ndi-.ridual Z..lPDE= P-=l.."'mit App l i cation 
PJl. "! P AS 10Y0 0 <.? - 1  for Dis charges of Storrm.rater fr·:>m Cons t.r'.lction Acti•.tities . 

Bas e d  •:on the re•Tie•"' which was c;:.nducted ac c•;,rding to Bureau anci 
Dep ==.rtrnent po l i·:ies and pro cedure s . the d is trict re commends th.=.t : 

_X ___ the permit be is sued in c oordination with o ther 
Departme nt penni t:: and appr•:•va l s  

S incere ly . Vf11c��_jh� 
I-iary Ann Shaf fer 
Re s ource Cons ervationis t 
York County 
Cons ervation District 

Enc l o s ures - P l an review checklis t ( s ) 
Correction l etter ( s ) 
Permit AoPl icati•:>n 
4 s ets , �pproved e &s contro l p l ans 

"Conservation • Stewardship • Education " 



YORK 
York Counn: Energy, PartnerS 

Yorli: County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring <A'OVC, Pennsylw.nfa • 17362 
Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-0434 

Via UPS Overnight Delivery 

Mr. Raymond P. Zomok, P.E. 
Civil Engineer Manager 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Water Management Program 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

3 February 1995 

SUBJECT: EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN 
YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS, L.P. 
PROPOSED 227 MW COGENERATION FACILITY 

Dear Mr. Zomok: 

Enclosed are three (3) complete sets of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the proposed 
227 MW cogeneration facility. This plan has been approved by the York County Conservation 
District. 

If you have any questions regarding the plan, please do not hesitate to call me at 610-481-2036 or 
717-225-6601.  

. • • .. , •. � .. �- : :-··· .. • ;-."'C . .. ..... ..  -.,.� • ·�_..�.,.... . v-..:-;:..; ... v ..  ·"A-rf .. , C--��c1 1 nc'- . 
�-.\��-:·;).· .. · · 

c 

A project company ol AJr Proclucu 

Very truly yours, 

Deborah A. Platts 
Real Estate Representative . 



A Research-Cottrell 
An Air & Water Technologies Company 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Environmental/Energy Division 
7201 Hamilton Blvd. 
Allentown, PA 18195-1501 

ATI'ENTION: Mr. David Wolfson 

February 3, 1995 

REFERENCE: York County Enercy Partners (YCEP) 
Cogeneration Project 
Air Emissions From Fabric Filter System 

Gentlemen: 

At your request, we have reviewed the contents of the letter from the EPA addressing their 
concerns for the further reduction of particulate matter under 10 microns in size (PM·lO) and 
have the followina comments. 

The current outlet particulate emission PMlO guarantee for this project at O.Ol l lb/MM Btu 
is the lowest emission guarantees ever offered by this company while utilizing proven fabric 
filter bag materials and construction. Additionally, we arc not aware of any lower 
guarantees offered in the industry for applications of this type. This auarantce is 
substantially below the current New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) of 0.03 
lb/MMBtu for total particulates. To repeatedly achieve this guarantee level we have selected 
the use of heavy weight 1 8  oz./yd2 Ryton Felt bags which we have proven through a number 
of installations to be highly efficient and long luting for this type of application. 

Although the use of more efficient fabrics such as P·84 or PTFE Membranes in theory could 
reduce the amount of PM-10 emissions emittin& from the fabric filter system, RC is not 
prepared to guarantee such low emission levels due to lack of sufficient full scale operating 
installations with such fabrics and with actual measured emission levels to evaluate. 

In our experience, PTFE membranes have produced mixed results in the few combustion 
installations it has been utilized on. At a Pennsylvania Culm fired CFB installation, our 
client replaced the initial PTFE filter bags after only 2 years of operation due to the clients 
concern over high operating pressure drops and cracks in the membrane which contributed to 
high outlet emission levels. These bags were replaced with conventional Nomex bags which 
allowed them to meet their required outlet emission guarantee level of only 0.03 lb/MMBtu. 

U.6. Hig� 22 Woat and Stt1tlon Road. Bra ... c,.burg, NJ Q887e·35� ¥.a}ll':lg_Aocl'8SI: .. PO Box 1500. Sor'lervuta. NJ 08878·1 251  



Mr. David Wolfson 
Page Two 
February 3,  1995 

P-H4 t'abncs cart �6 5&\!iUVe to tne operattng condltiuns frum tltc wilCl aud must be 
carefully applied. This fabric in the form of a composite P-84/Ryton fabric holds promise 
for the future in the control of tine particulates. Laboratory data is encouraging, however 
few operating systems have installed this particular fllter design, therefor little actual 
operating/emission. data is available. 

Additionally, other fabrics which utilize blends of finer denier Ryton fibers to enhance 
collection efficiency throu&h reduced fabric ash penetration are currently being developed and 
tested may also provide reduced emission levels in the future. 

In conclusion, to our knowledge, the current emission level guarantee of O.Ol l lb/MMBtu 
represents one of the lowest emission level &uarantees ever provided for a fabric filter system 
for this type of application. The fabric selected is a field proven, state-of·the·art material 
that has provided many years of successful operation. Although we anticipate and have some 
supporting data which suggests that the fabric selected will achieve measured emission levels 
less than required, we are not currently in a position, nor willing to offer such guarantees. 
The fabric filter system and selected fabric currently proposed offers world class levels of 
emissions control. 

If you have any questions and/or comments, please give me a call. 

Very truly yours, 

RESEARCH·CO'ITRELL, INC. 

' �  
Richard L. Mi�,., 
Product Director 
Fabric Filter Systems 



YORK 
York Counw. Energr. PartnerS 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225·0434 

Mr. Raymond P. Zomock, P.E. 
Chief, Soils and Waterways Section 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Region - Water Management Program 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 1 71 10 

February 6,  1995 

Subject: Department of Environmental Resources File NPDES PAS 1 0-Y009-1 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Facility 
North Codorus Township, York County 

Dear Mr. Zomock: 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) is in receipt of your letter dated 
January 26, 1995 concerning the subject NPDES permit application. YCEP provides the 
following responses to the three concerns listed in your January 26, 1995 letter. For 
completeness, the Department's concern is being restated followed by the YCEP response. 

1. The Department has been advised that the baseball diamond area was used as a 
disposal site for boiler waste, lead bearing paints chips, asbestos and pond sludge in 
the late 1960's. Please provide a detailed technical response to this concern. 

Under item 1 in the January 5, 1994 correspondence, the report entitled "York County 
Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Facility North Codorus Township Site 
Background Information" provided technical information on the various studies which 
had been conducted on this site by two outside consultants, a geotechnical finn and an 
environmental firm. The field investigations conducted as part of these studies did not 
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find any foreign materials such as boiler waste, lead bearing paints chips, asbestos or 
pond sludge. 

During the summer of 1993, a third site investigation was completed to assess the 
archaeological significance of the proposed site. Conestoga Valley Archaeological 
Consultants, Lancaster, P A conducted a Phase 1 archaeological and geomorphological 
survey of the proposed site. The site survey included a field investigation where five 
soil test pits using a backhoe were conducted to check for archaeological artifacts. 
Attachment A includes excerpts from the Conestoga Valley Archaeological 
Consultants final report which provides additional verification of the site subsoil 
conditions. 

Based on the technical information provided in these three studies, YCEP has no 
reason to believe that the baseball diamond area or any portion of the proposed site 
was used as a disposal site for any solid waste materials. 

2. The above referenced correspondence indicates 40 subsoil core borings were drilled; 
however, the results for only seven locations were described Please provide the test 
results for the remaining borings and include any pertinent soil testing results 
included in the final Phase Two Environmental Assessment Report. 

Attachment B provides information on the subsoil core boring study. Attachment B 
includes 1 .) a Section Location Plan which provides the location of the subsoil core 
borings completed during the field investigation and several subsurface profiles which 
were developed from the core boring drill logs, 2.) excerpts from the Schnabel 
Engineering final geotechnical report text which provides the technical information on 
the subsurface soil characteristics, and 3.) the drill logs of the core borings located in 
the area of the baseball diamond (B-1 through B-12). 

The soil testing results for the seven soil samples provided in the January 5, 1 994 letter 
are the only soil analyses which were conducted on this site. No additional soil 
sampling was conducted since the first group of samples did not provide results which 
would indicate concerns at the proposed site. 
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3. The location map provided does not include the locations of the B-4 sample or the 
sediment sample. Please provide these locations along with the locations on any 
additional sampling points requested above. 

The locations of the core boring (B-4) sample and all other core borings are shown on 
the Section Location Plan included in Attachment B. The sediment sample was 
collected directly from the mill pond to provide an indication of sediment quality. The 
sediment sample was obtained using a clamshell type sampling device. The exact 
location of the sediment sample was not provided in the assessment report. 

The information provided in the earlier submittal on January 5, 1 994 and the 
additional information provided in this response has allowed YCEP to conclude that no 
solid waste material is present on the proposed site. YCEP acknowledges the 
Department's request that they be notified in the event that the waste material identified 
under item 1 is encountered during the excavation and grading stage of this project. 

Please review this information. If you should have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

czft 
/ Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
· Manager, Envirorunental Affairs 



YORK 
York Counw. Enew. PartnerS 

Mr. Ronald M. Davis 

k Cowuy Energy Partners, L.P."' 
�5 South Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pennsylwnia • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
fu: (717) 225-o434 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 

February 7, 1995 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, PA 171 10-9720 

SUBJECT: Additional Technical Information - Baghouse Materials 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Facility 
PSD Permit Application, File No.: 67-306-007 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

During our discussion on Wednesday, February 1, 1995, the Department requested 
that York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) provide additional technical information 
on baghouse fabric filter materials and the associated particulate removal efficiencies. This 
informational request was based on the information included in the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) review letter to the Department of Energy (DOE) dated January 
3 1, 1 995. YCEP has contacted Research-Cottrel� the baghouse manufacturer for the 
proposed YCEP project, and requested that they provide technical information on the 
potential further reduction is particulate matter emissions using a different baghouse fabric 
filter materials. Please find attached a copy of the response letter received from Research
Cottrell. 

If you have any questions or need additional information. please contact me . 

. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



a Research-Cottrell 
An Air & Water technologies Company 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Environmental/Energy Division 
7201 Hamilton Blvd. 
Allentown, PA 18195-1501 

ATI'ENTION: Mr. David Wolfson 

February 3,  1995 

REFERENCE: York County Enerey Partners (YCEP) 
Cogeneration Project 
Air Emissions From Fabric Filter System 

Gentlemen: 

At your request, we have reviewed the contents of the letter from the EPA addressin& their 
concerns for the further reduction of particulate matter under 10 microns in size (PM·lO) and 
have the followin& comments. 

The current outlet particulate emission PMlO guarantee for this project at 0.01 1 lb/MM Btu 
is the lowest emission guarantees ever offered by this company while utilizing proven fabric 
fllter bag materials and construction. Additionally, we are not aware of any lower 
guaranteeS offered in the industry for applications of this type. This &uarantcc is 
substantially below the current New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) of 0.03 
lb/MMBtu for total particulates. To repeatedly achieve this guarantee level we have selected 
the usc of heavy weight 1 8  oz./yd2 Ryton Felt bags which we have proven through a number 
of installations to be highly efficient and long lasting for this type of application. 

Although the use of more efficient fabrics such as P·84 or PTFE Membranes in theory could 
reduce the amount of PM-10 emissions emittin& from the fabric filter system, RC is not 
prepared to guarantee such low emission levels due to lack of sufficient full scale operating 
installations with such fabrics and with actual measured emission levels to evaluate. 

In our cxpcnence, PTFE membranes have produced mixed results in the few c:ombuation 
installations it has been utilized on. At a Pennsylvania Culm fired CFB installation, our 
client replaced the initial PTFE filter bags after only 2 years of operation due to the clients 
concern over high operating pressure drops and cracks in the membrane which contributed to 
high outlet emission levels. These bags were replaced with conventional Nomcx bags which 
allowed them to meet their required outlet emission guarantee level of only 0.03 lb/MMBtu. 

U.fl. Hig� 22 WOGt end StCltlon Fload, Brar:cl"b�<rg, NJ 0887e·35� 
Malllna Aoc!"Sss: PO Box 1500. SOMervnta, NJ 08876·1 251  
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P-H4 t'abncs can ij6 l!ftl!nve to me opemttng condlUuns trum l11e IJuilc aml muat be 
carefully applied. This fabric in the form of a composite P-84/Ryton fabric holds promise 
for the future in the control of fine particulates. Laboratory data is encouraging, however 
few operating systems have installed this particular filter design, therefor little actual 
operating/emission clata is available. 

Additionally, other fabrics which utilize blends of finer denier Ryton fibers to enhance 
collection efficiency throu&h reduced fabric ash penetration are currently being developed and 
tested may also provide reduced emission levels in the future. 

In conclusion, to our knowledge, the current emission level guarantee of 0.01 1 lb/MMBtu 
represents one of the lowest emission level auarantees ever provided for a fabric filter system 
for this type of application. The fabric selected is a field proven, state-of·the·art material 
that has provided many years of successful operation. Althoup we anticipate and have some 
supporting data which suggests that the fabric selected will achieve measured emission levels 
less than required, we are not currently in a position. nor willing to offer such guarancecs. 
The fabric filter system and selected fabric currently proposed offers world class levels of 
emissions control. 

If you have any questions and/or comments, please give me a call. 

£0 • rl 

Very truly yours, 

RESEARCH-COTTRELL. INC . 

. � 
Richard L. Mi��_, 
Product Director 
Fabric Filter Systems 

0 t £v sag �06 £2 : v t  ssst-£0-20 



YORK 
York Counw. Enemr. Partne!S 

.Jr. Jan K. Wachter 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street . 
Spring Grove, PennsylY2nla • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-o434 

February. 8, 1995 

D.irector, Environment, Safety and Health Program Support Division 
1 T S. Department of Energy' 

· 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3910 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

SUBJECT: Actual Air Emissions Estimates for YCEP CFB Boiler· 
YorJc County Energy Partners, L.P. Draft EIS 

Dear Dr. Wachter: 

As we discussed last week, York County Energy Partners (YCEP) would provide 
DOE with projected actual air emissions for the proposed action. Based on emission data 
from several operating Air Products facilities, it is estimated that the actual air· emissions 
on an annualize basis would be as follows: 

• Emissions for sulfur dioxide (S02), oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate· 
matter (PM-10) would be approximately 90% of their respective maximum . 
emissions levels in the PSD permit application. This 10% margin is maintained by 
over controlling the CFB unit to allow for short term upsets without violating the 
PSD permit limits. 

• Emissions for uncontrolled emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and 
carbon monoxide (CO) would be approximately 80% of the maximum levels in the 
PSD permit application. The· boiler manufacturers typical include this margin to 
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allow for upset in the boiler operation without violating the PSD permit limits. 
This 80% level is based on the operating experience at two other bituminous coal 
CFB boiler operated by Air Products. 

Please use these projected air emissions levels in the Final EIS analysis for 
comparing the actual ait emissions from the P. H. Glatfelter Power Boiler #4 and the 
YCEP CFB boiler. 

. 

If you have any questions or need additional infomla.tion, please contact me. 



&!& COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P E N N S Y L VA N I A  

� 
Southcentral Regional Office 

Mr . Gary D. Kinsey , P . E .  
Manager , Environmental Affairs 
York County Energy Partners 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove , PA 17362 

One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg , PA 17110 

February 14 , 1995 

( 7 1 7 )  657-4590 

Re : DER File No . PAS-10�Y009-1 

Dear Hr . Kinsey : 

This letter is in reference to your February 6 ,  1995 response to our con
cerns regarding your application f or an Individual NPDES Permit for Discharges 
of Stormwater from Cons truction Activit ies at the proposed cogenera tion facil
ity in York County . 

We have reviewed the deta iled informat ion provided in your response and note 
that there is no technical evidence s�pporting reports that waste materials were 
disposed at the proposed lo cat ion of the cogenera tion faci lity . 

We acknowledge your commi tment to no tify thi s  Department ' s  Regional Waste 
Management Program in the event that waste materia l is encountered during the 
excavation and grading s tage of this project . 

c c :  York County Conservation District 

Section 

" - -· ·- ' - '*'  "'---- f.� 



YORK 
York Counw. Energy PartnerS 

Mr. Peter H. Kostmeyer 
Regional Administrator 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (7 17) 225-0434 

U. S.  Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
84 1 Chestnut Bulding 
Philadelphia, P A 19107-44 3 1 

February 1 5, 1 995 

SUBJECT: York County Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Project 
York County, P A 

Dear Mr. Kostmeyer: 

On January 30, 1 995, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region ill 
office submitted a comment letter to Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem, Department of Energy 
(DOE) on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the above referenced 
project. The EPA technical comments were directed to two areas of the Draft EIS, 1 .) the 
Health Assessment should be revised to incorporate recent studies on particulate matter 
pollution and 2.) the potential reduction in air emissions with the use of alternative air 
pollution control equipment which may be new commercially available equipment. York 
County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) would like to provide the following technical 
information on both of these issues. 

Health Assessment on Particulate Matter Pollution: 

Based on the information provided in the attachment to your January 30th letter, the EPA 
recommends that the background information on the Health Assessment for particulate 
matter be updated to include more recent studies of potential health effects due to 
particulate matter. EPA's statement that "the health assessment study associated with the 

�{:; 
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proposed YCEP project is seriously flawed" is not an accurate statement on the potential 
impacts from the proposed project. EPA has made this statement based on the conclusion 
that background information in the Health Assessment is in error since it did not include 
several more recent studies on potential health effects. 

Although this type of background information is important to the overall analysis, the 
focus of the Draft EIS review should be based on the potential ground level impacts on 
the surrounding air basin due to this proposed project's particulate matter air emission 
level. The emission analysis information in the Draft EIS on the potential ground level 
impacts due to the YCEP particulate matter emission was not adequately considered by 
EPA in their overall analysis. 

The proposed project alone (without consideration of the emission reduction due to the 
curtailment of the existing P. H. Glatfelter boiler) would result in an increase in particulate 
matter background concentration of 1 .  07 uglnu (24-hour average) which represents only 
3.6% of the 24-hour allowable PSD increment and a 1 .4 % increase above the existing 
background levels. According to EPA guidance on air modeling impact analysis, the 
"significance level" for evaluating particulate matter emission impacts for a 24-hour 
averaging period is 5 .0  uglnu. Based on this EPA guidance, it is correct to stated that the 
particulate matter ground level impacts from the YCEP facility alone would be considered 
insignificant (i.e., not measurable) to the background levels. If the analysis takes into 
account the potential one to one reduction in particulate matter emissions due to the 
curtailment of the existing P. H. Glatfelter boiler, there would be not expected impact to 
existing background levels. 

Alternative Emissions Control Equipment: 

On January 3, 1 995, the DOE and YCEP had a meeting with your staff to discuss the Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis for the proposed project. YCEP had 
completed a BACT analysis for use in the PSD permit application. Since the PSD draft 
Plan Approval has not yet been issued, EPA did not have all the technical information 
available to complete their review. To address a request from your staff for more detailed 
information on the BACT analysis, YCEP prepared a comprehensive document on this 
project's BACT analysis and submitted to Mr. William Browne on January 17, 1995. This 



Mr. Peter H. Kostmeyer 
York County Energy Partners Project 

15 February 1 995 
Page 3 .  

document included the consideration of the various air pollution control technologies and 
their applicability to the YCEP project in accordance with the EPA guidance document on 
BACT top-down analysis. 

The four control technologies listed in your January 30 letter were discussed with your 
staff and considered in the BACT document. It appears that EPA may have failed to 
consider the technical information which was provided and has concluded that these four 
proposed control technologies should be applicable to the proposed project. YCEP 
disagrees with the EPA conclusion that these control technologies are feasible for use on 
this proposed project. The EPA suggestions for use of these four control technologies 
fails to adequately consider EPA's own guidance on how a BACT determination should be 
made. YCEP respectively requests that you review the information provide in the BACT 
document along with the following additional information. 

• The use of inert material (e.g. sand) to stabilize the fluidized bed operation is not 
technical feasible for the CFB boiler operation. The fundamental design of the CFB 
boiler is based on effective sulfur dioxide control in the combustion chamber using 
limestone injection. The use of sand instead oflimestone in the CFB boiler operation 
to allow for installation of an alternative back-end sulfur dioxide control systems (i.e., 
ammonia or limestone scrubbing) results in a fundamental design change to the CFB 
boiler operation and would have negative operational impacts. Please find attached a 
letter received from Foster Wheeler Energy Corporation explaining why the use of 
inert material (i.e., sand) is not recommended for this CFB boiler application. 

• YCEP has evaluated the use of the Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology 
for the control of nitrogen oxides as part of the BACT analysis. As detailed in the 
BACT document, the use of SCR technology is not economically feasible for 
applicable on a CFB boiler. 

• Since the fundamental design of the CFB boiler is based on effective sulfur dioxide 
control in the combustion chamber using limestone injection, the proposed project can 
consistently achieve a minimum of92% sulfur dioxide removal efficiency. The BACT 
document provides technical and economic information which shows that the use of a 
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post-combustion add-on control technology (i.e., ammonia or limestone scrubbing) to 
achieve further reductions is not cost effective. 

• EPA stated that a use of more efficient fabric filters would reduce emissions of 
particulate matter under 10 microns in size. YCEP has contacted Research Cottrell, 
the baghouse manufacturer, to obtain additional information on the use of different 
fabric filter materials, such as gore-tex, P84 polymide, etc., noted in your January 30 
letter. Please find attached a letter received from Research Cottrell explaining why the 
fabric filter material currently proposed for use on this project is the most efficient. 

cc: Mr. William Browne, EPA Region ill 

S/

Jy,

' L (ZYoofta o-" Gary JY.' Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 

Mr. Ronald Davis, P A DER South-Central Regional Office 
Mr. Jan Wachter, DOE Morgantown Energy Technology Center 



FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION 
PERR.YVTLLE C:ORPOKAlll PARK • CLISTOJ�; , NHW JJ.i!C:Il:;'\' 08£109·4000 • I1HONr. 901!-236-4000 

Air Product� and Chemicals, Inc. 
EnviroJunentai/Energy Systems 
7201 Hanuiton Boulevard 
Allentown. PA 1 8195· 1 50 1  

Attention: �r. David C. Wolfson 

Subject: York County linergy Panners Project 
C"generation Project 
FWUC Contract #3-43-70�0 
YCEP Project Number 03-4-8070 
ViF.RT BED MATElUAl.S 

FW·AP #67 
February 15 ,  1995 

Regardin� y<.,ur n:cent query on the use of an mcrt material, such ns saud to stabilize the bed at the YORK site 
FWEC off�rs the following information: 

Inert maren:.ds have been used to rtugment Fluid Bed Boilers whenever the quantity or quality of the JimcNtunc 
c'1mbined with the fuel sulfur is inadr:quate to provide a stable en\ironment for combustion. llubbliug U�d 
Tioilers often use an inon material such as l>alld tu 1\tahilize their bed. However Circulating Fluidized Bed 
Boilers are hn.o;ed upon n diffl.!r�m operational philosophy. Tn the lu�st of our knowledge there are only two or 
three of FWEC's competiton; CFB's using an inen material on an intermittent bct.st!s to augment thl!ir needs. 
FWF.C is not aware! of any suppler which hns experience tiring with 100% sand as an inen material. In t:eneml 
FWEC ·would not recommend any owner operate a CFB using 1 00% sand in lieu \lf limestone. 

The issue 1s further compounded by a large demonstration size hoiler such as the one proposed for YORK. To 
accommodate the large size, FWEC has employed a fluid bed heat exchancer. Use of J OO% li<Uld in the YORK 
unit. will yield reduced pcrfonnancc within the exchanger due to the much heavier specific gravity of the sand. 
Tho mcthnds used to partially tompensate fur the heavier materials (such as sand) will only increa.�c the 
velocity and, therefore. the erosion index resulting in substantiully low'-'1' unit availabilities. Normally, the intent 
of a fluid bed boiler is to cupture the sulfur within the bed, or recycle loop of the: unit without inert materials and 
utili7.e the ,;SOFT ASH" to assist witl1 the trnnsference of beat to the generators surfaces. The YORK unit, as 
designed for the DOE demonstration facility would fall shon of the guarantees for perfonnance, c.apacity. and 

tnaterial \\'8JTanties. 



Using sund instead of limestone in the YORK unit, would be a particularly poor choice. The high p31'1ic.le 
velocities associated with a CFD (as opposed to a bubbling bed) would create unacceptable erosion rates. 
Genemlly speaking the owner of a CFD would 11ot v.1llingly use sand to stabilize his unit unlesE; there where no 
other reasonable alten1atives. CFB owners and operators would strongly favor lime:none and not snnd because of 
the severity of erosion experienced with si\lld. Tho calcium rich lmviromnent has actUillly bcc.m sltowu to help 
fonn protective coatings on the refractory surfnc.es. TI1e use of sand, a very abm.�;ive material to fonn the stable 
bed (and recycle Joop) in a CFB, will �>ubstantially increase the erosion to the unit surfaces ltubcs and retiuctory) 
due to the sands panicle hnrdness aud shape. Note that he erosion index would inc.rea.se by several orders of 
magmtude between a limestone bed and a sand bed. 

As you are aware, one way to mitigate high erosion rates is to cover �l greater ponton of the furnaces sudaces 
with a protective coating of refractol)'. Like all CFBs the YORK unit already bas a considerable portion of its 
sutfa.ces protected by refrnctorios; unfortunately additional coverage of exposed surfaces cannot be con�:idcrcd 
due to the detrimental effect on the unit heat transfer coefficienbl. even consideration of ,.,ray metalizing of the 
bare tubiug, which has exhibited goull results in other applications to detour harsh erosive cn,·ironment�:�, hn.�; 
actually caused failures due to poor tield npphcatiuns. 

Summarizin� the use of sand lor the YORK unit M a inen material will cc:rtainly teducc tbe YORK hoi lor 
surfac.es lcmg�vity, decrease the perfnr m�tnce of the in bed heat exchanger, and reduce the unit availability. TI1e 
YECP umt (ns designed for the DOF <.kmonstratton facility) wdl not perform to tht �xpectat10ns of FWEC, 
YECP or demonstm.te to the DOl:. that large sl·ale CFBs can meet. this countries increasing power needs in lieu 
of current pulverized coal technolo��· A� a final note. tl1e fuel st:lt:cted by APC precludes the n�o:cd for an inert 
bed material. 

If 1 c<m be of tilnher assistance pl�asc dn not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly youra, 
FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION 

R. W. Voyle:t 
Pruje�.:t !\1anager 
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York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region I l l  
841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, PA 1 91 07-4431 

Re: York County Energy Partners (YCEP) Cogeneration Project 
Evaluation of Ammonia Scrubbing Technology for Sulfur Dioxide Control 

Dear Mr. Kostmayer: 

Your letter dated 30 January 1 995 to the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) requested a 
meeting be held involving EPA, DOE, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
(PADER), YCEP, and outside vendors to discuss, among other things, potential use of ammonia 
scrubbing to reduce emissions of sulfur dioxide. That meeting was held on Friday, 17 February 
1 995 at EPA Region I l l  offices. The purpose of this letter is to provide YCEP's conclusions 
regarding a presentation made by representatives from GE Environmental Systems (GEES). 

Based on information presented at the meeting, YCEP has concluded that using the ammonia 
scrubbing technology discussed by GEES would render the YCEP project economically unviable. 
Assuming that the technology would perform as presented by GEES, the cost of adding this 
technology to the YCEP facility would result In additional construction costs of $45 - 59 million 
and additional operating costs of approximately $4 million per year. This equates to a east 
effectiveness calculation of more than $4700 per ton of sulfur dioxide (see Attachments 1 and 2). 

These costs, both construction and annual operating, would increase the YCEP project's cost to 
Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) ratepayers by 20% ,  which in tum would make the YCEP 
project more costly than the "ceiling price" which Met-Ed and the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission used to approve the YCEP costs to Met-Ed ratepayers. More importantly, YCEP 
and Met-Ed have entered into a 25-year power purchase agreement under which YCEP will 
provide power to Met-Ed at predictable prices. These prices include the technology as proposed 
and did not anticipate the potential to add another 20% to the project's cost . 

. GEES pointed out in its presentation that, although a commercial ammonia scrubbing facility is 
presently being constructed at a synfuels plant In North Dakota, this technology has never been 
used, or even tested at a pilot plant scale, with coal as its primary fuel. Although GEES' 
assumptions in its presentation (and on Attachment 1) assumes 98% reduction of sulfur dioxide 
emissions, the air permit for the North Dakota synfuels facility is set at 92% which Is identical to 
the reduction which YCEP proposes to achieve using the proposed circulating fluidized bed 
boiler (CFB). However, the North Dakota synfuels facility is using a 4.5% sulfur content fuel 
whereas the YCEP facility will use a 2.0% sulfur fuel. Therefore, the YCEP facility will achieve a 
lower emission rate on a pounds per million BTUs of fuel consumed basis. Based on GEES' 
presentation of these facts, YCEP has serious concerns whether this technology could perform 
as stated and as analyzed on Attachments 1 and 2 on a large-scale CFB boiler. 

A project company ol Air Producu 
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In summary, the ammonia scrubbing technology, based on GEES' presentation on 1 7  February, 
is neither technically acceptable nor cost effective for use on the YCEP facility. More to the 
point, If this technology were required, YCEP would not be able to construct the facility. Further, 
use of sand or another type of bed-stabllzlng material in the YCEP facility Is unnecessary without 
the use of ammonia scrubbing since limestone, as the design Intended, would be used to both 
capture sulfur dioxide as well as provide for proper bed maintenance. 

We appreciate the opportunity to have had the discussion with your staff and look forward to 
working together to accomplish the remaining permitting requirements of the YCEP facility. 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. Lewis Felleisen - EPA 
Mr. William Browne - EPA 
Mr. Ron Davis - PADER 
Dr. Jan Wachter - DOE 
Mr. Nelson Rekos - DOE 

Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



ATTACHMENT 1 
From Pres �ntation by GE Environmental Sys t ems 

York County Energy Partners Project 

Pre l im inary Annual ized Cost Analys is 

Ammon ia/Ammon ium S ulfate FGD 
PROCESS CONDITIONS AMMONIA 

OPERATING HOUR 8.320 PER YEAR 

TOTAL S02 FORMED 8 .239 LB/H 

TOTAL S02 EMMITTED 1 65 LB/H 

TOTAL S02 REMOVED 33.589 TPY 

REAGENT USAGE 2.1 TPH 

ASH PRODUCED 1 0.0 TPH 

PRODUCT PRODUCED 8.3 TPH 

EXCESS REAGENT 0.0 TPH 

POWER CONSUMPTION 3.818 KW 

TOTAL MATERIAL DISPOSED 1 0.0 TPH 

TOTAL MATERIAL DISPOSED 83.200 TPY 

ECONOMICS AMMONIA -
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $45.000.000 

REAGENT COST $1 50.00 $/TON 

POWER COST S667.00 $/KW 

DISPOSAL COST $1 6.00 $/TON 

BYPRODUCT SALES PRICE �0 $/TON 

DIRECT OPERATING COST 

REAGENT $ 2.674,097 SlY 
DISPOSAL $1 .331 .200 SlY 
BYPODUCT SALES $(5.536,954) SlY 
POWER COST $ 2.546.258 SlY 

TOTAL D IRECT COSTS $1,014,601 SlY 
TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS $6,070,000 SlY 
TOTAL ANNUALIZED COST: $7,084,601 SlY 

TOTAL S02 REMOVED 33.589 TPY 

COST EFFECTIVENESS: $21 1 SIT S02 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Cost Effectiveness of Ammonia Scrubbing for 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 

Using Attachment 1 (GEES' table from its 2-1 7-95 presentation) as a guide, several adjustments 
are necessary to reflect additional ash disposal costs and the incremental additional sulfur 
dioxide reduction of Ammonia Scrubbing over the proposed circulating fluidized bed using 
limestone control. The GEES analysis failed to recognize that the proposed project has been 
designed to achieve 92% sulfur dioxide removal and that capital costs for sulfur dioxide removal 
are imbedded in the facility's design. The adjustments necessary are as follows: 

1 .  Cost of ash disoosal - GEES assumed in Attachment 1 that ash disposal costs would be $1 6 
per ton. Although this assumption is correct for circulating fluidized bed boiler ash (due to 
limestone addition) due to its beneficial use for mine reclamation and reduction of acid mine 
drainage(AMD), landfill disposal of conventional ash in eastern Pennsylvania, including 
transportation,  is at least $50 per ton. Therefore, DISPOSAL COST in Attachment 1 should 
be $4.1 million rather than $1 .3 million as shown. 

2. Total Direct Costs - This figure should be increased by the difference identified in the 
increase in ash disposal cost shown above, making TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $3.8 million 
($1 .0 + (4. 1  - 1 .3) = 3.8) rather than $1 .0 million as shown on Attachment 1 .  

3.  Total Annualized Cost - This figure should reflect the increase in TOTAL DIRECT COSTS 
making the revised TOTAL ANNUALIZED COST $9.8 million (7.0 + 2.8). 

4 .  Total SOc2._�emoved - GEES assumed that the existing technology removed no sulfur 
dioxide rather than the 92% capture which it will achieve by design and by permit. The 
current design, therefore, removes 31 ,532 TPY. Therefore, TOTAL S02 REMOVED in 
Attachment 1 by the addition of Ammonia Scrubbing Technology is simply the difference 
between 33,589 TPY 198% removal by Ammonia Scrubbing) and 31 ,532 TPY (92% removal 
by the current technology), or 2057 TPY. Therefore, TOTAL S02 REMOVED on Attachment 
1 should reflect this incremental figure (2057 TPY) to reflect the "extra" reduction which 
would be achieved by including Ammonia Scrubbing Technology. 

5. Cost Effectiveness - COST EFFECTIVENESS for the addition of Ammonia Scrubbing 
Technology on the YCEP facility can now be calculated by dividing TOTAL ANNUALIZED 
COST by TOTAL S02 REMOVED. The result is $4764 per ton of sulfur dioxide removed. 

GEES Calcluated Cost Effectiveness: 
Adual YCEP Cost Effectiveness 

$ 21 1 per ton of S02 removed 
$4,764 per ton of S02 removed 



Mr. William Browne 

Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
361 0  Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

February 23, 1995 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, P A 19107-443 1 

Dear Mr. Browne: 

Enclosed you will find a revised health risk assessments section for the York County Energy 
Partners Cogeneration Facility's Environmental Impact Statement. I have incorporated nearly 
all the information that you have provided to the Department of Energy for review and 
consideration. The section is more comprehensive in terms of presenting information to the 
reader regarding the association of adverse health effects and pollution (especially particle) 
concentrations. However, as I stated during our meeting on February 17, 1995, it is difficult 
to extrapolate many of these findings to the proposed YCEP project that would result in 
increases in ambient levels of pollution that are generally well below the levels that were the 
basis of these epidemiological or physiological studies and given the fact that emission 
reductions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and particles would occur for most of the year 
when compared to baseline. Given these constraints, I believe the revised section summarizes 
the risks to the populations surrounding York County. Since I am currently redoing the 
health risk assessment for radionuclide emissions, I have left these numbers blank in the text. 
However, preliminary analyses show that the cancer risk from radionuclides due to the 
proposed project is less than risk levels deemed acceptable by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (1  x 10-6). 

I would appreciate it if you would review the revised section and assess if the deficiencies 
included in the letter sent from Mr. Kostmayer to the Department of Energy dated January 30, 
1995 have been resolved. I have attached additional copies so that others in your agency 
could also provide a review. 
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I truly appreciate your time and interest in this project, including the results of your literature 
searches that you have provided to me. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Environment, Safety and Health 

Program Support Division 



FOSTER WH.EELER ENERGY CORPORAT10N 
PlllUlYVIU.H COlU'ORATK PAR� • ctn."TO�. foil:\\' :3SEY nRR09-4000 • I'HONH 9011·2�6-4000 

Air Products ond Chemicals, Jnc. 
EnvlromnentaliBDergy Systems 
720 I Hamilton Boulevard 

Allentown, l'A 1 819.5-lSOl 

Attention: Mr. David C. Wolfson 

Subject: Yorlc County Energy l'armcrs Projcc.:t 
Cogeneration Project 

· 
FWEC Contract #3-43-7030 
YCl!.P Project Number 03-4-8070 
PC ASH FOR CFB INERT BED MATERIAL 

.. -w.AP 1#69 
February 27. 1995 

As rl!qucsted we have re\iewed yuur question regardine � use of ash from pulverized coal fired units in the 
YORK unit. As described to us the PC ash would be used :n lieu of limestone and its by products of 
combu�1ion to fonn the bed of the CFB. 

The tlyash from a PC \UUt can be Cl'llentiall)' nlled otit sin� it is very fine, usual size is 40 micron�. a ern 
cyclone would essentinlly allow all of the flyash to clurria:: to the baghouse as soon a.� it is plaeed into the Cl-ll. 
The bottom nxh (rom a PC unit tends to be primarily com:o!)Sed of undesira.ble compound�: fire formed during 
sll\gging combustion within 1he PC 5uch as sodium, silicas. i)Otassium. aluminum. and iron. Thesl! comtlounds 
occur in high concentrations within \he bottom ash and w�id create unacceptable erosion rates within the CFB 
due to the p<U'ticulates hardness 1md lihape (less than but scnilar to �'lnd) as well as r. higher pottmtinl for 
�tomeration fonnation. As stated previously the fuel se!t!:!:tcd by APC precludes the need for an inert bed 
material. 

If I can be of further assi��o-tancc pie� do not hc11itatc to cantact me. 

Very tNiy yours, 
FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION 

R. W. Voyles 
Project Manager 



PHG No. 4 Boiler 

No. 4 Boiler - 15 Days 

Other NOx R:eductions 

YCEP 

Net Change 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
Emission Reductions Summary 

Based on PHG Actual and 
YCEP Exoected Actual Emissions 

(pounds per year) 

Sl2. 
(7 ,436,000) 

310,696 

3.820.163 

(3,305,141) 

1m& 
(2,028,000) 

84,735 

(1,226,000) 

1 .995.840 

(1,173,425) 

I Total Emissions Reduction (4,533,589) 

Figures in "( )" indicate reductions 

Notes: 

1. PHG data is from 1992 PEDS submitted to PaDER. 

EaiL 
(286,222) 

1 1,959 

219.240 

(55,023) 

2. YCEP data is based on the YCEP air permit application and operating factors. 
3. Other NOx reductions will occur in York County in conjunction with this project. 

YCEP Emissions 

S02 Permit Leve l :  0 . 25 lb/MMBtu ( 660 lb/hr) 

S02 Actual :  660 1�/hr x 8400 hr/yr x 1 . 7 5 / 2 . 0  x 0 . 87 5  x 0 . 9  

= 3 , 82 0 , 1 6 3  lbfyr 

NOx Permit Level : 0 . 125 lb/MMBtu ( 3 3 0  lb/hr) 

NOx Actual 3 3 0  lb/hr x 8400 hr/yr x 0 . 8  x 0 . 9  = 1 , 99 5 , 8 4 0  lb/yr 

PM-10 Permit Level : 0 . 01 1  lb/MMBtu ( 29 lb/hr) 

PM- 2 9  lb/hr x 8 4 00 hr/yr x 0 . 9  = 2 19 , 240 lb/yr 



YORK 
York Counw. Energy Partners 

Mr. Ronald M. Davis 

County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
2> ::�outh Main Street 
Spring Grove. Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225·0434 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 

1 March 199S 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 10-9720 

Subject: Emission Reductions Due to. York County Energy Partners. L.P. (YCEP) 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Attached is information pertaining to potential emission reductions resulting from the 
YCEP project. Specifically� I want to address the basis on which we calculated projected 
YCEP "actual" emissions which were derived from the permit limits from the YCEP PSD 
Plan Approval application. 

Potential "actual" emissions for YCEP were derived from permit levels by adjusting for 
the following (see attached): 

1 .  Availability: It is projected that the YCEP project will require I S  days of maintenance 
per year (i.e . •  360 hours). Therefore, the facility would operate for 8400 hours per 
year. This adjustment factor applies to SOx. NOx. and PM. 

2. Met-Ed Dispatch Factor: The YCEP Power Contract with Met-Ed allows for Met-Ed 
to economically dispatch (i.e .• reduce the electrical output) the YCEP facility between 
SO% and 100% output throughout the 2S-year contract life. It is projected that, on 
average, the YCEP project would be operated at a 90% power level through any given 
year. This adjustment factor (0.9) applies to SOx. NOx. and PM. 

3 .  Sulfur Content ofFuel: In meeting permit emission limits for SOx, YCEP will 
contract for coal which has a maximum sulfur content of2.0%. It is projected that 
coal deliveries to YCEP will average 1 .  7S% due to commercial penalties associated 
with a coal supplier's failure to be below 2.0%. This adjustment factor (1 .7S/2.0) 
applies only to SOx. 

4. Sulfur Capture: In order to meet the sulfur capture requirement of 92%, it is projected 
that, on average, the YCEP boiler will capture 93%. This adjustment factor (0.87S) 
applies only to SOx. 



Page 2 

S. NOx Reciuction: In order to meet the NOx emission limit in the permit, it is projected 
that, on average, the controlled emission rate from the YCEP boiler will be 0. 10 lbs 
NOx per MMBtu. This adjustment factor (0.8) applies only to NOx. 

By applying these factors to the maximum annual permitted emissions, one can project 
what typical annual emissions will actually be. I think you will find these to be reasonable 
projections. Please call if you have further questions. 

Sincerely, 

--J.Lt<� 7 4L 
Bradley F. Hahn 
Director, Business Development 

Attachment 



YORK 
York Counw. Energr. Partned 

Mr. Ronald M. Davis 

tk County Energy Putners, L.P.tv 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-66<>1 
Fax: (717) 225-0434 

Air Pollution Control Engineer 

March 2, 1995 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
Southcentral Regional Office 
One Ararat Boulevard 
Harrisburg, P A 171 10-9720 

SUBJECT: Additional Technical Information - CFB Boiler Bed Material 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Facility 
PSD Permit Application, File No.: 67-306-007 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

During our technical meeting with EPA Region III staff on Friday, 17 February 
1 995, Mr. William Browne, EPA's Environmental Engineer requested that York County 
Energy Partners (YCEP) investigate whether ash material could be used in the CFB boiler 
bed in lieu of limestone. _ YCEP has requested Foster Wheeler Energy Corporation, the 
CFB boiler manufacturer, to provide a technical response for this EPA request. Please 
find attached a copy of the response letter received from Foster Wheeler on this technical 
request. This Foster Wheeler response letter will also be provided to EPA and DOE. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

/�-
Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 

AIR J,. PRODUCTS 2::: 
A project company of ,.., Produ..u 



P E N N S Y 1. VA N 1 A  

� 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVA NIA 

1lEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
One Ara:rK L Boulevard, Room 126 

Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Southcentral ReJional Office 
Mr .  Richard Kenner 
York County Energy Partners 
25 South Main Street 
S;p�ing Grove . PA _1736� 

Dear Mr .  Ken11er :  

March 2 ,  1995 

(717 ) 657-4590 . 

Re ;  DER File No . WL-67-95-oS 
Stormwater Outfall 

This is in reference to your General Permit No . 4 submiss ion rece ived by 
this office February 24 , 1995 f or an 18-inch diameter RCP outfall t o  a t ributary 
to kessler Po11d l oe� tad along York Road � Segment 220 , Offset 1588 in Nor th 
Codorus Township , York County . 

In accordance with tha provi R i ons oe Section 4 of the Dam Safety and 
Encroachments Act , the Act of November 26 , 1978 , P . L .  1 37 5 , No . 325 (as amended 
by Act 70) , the proposed structures and/or activity is regulated by this Act .  

However , the requirements f or a permit are waived for this type o f  s truc
ture or activity in accordance with S ection 7 (a )  o f  the Dam Safety an d  
Encroacl�uLs Act an� �he proviaionc of Sect ion 105 . 12 (a ) ( ?. )  n f.  Chapter 105 
Rules and Regulat ions , Dam Safety and Waterway Management , as a�nded on October 
12, 199 1 .  

The waiver o f  permit requirements does not give any property rights , ei�her 
in real es tate or material , nor any exclusive privileges , nor shall it be con
strued to grant: or confet· e&uy right , title , eaacmcnt , or intaras t ,.  in . to , or 
over any land belonging to the Commouwealth of Pennsylvania ; neither does it 
authorize any injury to private property or invasion of private rights . 

It is required that you secure all other approvals that may be necessary 
under other federal, s ta te or local regulat ions and meet the construction , 
operation , uaintenanee or otber requirements of Cba� L�r 105 . 

Proper erosion and sedimentation control measures are required during and 
after construction and the adequacy of these measures cau be determined t;y con
tacting your local County Conservation District . 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer Recycled Paper .. _t$. 



l!lr . 1Uchar4 Kew�er - 2 - March 1 ,  1995 

It is recommended that yo� cODtact the Peunaylvania !ish Commiasion prior 
to startiq the work ud that tbe work be performed in such a manner ao as to 
protect tisb au4 otbar ·��ti� ll!e. 

If you 1boulc! bave auy quatious coueeruing this .. tter , please contact 
me at the above telepbona uumbw' • 

Sincerely , 

vn�u.w� 
llott"D ... IliaD' 
Civil ID&ineer Hydraulic 
Soils & Waterways Section 
Water Mauagt�•At r�sraa 

r.� : Pa . Fish & loat Commission, Southcentral Reaional Office 
York County Conservation District 
u . s .  Army Corp• of lngiuaera , Baltimore District 
Gary Kinsey , P . E  • • York County lnargy Pro4ucta 



I/We, 

Notification to Use 
B D W M-GP-4 

Intake and Outfall Struc tures ' 
YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS 

(owner nam e(s)) 

hereby notify the Bureau of Dams and Waterway Managem ent of our intent to use 

Drawing No. ___ ......;;1 _______ to insta11 ___ 1-_1....;8;_"�RC..;..P _____ _ 
. OUTFALL , STRUCTURE 
( descrip tion of in take or outfall structure) 

across/along _____ A_T_R_I..;.,BU..;.,T_A_R_Y.....;;.TO..;......;KE,;;;;;.;;.S.;;.S.;;;.L;;..ER;.;.'....;;P�O.;;.N;,;;.D_· _-r-__________ _ 
(name of stream) 

at a point ALONG YORK ROAD AT SEGMENT 220 OFFSET 1 588 
(describe location) 

in SORTH CODORUS TOWNSHIP YORK COUNTY 
(municipality) (county) 

I/We have attached a LOCATION MAP similar to that shown on Drawing No. 1 indicating 
where the intake or outfall struc ture will be installed. 

I/We certify that a copy of this notification was sen t this day FEB RUARY 2 1 ,  1995 to 
(date) 

XO RTH CODORUS TOWNSH IP and 
( municipality) 

where the work will be performed. 

Signed: 

Send to one of the addresses on Exhibit ''B". 

YORK COUNTY 
(county) 

25 SOUTH MAIN STREET 
(owner address) 

S P RING GROVE , PA 1 7362 
( 7 1 7) 225-660 1 

(owner telephone number) 



YORK 
York Councy. Energy PartnerS 

York County Energy Partnen, L.P."' 
25 South M2in Street · · 
Sprin& Grove, PeDnsylvanla • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 2254434 

Dr. Suellen A Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project.�er 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 

· 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

March 10, 1995 

SUBJECT: P. H. Glatfelter Industrial Waste NPDES Permit 
Administrative Extension 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

During the Draft EIS public hearings, a public comment was made that the P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's Industrial Waste NPDES discharge is in violation due to a lack of a 
valid permit. This public comment was not correct. The current P. H. Glatfelter 
Company Industrial Waste NPDES.permit is a valid permit and the NPDES operations are 
in compliance with the existing permit conditions. 

P. H. Glatfelter Company filed a NPDES permit renewal application on 27 June 
1988. At that time, their existing NPDES permit was due to expire on 22 May 1989. 
This permit renewal application was filed to comply with the NPDES permit renewal 
requirements. P. H. Glatfelter.received a letter from PA·DER Bureau ofWater Quality 
Management dated 27 September 1989. This letter described that P A DER would be 
instituting a basin-wide permitting policy and was administratively extending the existing 
NPDES permit until 30 September 1 991 .  The P. H. Glatfelter Company has been 
operating under this administrative extension since September 1991 .  P A DER is currently 
finalizing this basin-wide permitting policy and is expecting to issue the NPDES permit 
renewal. 

A p-ojecl company ol Alt l'loducu 



Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem 
P. H. Glatfelter NPDES Pennit Update 

10 March 1995 
Page 2. 

Please find attached copies of the P. H. Glatfelter letter of27 June 1988 and the 
PA DER Bureau ofWater Qu.ality �ement letter of27 September 1989. Please use 
this information to respond to the public comrilent. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me. 

Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs' 

cc: R. Callahan, P. H. Glatfelter Co. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1 71 5  
BALTIMORE, M D  21 203-1 715 

March 13, 1995 

Planning Division 

Dr. Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Safety and Health Program Support Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
3610 Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26505 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

Reference your agency's letter dated, November 17, 1994, requesting the Baltimore 
District's comments on the proposed York County Partners Cogeneration Facility, York County, 
Pennsylvania, Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The comments provided below 
address the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) areas of concern, including direct and indirect 
impacts on existing and/or proposed Corps projects, flood control hazard potential, and permit 
requirements under Section 404 of the Oean Water Act 

In accordance with the subject DEIS, portions of the proposed project would be located on 
Corps Indian Rock Dam flood control land. The crossing of Corps lands for the proposed 
interconnection corridor is expected to have minimal impact on the area's flood control mission. 
However, the Corps requests the following conditions be met: 

* Mitigation for impacts to wildlife shall be completed to the satisfaction of 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) as referenced in their January 30, 
1995 letter, to Mr. Jan Wachter (Enclosure 1). The PGC and Corps of 
Engineers must approve the final design of the mitigation plan prior to 
implementation. 

* Table 9- 1 of the DEIS needs to reflect the requirement for a real estate 
easement from the Corps of Engineers for the crossing of Corps lands. 

In accordance with the subject report, portions of the proposed facilities will be located 
within the floodplain. New construction or major replacements within the flood plain requires 
full compliance with Executive Order (E.O.) No. 1 1988, Flood Plain Management, May 24, 
1977; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regulations; and other Federal, state, 
and local flood plain regulations. The objectives of the E.O. and the other floodplain regulations 
are to avoid the adverse effects of occupying and modifying the floodplain and to avoid direct 
and indirect support of development in the floodplain. The E.O. requires that activities not be 
located in the floodplain unless it is the only practicable alternative. Activities which must be 
located in the floodplain must incorporate measures to: (1)  reduce the hazard and risks 
associated with floods, (2) minimize the adverse effects on human health, safety, and welfare, 
and (3) restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values of the floodplain. While portions 
of the proposed facilities are located within the 100-year floodplain there is no significant impact 
on the floodplain. The alternatives presented would have no impact on the floodplain. 
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In accordance with the National Flood Insurance Program and Related Regulations, 
October 1 ,  1988, Section 60.3, published by the FEMA, construction/replacement of water 
supply facilities and/or sanitary sewage systems within flood-prone areas should be designed to 
minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood water into facilities. Sanitary sewage systems should 
also be designed so on-site waste disposal systems are located to avoid impairment to them or 
contamination from them during flooding. 

The DEIS recognizes the need for floodplain evaluation and describes procedures to be 
used for the evaluation. The results of these evaluations should be documented and coordinated 
with Federal, state, and local water resource agencies before the final design of the proposed 
facilities is selected. 

Certain activities in the waters of the United States, and jurisdictional wetlands, require 
Department of the Army permits from the Corps of Engineers. Corps regulations (33 CFR 320 
through 330 and 33 CFR 230 and 325 (Appendix B)) require full compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 during the review and evaluation of permit 
applications. To the maximum extent possible, the Corps will accept the information presented 
in NEP A documents for evaluating permit applications. Once the preferred alignment is 
determined for the utility corridors, Department of the Army authorization will be required for 
any discharge of dredged or fill material into waterways or wetlands; as well as for any aerial 
crossing of the Codorus Creek. It is requested that you contact Mr. I ohn Gibble, River Basin 
Permits Section, Regulatory Branch, at (410) 962-1846, for information and guidance on permit 
application completion and submittal. Permit application must be made 90 days in advance of 
work in waterways/wetlands to allow sufficient time for joint Pennsylvania/Corps Process to 
work effectively. Further comments concerning the review of NEPA documentation by 
Regulatory Branch are enclosed (Enclosure 2). 

H you have any questions on this matter, please contact me or my action officer, Mr. Larry 
Lower, at (410) 962-4995. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

� � � .D� ,.£ Dr. James F. Johnson r..- Chief, Planning Division 



Mr. Jan K. Wachter 
Director, ES&H Program Support Division 
DOEIMETC 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

January 30, 1 995 

In re: Draft Environmental Impact S_tatem�nt (DEIS) 
Proposed York County Energy Pa11ners Cogeneration Facility 
York County, PA 

Dear Mr. Wachter: 

111e Pennsylvania Game Commission has completed its re,·iew of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the above referenced project. Based on that rcvi�w. a field view ofthc project site conducted on January 6, 1 995 by 
Roland Bergner of my staff, and the meeting at our oilice on Janua1y 23, 1 995, we concur with the selection of the Flood 
Control Prop�rty (FCP) alternative as the prefe�Ted ekcuic interconnect corridor alternative. We feel that this 
altemative meets project needs and objectives with the least impacts to residences and private property owners. Even 
though there will be some �pacts to wildlife habitat, these can be addressed through proper mitigation. 

We wish to assist '(ork County Energy J?artners with the development of the wildlife mitigation plan dwing the 
final design process. As discussed at the meeting on January 23, there are ce11ain items we wish to see incorporated into 
the mitigation plan. · These are as follows: 

1 .  The riparian areas along Codorous Creek which will be cleared for the transmission line should be 
planted with va1ious low growing shrub species to replace lost wildlife habitat. 

2. The construction of the transmission line through that p011ion of the FCP leased to the Pennsylvania 
Game Conunission should be coordinated with our agency to avoid conflicts \\ith hunting seasons, 
fanning, and other management acth·ities. 

3.  Wood duck nesting boxes and other waterfowl nesting structures should be placed along Codorous 
Creek to replace any large trees which will be removed in order to increase breeding habitat for these 
species. Also, kestrel nesting bo.xes, bat boxes, and other wildlife nesting/resting structures could be 
placed on the single-shaft steel _or wooden poles which will support the transmission line. 

4. We reconunend that' planting of wann season grass species be included in the wildlife habitat 
mitigation plan. Wann season grasses provide both food and cover for wildlife at difterent times of 
the year, and they survive with less moisture and fertility than cool season grasses. 

5. Brush piles should be constructed with v�gctation that is clearedluinuned for pole and transmission 
line placement to provide cover for wildlife. 



Mr. Jan K. Wachter -2- Janual)' 30, 1 995 

In our comments in relation to the Electric IntercoMection Alternatives and Avoidance Study dated June 1 994, 
we made reference to Section 4(f). We wish to delete this reference to Section 4(t)" from our review. Even though the 
proposed transmission line will be constructed on FCP which is a recreation area and used by the public, Section 4(f) is 
included in the United Stated Department of Transportation Act of 1 966 (amended 1 968); and is used to evaluate 
federally-aided highway projects with involvement with public parks, recreation lands, and wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges. 

Prior to initiating construction of the transmission line, we recommend that York County Energy Pru1ners 
contact Mr. Roger L. Lehman. Chief, Game Land Planning and Development Division at (7 1 7) 787-9613,  and Mr. 
Richard J. Skubish, Land Management Group Supervisor, through our Southeast Regional Ofticc in Reading at (6 1 0) 
926-3 1 36. Mr. Lehman and Mr. Skubish wish to assist York County Energy Partners in regard to recommended 
plantings and other wildlife habitat mitigation measw-es in relation to the proposed project 

If you have any questions or need any ad�itional infotmation in regard to our comments, please contact Mr. 
Roland Bergner of my staft·at (7 1 7) 783-49 1 9. 

RB/smp 
cc: Grabowicz 

Lehman 

Very truly yours, 

Denver A. McDowell, Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning 
and Habitat Protection 
B':lfeau of Land Management 

Reg. Dir. Moore, SE, Allen: F AS Killough 
Acting LMS Metz 

Arway, PFBC 
Kulp, USFWS • .  Brown, COE, Ball. Dist. 
Zomok, DER, SC Reg. Office. 
Sk"Ubish, LMGS 



CENAB-OP-RR ( 1 14 5 )  

MEMORANDUM THRU 

Acting Chief , CENAB-OP-RRit� 

Ass-istant·· Chief-,--GENAB.::QP--� �� 
Chief , CENAB-OP-� 
Chief , CENAB-OP-P 

Ass istant Chief , CENAB-OP 

FOR Chief , CENAB-PL 

SUBJECT : Preliminary Review of Draft Environmental Impact 
statement for Proposed York County Cogeneration Facility 

1 .  I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS )  for the proposed pro j ect , my findings and answers to your 
concerns are as fol lows , bas ed on a once-over reading of the 
document : 

a .  The DEIS satis factprily addresses a need and purpose for 
the proposed plant . 

b .  There is no overriding environmental concern that would 
rule out the preferred alternative for s iting the proposed plant 
at Spring Grove , York Co�nty , Pennsylvania . 

c .  In addition to the preferred alternative for siting the 
p lant , the DEIS satis factorily described the no-action 
alternative . Only one other s ite location alternative was 
discussed . Other plant location alternatives may exist . 

d .  The DEIS addresses alternatives for the p lant site and 
util ity line corridor separately . This appears to be appropriate 
as several dif ferent util ity line routes could service the plant 
at the preferred loc�tion . 

e .  The utility line routes identified as alternatives appear 
to be satisfactory for review . The preferred alternative may 
pose minor adverse impacts to water quality in Codorus Creek . 
These impacts include stream warming , and increased run-off 
actuated by clearing an area of ripar ian forest . However , 
cons idering the extremely degraded water qual ity o f  Codorus creek 
this may not be an important consideration . 



�l'.•ItB-OP-RR ( ��4 5 )  
SUBJECT : Preliminary Review of Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Proposed York County Cogeneration Facility 

f .  The DEIS identifies four possible a lternatives for the 
�15KV utility corridor and three variations of the preferred 
alternative . These satisfactorily address the spirit of the 
4 04 (b)  ( 1) guidelines . 

g .  There appears to be adequate documentation contained in 
the DEIS for NEPA and 4 0 4  reviews o f  the proj ect � 

h .  The l imits o f  Waters of the United States , including 
j urisdictional wetlands are appropriately documented fo� the 
p lant s ite . Wetlands identified in the DEIS are comparable to 
those confirmed by the Baltimore District . On 2 1  November 199 4 ,  
I inspected a delineation o f  Waters o f  the United states , 
including j ur isdictional wetlands , for the preferred power-line 
r ight-of-way . This inspection indicated that the delineation was 
performed correctly and accurately . 

i .  In section 9 o f  the D�IS , Approval/Permits Needed , 
mentions use of Nationwide Permits . It is initial ly anticipated 
that a Letter o f  Permission Permit ( LOP )  may be required for 
cro.ssing Codorus Creek , a Section 10 waterway . Also , because the 
proposed proj ect is not a hydropower proj ect , the Baltimore 
pistrict wil l  r�tain Section 10 and Section 4 0 4  authority over · 
impacts· ·pursuant to the Federal Power Action o f  19 2 0 . 

2 .  Any minor impacts should be mitigated using lands of 
P . H .  Glatfelter , Inc . , York County Energy Partners , private 
lands . 

3 .  Mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources should be 
defined . Theses actions should focus on restoring or improving 
water quality in Codorus Creek to a minimally· acceptable level 
where the stream supports reproduction for a warm water f ishery . 

I • ,. -:��6:?��-��� � ·.JOHN " A .  GIBBLE , 'Eco logist 
- �'j:tL-River Bas in Permits Section 

/., / /  :.-
. . 
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March 1 4, 1 995 

Environment, Safety & Health Program Support Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P. 0 .  Box 880 
Cullins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

HAROL.D .J .  R Y A N  ( 19 72) 
.J O H N S .  MCCO N A G H Y  ( 19 8 1) 

Re : Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed York County 
Energy Partners Cogeneration Eacility 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

As you may recall, we represent Metropolitan Edison Company (" Met-Ed " ) ,  

the p roposed purchaser o f  electric energy and capacity from the proposed York 

County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility in York County, Pennsylvania 

( " P roject" ) .  Met-Ed was directed previously by the Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Commission ("Commission") to enter into a power purchase agreement (" PPA ")  with 

York County Energy Partners ("YCEP " ) ,  and did so in April 1 992.  

In  a letter dated January 27, 1 995, I wrote to you on behalf of  Met-Ed to 

advise the Department of Energy ("DOE") of some of Met-Ed ' s  concerns about 

information appearing in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS")  prepared 

for the Project. 
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We received a letter from Jan K. Wachter, Director, Environmental Safety & 

Health Program Support Division of the DOE on February 1 6, 1 995 . In that letter, 

Mr. Wachter invited Met-Ed to provide further details in support of its position that 

the d raft EIS contains certain misstatements about the proposed economic value of 

the Project and also reflects less than current information regarding the costs and 

projected benefits thereof to Met-Ed and its customers . 

The essence of the comments that we provided earlier was that the information 

utilized by the DOE in the draft EIS appeared to reflect information that is not current 

and, therefore, not representative of Met-Ed 's current view of the relative "benefits " 

(or, more appropriately, "d isbenefits ") of the Project over the next twenty-five (25) 

years . To the best of our knowledge, no one at Met-Ed was contacted to verify or 

supple ment any third-party information that was gathered by the DOE in the 

preparation of the d raft EI S .  

M ost fundamentally, the draft EIS does not reflect the profound and 

significant changes presently underway in the electric ind ustry. The passage of the 

National Energy Pol icy Act by the United States Congress in 1 992 and su bsequent 

regulatory actions by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC" )  regarding 

transmission access have exposed the generating portion of the electric industry to 

sig nificant competition .  Pennsylvania is presently struggling with the appropriate 

regulatory response to increased competition in the electric ind ustry. 

Competitio n in the electric generation business has p laced a premium on 

significantly reducing long-term energy and capacity purchase commitments _that carry 

uneconomic components . 
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Met-Ed has been in the process of evaluatin g the relative economic merits of 

its entire portfolio of contracts with non-utility suppliers, l ike YCEP. As I described 

in my letter of January 27, 1 995, this analysis compared the proposed payments to 

YCEP over the term of the PPA to the costs likely to be incurred if Met-Ed constructed 

or purchased capacity and energy from a comparably sized gas-fired combined cycle 

facility. This type of electric generating facility has significantly improved technology 

and has a cost structure that will be most economically adva ntageous to Met-Ed and 

its customers over the next twenty-five years. It should be pointed out that Met-Ed 

has no present need or desire to build any gas-fired electric generating capacity like 

the gas-fired combined cycle plant used in the analysis . However, the costs of such 

a pla nt are more representative than the Project of the current costs Met-Ed would 

incur if it were to build or purchase such capacity . 

The results of this economic comparison are set forth in Exhibit A to this 

letter. The magnitude of the overpayment likely to be made by Met-Ed to YCEP and 

incurred by Met-Ed 's customers if the YCEP project is b uilt and goes into commercial 

operatio n is expected to be over $900 mil lion (constant 1 995 dollars)  greater than 

constructing or purchasing the capacity represented by the gas-fired combined cycle 

facility.  

The customer benefits of  the Project have now been irrevocably lost as 

demonstrated by the attached analysi s .  This loss occurs for several reasons, the 

most important of which is that fuel prices, principally gas, have not escalated at the 

rate projected over four years ago and are not expected to increase at those 

previously projected levels. 
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Even recognizing that the assumptions d riving a long-term forecast vary over 

time, the magnitude of the projected disbenefits to customers under the PPA are so 

substantial that they are not likely to turn around in favor of Met-Ed 's customers over 

the next twenty-five (25) yearsl Thus, the once projected economic benefits 

associated with the Project no longer exist--al l  that is left is the potential for severe 

and sustained economic penalties to Met-Ed 's customers . 

In  an · industry that is becoming increasingly competitive, Met-Ed and its 

customers cannot afford to participate in long-term twenty-five year purchase power 

commitments that are substantially overpriced from the day the generating facility 

goes into commercial operation . The PPA with YCEP reflects a long-term pricing 

structure that is antithetical to the best interest of Met-Ed 's customers and 

detrimental to Met-Ed 's effective participation in a competitive electric ind ustry. 

I trust this letter further expands upon the themes d iscussed in my earlier 

correspondence. Please let me know if I can address any further matters in 

con nection with the d raft EIS . 

Very truly yours, 

Alan Michael Seltzer 

dim 



EXIDBIT A 

YORK COUNTY ENERGY PARTNERS-PRICE COMPARISON 

Year Generation YCEP Benchmark Difference 

KWh million $ million $ million $ 

1 1997 1,733,123,000 1 13 . 1  75.7 37.4 
2 1 998 1 ,753 ,056,000 1 1 6.6 78.7 37.9 

3 1999 1,768,209,000 122. 1 76.3 45.8 

4 2000 1 ,783,464,000 125.6 77.9 47.7 

5 2001 1 ,789,668,000 128.8 80.0 48.8 

6 . 2002 1 ,789,668,000 1 3 1 .6 8 1 .9 49.7 

7 2003 1 ,789,668,000 134.5 83.9 50.6 

8 2004 1 ,789,668,000 137.6 86.3 5 1 .3 

9 2005 1 ,789,668,000 140.7 88.0 52.7 

1 0  2006 1 ,789,668,000 144.1 89.9 54.2 

1 1  2007 1 ,789,668,000 147.5 9 1 .7 55.8 

12 2008 1 ,789,668,000 1 5 1 .0 93.2 57.8 

1 3  2009 1 ,  789,668,000 1 54.8 95 .5 59.3 

14 20 10  1 ,  789,668,000 158 .7 97.9 60.8 

1 5  20 1 1  1 ,789,668,000 1 62.7 100.4 62.3 

1 6  2012 1 ,789,668,000 1 66.8 103.0 63.8 

1 7  2013 1 ,789,668,000 1 7 1 .2 90.8 80.4 

1 8  2014 1 ,789,668,000 1 75.7 97.2 78.5 

1 9  2015 1 ,789,668,000 1 80.5 104.2 76.3 

20 20 1 6  1 ,  789,668,000 185 .4 1 1 1 .7 73.7 

2 1  2017  1 ,789,668,000 190.5 1 1 9.8 70.7 

22 20 1 8  1 ,789,668,000 195 .8  1 3 1 .0 64.8 
23 20 19 1 ,789,668,000 20 1 .4 135.5 65.9 

24 2020 1 ,789,668,000 207.2 140.3 66.9 

25 2021 1 ,789,668,000 2 1 3.2 145.2 68.0 

Total as expended $ 3 ,957. 1 2,476.0 1 ,48 1 . 1  

Constant 1995 $ at GDP deflator 2,5 14.8 1 ,572.6 942.2 

Net Present Value at 9% 1 ,280.2 · 803 .0 477.2 



YORK 
York Coun� Energy Partnecl 

York County Energy Partners, L.P.'" 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-0434 

Suellen A. Van Ooteghem, Ph. D. 
Environmental Project Manager 
U. S. Department ofEnergy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
261 0  Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 

Dear Dr. Van Ooteghem: 

14 March 1995 

We are in receipt of a copy of a letter from Metropolitan Edison Company ("Met-Ed") to 
· you dated 14 March 1995 providing certain economic information concerning our 
proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. ("YCEP") facility. Met-Ed claims in the 
letter that a hypothetical gas-fired facility would be significantly less costly than the YCEP 
facility. I would like to respond, for the record, to the information (or, more 
appropriately, "misinformation") provided to you by Met-Ed. 

1 .  Met-Ed's Hypothethical Plant: Met-Ed is using as its comparison a hypothetical plant 
which has no site, no contract, no equipment orders, no company standing behind their 
project figures, and no net reduction in air emissions. Met-Ed simply cannot quote 
with certainty what the actual costs will be without further defining this hypothetical 
project. YCEP, on the other hand, is a project which has entered into a fully executed, 
approved contract and is nearing the beginning of construction. Unlike Met-Ed's 
hypothetical plant, if construction or energy prices rise in the future, YCEP cannot 
pass these extra costs along to Met-Ed's ratepayers. YCEP must absorb the costs and 
protect ratepayers from these increases. 

2.  Met-Ed's Unreasonable Assumptions: It appears from Exhibit A of Met-Ed's letter 
under the "Benchmark" column that natural gas costs are increasing by an average of 
only 3% per year (the rate of increase moves up and down from year to year, but the 
long-term average increase appears to be 3.0%). This rate of increase is substantially 
lower than the rate of increase widely predicted by both publicly and privately 
available forecasts. Energy industry experts such as the American Gas Association 
(AGA), U. S. Department of Energy's EIA, The WEFA Group, and Gas Research 
Institute (GRI) project that the 1ong-term expected increase in gas prices will average 
between approximately 5.5% and 7.5% per year. Therefore, by any measure, Met-Ed 
appears to be significantly understating the true costs to their ratepayers of the gas 
alternative in Exhibit A. 

AIR J. PRODUCTS z.:.; 
A proje,, company of Air Produ�.-h 
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3 .  Met-Ed's Estimates Seem to Have Increased During the Past Several Weeks: You 
should further note that Met-Ed's estimate of its first year costs which they had 
previously proclaimed to the York area media (York Dispatch, 2-10-95) as 3 .5 
cents/kwh are now shown, via this letter, to be 4.4 cents/kwh (a 25% increase). This 
merely confirm� that Met-Ed's cost estimates can change dramatically overnight and 
that only when a firm contract is entered into will the costs be certain and, therefore, 
comparable on an "apples to apples" basis with the YCEP project. 

4. Met-Ed's PUC Filing: Perhaps more significant than the lack of rigor in the Exhibit A 
"Benchmark" estimate is the fact that Met-Ed has not filed these projections with the 
Public Utility Commission ("PUC"). In fact, the YCEP project is nearly 20% less 
costly than the official rates which Met-Ed has on file at the PUC. Met-Ed's failure to 
file these projections and make them "official" suggests Met-Ed doubts the accuracy of 
these projections. Certainly, if Met-Ed were to construct its own facility, Met-Ed will 
pass all costs, regardless of how high they might rise, along to its ratepayers. Met
Ed's current request to the PUC to pass $39 million in rising energy costs to its 
customers reflects the fact that Met-Ed's customers will suffer the cost of future 
energy cost increases. 

5 .  YCEP Offers More Predictable Prices to Ratepayers: The above facts lead to the final 
observation: the YCEP project's costs increase over time by only 2.5% per year while 
a gas project's costs are projected to increase anywhere from 5.5% - 7.5% per year 
over the long term, based on gas forecasts discussed in paragraph 2. This sheds light 
on a critical reason why Met-Ed signed the contract with YCEP: Met-Ed must have 
viewed YCEP as a way to ensure that its customers had predictably priced electricity 
rather than costs which could rise at a much higher and more unpredictable rate. 

Although cost estimates and forecasts can change quickly (and will do so many times 
during a 25-year period), YCEP and Met-Ed have entered into a predictable-price, long
term contract. Met-Ed agreed following contract negotiations, and so stated in a letter 
sent to all its ratepayers, that "Met-Ed anticipates that over the 25-year term of this 
agreement with [YCEP], customers will pay less for electric energy and capacity than they 
would have absent the agreement . . .  ". We feel that, once a specific project is compared 
with YCEP on an apples-to-apples basis, the YCEP facility will be judged as being 
beneficial both from an economic as well as an environmental perspective. 
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We look forward to the timely completion of the Environmental Impact Statement and the · 
NEP A process and continue to offer our full cooperation to allow the Department of 
Energy to complete its review. 

Sincerely, i<C. �f. 
Richard C. Kenner, Jr. 
Vice President and General Manager 



Mr. Peter H. Kostmayer 
Regional Administrator 

Department of En ergy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P .O.  Box 880 
361 0 Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507.0880 

March 2 1 .  1995 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
84 1 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-443.1 

Dear Mr. Kostmayer: 

. This letter is to clarify the Department of Energy's (DOE) position regarding the technology 
objectives of the York County Energy Partners (YCEP) Circulating Fluidized-Bed (CFB) 
Cogeneration Project selected under Round 1 of the Clean Coal Technology Program. DOE 
remains committed to the demonstration of CFB tedmology with in-bed desulfurization. 
Based on discussions with your staff. the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appears to 
be strongly interested in changing the project so that other technologies to control sol and 
NOx are utilized. One such altemate cleanup technology, the GE Environmental Services, 
Inc., ammonia sulfate process, was discussed at length during a February 1 7, 1 995, meeting 
between DOE, EPA, and YCBP personnel at EPA's offices in Philadelphia, �ennsylvania. 

DOE acknowledges that there are several technologies available to control the emissions from 
the combustion of coal, and many of them are. being demonstrated as part of the Clean Coal 
Technology Program. However. a key reason behind the selection of this Round 1 Clean 
Coal Project was the readiness for demonstration of in-bed desulfurization at the large (250-
MWe) scale. DOH would consider a change to another cleanup technology, such as the 
ammonia sulfate process, to be a significant change from the objectives as stated in the 
Cooperative Agreement be� DOE and YCEP. Such a change would potentially 
jeopardize DOE's $75 million participation in the project. 

DOE appreciates your interest in the Clean Coal Technology Program and the valuable 
comments EPA has provided on the draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the 



YCEP project. If you have any questions or would like to discuss this issue further. please 
feel free to contact me or my staff. 

cc: William G. Browne, EPA 
Ron Davis, Pennsylvania Dept 

of Environmental R.esourc;cs 

Sincerely, 

Thomas F. Bechtel 
Director. METC 

2 



UNITED STATES ENVIRO NMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill  

Dr . Jan Wachter 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1 91 07-4431 

U . S .  Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P . O .  Box 8 8 0  
3 6 1 0  Coll ins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , WV 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Dear Dr . Wachter : 

MAR 2 2 !tm 

We are in receipt of the revised health risk assessments 
sect ion for the York County Energy Partners Cogenerat ion . 
Faci l ity ' s Environmental Impact Statement submitted February 23 , 
1 9 9 5 . The revised section i s  more comprehensive in terms of 
presenting information to the reader regarding the associat ion of 
adverse health effects and pol lution { especially particle)  
concentrat ions . 

The result s  of a large s tudy of air quality and health has 
been reported1• 2 which tracked the heal th records of 5 52 , 13 8  
people in 1 5 1  cities from 1 9 8 2  to 1 9 8 9 . This study shows that 
fine particles emitted by automobile engines , powerpl ants and 
other sources can increase the risk of death by 15 percent in the 
cities with the dirtiest air , compared with the cleanest cit ies . 
Even in cities that meet Federal clean - air s tandards , the risk of 
death i s  3 to 8 percent higher than in the cleanest cities . The 
study bolsters the view , based on earl ier , smaller studies { cited 
in the revised health risk assessments section )  using a different 
method , that these small particles are costing tens of thousands 
of l ives each year in the United States . 

With regard to particulate emissions from the YCEP facil ity , 
it i s  not sufficient to consider the primary PM10 emis sions alone 
in addressing adverse health effect s . A l arger source of 
part iculates involves the conversion in the atmosphere of S02 
emiss ions to secondary sul fate material . 3 • 4 A stringent , upper 
bound on part iculates formed in the atmosphere from the YCEP 
emiss ions would allow for the quant itative conversion of S02 to a 
hydrated sul fate , i . e .  NH4HS04 • 4H20 . The mas s  rat ion increase 
is 1 8 7  + 64 - 2 . 9 .  Consequently, 2 8 9 1  TPY S02 converts to 8 3 84 
TPY NH4S04 • 4H20 which combined with the PM10 of 1 2 7  TPY yields an 
upper bound of - 8 5 0 0  TPY particulates . I t  would be appropriate 
to repeat the particulate emissions adverse health effects 
analys i s  us ing the combined primary and secondary part iculate 
emis s ions . 

The overall purpose5 of the proposed YCEP proj ect i s  to . 
demonstrate the commercial viability of us ing util ity-scale CFB 
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technology in a cogenerat ion facility to generat e electric po�er 
and steam . Hence , this proj ect supports the goal5 of the Clean 
Coal Technology Program which is to demonstrate advanced coal · 
ut i l i z at ion technologies that are energy e f fic ient and reliable 
and that are able to achieve substant ial reductions in emissions 
as compared with convent ional coal technologies . 

In examining the viabil ity of replac ing the use of l imestone 
in the proposed proj ect with sol reduction of 9 2 %  by ammonia 
scrubbing with sol reduction of 9 8 % ,  the issue arises as to 
whether the circul at ing f luidi zed bed operation can be stabili zed 
on coal - f ired service in the absence of sorbent ( l imestone ) . The 
operat ing experience with a Foster Wheeler Energy Corporat ion 

· Circulating Fluidi zed Bed boiler at Manitowoc Public Ut il ities , 
Wiscons in has been described . '  The boiler is des igned to f ire a 
variety of alternate fuels including 1 0 0 % coal , 1 0 0 %  petroleum 
coke and t ire -derived- fuel as a supplementary fuel . CBF 
combust ion technology is described as follows : 

" The CFB process can be clas sified by the type of 
f luid i zing regime , i . e . , sol ids behavioral pattern , 
present in the furnace . Al l the di f ferent unit 
arrangements of fered by CFB manufacturers ut ilize 
essent ially ei ther of two processes . The Foster 
Wheeler process is characterized by the pre sence of a 
pronounced bed in the fi rst few feet of the furnace and 
a relat ively sol ids lean freeboard above it . The 
other , fast fluidized or highly expanded bed , process 
is characteri zed by having the sol ids inventory spread 
over a large he ight of the furnace with the absence of 
a di st inct dense bed at the bottom of the furnace ( see 
Figure 4 )  . "  
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" There are other differences that can be identified in 
each process when the means of achieving optimum 
conditions for minimiz ing emiss ions and maximizing the 
burnup efficiency are considered . For example ,  the 
Foster Wheeler proprietary technique is unique in that 
the distinct bed f luidiz ing regime is achieved by using 
relatively coarse fuel and sorbent size distributions 
and a relatively low primary furnace zone velocity . 
Therefore , the bed does not require an additional very 
coarse inert material such as rock or pebbles . "  

Consequently, for circulating fluidized bed operation in the 
absence of sorbent ( l imestone ) the fluidized bed can be 
stabil ized by the addit ion of very coarse inert material such as 
rock or pebbles . 

The recent combustion literature7 has identified 
environmental problems associated with the use of l imestone as a 
sorbent for S02 removal in combustion pract ice . Dr . Meij , KEMA
Netherlands , has tracked7 • 8  trace elements at a coal - fired power 
plant equipped with a wet flue - gas desul furi zat ion unit . (The 
Netherlands imports al l of its coal -mostly from the United States 
and Austral ia) . He concludes that the heavy metal s are 
introduced in the FGD plant partly by the flue gases , but 
primarily by the l imestone . 

With the removal of l imestone as sorbent from the CFB boiler 
NOx emissions can then be reduced to the maximum extent by the 
use of select ive catalytic reduction ( SCR) . Extensive experience 
on SCR operat ion on coal fired service has been reported in the 
Institute of Clean Air Companies , Inc . ' s  white paper . 9  The list 
of overseas SCR installat ions on coal - fired service is presented 
in the Appendix . In addition , German experience ( reported by 
Mei j 7 )  with SCR operat ing in the high dust regime on coal - fire.d 
service report > 8 0 %  reduct ion of mercury in a wet FGD unit . The 
use of the best fabric filters will lower the PM10 emissions from 
the baghouse .  It  is noteworthy that high activity catalysts for 
the abatement of carbon monoxide (CO )  and unburned 
hydrocarbons/VOCs in the presence of high levels of sulfur 
compounds are commercially available . 10 The performance of the 
CatCO 6 1 0 ST catalyst shown in the accompanying bullet in 
demonstrates CO emiss ions reduction of 8 0 %  at 4 0 0 ° F .  

Enclosures 

cc : Ronald Davis , PADER 
Gary D .  Kinsey, YCEP 

S incerely, 

!:�L/2� 
Environmental Engineer 
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Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O. Box 880 
3610 ColOns Ferry Road 

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880 

March 24, 1 995 

Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission 
Ms. Caroline Hall 
Historic Preservation Bureau 
Box 1 026 
Harrisburg, PA 1 7108-1026 

Dear Ms. Hall: 

This letter confirms our meeting of March 1 7, 1 995, when a complete copy of the requested 
survey of historic sites was transmitted to you for committee review. We were delighted to 
meet with you, and to have the opportunity to explain some of the special features of this 
project that would ameliorate potential effect to historic properties. 

The Department of Energy and York County Energy Partners, L.P. remain committed to 
ensuring that historic properties are not adversely effected as a result of this proposed project. 
I look forward to discussing with you, as soon as possible, any potential concerns that may 
still exist relative to this project. 

Should you need any further information, or have any further questions, please contact me at 
304-285-5443. 

cc: Tom McCulloch, Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 

Sincerely, 

c[g4--Suellen A. Van Ooteghem 
Environmental Project Manager 
Environment, Safety and Health 

Program Support Division 



Suel l en A .  Van Ooteghem 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 

Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 1026 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Ma rch 27 , 1995 

Morgantown Energy Technol ogy Center 
P . O . Box 880 
Morgantown . WV 26505 

RE : ER 93 -2386 -133 - N  ·: : i i-' hi:rEHLNCf: NU MBEF\ 
Jackson/North Codorus /West Manchester Townshi ps . York County 
U . S .  Depa rtment of Energy 
York County Energy Pa rtners Cogenerati on Faci l i ty 
Determi nat i on of El i g i bi l i ty 

Dear Ms . Van Ooteghem : 

The Bureau for Hi stori c Preservati on (the State Hi stori c Preservati on 
Offi ce) has revi ewed the above named project i n  accordance wi th Secti on 106 of 
the Nati onal  Hi stori c Preservati on Act of 1966 . as amended i n  1980 and 1992 . and 
the regul ati ons ( 36 CFR Pa rt 800) of the Advi sory Counci l on Hi stori c  
Preservati on . These requi rements i ncl ude con s i derati on of the project ' s  poten 
ti al  effect upon both hi stori c  and a rchaeol ogi cal  resources . 

It i s  the opi n i on of the State Hi stori c Preservati on Offi cer that the 
fol l owi ng properties a re el i g i bl e  for l i sti ng i n  the Nati onal  Regi ster of 
Hi storic Pl aces : 

Swa rtz House .  South S i de of Lehman Road West of Lake Road . North Codorus 
Townshi p :  The Swartz House i s  a good exampl e of ecl ectic Queen Anne a rchi tecture 
with good i ntegrity .  Thi s  property meets Nati onal Regi ster cri ter i on C as a good 
exampl e of its type . 
Chri sti an Hershey Farmstead . 5241 Col oni a l  Va l l ey Road . North Codorus Townshi p :  
Thi s  property i s  a n  ea rly  vernacul a r  l og house . wh i ch retai ns i ts i ntegrity .  In  
addi tion . the surroundi ng fa rm compl ex refl ects the property ' s  hi stori ca l 
associ ati on wi th agri cul ture . Therefore . thi s property meets Nati onal  Regi ster 
cri ter i a  A and C .  
M .  Eyster Fa rmstead . 1056 Sunnys i de Road . Jackson Townshi p :  The M .  Eyster 
Fa rmstead i s  s i gni fi cant a rchi tectural ly as a bl end of German and Engl i sh 
bui l di ng traditi ons . and i t  reta i ns good i ntegrity .  The property i s  a l so 
s i gni fi cant for the sma l l broom-maki ng operati on that occurred here . Thi s  
property i s  el i g i bl e  under Nati onal Reg i ster criteri a A and C .  
Jonas Law House .  944 Sunny s i de Road . West Manchester Townshi p :  Thi s  property i s  
an i ntact exampl e of a vernacul a r  fa rmhouse . and therefore meets Nati onal  
Regi ster criteri on C .  
Zorbauqh Prooerty , 2019 Jefferson Road . North Codorus Townshi p :  Thi s  property 
i s  el i gi bl e  under Nati ona l  Regi ster criteri on D .  as  the pa rcel contai ns the s i tes 
of two 18th century l og churches and an as soci ated graveya rd . Therefore . thi s 
property presents an  excel l ent potenti al  to resea rch ea rly  settl ement . rel i g i ous 
and demographic  patterns . 
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Ol d Forge Farmhouse . Southeast of York Road < Route 116) . North Codorus Townsh i p :  
Archi tectura l l y ,  thi s house i s  a good exampl e of a hal f-Georg i a n  pl an buil di ng 
with a number of Georgi an and Federa l styl e detai l s .  and i t  reta i ns good 
i ntegrity .  Hi stori ca l l y ,  thi s  property was associ ated with an ea rly i ron forge 
and l ater . with 

'
the Gl atfel ter Paper Comp�ny .  Therefore . thi s  property meets 

cri teri a A and C .  
Gl atfel ter Tenant House , Southeast Side of York Road , North Codorus Townsh i p :  
Thi s  p roperty meets Nati onal Reg i ster cri terion C .  as  a n  i ntact exampl e of a 
modest Queen Anne styl e resi dence . .  
01 d Forge Heights Hi stori c  Di strict . Rockery Road at Hi 1 1  s i de Road . North Codorus 
Townshi p :  Thi s  smal l res i denti al  devel opment i s  s i gn i fi cant for i ts h i g h - styl e 
Tudor Revi va l  des i gns by the reg i onal l y  i mportant a rchitectura l fi rm of J . A.  
Dempwol f.  Therefore . thi s  di strict meets National Regi ster criteri on C .  
Hoke House . 4008 Hanover Street . Jackson Townshi p :  Thi s  house i s  s i gn i fi cant as 
an Ita l i anate house on a Georgi an pl an . that retai ns h i gh i ntegrity .  It i s  
pa rti cul arly  di sti ncti ve because of i ts l og structure beneath the bri ck . 
Therefore . thi s  property meets Nati ona l  Regi ster criteri on C .  
George Hoke House . Southeast Side of Menges Mi l l  Road . Jackson Townshi p :  Thi s  
farm compl ex has reta i ned a h i gh degree of i ntegrity and refl ects a s i gn i fi cant 
associ ati on with agri cul ture .  The house i s  based on a Georgian  pl an with 
Ital i anate detai l i ng ,  and has retai ned i ntegrity as wel l .  Therefore . thi s  
property meets Nati onal  Regi ster criteri a A and C .  
Smyser Property , Menges Mi l l  Road at Lake Road . Jackson Townshi p :  Th i s  house i s  
a very good and i ntact exampl e of Pennsyl van i a Genman vernacul ar  des i gn , and 
therefore . meets Nati onal Regi ster criteri on C .  
Bai r Hi storic Di strict ,  Vi l l age o f  Bai r .  West Manchester Townshi p :  Thi s  smal l 
vi l l age reta i ns i ts i ntegrity and its a rchi tecture refl ects the l ate 19th century 
constructi on peri od fol l owi ng the a rrival  of the rai l road i n  the mi d -1870s . 
Therefore . thi s  di strict meets Nati onal Regi ster criter i a  A and C .  
Menges Mi l l s  Hi storic Di strict. Menges Mi l l  and Col oni al Va l l ey Roads . 
Hei del berg/Jackson Towns h i ps : Thi s  area i s  an i ntact 19th century mi l l i ng 
communi ty ,  wh i ch retai ns s i gn i fi cant a rchi tectural components . i ncl udi ng good 
exampl es of 19th century vernacul ar  a rchitecture . Therefore . thi s  di stri ct meets 
Nati onal  Regi ster criteri a  A and C .  

I n  addi ti on . the Gl atfel ter Res i dence a . k . a .  The Hi l l  Hi stori c  Di stri ct . 
was previ ous l y  determi ned to be el i gi bl e  for the Nati onal  Regi ster of Hi stori c 
Pl aces i n  1984 . 

It i s  the opi nion of the State Hi storic Preservati on Offi cer that the 
fol l owi ng properti es are not el i g i bl e  for l i sti ng i n  the Nati ona l Regi ster of 
Hi storic Pl aces . These properties a re not archi tectura l l y or h i stori cal ly  
s i gn i fi cant and  many have s uffered a l oss  of i ntegrity .  

Marti n Station Hi storic Di strict .  Ma rti n Road . Jackson Towns h i p  
H .  Swartz House . 2013 Jefferson Road . North Codorus Towns h i p 
Nace Property , 1009 Ma rti n Road . Jackson Townshi p 
Ki ndig Property , Ma rti n and Hershey Roads . Jackson Townshi p 
Kl i ned i n st Property , 360 Grandview Dri ve .  Jackson Townsh i p  
Hoff Property , 3802 Menges Mi l l  Road . Jackson Townshi p 
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Wi l l i ams Property , 4007 Hanover Street . Jackson Towns h i p  
J .  Bri ngman House . 3797 Menges Mi l l  Road , Jackson Townshi p · Metzg·er Property , North S i de of Sunnysi de Road . Jackson Townshi p 
H .  Cobb House . 1574 Hershey Road . North Codorus Townshi p 
Zartman Property , Col oni al Val l ey Road . North Codorus Townshi p 
Mi l l er Barn . Hershey Road at Rockery Road , North Codorus Townshi p 
Harl acher Property , 5226 York Road , North Codorus Towns h i p  
John K. Shaffer Property , 2024 and 2027 Jefferson Road , North Codorus Townshi p 
Ol d Forge Dai ry Farm . Southeast of York Road . North Codorus Townshi p 
Lehman Hi stori c  Di strict . Lehman Road Between Route 116 and Myers Road . North 

Codorus Townshi p 
Rohrbaugh Property , 5225 York Road . North Codorus Townshi p 
Bai rs Codorus Mennoni te Church . 1005 Graybi l l  Road , West Manchester Townshi p 
Hartl a ub Property , 922 Sunnys i de Road . West Manchester Townshi p 

Because you r  request does not i ncl ude s uffi ci ent i nformati on . we a re unabl e 
to proceed wi th our rev i ew  of the fol l ow1 ng properties . unti l the i nformati on 
l i sted bel ow i s  provi ded . 

J .  Marti n House . 1411 Ma rti n Road . Jackson Townshi p :  The photographs provi ded 
a re not adequate to eva l uate the s i gn i fi cance of the fa rmstead . Pl ease submit 
additional photographs  of the ba rn and  any outbui l di ngs , and  other views of the 
house . · 
E .  Marti n House . 1007 Ma rti n Road . Jackson Townshi p :  The photographs provi ded 
a re not adequate to eva l uate the s i gn i fi cance of the farmstead . Pl ease submi t 
addi tional photographs of the ba rn and any outbui l di ngs , and other views of the 
house . 
G .  Henry House . 1010 and 1011A Marti n Road . North Codorus Townshi p :  The 
photographs provi ded a re not adequate to eval uate the s i gni fi cance of the 
farmstead . Pl ease s ubmit additi onal photographs of the barn and any 
outbui l di ngs , and other v i ews of the house . 
P .  Sprenkl e House .  959 Stoverstown Road . West Manchester Townshi p :  The 
photographs provi ded a re not adequate to eval uate the s i gni fi cance of the 
farmstead . Pl ease s ubmi t additi onal photographs of the barn and any 
outbui l di ngs , and other vi ews of the house . 

The Bureau for Hi storic Preservati on cannot comment on the effect of thi s  
project on hi stori c resources . unti l the resource i denti fi cati on process i s  
compl ete . Therefore . no comment on effect wi l l  be i s s ued unti l the additi onal 
i nformati on requested on the four  properti es l i sted above has been revi ewed . 

I f  you need further i nformati on i n  thi s matter pl ease consul t Ca rol i ne Hal l 
at ( 71 7 )  783 - 6099 . 

BB/ch 

acerely"2 
. ---

Br��a� 
Di rector 'r? 

cc : Mel i nda Hi ggi ns . Hi stor ic  York I nc . 



SAMUEL B. RUSSELL 

W. EDWIN OGDEN 

ALAN MICHAEL SELTZER 

..tEFFREY A. fRANKLIN 

..tANET E. ARNOLD 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

LAW OFFICES 
RYA N ,  RUSSELL,  O G D E N  & S E LTZE R  

1 1 0 0  B E R K S H I R E B O U LEVA R D  

P.O. B O X  6 2 1 9  

R E A D I N G ,  PA. 1 9 6 1 0·02 1 9  

610·372·4761 

F"AX 610·372·4177 

March 3 1 , 1 9 9 5  

· Sue11en A .  Van Ooteghem, Ph . D .  
Environmental Proj ect Manager 
Environment , Safety & Health Program Support Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P .  o .  Box 8 8 0  
Cullins Ferry Road 
Morgantown , West Virginia 2 6 5 0 7 - 0 8 8 0  

Re : York County Energy Partners , L . P .  

Dear Dr . Van Ooteghem : 

H A R O L D  ..t. R YAN ( 1872) 

..t O H N  S. M c C O N AGHY ( 1981) 

This letter ( i )  represents Metropolitan Edison Company ' s  

( "Met-Ed" ) further comments to the Department of Energy ( " DOE " ) in 

connection with the draft Environmental Impact Statement ( " EIS" ) 

that is presently being prepared for the proposed York County 

Energy Partners ( " YCEP " ) facility in York County , Pennsylvania 

( "YCEP Proj ect " ) ,  and ( ii )  responds to a letter sent to the DOE on 

March 14 , 1 9 9 5  by Richard C .  Kenner , Jr . ,  Vice President and 

General Manager of YCEP . 

Contrary to the general theme of Mr .  Kenner ' s  letter , 

there is a rational and fully supportable basis for Met-Ed ' s  view 

that the YCEP Project will cost Met-Ed ' s  customers over $ 9 0 0  

million more than they would otherwise have paid for electric 

capac ity and energy over the next 25 years . We have also 
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demonstrated that the information utilized by the DOE in the 

preparation of the draft EIS is presently inaccurate , and fails to 

consider the long-term adverse economic consequences to Met-Ed and 

its customers . We feel compelled to provide this further response , 

however ,  because of YCEP ' s  attempt to distort the " facts " and to 

perpetuate misinformation regarding the analysis and assumptions 

utilized by Met-Ed in reaching its conclusion that the YCEP Project 

will have adverse economic consequences to Met-Ed ' s  customers over 

the next quarter century . For .ease of reference , this letter will 

addres s  each of the numbered subparagraphs in Mr .  Kenner ' s  March 

14 , 1 9 9 5  letter . 

1 .  Met-Ed ' s  hypothetical plant . 

Mr . Kenner ' s  letter assumes that Met-Ed ' s  use of a 

" hypothetical " plant for determining the economic disbenefits of . 

the YCEP Project renders any conclusions relating thereto 

inaccurate and inappropriate , particularly when measured against 

the alleged " real " costs associated with the YCEP Project . A 

better understanding of the use of the term " hypothetical " will 

completely eliminate this criticism. Although it is true that the 

economic benchmark utilized by Met-Ed is hypothetical in the sense 

that it has no actual site , power purchase agreement or equipment 

orders , it in fact embodies the likely costs as sociated with 

developing and constructing a new gas-fired combined cycle facility 

in Pennsylvania/New Jersey . The facility development and 

construction costs were in fact based upon a real project actually 

proposed by a particular developer in a recent competitive 



- 3 -

solic itation . The fuel costs were based upon an existing firm fuel 

agreement ( as updated to reflect current market conditions ) .  The 

transportation costs were taken from quotations provided in actual 

competitive procurements presently or previously undertaken by Met

Ed or its affiliates . Thus , it is unfair , and a complete 

distortion of reality , to suggest that the " hypothetical " plant is 

not a reasonable 

disbenefits . The 

basis for determining economic benefits or 

fact that the " hypothetical " plant is not 

intended to be built does not mean that the costs and -economic 

assumptions used in that benchmark are any less real than YCEP ' s  

costs if its Proj ect is built . This attack on the use of a 

hypothetical economic benchmark is really an attempt to undermine 

all of the economic analyses that are typically conducted by 

utilities and developers when assessing the relative economics of 

a proposed pro j ect . This type of analysis was utilized previously 

in connection with other communications made with respect to the 

YCEP Project , including earlier filings with the Pennsylvania 

Public Utility Commission . Interestingly , YCEP did not obj ect to 

this methodology in these prior regulatory filings . 

YCEP ' s  parent , Air Products and Chemicals , Inc . , an 

experienced developer of non utility generation , is well aware of 

similar gas-fired combined cycle facil ities in recent competitive 

solicitations that are actually less expensive than the economic 

benchmark used to develop the economic disbenefits of the YCEP 

Project . The costs associated with the hypothetical plant used to 

determine the current adverse economic consequences of building and 
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operating the YCEP Proj ect are reasonable , appropriate and 

consistent with standard economic analyses . 

2 .  Met-Ed ' s  unreasonable assumptions . 

This paragraph of YCEP ' s  letter appears to be nothing 

more than an attack on the rate of natural gas cost escalation in 

the Exhibit A provided in Met-Ed ' s  letter . Once again , YCEP has 

failed to sufficiently familiarize itself with the facts . The 

column labeled "benchmark" in Exhibit A attached to my recent 

letter escalates at 3 %  a year ; however , there are many price 

components that are rolled into that escalation . As stated above , 

the gas costs in the benchmark are based upon a firm fuel agreement 

with a fixed escalation , i . e . , 5 %  per year for the first fifteen 

years and then 9 %  per year for the remaining ten years of the 

twenty-five year agreement . Thus , YCEP ' s  concern that Met-Ed has 

erroneously limited the escalation of the costs of natural gas is 

totally unsupported . 

3 .  Met-Ed ' s  estimates seemed to have increase 
during the past several weeks . 

YCEP alleges that Met-Ed has attempted to confuse the 

media and/or the DOE with different price comparisons or , 

alternatively , continues to change its cost estimates . Let me 

indicate unequivocally that Met-Ed has not in any way changed the 

basis and method of calculation of the cost benefits /disbenefits 

associated with the YCEP Proj ect at all . The 3 . 5  cents per kwh 

that YCEP claims to have been "previously proclaimed to the York 

area media " reflects the costs associated with short to medium-term 

( i . e . , 2 - 8  years ) pricing for energy and capacity . On the other 
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hand , the 4 . 4 cents per kwh addres sed by YCEP reflects the first 

year costs of a long-term ( i . e . , 2 0  to 2 5  year ) commitment for a 

new gas-fired combined cycle facility . Comparing these clearly 

dissimilar numbers is incorrect and misleading . Met-Ed has stated 

many times that it is in the best interest of its customers to 

enter into short to medium-term commitments for energy and capacity 

rather than long-term 2 0 -2 5 year commitments like those reflected 

in the YCEP agreement . Moreover , Met-Ed has no intention of 

building a gas-fired combined cycle facility at the present time . 

However ,  in order to make an • apples-to-apples" comparison , Met-Ed 

compared the long-term YCEP agreement to a long-term economic 

benchmark based upon a new gas-fired combined cycle facility even 

though the short to intermediate term purchases are clearly less 

costly . It is indeed ironic that YCEP accuses Met-Ed of not 

comparing costs on an " apples-to-apples "  basis , when in fact it is 

YCEP that attempts to discredit Met-Ed ' s  estimate of costs by 

failing to understand the difference between cost estimates 

reflecting short-term ( i . e . , 2 - 8  years ) ,  as opposed to the long

term ( i . e . , 2 0- 2 5  years ) ,  commitments .  

4 .  Met-Ed ' s  PUC filing. 

YCEP for some reason attempts to leave the DOE with the 

impres sion that " filing" certain projections or cost estimates with 

the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ( " Commission " )  is 

indicative of , or relevant to , their reliability and 

reasonableness . To the extent YCEP ' s  letter leaves that 

impression , it is completely incorrect . In fact , Met-Ed files with 
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the Commission each year an Annual Resource Planning Report . I f  

the proposed costs under the YCEP agreement are compared with the 

current costs contained in Met-Ed ' s  Annual Resource Planning Report 

on file with the Commis sion , the proj ected overpayment would be 

substantially greater than if the costs were compared to the 

economic benchmark discus sed in my last letter . 

YCEP never describes the "official rates " on 

Interestingly , 

file with the 

Commis sion . YCEP ' s  reference to Met-Ed ' s  recently filed energy 

cost increase in the amount of $ 3 9  million also reflects a complete 

lack of knowledge about the components of the costs and the reasons 

for the increase . It is true that the pending energy cost increase 

before the Commission is designed to recover certain fuel and 

energy costs from customers .  What YCEP fails to point out in its 

letter , however ,  is that a substantial portion of the $ 3 9  million 

increase is directly attributable to excessive non-utility 

generation proj ects like that proposed by YCEP . If in fact the 

YCEP Project is built and constructed , the increased energy costs 

that will need to be recovered from customers through the energy 

cost rate in years to come , will be substantially in excess of the 

$ 3 9  million reflected in the Company ' s  current filing . 

5 .  YCEP offers more predictable prices to ratepayers . 

YCEP erroneously as serts that its proposed coal-fired 

project provides greater assurances of long-term price stability 

than a comparable gas-fired project . This assertion is also 

completely inaccurate . The very benchmark gas- fired combined cycle 

facility used to demonstrate the uneconomic nature of the proposed 
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YCEP Project was predicated upon a firm fuel agreement with fixed 

escalation and guaranteed "turnkey " construction costs . Thus , it 

is possible to procure /build a long-term gas-fired combined cycle 

plant , with a firm fuel agreement and - fixed escalation , that 

produces rates that are as predictable and stable as those proposed 

by YCEP . What the coal-fired YCEP Proj ect cannot provide , however ,  

is  the significant capital cost savings available from a gas-fired 

combined cycle proj ect . Such a gas-fired proj ect today would cost 

approximately 4 0 %  less than the proposed YCEP Project . 

The proposed YCEP Proj ect is not likely to be in the best 

interest of Met-Ed or its customers over the next twenty-five ( 2 5 )  

years . 

We trust that this letter clarifies the record , and 

places before the DOE the actual facts , as opposed to distortions 

and mis statements .  

Very truly yours , 

RYAN , RUSSELL , OGDEN & SELTZER 

� M�� �-, 
Alan Michael Seltzer 

AMS / sae 

cc : John D .  Stanley , Esquire 



HISTORIC YORK INC. 
224 N .  GEORGE STREET • P.O. BOX 2312 • YORK, PA 17405 • (717) 843-0320 

March 3 1  , 1 995 

Jan K. Wachter 
Director 
Environment. Safety, and Health Program 

Support Division 
Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

RE: York County Cogeneration Facility 
York County Energy Partners 
ER-93-2386-1 33-N 

Dear Dr. Wachter: 

Enclosed please find the letter to the Bureau for Historic Preservation and all accompanying 
materials in response to their request for additional information. This request was made in a 
letter dated March 27, 1995 to Dr. Van Ooteghem. The final four sites are scheduled to be 
evaluated by the Bureau for Historic Preservation on Tuesday, April 4, 1 995. When that review 
is complete and an assessment of effect is made, we can begin consultation between DOE and 
the Bureau for Historic Preservation. 

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

�c\� �- \--k� 
Melinda G. Higgins 
Executive Director 

MGH/wk 
cc: Suellen Van Ooteghem, Department of Energy 

Karen Winegardener, York County Energy Partners 

A NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION DEDICATED 10 THE RECOGNITION, PRESERVATION, AND REHABILITATION OF YORK COUNTY ARCHITECTURE 



HISTORIC YORK INC. 
224 N .  GEORGE STREET • P.O. BOX 2312 • YORK, PA 17405 • (717) 843-0320 

March 30, 1 995 

Brenda Barrett 
Director 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 1 026 
Harrisburg, PA 17108- 1026 

RE: ER 93-2386- 133-N 
Jackson/North Codorus/West Manchester Townships, York County 
U.S. Department of Energy 
York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility 
Determination of Eligibility 

Dear Brenda: 

Enclosed please find 25 additional photographs as requested in your letter dated March 27, 1995 
to Dr. Van Ooteghem of the Department ofEnergy. Your evaluation of four of the properties in 
question could not be completed until you received supplementary views of the houses, barns 
and other outbuildings. These four farmsteads are: 

GF-57 J. Martin House 
1 4 1 1 Martin Road, Jackson Township 

GG-5 E. Martin House 
1 007 Martin Road, Jackson Township 

GG- 15  G.  Henry House 
1 0 10 and 1 0 1 1A Martin Road, North Codorus Township 

GG-44A P. Sprenkle House 
959 Stoverstown Road, West Manchester Township 
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March 30, 1995 
Brenda Barrett 

.I am confident that the enclosed photographs �ll adequately provide you with the needed 
infonnation. We didn't include photographs of these structures origirially because in oair opinion 
they neither added to nor subtracted from the integrity of the four sites. If there is anything 
further you need, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

� �- �� 
Melinda G. Higgins 
Executive Director 

MGH/br 
cc: Suellen Van Ooteghem, Department of Energy 

Jan Wachter, Department of Energy 
Karen Winegardner, York County Energy Partners 
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YORK 
York Councy. Enew. PartnerS 

Jan K. Wachter, Ph. D. 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-0434 

Director, ES&H Program Support Division 
U. S. Department ofEnergy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 

. 

261 0  Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26505 

Dear Dr. Wachter: 

3 April 1995 

We are in receipt of a copy of the most recent letter from Metropolitan Edison Company.· 
("Met-Ed") to Dr. Van Ooteghem, dated 3 1  March 1995. As with its letter dated 
14 March, this letter does not provide additional data and claims that a "hypothetical" 
project (which it admits it has no intention of constructing) would save Met-Ed customers 
compared to the proposed York County Energy Partners, L.P. ("YCEP") facility._ 

Met-Ed's statement that the YCEP project is somehow high-priced compared to Met-Ed's 
"hypothetical" plant is unsupported by and inconsistent with information which Met-Ed . · 
has .Q!1 � with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commissi�n (PUC). In a petition dated 
February 25, 1993, Alan Michael Seltzer, Esq., on behalfofMet-Ed, approved the 
following language in the PUC's approval of the Met-Ed/YCEP Power Purchase 
Agreement: 

"The [YCEP] power purchase agreement . . .  provides protection to Met-Ed 
ratepayers. The pricing provides reasonable dollar savings to ratepayers over the 
life of the project. These savings will be in excess of $260 million, measured on a 
cumulative total . net present value basis, as compared to the_ [Met�Ed'sl "ceiling 
price" as shown on Appendix "A" hereto. The ceiling price in turn is below 
current estimates of Met-Ed's avoided energy and capacity costs as estimated for 
the period in question. 11 

Met-Ed in its 3 1  March letter refers back to comments it made earlier to the York media 
regarding its ability to enter into "short- to medium-term commitments for energy and 
capacity. 11 Compared to entering into a responsible long term agreement such as the 
YCEP contract, Met-Ed is now suggesting it would prefer to pass additional risk onto its 
ratepayers. This does not seem to be responsible energy planning and seems contrary to 
the long-term interests of Met-Ed ratepaye�s. 

· 

A project company of Air Products 
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3 April l995 

Finally, let us reiterate that Met-Ed has not offered to provide a price guarantee to its 
customers for rates they claim are available from a new plant which it would construct. If 
unexpected construction or energy costs are encountered by Met-Ed, the utility will ask its 
customers for a rate increase. Why? Because being an investor-owned utility, Met-Ed 
will naturally seek to serve its own stockholders' interests by doing everything they 
reasonably can to ensure that both expected And unemected costs will be borne by its 
customers not its stockholders. As a project company of a publicly held company 
ourselves (Air Products and Chemicals, Inc,), we,are not asking Met-Ed to apologize for 
that fact . . .  just admit it to its customers. 

In other matters, we understand that the Final Environmental Impact Statement is nearly 
complete and we look forward to the opportunity to review it as the NEP A process moves 
toward completion. 

Sincerely, 

Richard C. Kenner, Jr. 
Vice President and General Manager 



·vcJRK 
York Counw. Energy PartnerS 

York County Energy Partners, L.P."' 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-0434 

Mr. William G. Browne 
Environmental Engineer 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-443 1 

April 4, 1995 

SUBJECT: York County Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Facility 
North Codorus Township, York County, PA 

Dear Mr. Browne: 

At the meeting held at EPA Region III offices on 1 7  February 1 995 which was 
attended by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of Energy · ·  
(DOE), the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (P A DER), and York 
County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP), EPA requested that YCEP contact the boiler 
manufacturer to obtain additional information on injection of coal ash instead of limestone 
into the CFB boiler for bed stabilization. Please find enclosed a copy of a response letter 
received from Foster Wheeler Energy Corporation (FWEC) dated 27 February 1 995 
addressing this request. 

The attached response letter along with an earlier FWEC letter dated 1 5  February 
1995 addressing sand injection provide the engineering and operating information to 
confirm that the boiler manufacturer would expect degradation of the CFB operation if 
inert material such as coal ash, sand, pebbles and/or rocks are used in the unit. The issue 

A project company of Air Products 



of using an inert material in place of limestone in the CFB combustion chamber has been 
adequately addressed by FWEC. As stated in previous correspondence from YCEP to 
EPA. the injection of limestone in the CFB combustion process is an integral part of the 
circulating fluidized bed process for the control of sulfur dioxide emissions. 

If you have any questions or need additional infonnation, please contact me . 

. �� 
Gary D. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 

cc: Mr. Ronald Davis, P A DER South-Central Regional Office 
Dr. Jan Wachter, DOE Morgantown Energy Technology Center 



FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION 
PERRYVILLE CORPORATE PARK • CLINTON, NEW JERSEY 08809-4000 • PHONE 908-236-4000 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Environmental/Energy Systems 
720 1 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 1 8 1 95- 1 50 1  

Attention: Mr. David C. Wolfson 

Subject: York County Energy Partners Project 
Cogeneration Project 
FWEC Contract #3-43-7030 

YCEP Project Number 03-4-8070 

PC ASH FOR CFB INERT BED MATERIAL 

FW-AP #69 

February 27, 1995 

As requested we have reviewed your question regarding the use of ash from pulverized coal fired units in the 
YORK unit. As described to us the PC ash would be used in lieu of limestone and its by products of 
combustion to form the bed of the CFB. 

The flyash from a PC unit can be essentially ruled out since it is very fine, usual size is 40 microns, a CFB 
cyclone would essentially allow all of the flyash to elutriate to the baghouse as soon as it is placed into the CFB. 
The bottom ash from a PC unit tends to be primarily composed of undesirable compounds fire formed during 
slagging combustion within the PC such as sodium, silicas. potassium, aluminum, and iron. These compounds 
occur in high concentrations within the bottom ash and would create unacceptable erosion rates within the CFB 
due to the particulates hardness and shape (less than but similar to sand) as well as a higher potential for 
agglomeration formation. As stated previously the fuel selected by APC precludes the need for an inert bed · 
material. 

If I can be of further assistance please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 
FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION 

R. W. Voyles 
Project Manager 
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YORK 
York Councy. Energy PartnerS 

York County Energy Partners, L.P.no 
25 South Main Street 
Spring Grove, Pennsylvania • 17362 

Phone: (717) 225-6601 
Fax: (717) 225-0434 

Mr. Peter H. Kostmeyer 
Regional Administrator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region ill 
84 1 Chestnut Bulding 
Philadelphia, PA 19 107-443 1 

February 1 5, 1995 

SUBJECT: York County Energy Partners, L.P. Cogeneration Project 
York County, PA 

• Dear Mr. Kostmeyer: 

On January 30, 1 995, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region ill 
office submitted a comment letter to Dr. Suellen Van Ooteghem, Department of Energy 
(DOE) on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the above referenced 
project. The EPA technical comments were directed to two areas of the Draft EIS, 1 .) the 
Health Assessment should be revised to incorporate recent studies on .particulate matter 
pollution and 2.) the potential reduction in air emissions with the use of alternative air 
pollution control equipment which may be new commercially available equipment. York 
County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) would like to provide the following technical 
information on both of these issues. 

Health Assessment on Particulate Matter Pollution: 

Based on the information provided in the attachment to your January 30th letter, the EPA 
recommends that the background information on the Health Assessment for particulate 
matter be updated to include more recent studies of potential health effects due to 
particulate matter. EPA's statement that "the health assessment study associated with the 

AIR _1 .. PRODUCTS 1.:.: 
A ptotec1 company of Air Products 



Mr. Peter H. Kostmeyer 
York County Energy Partners Project 

1 5  February 1995 
Page 2. 

proposed YCEP project is seriously flawed" is not an accurate statement on the potential 
impacts from the proposed project. EPA has made this statement based on the conclusion 
that background information in the Health Assessment is in error since it did not include 
several more recent studies on potential health effects. 

Although this type of background information is important to the overall analysis, the 
focus of the Draft EIS review should be based on the potential ground level impacts on 
the surrounding air basin due to this proposed project's particulate matter air emission 
level. The emission analysis information in the Draft EIS on the potential ground level 
impacts due to the YCEP particulate matter emission was not adequately considered by 
EPA in their overall analysis. 

The proposed project alone (without consideration of the emission reduction due to the 
curtailment of the existing P. H. Glatfelter boiler) would result in an increase in particulate 
matter background concentration of 1 .07 ug/II13 (24-hour average) which represents only 
3 .6% of the 24-hour allowable PSD increment and a 1 .4 % increase above the existing 
background levels. According to EPA guidance on air modeling impact analysis, the 
"significance level" for evaluating particulate matter emission impacts for a 24-hour 
averaging period is 5 .0 uglnu. Based on this EPA guidance, it is correct to stated that the 
particulate matter ground level impacts from the YCEP facility alone would be considered 
insignificant (i.e., not measurable) to the background levels. If the analysis takes into 
account the potential one to one reduction in particulate matter emissions due to the 
curtailment of the existing P. H. Glatfelter boiler, there would be not expected impact to 
existing background levels. 

Alternative Emissions Control Equipment: 

On January 3 ,  1 995, the DOE and YCEP had a meeting with your staff to discuss the Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis for the proposed project. YCEP had 
completed a BACT analysis for use in the PSD permit application. Since the PSD draft 
Plan Approval has not yet been issued, EPA did not have all the technical information 
available to complete their review. To address a request from your staff for more detailed 
information on the BACT analysis, YCJ!P prepared a comprehensive document on this 
project's BACT analysis and submitted to Mr. William Browne on January 17, 1 995. This 



Mr. Peter H. Kostmeyer 
York County Energy Partners Project 

1 5  February 1995 
Page 3 .  

document included the consideration of the various air pollution control technologies and 
their applicability to the YCEP project in accordance with the EPA guidance document on 
BACT top-down analysis. 

The four control technologies listed in your January 30 letter were discussed with your 
staff and considered in the BACT document. It appears that EPA may have failed to 
consider the technical information which was provided and has concluded that these four 
proposed control technologies should be applicable to the proposed project. YCEP 
disagrees with the EPA conclusion that these control technologies are feasible for use on 
this proposed project. The EPA suggestions for use of these four control technologies 
fails to adequately consider EPA's own guidance on how a BACT determination should be 
made. YCEP respectively requests that you review the information provide in the BACT 
document along with the following additional information. 

• The use of inert material (e.g. sand) to stabilize the fluidized bed operation is not 
technical feasible for the CFB boiler operation. The fundamental design of the CFB 
boiler is based on effective sulfur dioxide control in the combustion chamber using 
limestone injection. The use of sand instead of limestone in the CFB boiler operation 
to allow for installation of an alternative back-end sulfur dioxide control systems (i.e., 
ammonia or limestone scrubbing) results in a fundamental design change to the CFB 
boiler operation and would have negative operational impacts. Please find attached a 
letter received from Foster Wheeler Energy Corporation explaining why the use of 
inert material (i.e., sand) is not recommended for this CFB boiler application. 

• YCEP has evaluated the use of the Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology 
for the control of nitrogen oxides as part of the BACT analysis. As detailed in the 
BACT document, the use of SCR technology is not economically feasible for 
applicable on a CFB boiler. 

• Since the fundamental design of the CFB boiler is based on effective sulfur dioxide 
control in the combustion chamber using limestone injection, the proposed project can 
consistently achieve a minimum of 92% sulfur dioxide removal efficiency. The BACT 
document provides technical and economic information which shows that the use of a 



Mr. Peter H. Kostmeyer · 
York County Energy Partners Project 

1 5  February 1995 
Page 4. 

post-combustion add-on control technology (i.e., ammonia or limestone scrubbing) to 
achieve further reductions is not cost effective. 

• EPA stated that a use of more efficient fabric filters would reduce emissions of 
particulate matter under 1 0 microns in size. YCEP has contacted Research Cottrell, 
the baghouse manufacturer, to obtain additional information on the use of different 
fabric filter materials, such as gore-tex, P84 polymide, etc., noted in your January 30 
letter. Please find attached a letter received from Research Cottrell explaining why the 
fabric filter material currently proposed for use on this project is the most efficient. 

cc: Mr. William Browne, EPA Region ill 

Sinc;r
, K rzY�.a a-

/ Gary if. Kinsey, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 

Mr. Ronald Davis, P A DER South-Central Regional Office 
Mr. Jan Wachter, DOE Morgantown Energy Technology Center 



FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY CORPORATION 
VlllUlYVJLUi CORPORA 11! PARK • CUSTO!Il, NHW JU��·y 08tc09·4000 • I'HONJ-: 901!-216-4000 

Air Product� and Chemicals, Inc. 
EnviroJunentaUEDCI'iY Systems 
7201 Iwmiton Boulevard 
Allentown. PA 1 8195· 1 501 

Attention: !'Jr. David C. Wolfson 

Subject: York t:ounty l!nergy Partners Project 
C\>gencration Project 
FWEC Contract #3-43� 7030 
YCEP Project Number 03-4-8070 
L"'ffiRT BED MA1'ElUAI.S 

FW·AP #167 
Fcpruary lS, 1995 

Regardin� your recent query on the use of an inert ma�rial, such ns sand to st.'\bilizc the bed at the YORK she 
FWJ!C offers the following information: 

Jnon matenals have been used to rtug,ment Fluid Bed Boilers wh�never the quantity or quality of the limclltunc 
combined with the fuel sulfur is incuh:quate to provide a stable en\ironment for combustion. Llubbling Ued 
Boilers often use an inert material such as �d tu 11tahilize their bed. However Circulatin�: Fluidized Bed 
Boilers are hn.o;ed upon a diff«!rcnt operational philosophy. To the ht!st of our knowledge tbere are only two or 
three of FWEC's competitors CFB's using an inert material on an intermittent bases tn augment their needs. 

FWF..C is not aware of any suppler which hns experience firing with 100% sand as an inert material. ln t:eneml 
FWEC '"'-nuld not recommend any owner operate a. CFB usin� 1 00% sand in lieu \lf limestone. 

The issue 1s further compounded by a large demonstration size huiler such as the one proposed for YORK. To 
acc:t)mmodate the large size, FWF.C has employed a fluid bed heat exchan�er. Use of J OO'Yu sand in the YORK. 
unit, will �ieJd reduced penonnauce within the exchanger due to the much heavier specific gravity of the sand. 
The m�o-t.hods used to partlaUy compensate for the heavier nwerials (such ns sand) will only increase the 
velocity and, therefore. the erosion index resulting in 5\lbstantially lowc..-r unit availabilities. Nom1ally, the intent 
of a nuid bed boUer is to capture th� sulfur within the bed, or recyc.1e loop of the unit wit1mut inert na&lerials and 
utili7.e the "SOFT ASH" to assist witl1 the tran:.rerencc of heat to the generators surfaces. The YORK unit, as 
designed for the POE d.,monstration facility would fall shon of the guarantees for perfonnauce, capacity, and 
material ''-"'!Tauties. 



Using sand instead of limestone in the YORK Wlit, would be a particularly poor choice. The high particle 
vei,)Cities associated with a CFD (as opposed to a bubbling bed) would create unacceptable erosion rates. 
Generally �•peaking the owner of a CFD would not v.111ingly use sand to stabilize his unit unless tharc where no 
other reasonable alternatives. CFB owners and operntors would strongly favor lime�'tone and not snnd heca�-c of 
rue severity of erosion experienced with sand. Tho calcium rich lmvironmcnt has acnmlly bc<.m shown to help 
form protective coatings on the refractory surfaces. The use of sand, a very abra.c;ive material to form th� stable 
bed (and recycle 1oop) in a CFB, will substalltially increase the erosion to the unit surfaces (tubes and rettuctory) 
due to the sands particle hnrdness and shape. Note that he erosion index would inc-rease by several orders of 
magrutude hetween a limestone hed and a sand bed. 

As you arc aware, oue way to mitigate high erosimt rates is to cover a. greater port1on of the furnaces surfaces 
with a protective coating of refractory. Like all CFBs the YORK unit already has a considerable portion. of its 
surfuces protected by reftnctorios; unfortunately additional coverage of exposed surfaces cannot be comridcrcd 
due to the detrimental effect on the unit heat transfer coefficients. c vcn consideration of RJ)ray metalizing of the 
bare tubiug. which has exhibited good results in other applications to detour harsh erosive cn\'ironments. hn.c; 
actually caused failures due to poor rield npplicutions. 

Summarizing the use of sand for the YORK. unit as a inen material will certainly 1educe the YORK boiler 
surfat:es Jcmgt!vity, decrease the perlimuance of the in bed heat exchanger, and reduce the unit availability. TI1e 
YECP umt (HS designed for the DOF. dc:monstratwn facility) WJII not purform to the expect.1t1on8 ut' FWEC, 
YECP or demonstrate to the DO� that large sralc.-: CFBs can meet this countries increasing power needs in lieu 
of current pul vcrizcd coal ter.hnulog-�· As a fiual n.ote, the fut:l sckcled by APC precludes the need for an inert 
bed material. 

If  1 can he of 1'11Ither assistance plc.-:asc do not hesitate to contnct me. 

Very truly yolU'I, 
FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY COR.PORA TION 

R. W. Voyle:f 
Prujtlct }.1anager 



A Research-cottrell 
An Air & Water Technologies Company 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Environmental/Energy Division 
7201 Hamilton Blvd. 
Allentown, PA 1 8195-1501 

ATTENTION: Mr. David Wolfson 

February 3,  l99S 

REFERENCE: York County Eneray Partners (YCEP) 
Cogeneration Project 
Air Emissions From Fabric Filter System 

Gentlemen: 

At your request, we have reviewed the contents of the letter from the EPA addressin& their 
concerns for the further reduction of particulate matter under 10 microns in size (PM·lO) and 
have the followina comments. 

The current outlet particulate emission PMlO guarantee for this project at O.Oll lb/MM Btu 
is the lowest emission guarantees ever offered by this company while utilizing proven fabric 
ruter bag materials and construction. Additionally, we are not aware of any lower 
guarantees offered in the industry for applications of this type. This &uarantec is 
substantially below the current New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) of 0.03 
lb/MMB tu for total particulates. To repeatedly achieve this guarantee level we have selected 
the use of heavy weight 1 8  oz./yd2 Ryton Felt bags which we have proven through a number 
of installations to be highly efficient and long luting for this type of application. 

Although the use of more efficient fabrics such as P-84 or PTFE Membranes in theory could. 
reduce the amount of PM-10 emissions emittin& from the fabric filter system, RC is not 
prepared to guarantee such low emission levels due to lack of sufficient full scale operating 
installations with such fabrics and with actual measured emission levels to evaluate. 

In our experience, PTFE membranes have produced mixed results in the few combustion 
installations it has been utiUzecl on. At a Pennsylvania Culm fired CFB installation, our 
client replaced the initial Pl'FE filter bags after only 2 years of operation due to the clients 
concern over high operating pressure drops and cracks in the membrane which contributed to 
high outlet emission levels. These bags were replaced with conventional Nomex bags which 
allowed them to meet their required outlet emission guarantee level of only 0.03 lb/MMBtu. 

U.6. Hig� 22 Woot and Station Road, Bra-:cl"b�;rg, NJ 0111176-35� Maillnc AOC:!"BII: PO Box 1500, Sor"lervuta, NJ 08876-125 1  
N\o 11lr11 " l"'f'YY I:.\ 'I' an•.AAII • .tnrv� 
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Mr. David Wolfson 
Page Two 
February 3, 199S 

P-84 fabncs can �6 16ft!tuve to me opemung cond1t1un111 trum t.he wile aml must be 
carefully applied. This fabric in the form of a composite P-84/Ryton fabric holds promise 
for the future in the control of fine particulates. Laboratory data is encourqing, however 
few operating systems have installed this particular filter design, therefor little actual 
operating/emission data is available. 

Additionally, other fabrics which utilize blends of finer denier Ryton fibers to enhance 
collection efficiency throu&h reduced fabric uh penetration are currently being developed and 
tested may also provide reduced emission levels in the future. 

In conclusion, to our knowledge, the current emission level guarantee of 0.01 1 lb/MMBtu 
represents one of the lowest emission level auarantees ever provided for a fabric filter syatem 
for this type of application. The fabric selected is a field proven, state-of·the·art material 
that has provided many years of successful operation. Although we anticipate and have some 
supporting data which suggests that the fabric selected will achieve measured emission levels 
less than required, we are not currently in a position, nor willing to offer such guarantees. 
The fabric filter system and selected fabric currently proposed offers world class levels of 
emissions control. 

If you have any questions and/or comments, please give me a call. 

Very truly yours, 

RESBARCH·COTIRBLL, INC. 

' �  
Richard L. Mi;{' 
Product Director 
Fabric Filter Systems 

0 t £17 sas aee £2 : 17 t S66t-£0-20 



• 
Suellen A. Van Ootegtaem 

. Commonwealth. of Penneylvarua Pennsylvania HistOrical and Muteua:a Commission · IUI'UU. lar m.tori.: PNMnratioa 
Post Office Box 1026 Ha:rrisburs, P�nmylyarlia 11108-11)26 

April 1 4, 1 995 

MorgantoWn Energy Technology Center 
P.O; Box 880 
Morranto\'VIl, wv 26505 

RE: ER 93-2386· 1 33-0 � . .  , ;· r.E::Ei-=:E;·�C� i\ l.H:AB:::F 
Jackson/North: Codorus/West Manchester Townships, York CountY U.S. Deparanent of Energy . 
Y orfc CountY Energy Partners Cogeneradon FacilitY 
Detennination :of Eligibility 

Dear Ms. Van Ooteghem: 

The Bureau for H istoric Preservadon (the State Historic Preservation Office) :has reviewed 
the above named :proJect in accordance with Section 1 06 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1 966, as :amended in 1 980 and 1 99 2, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 
800) of the Advisory Councn on Historic Preservation. Th�se requirements include 
consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and archaeological resources. 

It is the opinion of the State Historic Preservation OffiCer that the following property is 
eligible for listing In the Nadonat Register of H istoric Places: 

· 
. E. Martin Pro.peftt, 1 007 Martin Road, Jackson Township: This property, despjte some loss 
oflntegrtty; is suffldently intah to reflect its historical association wfth.agt.iculture. The hou$e 
and bam both have architectural features which reflect the mld· 1 9th century, and therefore, 
this property Is eligible under National Register criteria A and C. · 

It is the opinion of the State Historic PreservatJon Offi<;:er that the :following properties 
are not eligible for tistlnr in thie National Register of Historic Place5. TheSe properties are not 
architecturally or historically significant and many have suffered a loss 9f inte�rlty. 
P. Sprenkle· House, 959 Stoverstown Road, West Manchester Township 
J. MartJn House, 1 4 1 1 Martin Road, Jackson Township 
G. Henry House. 1 0  1 0- 1  0 1 :1 A Martin Road, North Codorus Township 

· Jt is our opinion ·that this .project will result in a visual adverse effect on the historic and 
architectUral qualities that make the properties listed below, eligible. To comply with the 
reautadons of the Advisory CQuncil on Historic Preservadon, you must follow the procedures 
oudlned In 36 CFR 800.5 (�), when the effect Is adv�rse. Yqu wiJJ. �ed tp notify the 
Advisory COuncil of the effeCt: finding and continue to consult wtth the· Bureau for Hfstoric · 
Preservadon to seek ways to avoid or reduce the effects on historic properties. 
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Ms .. Van Ootegheni 

Christian Hershey Farmstead, 524 1 Colonial Valley Road, North Co·dorus Township. 
M. Eyster Fannstead, 1 056 :Sunnysr� Road, Jackson Township, 
Jonas Law House, 944 Sunrlysfde Road, West Manchester Township 
The Glatfelter Residence a.k�a. The Hill Historic Dlstr1a 

Finally, the archaeoloaical reports submftted . to us, meet our standards and 
specifications. It Is our opinion that no further archaeological ·testing is necessary In the 
project area, as It ls currently defined. We understand that �les will be used .at the 
locadons of temporary access roads, which will not, therefore, requfre archaeological tesdni. 
If project plans change and addldonal area will be disturbed by ihe project, please contatt 
our offlce so that w¢ cari re-assess the Impact' of the proJect on archaeofogfcaf resources. 

Please have your archaeoiOifcal consultant ·consolidate the lnfonnatJon presented tnt 
the various documents, Into one linal report. four copies (three bound and one unboond) 
of this report should be submitted with orfifnal photographs, for our flies. 

· 
If you need further Infonnatlon regarding archaeological resources plea.st contact 

Dorothy Humpf at (7 1 7) 71:2·4520. If you need further infonnatJon concemtng historic structures please consult Car911ne Hall at (7 1 7) 783-6099. · 

BB/ch 

Brenda Barrett . 

Of rector 

.cc: Advisory CouilCU on Historic Preservadon 
Melinda Hlggin$1 Hlstdlic York Inc. . 
John . Garland; :  Environmental Sciences Department, EG � G 



Ms. Brenda Barrett 

Department of Energy 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

P.O.  Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 

Morgantown , West Virginia 26507-0880 

April 20, 1995 

Director, Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
P.O. Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1026 

Attention: 

RE: 

Dear Ms. Barrett: 

Ms. Caroline Hall 

ER 93-2386-133-0 
U.S .  Department of Energy 
York County Energy Partners, L.P. 
"Adverse Effect" Documentation 

Thank you for the prompt review of our Historic Sites Survey, and your Determination of 
Eligibility and Adverse Effect letter of April 14,  1995 (Enclosure I) . Following receipt of a fax 
copy of your letter on April 14, 1995 , John Garland of my staff spoke with Ms. Caroline Hall 
about executing the next step in the Section 1 06 Consultation Process. Ms. Hall indicated that 
the Department of Energy should submit "Adverse Effect Documentation" to your office for 
consideration. Accordingly, this letter and Enclosure II comprises the Department' s  "Adverse 
Effect Documentation" response. 

In that same conversation, John inquired about the possibility of reducing the number of 
properties adversely affected by the proposed project. Caroline asked that a separate proposal 
be submitted for each specific property, requesting reconsideration of the fmding of adverse 
effect. In a subsequent telephone conversation between John and Caroline, it was agreed that 
requests for reconsideration of fmding of adverse effect would be enclosed with this "Adverse 
Effect Documentation" response. Therefore, requests for reconsideration of fmding of adverse 
effect for two properties (the Jonas Law House and the Christian Hershey Farmstead) are also 
enclosed (Enclosures ill and IV) for your review. 



Ms. Brenda Barrett 
April 20, 1995 
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Lastly, a meeting has been tentatively scheduled for April 28, 1995 , between Ms. Hall, Ms. 
Karen Winegardner, Ms. Melinda Higgins, and Mr. John Garland to discuss mitigation options 
for the properties that would be unavoidably adversely affected by the proposed project. 

Enclosures (4) 

cc: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Sincerely, 

Jan K. Wachter, 
Director 
Environment, Safety, and Health 
Program Support Division 

Karen Winegardner, York County Energy Partners 
Melinda Higgins, Historic York, Inc. 
Jack Dinne, U.S.  Army Cotps of Engineers 
Erik Gutshall, Dynamac Co1p0ration 



• 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 

Post Office Box 1026 
Harrisburg, Pe�sylvania 17108-1026 

]an K. Wachter 
Environment, Safety, & Health Program 

Support Division 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 
P.O. Box 880 
Collins Ferry Road 
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 

RE: ER 93-2386- 1 33-Q 

April 28, 1 995 

North Codorus/Jackson/West Manchester Townships, York County 
U.S. Department of Energy 
York County Energy Partners Cogeneration Facility 
Adverse Effect Detennination 

Dear Ms. Wachter: 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has reviewed 
the above named project in accordance with Section 1 06 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1 966, as amended in 1 980 and 1 992, and the regulations (36 CFR Part 
800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  These requirements include 
consideration of the project's potential effect upon both historic and archaeological resources. 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation previously detennined that the properties which 
are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places are located within the project 
area of the project referenced above, and that four eligible properties would be adversely 
effected by this project. Based on the subsequent documentation recently submitted, the 
Bureau has re-evaluated the effect of this project on two historic resources. 

Specifically, the landscaping plan surrounding the proposed switchyard would 
sufficiently screen the Jonas Law House, so as to eliminate the adverse effect on this 
property. In  addition, due to the industrial visual intrusions on the viewshed from the 
Christian Hershey Fannstead, we have detennined that this property will not be adversely 
effected. 

Our office has reviewed the adverse effect documentation submitted for the M. Eyster 
Fannstead and The G latfelter Residence a.k.a. The Hill Historic District. At this time, your 
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April 28, 1 99 5 
Ms. Wachter 

office should draft a Memorandum of Agreement for the property. Specific mitigation 
measures for the adverse effect on these properties shall be detennined through consultation 
between the Department of Energy and the Bureau for Historic Preservation. 

When a draft Agreement is completed, please submit the document to our office for 
review. 

I f  you need further infonnation in this matter please consult Caroline Hall at (7 1 7) 783-6099. 

BB/ch 
cc: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Brenda Barrett 
Director 

John Gar1and, Environmental Sciences Department, EG & G 
Karen Winegardner, York County Energy Partners 
Melinda Higgins, Historic York, Inc. 







APPENDIX F: POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE 

NOISE RECEPTORS 

Receptor 1 - Residence on Southern Perimeter of Site. This receptor is the nearest residence to the 
proposed facility, on the southern site boundary. The house is on a slight rise [approximately 4.6 meters 
(15 feet)] from the flat terrain characterizing the site. No structures or vegetation capable of significant 
sound attenuation presently intervene between the residence and the approximate center of the proposed 
facility, located about 182.9 meters (600 feet) north of the receptor. The more prominent existing noise 
sources include daytime noise from operation of the Round wood Facility, and day and night noise from 
the mill and from traffic on Route 1 16. 

Receptor 2 - Intersection of Roundwood Facility Access Driveway with Route 116. A gatehouse to 
the former St. Francis School, currently occupied by the Western Hemisphere Cultural Society, is located 
just south of the intersection of the P. H. Glatfelter Company Round wood Facility access driveway and 
Route 1 16. Because of its location in relation to both the facility and to the proposed facility driveway, 
it was selected as a sensitive noise receptor. The monitoring location was at the opposite side of Route 
1 16, at a distance from the highway approximately equal to that of the gatehouse 9 . 1  meters (30 feet). 
The elevation of the receptor location is approximately 15.2 meters (50 feet) above that of the proposed 
facility site; the distance from-the approximate facility center is roughly 365.8 meters (1 ,200 feet). The 
dominant noise source is traffic on Route 1 16. Other prominent noise sources include the Roundwood 
Facility during the daytime, and the P. H. Glatfelter Company mill throughout the day. 

Receptor 3 - Lions Club Pavilion and Fishing Area on Kessler Pond. The Lions Club operates a 
pavilion and picnic area on a small parcel of land leased from P. H. Glatfelter Company adjoining the 
southeast comer of the proposed facility site; P. H. Glatfelter Company permits public fishing on the 
eastern part of this parcel bordering Kessler Pond. Measurements were taken just off the northwest 
comer of the pavilion, a location approximately 30.5 meters (100 feet) from the bank of Kessler Pond 
to the east and the facility boundary to the west. The measurement location is at approximately the same 
elevation as the proposed facility, and about 4.6 meters (15 feet) higher than the bank used for fishing. 
Only a single row of medium height trees along the western boundary of the picnic area lies between the 
receptor location and the major noise sources of the proposed facility. The distance to the approximate 
center of the proposed facility is roughly 243.8  meters (800 feet). Prominent noise sources include the 
P. H. Glatfelter Company facility and traffic on Route 1 16; noise from the Roundwood Facility during 
the daytime is somewhat less prominent. 

Receptor 4 - Eastern Bank of Kessler Pond. This receptor is on P. H. Glatfelter Company property, 
near the northeast comer of Kessler Pond, and across the pond approximately 182.9 meters (600 feet) 
northeast of the location of Receptor 3 .  The distance east to the approximate center of the facility is 
about 304.8 meters (1 ,000 feet); the elevation is approximately 3 .0 meters (10 feet) lower. An existing 
P. H. Glatfelter Company building may partially screen the receptor site from the proposed locations of 
the major facility noise sources; no other intervening structure or terrain is apparent. This receptor 
location lies close to the existing mill, and on a straightline roughly equidistant between the proposed 
facility and the residential area represented by Receptor 5 .  Noise from the mill is the dominant noise 
source at this location; noise from night birds and frogs were also appreciable during the nighttime noise 
monitoring period. 
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Receptor 5 - P. H. Glatfelter Company Research Building off Rockery Road. The nearest sensitive 
land use east of the proposed facility is a small residential development on a moderate hill off Rockery 
Road, immediately south of Route 1 16. A location off the driveway to the P. H. Glatfelter Company 
research building, located on the western side of this residential grouping, was chosen as the 
representative location for these receptors. This location, while in straight line view of the proposed 
facility site, is somewhat closer to the site than most of the residences. It was selected, therefore, to 
provide a representative modeling of existing ambient noise conditions, while allowing a conservative 
assessment of facility noise at the different residential locations in this neighborhood. The receptor is 
roughly 4"87.7 meters (1,600 feet) from the approximate site center, and at an elevation of about 10.7 
meters (35 feet) higher than the area of the proposed facility. Because of their elevation, no other 
structures or terrain features intervene between the residences comprising this neighborhood and the 
proposed facility site. However, most of the residences have substantial plantings of shrubs and trees 
oriented toward the site, while several residences are situated such that other residences provide some 
screening. The receptor location itself is only partially screened by scattered vegetation with no 
intervening structures between it and the facility site. Traffic noise from Route 1 16 is dominant at this 
location; noise from the mill is also appreciable, particularly during the nighttime. 

Receptor 6 - Residence of T & J Breeder Fann Manager off Colonial Valley Road. The nearest 
residence west of the facility is the residence of the manager of the T & J Breeder Farm, located about 
9 1 .4 meters (300 feet) west of the chicken house, off Colonial Valley Road. The monitoring location 
at this receptor was at the edge of the back yard, facing the mill and proposed facility site. The distance 
from the approximate center of the proposed facility is about 975.4 meters (3,200 feet). The terrain 
toward the facility site is generally flat, with only the P. H. Glatfelter Company Roundwood Facility 
screening the receptor from the area of the proposed facility; however, somewhat less of the facility area 
is screened in this manner because of the placement of the residence slightly further to the south. The 
dominant sound source is traffic noise from Route 1 16, with comparatively minor contributions from the 
chicken house ventilation fans,  the mill, and from the Roundwood Facility during its daytime hours of 
operation. Very quiet conditions prevail at this location during those intervals in the late night when 
traffic on Route 1 16 is absent. 

Receptor 7 - Northeastern Comer of the T & J Breeder Fann. The land use at this receptor location 
is a chicken house with approximately 20,000 chickens . The location chosen for the receptor location 
was the comer of the building closest to both the proposed facility and to the rail line on which fuel 
shipments may arrive and on which train car couplings/uncouplings may be conducted. The receptor 
location is approximately 762.0 meters (2,500 feet) from the approximate center of the proposed facility; 
it is on level terrain, with no appreciable difference in elevation from the area of the facility. Some of 
the facility would, however, be screened from the chicken house by the structure of the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company Round wood Facility. The dominant noises at this location were from the cooling fans of the 
chicken facility itself, and from traffic on Route 1 16. 
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APPENDIX G: HEC-3 MODELING ASSUMPTIONS 

AND DATA 

Assumptions 

P. H. Glatfelter Company's average withdrawal at Mill Dam is 23.2 cubic feet per second cfs [15 million 
gallons per day (mgd)] and discharge is 19.3 cfs (12.5 mgd). P. H. Glatfelter Company's and Spring 
Grove water consumptive use is 3 .9 cfs (2.5 mgd). 

P. H. Glatfelter Company's withdrawal with the York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) facility in 
operation would be an average of 23.2 cfs (15 mgd) and discharge would be 15.0 cfs (9.7 mgd). P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's consumptive use with the YCEP facility would be 8.2 cfs (5.3 mgd). 

The Susquelumna River Basin Commission (SRBC) required flow at Mill Dam is 7.62 cfs (4.93 mgd), 
based on SRBC Consumptive Use Approval. 

Some months have a monthly average discharge of zero from Lake Marburg. 

Local flow from tributaries to Mill Dam equals the difference between the recorded flow at the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) Spring Grove (which includes the P. H. Gllltfelter Company discharge 
volume) gage reading and the corresponding Lake Marburg release data. 

Because of the control of Lake Marburg and its independence from runoff pathways, there is no 
consistency or pattern of flows at any point in the watershed from month to month or year to year. For 
this reason, local flows were calculated separately, requiring independent model runs for each year. 

There is no significant seepage or uncontrolled spill from Lake Marburg. 

There is no low flow augmentation from Lake Lehman and Lake PaHaGaCo. Flows from these 
reservoirs are intermittent and relatively small compared to Lake Marburg. (For the modeling, this 
assumption is conservative.) 

There is a linear relationship between storage capacity of Lake Marburg and elevation. The slope used 
for the calculations was based on elevations 187.8 meters (m) (616 feet) and 189.9 m (623 feet) because 
the pool's elevation is most often between these points. 

Past flows are modeled using monthly averages. When available, the monthly averages were based on 
daily flows. However, for most of the 1971 to 1993 period only four or five data points are available 
per month. 

1981 is the low-flow year · of record between 1971 and 1993, based on the yearly flow summaries 
provided by the USGS. The years 1971 to 1993 are the significant period so that the study reflects 
conditions after Lake Marburg was constructed. 
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Locations 

Location 1 :  Lake Marburg 

Lake Marburg is the only reservoir modeled in the study and the primary controlling factor in 
determining downstream flows. The relationships among elevation, surface area, and storage shown in 
Table G-1 were used for all model runs. 

The monthly average inflow to Lake Marburg is calculated as the sum of the monthly average release and 
the difference in monthly elevations and corresponding storage. A linear storage-elevation relationship 
was assumed between elevations 187.8 m (616 feet) and 189.9 m (623 feet) in order to compute storage 
values for different elevations. 

Lake Marburg's elevation was held at elevation 189.9 m (623 feet) when possible, but allowed to be 
drawn down as needed to maintain minimum downstream flow requirements and satisfy P. H. Glatfelter 
Company's water demands. Average monthly inflows to Lake Marburg, from tributaries and the 
diversion dam, were determined for all modeled years based on the flow data available for the respective 
time periods. 

To model past flows, Lake Marburg's known monthly average outflow was entered into the model as the 
desired reservoir release. This set of data varied yearly and therefore was recalculated for each year 
modeled. Inflow to Lake Marburg consists of precipitation, tributary drainage, and flow diverted from 
Codorus Creek at the diversion dam and pumping station. This data set also varied each year because 
it too is a function of Lake Marburg's elevation and storage. This method of calculating inflow accounts 
for all precipitation, evaporation, and flow diverted to Lake Marburg. Some months have a small 
negative monthly inflow to Lake Marburg, indicating that evaporation exceeded precipitation. Because 
of mathematical limitations, HEC-3 is unable to model negative inflows and adjusts the inflow for these 
months to zero. Lake Marburg elevations, releases, and downstream flows were set to match the known 
values during the model calibration and the impact of increased water consumption was set to result in 
decreased creek flow rather than increased lake withdrawals; this limitation of the model has little to no 
effect on downstream flow predictions. 

Location 2: Mill Pond 

The mill pond is a small impoundment created by a weir on Codorus Creek in Spring Grove above P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's discharge [river mile (RM) 26.3)] . No flow routing or storage capacity was 
modeled for the mill pond because the weir is assumed to immediately pass all inflow downstream. 
Inflows are provided from two sources: releases from Lake Marburg and local inflows from tributaries 
between Lake Marburg and the mill pond. Monthly average local inflows were calculated by subtracting 
the Lake Marburg release from the recorded flow at the USGS gage station and then adding a small 
amount of flow, 3 .9 cfs (2.5 mgd), to account for P. H. Glatfelter Company's consumptive use. The 
local inflows, therefore, are different each month and each year. The intake for P. H. Glatfelter 
Company was modeled as a 23 .2 cfs (15 mgd) diversion to the P. H. Glatfelter Company plant. In 
addition to the P. H. Glatfelter Company diversion requirement, the SRBC minimum required flow of 
7.62 cfs (4.93 mgd) was provided for at the outlet from the mill pond. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Location 3 :  P. H. Glatfelter 
Company Plant Table G-1. Lake Marburg characteristics. 

�--------------------------------------� 

The P. H. Glatfelter Company facility 
was modeled as a diversion requiring 
a flow of 23 .2 cfs (15 mgd). 
Approximately 19.3 cfs (12.5 mgd) 
of this flow is returned to Codorus 
Creek. The remaining 3.9 cfs (2.5 
mgd) is lost through evaporation, 
system losses, and process uses. The 
P. H. Glatfelter Company plant was 
modeled as a separate control point 
because its surface intake is at mill 

Elevation 
(feet) 

600 

616 

623 

Surface Area 
(acre) 

800 

1 , 100 

1,275 

pond, 1 .6 kilometers (km) (over one mile) upstream of its discharge. 

Storage 
(acre-feet) 

24,522 

39,898 

48,492 

The P. H.  Glatfelter Company flow requirement would not change due to the proposed Cogeneration 
Facility. However, the proposed YCEP facility would use a maximum 7.2 cfs (4.6 mgd) of secondary 
treatment plant effluent for cooling water. Of this cooling water, 4.3 cfs (2.8 mgd) would be evaporated 
and 2.9 cfs (1 .87 mgd) would return to the P. H. Glatfelter Company wastewater treatment plant as 
cooling tower blowdown. Table G-2 summarizes the P. H. Glatfelter Company plant flows used in the 
HEC-3 model runs, which are based on the maximum cooling water usage at the YCEP facility. 

Location 4: Downstream of P. H. Glatfelter Company's Discharge 

This location represents an arbitrary point downstream of Spring Grove, which receives all the water 
discharged from P .  H. Glatfelter Company and the proposed YCEP facility and all flows passed from 
the mill pond. The average monthly flows predicted at this location correspond to the tabulated flows 
recorded at the USGS Spring Grove gage station. In reality, the gage station is upstream of P. H. 
Glatfelter Company's discharge and, therefore, does not record their discharge; however, P. H. Glatfelter 
Company provides USGS with their daily effluent flows. USGS adds this flow to the gage readings to 
accurately measure stream flows immediately below P. H. Glatfelter Company's discharge. 

Flow Regimes 

The potential effects of the proposed 4.3 cfs (2.8 mgd) consumptive use by the YCEP facility were 
analyzed for a normal year and a low-flow year. The normal year is a fictitious year generated from 
average monthly flow data since the construction of Lake Marburg. Average elevations, inflows, and 
releases for Lake Marburg were calculated using P. H. Glatfelter Company data from the years 1974 to 
1993 . Average flows at the Spring Grove (which includes the P. H. Glatfelter Company discharge 
volume) USGS gage station were determined using USGS data from the years 1971  to 1992. The low
flow year is based on monthly averages for 198 1 ,  the year with the lowest average annual flow on record 
since the construction of Lake Mar burg. 
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Table G-2. P. B. Glatfelter Company's water intake and discharge. 

Total Consumptive 
Total Intake Discharge Use 

(cfs) (cis) (cis) 

Current 23.2 19.3 3.9 
Conditions (15.0 mgd) (12.5 mgd) (2.5 mgd) 

Proposed 23 .2 15.0 8.2 
Conditions (15.0 mgd) (9.7 mgd) (5.3 mgd) 

Model Development and Calibration 

Percent 
Returned 

83 % 

65% 

The normal and low-flow years were modeled independently. Therefore, each year was separately 
calibrated by entering the input data in the following manner: 

• monthly average inflows to Lake Marburg were calculated flows that vary both monthly 
and yearly; however, once these values were determined and entered for a particular 
year, they remained fixed and ultimately limit the frequency and volume of water that 
may be released for downstream augmentation; 

• monthly average releases from Lake Marburg were determined from P. H. Glatfelter 
Company flow records and vary both monthly and yearly; and 

• monthly average local inflow to the Mill Dam was calculated by adjusting values until 
the HEC-3 flows matched actual flow at the Spring Grove (which includes the P. B. 
Glatfelter Company disclu:Jrge volume) gage. 

At this point, local inflows to the mill pond were held constant and the additional 4.3 cfs (2.8 mgd) 
consumptive use from the YCEP facility was added to the system to predict the impacts on Codorus 
Creek's flow and Lake Marburg's elevation. 
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Figure H-1. Water balance diagram for the proposed YCEP Cogeneration Facility at the North Codurus Township site. 

Note: Storage locations are not shown on diagram. 





Notes: 
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3. Stream (16) is based on a total design circulating water 
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4. Stream (17) is based on 12 cycles of(l()Rccntration on . average and 10 cycles of concentration for maximum 
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Figure H-2. Water balance diagram for the YCEP Cogeneration Facility at the West Manchester Township alternative site. 









APPENDIX I: INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE YCEP 
PSD PERMIT APPLICATION 

Applicability of Standards 

York County Energy Partners, L.P. (YCEP) will meet all applicable Federal and Commonwealth air 
quality standards -- subject to New Source Perfonnance Standards (NSPS) subpart Da, Electric Utility 
Generating Units , Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations that require Best Available 
Control Technology (BAC1) for those pollutants emitted in significant amounts, and compliance with the 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and PSD increments . In addition, Commonwealth regulations 
(Title 25, Part I, Article Ill) also apply to the proposed facility and require controls of particulate matter, 
sulfur dioxide, and visible emissions. Specific Commonwealth of Pennsylvania emissions standards [in 
the category of continuous emissions monitoring (CEM) and visibility of emissions] were found to be 
applicable to the proposed facility. However, NSPS requirements also address CEM and opacity l imits 
for electric utility boilers and are at least as restrictive as Pennsylvania emission standards. 

The South Central Pennsylvania Interstate Air Quality Control region is designated as being in attainment 
(or unclassifiable) with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all criteria pollutants 
except ozone and is classified as marginal nonattainment area for ozone based on ambient air monitoring. 
However, Pennsylvania is included within the Northeast Ozone Transport Region and is subject to Federal 
regulations as a moderate nonattainment area for ozone. For these reasons, to the extent that the 
proposed facility qualifies as a major stationary source of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ or volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), the precursors to ozone formation, it would be subject to New Source Review (NSR) 
for the pollutant as a facility to be located in a nonattainment area. 

The proposed facility is a fossil fuel-fired steam electric plant of more than 250 million British thennal 
units (MMBtu)lhr heat input (one of the 28 specified, major stationary source categories), and would 
have the potential to emit more than 100 tons per year (tons!yr) of a criteria pollutant; therefore, the 
proposed facility would be subject to Federal PSD regulations. The PSD review involves the following: 
BACT analysis; PSD increment consumption analysis (including consideration of other increment
consuming sources in the area); NAAQS impact analysis; nonattainment area impact analysis; impacts 
on Class I area analysis; and additional impact analysis . Currently, promulgated emission standards for 
hazardous air pollutants apply to seven specific compounds (vinyl chloride, beryllium, mercury, benzene, 
asbestos, radionuclides, and inorganic arsenic) emitted from specific processes (40 CPR Parl 61). 
However, none of those National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) would 
apply to the proposed YCEP facility. The Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 1990 expanded the list 
of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) to 189. However, electric utility steam generating units are not 
currently listed as a category of sources subject to HAP standards . 

In 1993, the Pennsylvania Environmental Quality Board adopted as final rulemak.ing Reasonably 
Available Control Technology (RAC1) requirements applicable to major stationary sources of VOC and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) (which responds to requirements imposed by Section 182 of the CAA 
Amendments of 1990). Pursuant to the RACT regulation, the proposed YCEP facility would be 
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considered a major stationary source of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) (greater than 100 tomlyr) but not VOC 
(less than 50 tomlyr). It is not likely that the RACf determinations under this regulation will be more 
stringent than the BACT standards (under the PSD) or the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) 
standard (under NSR) for oxides ofnltrogen (NOx). 

Under NSR requirements, new emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ would be required to be offset at 
a 1 . 15:  1 ratio with emission reduction credits (ERCs) obtained from a newly established registry system. 
As such, a new major stationary source of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ pollutants would be required to 
implement technology that achieves the LAER. 

Operating Standards 

The PSD Permit Application is based on continuous operations -- 24 hours/day, 365 days/year; there is 
some discussion in the PSD Permit Application on less than 100 percent load operations (50 percent load) 
and the resulting impacts (increases) on VOC levels . 

Type and Amounts of Input Fuels 

Maximum heat input for the proposed project would be 2,624 MMBtu per hour (MMBtulhr). This would 
be equivalent in the PSD Permit Application to a coal feed rate of 103.3 tons per hour. Primary fuel 
would be run-of-mine, washed, eastern (Pennsylvania or West Virginia) bituminous coal. Subsequent 
to filing the PSD application, YCEP has identified the coal supplier as the CONSOL Barley-Enlow 
mine in Southwestern PA. The washed coal would have a sulfur content of two percent or less. 
Propane would be used as supplemental fuel for start-up burners in the CFB boiler in order to warm the 
CFB boiler prior to firing the coal fuel . 

The proposed project would operate on bituminous coal for up to 8,760 hours per year (904,820 tons/year 
coal) and on propane for up to 740 hours per year [437, 000 liters per year (1 15,700 gallons per year)]. 

Emissions Limitations 

Emission parameters used in the PSD Permit Application represent the anticipated worst-case emissions 
scenario, based upon the current design of a facility at 100 percent load. Emission factors for the 
proposed facility were based on a heat input rate of 2,624 MMBtu/hr. Gas concentrations and particulate 
matter concentrations were based on flue gas flow rate of 758,700 cubic feet/minute (cfm) at 280°F 
(138°C). 

The proposed YCEP facility would consist of the following maximum emissions limitations (based on the 
application of provided BACf listed in parenthesis) for criteria pollutants: 

• Particulate matter (PM)IPM less 
than 10 microns in diameter (PM1J 

May 1995 

0.01 1 lb/MMBtu (fabric filter) 
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• Carbon monoxide (CO) 

• non-methane VOCs 

Final Enviromnental Impact Statement 

0.25 lb/MMBtu (92 percent removal efficiency 
with limestone sorbent injection into the 
fluidized bed) 

0. 125 lb/MMBtu (selective noncatalytic 
reduction) 

0. 15 lb/MMBtu (combustion control) 

0.004 lb/MMBtu (combustion control) 

Based on the implementation of BACT, the maximum allowable facility-wide emissions inventory would 
be as follows: 

• Particulate matter (assumed to be all PM10) would be emitted at a rate of 127 tons/yr; 

• Sulfur dioxide (S� would be emitted at a rate of 2,891 tonslyr (which assumes firing of a 2 percent 
sulfur coal, oxidation of all sulfur to sulfur dioxide (S02,), and 92 percent removal of sulfur dioxide 
(S02,) with limestone sorbent injection technology); 

• Nitrogen dioxide (N02,) would be emitted at a rate of 1 ,437 tonslyr; 

• Carbon monoxide (CO) would be emitted at a rate of 1 ,726 tons/yr; and 

• VOCs would be emitted at a rate of 48 tons/yr. 

Solids Output 

The boiler would generate 23 tons per hour fly ash and 8 tons per hour bottom ash. CFB ash byproducts 
are approved by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) Residual Waste 
Regulations as a beneficial use material for coal mine reclamation activities . Attachment 9 to the PSD 
Permit Application discusses the detailed plans for disposal of waste, including the reclaiming of coal 
mine areas (Harriman mines in Schuylkill County, PA) using ash byproduct from the proposed plant. 

P. H. Glatfelter Company Power Boiler No. 4 

As part of the proposed project's operation, P. H. Glatfelter Company would be curtailing operation of 
one of its existing coal fired boilers. This boiler, known as Power Boiler No. 4, would be placed on hot 
stand-by (year round). The proposed YCEP facility would provide sufficient high pressure steam to the 
P. H. Glatfelter Company mill to allow it to curtail operations of its Power Boiler No. 4. This 
operational configuration would result in a net reduction in emissions of sulfur dioxide (SOi), oxides of 
nitrogen (NO,J and parliculate matter. During periods when the proposed YCEP facility is shut down 
for maintenance, the P. H. Glatfelter's Power Boiler No. 4 would operate to provide steam supply needed 
for paper mill operation. Under rare instances (loss of steam production from another boiler within the 
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P. H. Glatfelter Company facility), Power Boiler No. 4 would be operated temporarily as a back-up to 
replace loss of steam production during the P.  H. Glatfelter Company power boiler outage. Note: more 
information on the curtailment of the Power Boiler No. 4 is included in this appendix under the category 
of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) offsets/ERCs. 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) Offsets/ERCs 

By virtue of the proposed project being located in the Northeast Ozone Transport Region, it would be 
required to offset any oxides of nitrogen (NOJ emissions at a ratio of 1 . 15 to 1 .  In addition, the facility 
would also be required to achieve the LAER for oxides of nitrogen (NOJ [this will establish the 
proposed facility's appropriate oxides ofnitrogen (NOJ emission level] . 

Sources for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) offsets would be the P. H. Glatfelter Company and Transcontinental 
Gas Pipe Line (TGPL) Corporation. ERCs would be created by these sources and transferred to YCEP. 
The total ERCs required to provide a 1 . 15 to 1 offset of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ would be 1 ,652 
tons/yr. ERCs projected to be received from these two sources (taking into account reductions for 
RACT), amount to 784 tonslyr from TGPL with the remainder, 868 tons!yr, from the P. H. Glatfelter 
Company. It is anticipated that following RACT modifications of the P.  H.  Glatfelter Power BoUer No. 
4, up to 950 tons!yr of ERCs would be created and available for transfer to YCEP. Power BoUer No. 
4, based on recent monitoring, emits approximately 1 ,200 tons!yr of oxides ofnitrogen (NOJ. 

TGPL owns and operates a natural gas pipe line compressor station near Delta, York County, 
Pennsylvania. This station is referred to as Station 195. Station 195 includes five natural gas-fired 
compressor engines, with two of these units being Cooper Bessemer 12V-250 engines (Units No. 4 and 
5). YCEP and TGPL have entered into an agreement whereby modifications would be performed to 
Units No. 4 and 5 that would permanently reduce their oxides of nitrogen (NOJ emissions. The 
agreement requires TGPL to obtain all necessary permit modifications to create and transfer ERCs to 
YCEP. These modifications would occur prior to commencement of operation of the proposed YCEP 
facility and are estimated to result in the creation of up to 800 tonslyr of ERCs. 

The total quantity of ERCs that would be provided to the proposed YCEP cogeneration operation from 
these two existing sources would be in excess of the 1 . 15 to 1 ratio on offset requirements. This quantity 
of oxides of nitrogen (NOJ offsets would be available after the existing sources implement RACT 
requirements. 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) BACT Control/Emissions 

Aqueous ammonia or urea injection technology known as selective non-catalytic reduction would be 
employed to control oxides of nitrogen (NOJ. The equipment manufacturer has guaranteed that its 
control method would achieve a 40 percent or greater reduction in oxides of nitrogen (NOJ emissions. 
Oxides of nitrogen (NOJ emissions are assumed to consist entirely of nitrogen dioxide (N�. 
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Sulfur Oxide (SOx) BACT Control/Emissions 

A minimum o/92 percent of the sulfur oxide (S� emissions would be controUed by limestone sorbent 
injection into the boiler at a maximum feed rate of 23 tons per hour (calcium to sulfur ratio of 2.5 to 1). 

Particulate BACT Control/Emissions 

All particulate matter that would be discharged is conservatively assumed to be PM10. A fabric filter 
collection system (baghouse) would be used to control particulate emissions to 0.01 1 lbs/MMBtu. The 
baghouse would achieve an overall particulate matter removal efficiency of greater than 99.9 percent and 
would result in particulate matter concentration in the stack gas of 0.00421 grains/atmospheric ft3 at 
280°F (J38°C). 

Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) Emissions 

The HF emission rate (0.63 tons/yr) is based upon the assumption that all fluoride present in coal would 
react with water vapor to form HF, and 99 percent of the HF would be removed due to limestone sorbent 
injection technology. 

Metal Emissions and Other Air Toxics 

Metal emission rates (arsenic (As) - 0.036 tons/yr; beryllium (Be) - 0.005 tonslyr; cadmium (Cd) - 0.001 
tons/yr; total chromium (Cr) - 0.081 tonslyr; mercury (Hg) - 0 . 127 tonslyr, and nickel (Ni) - 0.059 
tonslyr) are conservative, based on the assumption that all metals present in the coal become entrained 
in the flue gas as fly ash with subsequent removal in the baghouse at a removal efficiency of 99.5 
percent. However, since mercury is a metal with high vapor pressure, it was assumed that it is entirely 
emitted to the atmosphere with no removal efficiency in the baghouse. 

Based on the pilot plant sampling program, the proposed YCEP cooling tower would not be a major 
source of hazardous air pollutants under Title ill of the CAA Amendments of 1990 as a source which 
emits 10 tonslyr of any one hazardous air pollutant or a total of 25 tonslyr of the list of 1 89 hazardous 
air pollutants. 

Continuous Monitoring Equipment (CEM) 

The proposed facility would be equipped with a CEM system located in the stack, downstream of the 
pollution control equipment. The CEM system would monitor exhaust gas flow, sulfur dioxide (S�, 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), opacity, and either carbon dioxide (CO:z) or oxygen (02). 

Vendor Guarantees 

Vendor guarantee levels of performance have been received from the fluidized bed boiler manufacturer 
(related to sulfur dioxide (S�, carbon monoxide (CO), and VOC emissions), the thermal DeNOx 
equipment vendor [oxides of nitrogen (NO,J emissions] and the baghouse vendor (PM10 emissions). 
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Baseline Emissions 

The sulfur dioxide (S02) and meteorological data from the West Manchester site have been considered 
by the PADER to be representative of the air quality of the proposed YCEP site. 

Other 

Cooling water system make-up requirements for the proposed YCEP facility would be supplied from the 
P. H. Glatfelter Company wastewater treatment plant secondary effluent discharge. The average 
consumption would be 9.45 million liters per day (2.5 million gallons per day). 
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NEPA D ISCLOS URE STATEMENT FOR 

PREPARING AN ENVIRONMENTA L  IMPACT STATEMENT 

ON TH E YCEP COGENERATION PROJ ECI 

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE ( 10 CFR 1021 ) ,  require contractors 
who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project. The term • financial interest or other interest in the outcome of the project• for purposes 
of this disclosure is defined in the March 23 ,  198 1 guidance • Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations•. 46 FR 1 8026-1 8038 at Questions 17a and b. 

• f'iDaocial or other interest in the outcome of the project• includes • any fmancial benefit such as a promise of future 
construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the contractor is aware of (e.g. , if the project 
would aid proposals sponsored by the firm's other clients). ·  46 FR 1 8026- 1 8038 at 1 803. 

In accordance with these requirements Dynamac Corp 
COMP • .a..NY NA. ... 'I E  

hereby certifies as follows: 

Check either (a) or (b) 

(a) Dvnamac Coroo r a t i o n  

COMPANY NAME 

(b) 

bas no financial or other interest in the outcome 
o f  the YCEP Cogeneration Project 

bas the following financial or other interest 
COMPANY NAME in the outcome of the YCEP Cogeneration Project 

and hereby agrees to divest itself of such interest 
prior to initiating any technical analysis in support of 

thls project. 

Financial or Other Interests 

1 .  

2. 

3 .  

Certified by: • 

SIG NATURE 

S am R .  P e t roc e l l i  

NAME 

V i c e - P re s i d e n t , Env i ronme n t a l  S c iences 

TITLE 

A p r i l  1 ,  1 9 9 4  

DATE 



NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STA1EMENT 

ON THE YCEP COGENERATION PROJECT 

CEQ Regulations at 40 CPR 1 506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021), require contractors 
who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project. The term "financial interest or other interest in the outcome of the project" for purposes 
of this disclosure is defined in the March 23, 1981 guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
National Environmental Policy Action Regulations." 46 FR 1 8026-1 8038 at Questions 17a and b. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a promise or future 
construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project 
would aid proposals sponsored by the finn' s other clients)''. 46 FR 1 8026-1 8038 at 1803. 

In accordance with these requirements EG&G TSWV, Inc . hereby certifies as follows: 
COMPANY NAME 

Check either (a) or (b) 

(a) 

(b) 

EG&G TSWV, Inc . 

COMPANY NAME 

COMPANY NAME 

Financial or Other Interests 

I .  
2. 
3. 

has no financial or other interest in the outcome 
of the YCEP Cogeneration Project 

has the following financial or other interest 
in the outcome of the YCEP Cogeneration Project 
and hereby agrees to divest itself of such interest 
prior to initiating any technical analysis in support 
of this project. 

Certified by: 

!famaaflfl . W.oru'ng---
siGNATURE 

Randa l l  A .  Wotring 

NAME 

Vice Pres i den t .  General Manager 

TITLE 

October 2 4 ,  1 9 9 4  
DATE 



�EPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 
ON THE YORK COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM (YCEP) 

COGENERATION PROJECT 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations at 40 CFR 1S06.5(c), which have been adopted by 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) (10 CFR 102 1 }, fequirc contractors who will prepare an EIS to 
execute a disclosure specifying that they have no tinancial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 
The tenn "financial interest or other interest in the outcome of the project" for purposes of this disclosure 
is defmed in the March 23, 1981  guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations," 46 FR 1 8026-1 8038 at Questions 17a and b. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a promise 
of future constrUction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the contractor is aware 
of (e.g .• if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the finn's other clients)," 46 FR 1 8026-1 8038 
at 1 803. 

In accordance with · these requirements Energetics, Incorporated he.reby certifies as follows: 

Complete either (a) or (b) 

(a) 

(b) 

Energetics. Incorporated 
Company Name 

Company Name 

Financial or Other Interest 

1 .  
2 . 
.. 
-'· 

I 

has no financial or other interest in the outcome 
of the YCEP Cogeneration Proieet 

has the following financial or other interest in 
the outcome of the YECP Cogeneration Proiect 
and hereby agrees to divest itself of such interest 
prior to initiating any technical analysis in 
support of this project. 

Name 

Senior VIce President 
Tide 

October 20. 1994 

Date 



NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STA'I'EMENT 

ON THE YCEP COGENERATION PROJECT 

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1S06 . .5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021), require contractors 
who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the projecL The term "financial interest or other interest in the outcome of the project• for purposes 
of this disclosure is defined in the March 23, 1981  guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
National Environmental Policy Action Regulations." 46 FR. 1 8026-18038 at Questions 17a and b. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a promise or future 
construction or design work in the project, as we)] as in�t benefits the contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project , 
would aid proposals sponsored by the firm's other clients)". 46 FR 18026-1 8038 at 1 803. 

Technology & Management 
In accordance with these requirements Seryices I Inc I hereby certifies as follows: 

COMPANY NAME 

Check either. (a) or (b) 
(a) Technology & Management Service s ,  Inc has no financial or other interest in the outcome 

COMPANY NAMa of the YCEP Cogeneration Proiect 

(b) 
COMPANY NAMB 

Financial or Other Interests 

1 .  
2. 
3. 

has the fo]]owing financial or other interest 
in the outcome of the YCEP Cogeneration Project 
and hereby agrees to divest itself of such interest 
prior to initiating any technical analysis in support 
of this projecL 

Certified by: 

->�� 
SIGNATURE i I 
James Veres 

NAME 

Vice Pre s ident 

TITLE 
May 1 6 ,  1995 
DATE 







MEMORANDUM FOR FILE 

FROM: ANTHONY J. COMO 
DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF COAL & ELECTRICITY 

SUBJECT: Need for Power: York County Enerey Partners 

The Office of Coal & Electricity (OCE) has evaluated the Need for Power from the York 
County Energy Partners L.P. (YCBP) clean-coal project. This evaluation was performed on 
two bases: (1) for the Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) system operating as an 
"island" ; and (2) for the entire Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection.1  

In determining the Need for Power on the Met-Ed system, OCE utilized a computer model 
known as ICARUS, which stands for Investigating Cost and Reliability of Utility Systems. 
This is a production costing program which uses probabilistic simulation to account for 
forced outage rates and variations in daily, weekly, and seasonal load patterns. The program 
calculates the likely fuel cost for operating a utility system and also the resulting reliability 
index in terms of Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) and Expected Unserviced Energy. 

LOLP is the probability of load (peak demand) exceeding the amount of available generating 
capacity. ICARUS calculates the number of days per year that the shortfall is likely to 
occur. The reciprocal of this number is more commonly used to express utility system 
reliability: the number of years required to accrue one day of an imbalance between 
generation and peak demand. The LOLP criterion used by many utility systems throughout 
the country, and the PJM power pool and MAAC reliability council in particular, is 1 day in 
10 years or " 1-in-10. " 

Met-Ed is one of the three operating companies of the General Public Utilities (GPU) 
system, which also is a member of PJM and MAAC. As a member of MAAC, GPU is 
"assigned" a portion of the reserve capacity required for MAAC to maintain the " 1-in-10" 
reliability criterion as a whole. GPU in tum assigns a portion of this capacity obligation to 

1 The Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM) is a power pool comprised 
of the member systems of the Mid-Atlantic Area Council (MAAC). MAAC is one of the 
regional reliability councils of the North American Electric Reliability Council. The information 
used to evaluate the Need for Power of the PJM power pool was extracted from the annual 
MAAC "Regional Reliability Council Coordinated Bulk Power Supply Program, "  submitted to 
the Department of Energy on April 1 ,  1994. 
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its member operating companies. This translates to a reserve margin obligation for Met-Ed 
of between 22 percent and 24 percent. 

The attached tables show the capacity reserve margins for the Met-Ed system without the 
YCEP project in service. The tables also show the additional amount of generating capacity 
required in order for the Met-Ed system to achieve the " 1 -in-10" reliability index if it were 
to be operated as an island with no electrical interconnections to the PJM power pool. 

Table 1 is based on the peak demand projections contained in the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission (PUC) report titled, "Electric Power Outlook for Pennsylvania 1993-2013 . "  
This table shows that, without the 227 MW of capacity contributed by the YCEP project, 
Met-Ed reserve margins would range from 0.0 percent to 13 .3 percent during the period 
1998 (the year the YCEP project is scheduled for installation) through 2013 .  This range is 
well below the Met-Ed target reserves of 22 percent to 24 percent. The table also shows that 
without YCEP, additional generating capacity ranging from 464 megawatts (MW) to 686 
MW would be required for Met-Ed to achieve a reliability index of " 1 -in-10. " This 
additional requirement is greater than the 227-MW capacity of the YCEP project. Therefore, 
even with the YCEP project in service, this analysis indicates that Met-Ed would still require 
additional supply resources to meet the " 1 -in-10" reliability index. 

Since the Need for Power is a function of load forecast, OCE also evaluated the Met-Ed 
system under a lower load forecast than that contained in the PUC report. Table 2 replicates 
the approach taken in Table 1 but with an assumed annual growth in peak demand of 1 .5 
percent instead of the 1 .  85 percent average annual growth rate used in the PUC report. 

As expected under the lower load forecast, reserve margins are increased and the amount of 
additional capacity required to achieve a " 1 -in-10" reliability index is reduced. However, 
reserve margins still remain well below the target reserve levels and the amount of additional 
capacity needed to achieve " 1 -in-10" is still greater than the capacity of YCEP for the 1998-
2013 time period. 

Information for the entire MAAC (or PJM) system was only available for the years 1994 
through 2003 . Reserve margins on the MAAC system are projected to range from a high of 
1 8 .4 percent in 1998 (the year YCEP is proposed for operation) to a low of 12 .0 percent in 
2003 . If direct load control and interruptible demands are considered, these reserve margins 
increase to 24.5 percent in 1998 and 1 8.4 percent in 2003. Because of the size of the 
MAAC system, no conclusions can be drawn concerning the absolute need for the YCEP 
project at the MAAC level. However, these reserve margins are generally below the MAAC 
target values and would tend to indicate a general need for additional resources (or demand 
side action) on a MAAC-wide basis. 

OCE feels that the need and value of the YCEP is demonstrated in the above analysis and the 
attached tables. However, other factors noted in our review tend to further support the need 
for the project. It should be of no small concern that 400 MW of Met-Ed's  existing coal-
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frred generating capacity is already 40 years old. Even if a life-extension program precludes 
the need to retire these plants during the study period, extended outages for retrofit and 
possible derations to meet emission standards under the Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990 
would reinforce the need for YCEP. 



Peak2 
Demand 

YEAR <MW) 
1 998 2133 

1999 2179 

2000 2219 

2001 2258 

2002 2298 

2003 2337 

2004 2376 

2005 2421 

2006 2466 

2007 25 10 

2008 2555 

2009 2599 

2010 2643 

201 1  2689 

2012 2733 

201 3  2777 

4 

TABLE 1 
Metropolitan Edison Company 

Loads. Resources. and R��rves: 1998 - 201 3  
(Base Load Growth Rate) 

Total 
Resources 
w/o YCEP Re��rve� w/o YCEP 

<MW) <MW) (%) 
2378 245 1 1 .5 

2378 199 9 . 1  

2378 1 59 7.2 

2378 120 5 . 3  

2378 80 3 .5  

2333 -4 0.0 

2475 99 4.2 

2475 54 2.2 

2617 1 5 1  6. 1 

2729 219 8.7 

2729 174 6 .8  

2871 272 10.5 

2828 1 85 7.0 

2970 281 1 0.4 

3096 363 13 .3  

3096 319 1 1 .5 

Additional 
Reserves 

Needed for 
1-in-10 

<MW) 
464 

503 

537 

571 

606 

686 

618  

663 

600 

570 

615 

550 

639 

574 

537 

590 

2 Demand values obtained from Pennsylvania PUC report titled "Electric Power Outlook for Pennsylvania 
1993 - 2013." Growth rate equates to an average annual rate of 1.85%. 
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TABLE 2 
Metropolitan Edison Company 

Loads, Resour�s, ang R��rv�s: 1228 - 2Q1 3  
(Lower Load Growth Rate) 

Additional 
Total Reserves 

Peai2 Resources Needed for 
Demand w/o YCEP R��rv�s wlQ YCEP 1 -in-10 

YEAR {MW) <MWl <MWl (%) {MW) 
1998 2087 2378 291 1 3 .9 424 

1999 21 1 8  2378 260 12 .3  45 1 

2000 2 150 2378 228 10 .6  478 

2001 2 1 82 2378 196 9.0 505 

2002 2215 2378 1 63 7.4 534 

2003 2248 2333 85 3 . 8  609 

2004 2282 2475 193 8.5 536 

2005 23 1 6  2475 159 6.9 571 

2006 235 1 2617 266 1 1 . 3 500 

2007 2386 2729 343 14.4 464 

2008 2422 2729 307 12.7 501 

2009 2458 2871 413 1 6 . 8  430 

2010 2495 2828 333 13 .3  5 1 4  

201 1 2532 2970 438 17.3 443 

2012 2570 3096 526 20.5  400 

201 3  2609 3096 487 18 .7  450 

3 Demand values based on 1.5% annual growth rate from base 1994 value of 1966 MW. 
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TABLE 3 

Key Assumptions and Data Sources 

1 .  Inventory of generating units used in ICARUS model was obtained from the MAAC 
"Regional Reliability Council Coordinated Bulk Power Supply Program , "  submitted to 
the Department .of Energy on April l ,  1994. 

2. Generating capacities used in ICARUS reflect summer ratings as reported in the 
MAAC report noted above. · Consequently, the column labled "Total Resources w/o 
YCEP" may show some slight variations compared with the total supply resources 
shown in Pennsylvania PUC report. 

3 .  No retirements were assumed. 

4. Equivalent forced outage rates for generating units were based on Generating 
Availability Data System (GADS) Report 1989 - 1993 published by the North 
American Electric Reliability Council. Rates for combustion turbines and internal 
combustion engines were based on equivalent availability factors published in the 
GADS report. 

5.  Base case peak demand forecast matched the 20-year projections contained in the 
Pennsylvania PUC report titled, "Electric Power Outlook for Pennsylvania 1993 -
2013 . " Lower load growth rate case assumed a 1 .5 percent annual growth rate 
starting with a 1994 peak demand of 1966 MW. In both cases, the lower summer 
peak demands were utilized when calculating the additional capacity required to 
achieve a " l -in 10" reliability index. Monthly peak loads and load factor profiles 
were taken from the MAAC report noted in item 1 above. 







Background 

Appendix L: DOE Independent Estimate of 
Radionuclide Emissions 

Radionuclides are regulated as a hazardous air pollutant pursuant to rules promulgated by the EPA under 
Title ill of the Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 61). However, under the National Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) governing radionuclides (54 FR 5 1654), the EPA determined 
" . . .  that current levels of radionuclide emissions from coal-fired boilers represent a level of risk that 
protects the public health with an ample margin of safety. "  Therefore, more stringent emission standards 
for coal-fired boilers were found to be unnecessary to protect the public from radiation hazards. 

Although there are no standards governing radionuclide emissions specifically from coal-fired utility 
boilers, under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), DOE is required to assess the potential 
impacts from its proposed action (YCEP coal-fired CFB cogeneration facility). During the scoping 
process conducted as part of the NEPA process, DOE received several comments concerning radioactivity 
from the proposed facility. To address these concerns, the agency requested that the Industrial Participant 
assess the health effects of radionuclide emissions from the proposed facility. 

The study (Weston, 1994b) assessing the effects of radionuclide emissions used EPA's emissions data 
from two coal-fired plants. These data were measured emissions rates from actual coal-fired plants, but 
were of inconsistent quality and comparability. Moreover, the variability in the concentrations of 
radionuclides in the coal feedstock was not factored into the calculations, and only a fraction of the total 
number of radionuclides in the decay chains of interest (238U and 23urtt) were accounted for in Weston's 
calculations. Thus, one strength of the Weston report (an analysis based on measured radionuclide 
emissions) was also a deficiency due to the limited data base used in the assessment. 

During the public comment period on the DEIS, the agency received a number of comments as to the 
adequacy of the radionuclide emissions data and the conclusions based on the study. Moreover, one 
commenter found a calculation error in the original study which decreased the calculated emissions. The 
commenter also requested that emissions be uniformly stated in activity (curies per year) rather than mass 
(grams per second) and that a complete list of radionuclide species be included in the FEIS. 

To address these concerns, the DOE independently assessed the expected radionuclide emissions for the 
proposed facility based on the following parameters: expected concentrations of noncombustible matter 
(i.e., ash) in coal feedstock, typical concentrations of uranium (U) and thorium (Th) in limestone and coal 
from the regions likely to supply these feedstocks to the proposed project, enrichment factors reported 
in the literature, and typical (conservative) particle capture efficiencies for a fabric filter baghouse. The 
resulting estimate of total activity is included in Table 2. 1-1 of the FEIS, and the expected radionuclide 
species are summarized in Table 4. 1-12b of the FEIS. Additionally, the DOE requested that the original 
radionuclide study be corrected by Weston and the health risk assessment (CAP-88) model be re-run. 
DOE also conducted a CAP-88 health risk assessment using the radionuclide emissions which DOE 
estimated. Results from both assessments are tabulated in Table 4. 1-22 of the FEIS . 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Assumptions and Approach 

Radionuclides occur naturally in trace amounts in coal and limestone both of which would be fed into the 
circulating fluidized bed combustor for the proposed cogeneration facility. The principal decay series are 
Uranium-238 f38U) and Thorium-232 f32Th), both of which occur in eastern bituminous coals. 
Radionuclides are assumed to exist in a state of secular equilibrium in the unburned coal . Secular 
equilibrium refers to a state within a radioactive decay series (e.g. ,  238U or 23Urh) in which all members 
of the series disintegrate equal numbers of atoms per unit time. 

When coal is burned, radionuclides present in the coal are released as part of the noncombustible ash or, 
in the case of radon, as a gaseous emission. Radionuclides become enriched (or depleted) within either 
the bottom ash or fly ash and within various particle size fractions (e.g., 10 microns) of the ash. 
Enrichment occurs when a radionuclide is present in a given ash stream or particle size fraction in a 
greater concentration than in the ash as a whole. Therefore, total radionuclide emissions (mass/time) 
from the proposed facility would be a function of the radionuclide and ash content of the coal and 
limestone feedstock, feed rates for coal and limestone, operating load of the facility, enrichment factors 
for the specific radionuclides, and ash partitioning - including the capture efficiency of the particulate 
control device (i.e. , the baghouse) for various particle size fractions. 

Radionuclide and Ash Content of Feedstock1 

Parameter Coal 

1 .21 ppm 

1 .72 ppm 

Ash content 9.5 % 

Limestone 

1 .00 ppm 

0.77 ppm 

- 100 % 
(limestone is essentially noncombustible, although any 

moisture would be evaporated) 

1 Coal data based on infonnation for similar coals as provided by the West Virginia Geological Survey. These data compare 
favorably with data for the Pittsburgh coal in southwestern PA as contained in the COALQUAL database (USGS, 1994). 
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Coal input: 

Limestone input: 

Operational Load 

Design: 

Assumed*: 

206,580 lbslhr @ 100 percent capacity 
165,291 lbslhr @ 75 percent capacity 
123,969 lbslhr @ 50 percent capacity 

46,000 lbslhr @ 100 percent capacity 
36,810 lbslhr @ 75 percent capacity 
27,608 lbslhr @ 50 percent capacity 

24 hr/day x 365 days/year 

303 .4 days/yr @ 100 percent capacity 
20.8  days/yr @ 75 percent capacity 
20.8 days/yr @ 50 percent capacity 
20.8 days/yr @ 0 percent capacity 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

* Under the terms of the contract with Met-Ed, the proposed facility could be dispatched down to a load 
of 50 percent. Actual operational load would vary with demand and market, and cannot be predicted. 

Enrichment Factors 

The enrichment factors (EFs) tabulated below were based on published information making the following 
assumptions : 

• Typical EFs suggested by EPA in its Background Information Document for radio nuclide emissions 
standards (1984b) are good estimates of average EFs for pre-1980 coal-fired power plants. 

• Typical EFs suggested by EPA for selected elements are valid for all isotopes of that element. 

• For elements for which EPA lists no EF, an EF can be assigned based on the EFs given for chemically 
similar elements based on location within the periodic table. 

• To account for the smaller particle-size distributions emitted by modern, more efficient particle control 
systems, published EFs would need to be upwardly adjusted. 

• A reasonable adjustment can be made by considering published variations of enrichment with particle 
size for specific radionuclides (Tadmor, 1986), and adjusting EFs for other radionuclides relative to 
these published data. 

• Adjusted EFs chosen for radionuclides in the 238U series are applicable to elements in the 232Th series. 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

• The EF for Thorium will approximate the EF for Actinium; the EF for Bismuth will approximate the 
EF for Thallium. 

Ash Partitioning/ Particulate Capture Efficiency 

Ash Partitioning: 75 percent of ash product would be flue ash 
25 percent of the ash product would be bottom ash 

The above information is based on the manufacturer's operating specifications at 100 percent operating 
load. 

Based on information extracted from Bland, et al (1989), these fractions would be further partitioned as 
follows: 

Flue Ash (75 percent) : 45.4 percent would be limestone waste 
29.6 percent would be coal ash 

Bottom Ash (25 percent) : 22.2 percent would be limestone waste 
2. 8 percent would be coal ash 

Particulate Capture Efficiency: 

design: > 99 .9 percent 99.8  percent 

.. 
The assumed capture efficiency used in this analysis is conservative (i.e. , it would likely overestimate 
particulate emissions). The proposed facility would have a permit limitation of 0.01 1 lbs/MMBtu, 
which translates to a capture efficiency of 99.94 percent. The manufacturer of the pollution control 
equipment (Research-Cottrell, Inc.) has given the industrial participant (YCEP) a performance 
guarantee that the proposed baghouse will meet or exceed the permit limit for particulate emissions 
from the proposed facility. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Radionuclide EF EF Adjustment EF 
(EPA) (estimated) (percent) expected 

Uranium-238 Series 

Uranium-238 2 19 2.38 

Thorium-234 1 2 1 .02 

Protactinium-234 1 2 1 .02 

Uranium-234 2 19 2.38 

Thorium-230 1 2 1 .02 

Radium-226 1 .S 14 1 .71 

Radon-222 n.a." n.a. 

Polonium-218 s 32 6.60 

Lead-214 s 32 6.60 

Bismuth-214 s 32 6.60 

Polonium-214 s 32 6.60 

Lead-210 s 32 6.60 

Bismuth-210 s 32 6.60 

Polonium-210 s 32 6.60 

Thorium-232 Series 

Thorium-232 1 2 1.02 

Radium-228 l .S 14 1 .71 

Actinium-228 1 2 1 .02 

Thorium-228 1 2 1 .02 

Radium-224 l .S 14 1 .71 

Radon-220 n.a." n.a. 

Polonium-216 s 32 6.60 

Lead-212 s 32 6.60 

Bismuth-212 s 32 6.60 

Thallium-208 s 32 6.60 

"Based 011 availllble data, 110 enrkhnuntfactor is assumed for nulon, which is discussed separately in this 
appendix. 
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YCEP Cogeneration Facility 

Methodology 

The specific activity2 (in curies/gm) for each radionuclide emitted is determined from the half-life for 
the specific radionuclide using the standard equation for specific activity (USHEW, 1970): 

S� .... < . ,, > o.693ts 6.022S x ton 1 � cunu1gm = x x ----Tli(sec) Atomic mass 3.1 x 1010 
(1) 

For example, the specific activity for 238U, which has a half-life of 4.51 x 1<f years (1 .42 x 1017 seconds) 
would be 3 .33 x 10"7 Ci/g. Using the Uranium content of the coal feedstock (1 .21 ppm), the activity 
from 238U would be: 

1.21 gm Uranium x 3.33 x to-7 curies (Ci) 

1 x 1� gm coal gm Uranium 

or 0.40 pCi/g of coal . 

1012 picoCi (pCi) x -�--�� 
curies 

Because some radionuclides volatilize at the instant of combustion and then preferentially plate out or 
adsorb to the finer ash byproduct, it is appropriate to calculate radioactivity emissions using both the ash 
content of coal and the Enrichment Factors (EFs) estimated above. For 238U, the expected emissions 
factor would be: 

0.40 pCi x 1 gm coal 
gm coal 0.09S gm ash X 2.38 = 10.0 pCi 

gm ash. 

Emissions of 238U from coal can then be calculated as the product of the above emission factor and the 
mass of ash emitted annually from the proposed facility. Using the coal feed rates assumed above 
(824,316 tons/yr) and an ash content of 9.5 percent, the total coal ash generated from the proposed 
facility would be 78,310 tons/yr of which 71 ,645 tons/yr would be flue ash and 6,664 tons/yr would be 
bottom ash. Using the capture efficiency stated above (99.8 percent), the coal ash escaping the facility 
would be: 

Flue ash (71,64S tonsfyr) x (1.000 - 0.998) = 143.3 tonsfyr 

143.3 tonsfyr x 2,000 lbs/ton x 4S4 gm/lb = 130 x 106 gmfyr 

Radioactivity emissions (in curies/year) from 238U in coal would then be simply the product of the coal 
ash emission rate (in grams/year) and the emission factor for 238U (in picocuries/gram) multiplied by a 
conversion factor from picocuries to curies: 

2 A curie is the unit quantity of aay radioactive nuclide in which 3. 7 x 1010 disintegrations occur per second. 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement 

130 x 106 gm/yr x 10.0 pCi/gm x 10-12 CifpCi = 0.0013 Ci/yr. 
Radioactivity emissions from 238U occurring in limestone would be similarly calculated, and would be 
expected to add approximately 0.00017 Ci/yr to the emissions from coal for total expected 238U emissions 
of 0.00147 Ci/yr. 

Because radionuclides are assumed to exist in secular equilibrium within coal and limestone at the time 
of combustion, activity for each decay product of 238U in the feedstock equals the activity of uranium. 
Thus, only an appropriate enrichment factor for each specific radionuclide is required to calculate the 
emission rate (in grams/year): 

0·40 pCi x -1_;:gm.___coal __ x EF x 130 x 106 gm/yr, gm coal 0.095 gm ash 

or, 

0.00055 Cifyr X EFI , 

where EFi is the Enrichment Factor for the radionuclide of interest. For Radium-226 f26Ra), the 
expected emissions from coal ash would be: 

0.00055 Ci/yr x 1.71 = 0.00094 Cifyr. 
Using a similar derivation, the expected emissions from radionuclides present in limestone feedstock 
would be: 

0.00007 Cifyr X EFi . 

Total expected emissions of radioactivity from the proposed facility would be the summation of activity 
for all of the individual radionuclides which would be expected to be present in both the 238U and 232Th 
decay series3 • 

Results 

DOE has conservatively estimated total emissions rate for radionuclides of 278.91 millicuries per year 
(mCi/yr) for the proposed YCEP Cogeneration Facility. The estimated emissions, as independently 
calculated by DOE by the methods described in this appendix, are tabulated in Table 4. 1-12a of the FEIS, 

3 Both the 238U and 23:znt series contain parallel or collateral decay series. For example, Polonium-218�8U series) undergoes 
two decay paths: one results in Lead-214 via the emission of an alpha particle, the other produces �218 via beta 
emission. Both paths result in Bismuth-214 via either beta emission f14Pb) or alpha emission f18 At). Isotopes in the minor 
collateral paths are not included Table 4.1-12a because they represent a small fraction of the "parent" isotope f18 At represents 
only 0.04 percent of the disintegrations undergone by 218Po ). Radi.onuclides in the 235U series have not been included because 
235U represents only a small fraction (0.7%) of all naturally occurring uranium.-
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and include the estimated activity for each radionuclide expected to be emitted by the proposed facility. 

In the corrected radionuclide study (Weston, 1995) submitted by the industrial participant, radionuclide 
emissions from the proposed facility were estimated to be 77.26 mCi/yr. As noted in the background 
section of this appendix, Roy F .  Weston, Inc.,  based its estimates on measured emissions from two 
operating coal-fired power plants. DOE's estimates, on the other hand, were calculated using a 
"classical" approach, and included many radionuclides which were not measured in the studies used by 
Roy F. Weston, Inc. The inclusion of additional radionuclides would be expected to result in a higher 
activity as evidenced by the sizable difference in the two estimates. 

To assess the health impacts associated with DOE's estimated radionuclide emissions from the proposed 
facility, DOE conducted a health risk assessment using the CAP-88 assessment model. The results, which 
are discussed in section 4. 1 .2. 1 1  of the FEIS and tabulated in Table 4. 1-22, indicated that the Selected 
Individual Total Lifetime Fatal Cancer Risk from radioactive emissions from the proposed facility would 
be expected to be 2. 1 1  X 10""7 (approximately 2 in 10 million), which is within EPA's "presumptively 
safe" range. 

It is interesting to note that the cancer risk level determined by DOE's CAP-88 modeling is lower than 
that calculated by Roy F .  Weston, Inc. (2.36 x 1<t6) even though DOE's total estimated emission of 
radioactivity is much higher than that of Roy F.  Weston, Inc. The reason for this apparent discrepancy 
lies in the differing emissions of specific radionuclides predicted by the two different approaches .  

Activity from radon fl� and 222Rn) accounts for more than 80 percent (235.23 mCi/yr) of the total 
radioactive emissions from the proposed project as estimated by DOE. Because radon was not measured 
for the coal-fired plants included in the assessment by Roy. F .  Weston, Inc. ,  no activity from radon is 
included in that analysis . Moreover, CAP-88 does not accept radon as an input radionuclide, and health 
risk assessments produced by CAP-88 do not include radon activity. Therefore, the two cancer risks are 
non-inclusive of radon, and are comparisons of cancer risks from 77.26 mCi/yr (Weston, 1995) and from 
DOE's estimated radioactive emissions exclusive of radon (43 .68 mCi/yr). This would account for the 
lower cancer risk as determined by DOE. 

As noted above, DOE estimated that the total radon emissions, including both 220Rn and 222Rn, from the 
proposed facility would be 235.23 mCi/yr, and would account for more than 80 percent of the total 
radioactivity which would be expected. No enrichment factor was applied to radon emissions because 
radon, an inert gas, readily disperses in the stack gases and atmosphere, and would not attach to ash 
particles . Very little quantitative information regarding radon emissions from large-scale coal-fired 
boilers exists in the literature. Stack sampling data for 222Rn was collected for the Number 2 Unit of the 
George Neal Power Plant in Sioux City, lA (Styron, et al, 1979). These data indicate little difference 
in 222Rn concentrations measured at the inlet duct to the electrostatic precipitator and the concentrations 
measure at the outlet duct, and support the position that radon emissions are not appreciably diminished 
by controls on particulate emissions. 
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Some radon would be expected to remain trapped inside noncombustible materials remaining after 
combustion of coal . Some of this material would exit the boiler as bottom ash, and some would exit the 
boiler trapped inside flue ash. However, much of the radon trapped in the flue ash would remain with 
the ash captured in the baghouse. In the absence of firm data on release and escape rates for radon, DOE 
assumed that 50 percent of radon released during combustion escapes to the atmosphere. The activity 
for radon included in Table 4. 1-12a reflects this assumption. 

Radon emitted from the proposed facility would not be expected to pose an unacceptable risk to human 
health for three primary reasons. First, radon from a number of natural sources - including natural soils 
and from groundwater - occurs naturally in the atmosphere. Ambient outdoor radon levels range from 
0.2 to 0.7 pCi/L (EPA, 1993c). By comparison, average indoor radon levels within the United States 
are reported to be 1 .25 pCi/L (EPA, 1993c), and the median radon concentration measured in homes in 
Pennsylvania is reported to be 4.89 pCi/L (Alter, 1987).  With respect to indoor radon levels, the EPA 
(EPA, 1993c) has identified 4 pCi/L as the "Action Level" at which a homeowner should consider fixing 
the home. 

Second, inhalation is the only known exposure pathway whereby radon represents a known cancer risk 
(EPA, 1993c). Radon, a gas, does not settle onto plants or soils, and because of its short half-life 
(3 .82 days for 222Rn; 54.5 seconds for 22<1bt) radon would not remain in the environment long enough 
to be taken up through the food chain to pose an ingestion risk. Also, radon does not dissolve into water 
(from typical atmospheric concentrations) at sufficiently high concentrations to pose a health risk from 
water intake. 

Finally, radon emitted from coal-fired power plants is readily diluted by combustion air so that 
concentrations in the stack gases would not be expected to be appreciably greater than ambient 
concentrations. The total radon activity emitted from the proposed facility (235.28 mCi/yr) represents 
a stack emission rate of 4.5 x 104 mCi/minute. The air-flow rate through the combustion chamber for 
the proposed facility at full load would be 758,700 cubic feet/minute (CFM). At this air flow, the 
concentration of radon emitted from the proposed facility would be: 

4.5 X 10-4 mCifnlln. 1 9 x x 1 x 10 pCi/mCi = 0.02 pCi/L 
758,700 ft3/min 28.32 Llft3 

This would be the expected increase in radon concentration at the staCk outlet compared to normal radon 
concentrations in ambient air (0.2 to 0.7 pCi/L). Radon emissions from the proposed facility would be 
substantially lower than the contribution of radon from natural soils or groundwater (see Hess, et al, 
1985). Through the normal atmospheric dilution and dispersion, the actual radon concentration from the 
proposed facility, as it would affect the community, would be even lower. 

Conclusions 

To assess the health affects of radionuclides emitted from the proposed facility, DOE independently 
estimated the levels of radioactivity using a "classical" approach described in this appendix. The total 
estimated emission would be expected to be 278.91 mCi/yr of which more than 80 percent (235.28 
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mCi/yr) would be from radon. This estimate is substantially higher than that provided in Weston, 1995, 
which did not include activity from radon. The risk of fatal cancer from the estimated emissions, 
excluding radon, would be 2. 1 1  x to-7, which is within the EPA's "presumptively safe" range. Although 
radon represents more than 80 percent of the estimated emissions of radioactivity from the proposed 
facility, dilution by normal air flow through the CFB combustor would result in radon concentrations at 
the stack outlet which would be no greater than 10 percent above ambient air concentrations. The radon 
emitted from the proposed facility would be diluted by normal atmospheric dispersion to the extent that 
health risks would be no greater than the risks from exposures to normal indoor air. 

The results of DOE analysis appear to support the EPA's position that " . . .  current levels of radionuclide 
emissions from coal-fired boilers represent a level of risk that protects the public health with an ample 
margin of safety. "  Moreover, DOE's estimates would be expected to be overly conservative because its 
approach did not assume the permit limit on particulate emissions of 0.01 1 Lbs/MMBtu, which is 
guaranteed by the equipment manufacturer. Had DOE included this particulate capture efficiency (99.96 
percent) in its assumptions, the estimated emissions of radionuclides would be substantially lower. For 
all of these reasons, DOE has concluded that radionuclide emissions from the proposed facility would not 
be expected to pose a measurable health risk. 
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