Depariment of Heathand Er¥ronmenicl Sciences

STATE OF MONTANA. HELENA, MONTANA 59601
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIFNCES DIVISTON

Board of Health Building
(406) 449-39u6 I

g

Director

Honorable Thomas Judge, Governor, State of Montana, Helena, MI', 59601

Honorable Ted Schwinden, Lieutenant Governor, State of Montana, Helena, MT, 59601

Montana State Library, Helena, MT, 59601

Envirormental Quality Council, Helena, MT, 59601

Department of Community Affairs, Helena, MT, 59601

C.R. Draper, Administrator, Research & Information Systems Division, Department
of Community Affairs, Helena, MT, 59601

Department of Fish & Game, Helena, MT', 59601

Jim Posewitz, Administrator, Ecological Services Division, Department of Fish &
Game, Helena, MT, 59601

Richard Mayer, Chief, Design £ Development Bureau, Parks Division, Department
of Fish & Game, Helena, MT, 59601

Department of Ifighways, Helena, MT, 59601

Stephen C. Kologi, P.E., Chief, Preconstruction Bureau, Department of Highways,
Helena, MI', 59601

Department of Natural Resources ¢ Conservation, Helena, MT, 59601

Robert Anderson, Administrator, Energy Planning Division, Department of Matural
Resources and Conservation, Helena, MT, 59601

Larry Thompson, Department of Natural Resources & Conservation, Helena, MI', 53601

Bill Christiansen, Coordinator, Energy Research & Conservation Nffice, Helena,
MT, 59601

Public Service Commission, Department of Public Service Regulation, 1227
11th Ave., Helena, MT, 59601

Bureau of Indian Affairs, 316 N. 26th St., Billings, MI', 59101

Edwin Zaidliez, Area Director, Bureau of lLand Management, 316 N. 26th St., Billings,
MT, 59101

Bureau of Reclamation, Box 2553, Billings, MT, 59103

Bonneville Power Administration, Box 3621, Portland, OR, 97208

U.S. Forest Service, Region 1, Federal Building, Missoula, MT', 59801

Custer National Forest, Box 2556, Billings, MT, 59103

Federal Energy Administration, 1075 S. Yukon, Box 26247 — Belmar Branch, Lakewood,
CO, 80226

Alan Merson, Administrator, Envirormental Protection Agency, Region VIII, Suite 900,
1860 Lincoln St., Denver, CO, 80203

CAB Baldwin, Envirormental Protection Agency, 1860 Lincoln St. , Denver, CO, 80203

Honorable Lee Metcalf, United States Senate, Washington, D.C., 20510

Hororable John Melcher, United States Senate, Washington, D.C., 20510

Honorable Max Baucus, House of Representatives, 164l longworth Building,
Washington, D.C., 20515

Honorable Ron Marlenee, House of Representatives, 1641 Longworth Building,
Washington, D.C., 20515

Rosebud County Commissioners, Courthouse, Forsyth, MT, 59327

Rosebud County Attorney, Courthouse, Forsyth, MT, 53327

Rosebud County Sanitarian, Mark Stevens, Courthouse, Box 1056, Forsyth, MT, 59327

Rosebud County Public Library, 201 N. 9th Ave., Forsyth, MT, 59327

Forgyth City Council, Forsyth, MT, 59327

e 2



Page 2
fet. 25, 1977

Horthern Cheyenne Tribal Council, !lorthern Chevenne Agencv, lame Deer, MT 59047

Crow Tribal Council, Crow Agency, MI' 59022

John Bartlett, 2214 Winne, Helena, M 59601

Rita Sheehy, 1041 Poly Drive, Billings, MT 59102

Charles Shield, 1755 W. Central Ave., Missoula, MT'" 53801

Dr. John MNewman, Box 3493, Butte, MT 59701

Dr. John McGregor, Room 31, Great Falls Mational Bank Bldg., Oreat Falls, MT 59401

Leonard Fckel, 1727 11th Ave., Helena, MT 59601

William Spoja, Jr., Box 882, Lewistown, MI' 59457

Charles L. Hash, 136 lst Ave. W., XKalispell, MT 59901

Dr. Roy Huffman, 2609 Highland Boulevard, Bozeman, MT 59715

Dr. Wilson F. Clark, Alkali Creek Rd., Billings, MT 59101

Cecil Weeding, Box 78, Jordan, MT 59337

David G. Drum, Box 2091, Billings, MT 59103

J. Viola Herak, Charlo, MI' 59324

William H, Bertsche, Box 1459, Great Falls, MT 59401

Montana Power Co., 40 E. Broadway, Butte, MT 59701

Pacific Power & Light Co., Public Service Bldg., Portland, OR 9720u

Portland General Flectric, 121 SW Salmon St., Portland, OR 97204

Puget Sound Power & Light Co., Puget Power Bldg., 10608 'IF 4th, Bellevue, WA 98009

Washington Water Power Co., Box 3727, 411 E. Mission Ave., Snokane, WA 99220

Senator Dave Manning, Hysham, MI' 539038

Representative E.N. Nassinger, 1490 Oak, Forsvth, MT 59327

Lynn Brant, 605 E. Fairmont, State College, PA 16801

Dale Sahy, Morth Dakota State, Neptartment of Seil Science, Fargo, HD 58102

Lee Werth, College of Forestry, 1530 Cleveland Ave., 110 Green Hall, University
of Montana, Missoula, MT 59801

Forsyth Independent, 183 MNorth 9th Avenue, Forsvth, MT 59327

Don Dailey, Route #1, Forsyth, MTI' 59327

Nick Golder, Route #1, Forsyth, M 59327

Bill Aillin, Pres., Rosebud Protective Association, Route #2, Forsyth, MT 59327

Northern Chevenne Research Project, Attn: Dick Monteau, Lame Deer, MT 59043

Dr. C. C. Gordon, Department of Botanv, Universitv of Montana, Missoula, MT 59801

Dr. Ray Gold, Institute for Social Research, Universitv of Montana, Missoula, MT

Dr. Patrick Jobes, Colter Hall 114, Dept. of Sociology, Montana State University,
Bozeman, MTI' 59715

Donald Patterson, Hamilton Hall 215, Center for Interdisciplinarv Studv, Montana
State University, Bozeman, MI' 59715

Montana Chamber of Commerce, Box 1730, Helena, MT 59601

Montana Railroad Association, 7 Tidwards, lelena, MT 59601

Western Envirormental Trade Association, Room 307, MNorthwestarn Bank Building,
Helena, MT 59601

Western Montana Mining Association, 625 Continental ‘lav, Missoula, MT 59801

Defenders of Wildlife, 947 Rimini Court, Missoula, MT 59801

Farm Bureau, Box 1207, Bozeman, MT 59715

Montana AFL-CIO, Box 1176, Helena, MT 59601

Montana Farmers Union, Box 2447, Great Falls, MT 59403

Montana Stockgrowers Association, Box 1697, First National Bank Building,
Helena, MT 59601

Montana Wool Growers Association, Box 1693, Helena, MT 59601

Yellowstone Basin Water Users Association, 1510 L. Ames, Nlendive, MT 59330

Burlington Horthern, 709 Midland Bank Building, Billings, M7 59101

Leo Gravbill, Jr., 400 First Mational Bank Building, Great Falls, MI' 59u01

Mike Meloy, Securities Building, Helena, MT 59601

Bill Leaphart, 1 North Last Chance Gulch, Suite #6, Helena, MI' 59801



Page 3
Nctober 25, 1977

John L.. Peterson, 27 VW. Broadway, Butte, MT' 59701

Dr. Arnold Silverman, Department of Geologv, Universitv of Montana, Missoula, MT

Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology, c¢/o Montana Tech, W. Park Street, Butte, MT

Center for Public Interest, Box 931, Bozeman, MT' 59601

Ducks Unlimited, Attn: Patrick Mchonough, Box 327, Billings, MI' 59101

Environmental Tnformation Center, RBox 12, Helena, MT 59601

Friends of the Farth, Attn: T.d Dobson, Box 882, Billings, MT' 59103

Montana Wilderness Association, Attn: Thomas E. Horobik, 4000 Fourth Avenue Horth,
Great Falls, MI' 59401

Horthern Rockies Action Group, 9 Placer, Helena, MT 59601

Sierra Club, Attn: Joe Angell, General Deliverv, Helena, MT 53601

Student Envirormental Research Center, Venture Center, liniversity of Montana,
Missoula, M 59801

Trout Unlimited, Attn: Jim Handlev, Box 1u4n, Manhattan, MT 59741

Wilderness Societv, Attn: Phil Tawney, Box 12, Helena, MT 53601

Resources Tducation Foundation Inc., Box 1148, Helena, MI' 59601

Jim Goetz, 15 S. Tracv Ave., Bozeman, MT 59715

Dee Tavlor, Demartment of Anthropology, tniversitv of Montana, Missoula, MT 59801

Tribune Capitol Bureau, 515 H. Sanders, Helena, MT 59601

Lee State Bureau, Box 557, Helena, MT 58601

Associated Press, 317 Allen, Helena, MT" 59601

United Press International, 2021 1lth Ave., Helena, MI' 59601

Montana Wildlife Federation, Box 4373, Missoula, YT 59806

Gough, Booth, Shanahan and Johnson, 301 1lst Mat'l Bank Bldg., Helena, MT 59601

Montana Coal Council, 2301 Colenial Dr., Helena, MT 59601

Horthern Plains Resource Council, 419 Stapleton Bldg., Billings, MT 59601

Reviewer:

This document contains the public comments generated by the Department
of Health and Envirommental Sciences' environmental impact statement addendum
for a construction permit for Colstrip Units 3 & 4. In addition to answering
the comments, the Department reccrmends that a final impact statement not
he written and presents a proposed final recommendation for conditional

approval of the permit.
Gkt

Mike Roach, Chief
Air Qualitv Bureau

“’..



MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEATTH
AND
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ADDENDUM

Colstrip Electrical Generating Units 3 & 4

I. INTRODUCTION

The Montana Power Company (MPC), Puget Sound Power & Light Company,
Portland General Electric Campany, Washington Water Power Company and
Pacific Power and Light Company, pursuant to the Board of Health and
Environmental Sciences (BHES) Certificate Condition No. 3 and the Department
of Health and Envirormental Sciences (DHES) July 19, 1977, Order to Take
Corrective Action, filed an application August 17, 1977, for an cperating
permit (Appendix A) and an application for a construction permit for the
proposed electrical generating units 3 & 4 (Colstrip Units 3 & 4) to be
built near Colstrip in Section 34, Township 2 North, Range 41 East, Rosebud
County, Montana.

The DHES is responsible for preventing, abating and controlling air
pollution in Montana. A construction permit is required by the Administrative
Rules of Montana (ARM) 16-2.14(1)-S1400(1), which pertains to permits,
construction and operation of equimment. The rule was adopted pursuant
to the Clean Air Act of Montana, R.C.M. 1947, S69-3911.

II. EIS ADDENDUM REVIEW
The DHES presented its review of the consortium's request for a con-
struction permit in an addendum to the Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation's envirommental impact statement (EIS). The document was

published and circulated for public review October 25, 1977.

The addendum concluded that the DHES had three possible courses of
action:

1. Deny the permit if the consortium:
A. Violates the BHES' conditions for conditional certification.

B. Fails to meet state and federal air quality standards for
which the State has been delegated responsibility.

2. Unconditionally approve the permit,

3. Conditionally approve the permit with the provision that addi-
tional conditions may be imposed upon campletion of the evaluation
ard receipt of recamendations from the review of the addendum.
Corditions for approval would require:



Condition A - Ambient air sulfur dioxide (SO,} concentration of 0.25 ppm
for a l-hour average and 0.10 ppm for a 24-hCur average shall be met, in
addition to all other applicable ambient standards.

Condition B - Emission offsets shall be greater than 2537.6 tons/year (T/vyr)
and the offset emission reductions shall be specified and achieved before
Units 3 & 4 commence operation.

Condition C ~ To further clarify and resolve BHES Condition No. 1 the
consortium will conduct a pyrite sulfur study on Colstrip Units 1 & 2.
The study will begin on or before Jamuary 1, 1978, and run for no less
than one year and no longer than two years. Details are to be worked out
between the DHES and the utilities' representative, MPC.

Condition D - Limitations on particulate and SO, emissions so as to reflect
BACT as demonstrated on Units 1 & 2. These limitations shall be met at
all times during normal plant operation except as provided for under mal-
function, start-up and shutdown conditions.

Cordition E - A campliance plan for reducing those emissions associated
with the crushing, storing and transporting of coal fram the Western Energy
mine to the power plant camplex which demonstrate Iowest Achievable
Emission Rates (LAER).

Condition F - MPC shall provide a detailed emission monitoring program

for DHES approval one year before Units 3 & 4 commence operation. Pro-
cedures for certifying said monitors shall be as outlined in the October 6,
1975, Federal Register and subsequent amendments to those procedures.

After considering the information in the addendum and the three
alternative actions, the DHES recommended alternative three, conditional
approval of the construction permit for Colstrip Units 3 & 4.



COMMEKTS GK DRAFT EIS Ch PERMIT AFPLICAITION CF CULSTRIP GHITS F & L.

BY DONX BATLEY
FCASY [H, MONTAGA

It is very frustrating and discouraging to be writing comments
on the departrents EIS. and to hemr on the news that the department
has already made a preliminary decislon and is meseting with the comp-
anies to negotiate the terms of the issuance of said permit. To me,
this confirmg the reports T have had that the Governor and his aids
have been putting conbtinuous pressure cn the deparitment to expedite
the issuance of the permit. 1 am also aware that tae Governor has had
his lawyer, Mr. Long in Washington, D.C. and in Denver lobbying the
EPA. to back off on their stand on the Colstrip issue.

The administration has been very secretive and coercive in its
support of the Colstrip project. This is the same governor who has
toid Montanans that he wants to protect Montana's enviromment and
life-styles. The complete failure of the department tc recognize
citizens input from those who stand to be adversely affected by Units
3.& h smacks of serious bias and submission to tremendous political
pressure.

I believe that the com_panies havz falled to meet the conditions
of theBoards of Health and Natural Resources conditicnal arprovals
of the project under the Wtility Siting Act. The Boards and their
departments have contimuously made politically expedient decisions
based on conditions that they either cannot or will not enforce. The y
are going to allow the construction of the plants by circumventing
the law #e then will be faced with having tc let the plants cperate
in vielatirn of standards because the econcmic impzct cn the region
of shutting tnem down, would be too sreat. The departnents are alrcady
in this position in .that they are being intimidated by the economic

growth and erployment elemengs in the state,

IIT,

LETTERS AND RESPONSES
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BY DON BATLEY

Last spring, I attended a Board of Health meeting in Helena and
brought to their attentien problems with menitering equirment and
scrubber operaticn. These problems are sill in existance and the
department has failed to be firm and to act in the best interest of
these that stand to be physically impacted by the emissicons frem Col-
strip. Hecognizing the obvious collaboration between the Admirdstration,
its agencises, and the corpanies in regard to this whole issue , my
corments on the EIS follow.

Page 7t The statement that units 2 and 2 contribute very little to
viclations is irresponsible and unfourded. The department points out
that tne highest particulate concentrations were roted in 197L. Table
4 of the EI5. points cut that TSP emigsions went down approximately
25% From 1974 levels in 1975, The EIB explicitely peints this cut
because it serves the purpose bf approving the vermit. Why does the
ELS. not go ahead and point out thek the TSP levels increased again
in 1976 approximatly 17% from 1975 levels and remained wp through 13772
Could it be that this does not serve the purpase of approving a permit
in an area that is already in wiclation of stale and federal primary
air quality stardards?

In an effort to circumvent the requirements of the Clean Ar Act,
it appears the DHES says it will require MPC te implement an offset
grezter than 1 to 1 prior tc the operstion of Units 3&l. The federal
offset regulations clearly require more than a fracticn greater than
1 to 1 offset. Reasonable rrogress towards compliance should be shewn,
and I do nob believe the wrogram, as rresented represents tids.

e DHES states tnab tne abaterert equinment vprovesca for Golstrin

3¢ I are adequate Lo achieve low varticulate emission raies Federal

oifset remilations require lowest emission rates rossible.  "In order

DHES RESPONSE

1. The DHES's data reaffirms the position that the impact of Units 1 & 2
on the MPC #3 ambient monitor is minimal. Modeling indicates the maximum
projected contributions fran Units 1-4 would be an average of 0.6 micro—-
grams/cubic meter (ug/rn3) annually. Other sources, such as strip mining,
construction activity and unpaved roads, account for the major impact of
collected particulate on MPC monitor #3 (Colstrip EIS Addendum, Oct. 25,
1977, P. 3.

2. Moisture may have been responsible for the differences in readings from
1975 to 1976. According to DHES information, 1976 had three fewer inches
of annual precipitation than 1975, which may have aggravated dust conditions
at Colstrip.

3. An offset of 122 tons more than 1 to 1 is sufficient. The DHES will
require additional abatement by all sources in the area to attain ambient
standards.

4. The DHES is regquiring LAFR in accordance with the Envirammental
pProtection Agancy (EPA) Interoretative Rulings, Federal Register,
vol. 40, io. 246, Decerber 21, 1976.
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for a n‘ew source to lccate in an area which already exceeds lational
Ambient Air Quality Standards, it must meet stringent emission limitations.
The DHES should be aware that the EPA is moing to demand that the units
meet the requirements of the amendments to the Clean Alr Act of 1977.
Consequently, it is their contention that that the facilities should
achieve 90% SO» removal. The cerpanies are telling the EPA and the
Btate that they can meet these requirements with existing equioment.
However, at the recent hearings on the sale of Revenue Bends for pod-
Jution abatement equipment, the companies told the Rosebud County
Comuisioners that it would require an additional 80 million dollars
worth or equipment to achieve 85% 3022 removal. These kind of in-
congistancies in their arguments have appeared through out the
controversys. 1Lt appears that they are providing the regulatory

bedies with the weak rationales to make the decisionsz the companies
desire. They knew that if they ever get the plants under construetion
and in operation, they wikl have a astrong upper hand in dealing with
anyone who has to enferce emission standards. The DHES has seemed
ready to accept all of the.wsak-kneed excuses the companiesz have
presented to explain away the many, many vioclations that have cecurred
with the operation of Units 1 & B. After T raised the guestion of thte
profdlems with the moniteoring equipment with the BHES, the department
implemented a program to remedy the situation. The companies have not
¢orplied with these programs and the problems still exdst.

Problelly the most glaring fault with the whole ZI3 is that throughéut
the BEIS it 1s censtantly pointed out that the#® may be violaticns and
difficulties, but in conclusdon the DHES deternines thal they will
probably issue a conditiconal permit. Is this & resmonsible position

for an enforcement apency to take?

LHES RESPCNSE

5. The 90% S0, removal question must be answered by EPA since it refers
to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The DHES believes the
consortium's positicn is not to violate the Class I increment of PSD on
the Northern Cheyenne Reservation using the proposed equipment. The EPA,
not the state, has the authority to implement and enforoe the provisions
of PSD. Reference response $35.

Reference response § 36 and 37.

6. The emission menitoring problems and a program for their resolution were
rresented to the BHES on June 27, 15%77. A monitoring program has not been
decided upon by the consortium, but Cordition F of the conditional approval
{Colstrip EIS Addendum, October 25, 1977, IX. Possible Cowurses of Action,
P. 11) does address this proklem. There is a possibility that a different
type (extractive) rather than nohextractive will bhe used,

Certification of existing monitoring equipment has not been completed.
Prcblems with equipment on Units 1 & 2 have been sufficient to mitigate

_ additional enforcement by DHES. A condition of any permit issued for

Units 3 & 4 will require that the monitoring egquipment be certified in
accordance with NSPS or the units will not be allowed to operate.

7. The difficulties that exist with the monitoring systems of Units 1 & 2
are not sufficient to deny the permit; rather they provide the hasis for
conditions in the permit to prevent the same occurrences in Units 3 & 4.
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BY DO BAILEY

There are many cther pertinent problems with the EIS, but I am
aware that they arc being presented by others. In conclusicn, 1
would only point out that the Colstrip Project probably has had as
mich background research donsen it as any similar development in the
country. Our bage-line data is excellent. I can assure you bhat when
damage begins to occur to the plants and animals in the proximity of
Colstrin, and possible threats to human heslth become factual, the
land-cwners in the area are prepared to seek legal relief. If the
State of Montana has in any way been neglegant in their administration
and enforcement of the laws, they will be named as defendants, along
with anyone else who may be responsible. You atill have an opportunity
Lo enforce the law to the letter. Arything less than that is totally
irresponsible.

By the way Mike Roach, 1 wonder what the reaction would be from
state government and Lhe companies, if the headlines in the Billings
Gazette last week would have read that the DZES had preliminarily
determinesd that they were going to dery the construclion permit for
Colstrip: Units 3 & 4, and that the DHES was meeting with the Northern
Cheyennes and the HPRC to nmegotiate the terms of that denial? This
ig exzctly the position we have foun:! ourselives in, only 1n reverse.

I am surs if tris situaticn had developed, all hell would break loose
in 'eleha and Butte and thees might even be scme heads roll.

Thank you for this cprortunity to chew yom out, but 1T an dead
serious.

DCY BALLEY
FORSYTH, CJTALA

DHES RESPCHNSE

3. The DHE}S recanmended conditional approval of the construction permit
for Colstrip 3 & 4 in the Colstrip ETS addendum October 25, 1977. The
consor tium requested the opportunity to submit additional information which
is the right of all parties. .
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Air Quelity Bureau

Environmental Sciences Division

Department of Health and Environmental Sciences
Cogswell Building

Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Sirs:

Representing the Rosebud Protective Agsociaticn, I have sev-
eral comments on the Addendum t¢ the Envirommental Impact State-
ment on Colstrip Units 3 and 4,

Because the federal "offset poliey" applies to Units 3 and
4, we feel that the Department has a duty to reguire the lowest
achievable emission rate of particulates from both the minimg op-
erations and the plants. This means that 1) all of Western Energy
Company's ¢oal handling facilities must be covered to reduce dust
pollution and 2) precipitators be installed on Units 3 end 4 in
addition to the scrubbers to ensure thet the lowest particulate
emissions possible result, As the December 21, 2976, Interpreta-—
tive Ruling states, "...The ruling provides that a major new source
seeXing to locate in an arsa violating a NAAQS must meet an emio-
gion limitation which reflects the "lowest achievable emisgsion rate"
for such type of source. At & minimum, the lowest rate achieved
in prectice would have to be specified unless the avplicant can dew-
monstrate that it cannot achieve such a rate. In no event could the
rate exceed any applicable new source performance standard (NSPS)
set under sectlon 111 of the Act.

"This stringent requirement reflecis EPA's judgement that a

new source ghould be allowed to emit pollutants into an area viola-
ting a NAAQS only if its contributlon to the violation is reduced

to the greatest degree possible. While cost of achievement may be
an important factor in determining an NSPS applicable to all ar-cas of
the country (clean sz well as dirty) ss a minimum, the cost factor -
must be accorded far less weight in determining as aprropriate emis-
sion limitation for = source locating in ay area violating statutor-
ily-mandated health and welfare standard. . . .In determining the
applicable emiscion limitation, the reviewing authority must consi-
der the most stringent emicsion limitation in any SIP and the lowest
emission rate which is achieved in practice for such type of source."

We feesl tnat "lowest achievable emiscion rzte" can only be met
if the above two actions are required.

Since the addendum does not adecuately describe the ﬂmﬁ"FE

NGV 2 8 1877

Murk$

&R QUALITY BUREAW
AN AFFILIATE OF THE NORTHERN PLAINS RESOURCE COUNEH_F‘ M' PERM.

PHES RESPONSE

9. The "offset policy" requires a certain tonnage of particulate reducticn
must be camitted to before a source can be allowed to build a facility in
an area which is in violation of a National Ambient Air (Quality Standard

(NAADS) . Reference response #3.

Reference response #4.

Reference response #4.
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to bs used in correcting the particulate pollution problems, the
Department hes =z rosponsibility to explain more fully in 2 final
+1S the specific plans necesgors to silve those @wroblems. The
addendim is inadequate in the following resnoets:

1} The Deparinent gznerally agrees that the ilenitana
Power Company should do more than it has indicoted s0
far to meect the requirements of the offset nolicy, yet
the conditions do not give specifics as to what is to
be done or how it is to be azccomplished.

2} The Department indicates that the company should do
more to contrsol coal dust pollution at the mine, yet <aes
not suggest specific proceduress to 4o s0. I the De-
pertment recommends & conditicnal permit in the EIS, the
specific conditions must be made oxplicit. Ve agree

that t-e Colstrip coal handling facilitien certainly do
not represent "the lowest achievable emission rate for
thoet type of source." The cozl dust pollufion from the
uncoverad, double-crushed cosl ctora:2 pile is consider-
zble. %hat kind of additional zontrol wil® be regquired?
WiRT mast deseribe it in the final impset stetement. Ve
believe Jowest achicvable erission rate o be represented
by coal gtorege in a sile or harn such as every other -
mininy feeility in Sois stote uses. A covering over the
cozl gtorare niles would provide & pernanent and sensibie
neans of reducing a larse percentege of the particulate
pollution. Such a metaod would aflord a more dependable
and long-term solution than would temporary measures such
25 street sweeping or watering ha-l roads.

3} The addendum states that the projected emission rates
from Units 2 and 4 are "low", but does not show that the
emigsions would meat the "lowest achievable emission -
rete” as reguired by the offget rolicy. The TH=E says

it will re-uire !7PC to imdploment an offset grecter Than

1 %o 1 prior 1o the operation of Units 3 and 4. It

soams o us that tha federal offzet policy clenrly re-
gulres more than a fraciion greater than 1 to 1 offset.
The wolicy seys the reductions nmust represant "reason-
2nle nro~ress” towards complisnce with the siandards

{as noted on »nare 5 of “I5). Teatimony during the
Colsirir 2 and 4 hearings indiecated that instellation

of precipitetors in addition to scrubbars could signifi-
cuntly reduce perticulats emiscions, as well as redace
oneretion and neintenance problens with the 50, serubbers.

£}  The sddendan docs not a drass tae emission non ter—
ing problens that have plagusd tie plants aincs thair
start=ups. How doess source test performencs compur:
with dey 4o day emissions? Jlave the operators bsen

——

DHES RESPONSE

10. The offset policy reguires that a tonnage reduction figure be camitted
to and the consortium’s comments oommits it so achieving a figure of 2038
tons/year (T/yr). This is lower than the 2537.6 T/yr stated in the addendum.

11. A dust abatement plan for the coal handling facility will be required.
Proper implementation of the plan will prevent airbornme dust from leaving
the plant facility. The DHES considered the storage of coal in silos,

but discarded it as being unfeasible due to the large amount of coal
involved and length of storage. The DHES is requiring a system of ocoal
hardling that will prevent airborne dust from leaving the plant facility,
The use of berms, windbreaks and the application of dust pallatives will be
required., For other requirements regarding coal handling refer to Part IV,
Conditions of Approval, Cordition E, infram,-P. 39.

Reference respanse #11 concerning particulate control. The DHES agrees
that there are more efficient systems for removing a greater percentage
of 502.

Reference response #6.
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optimizing serubbter conditions during source bLests

and then slacking off during t.uc rest of the month?

If optimization has occurrad, could the scrubbers
operate at thet high level of efficiency month-long
withour undue wear and brezkdowns? UImission moni-
toring certainly hes not been very good. Note John
Floyd of EPA's August 26, 1977, report: '"Between
vibration end heat problsms, these monitors have had

a difficult time passing EPA specifications...I un-
derstand MPCo tentatively plans to purchase the scme
medel of instruments for 3 apd 4. Unless drastic stack
and foundation modifications are planned, wes nmay wish
t0 require the installatisn of another type of moni-
toring system on these two units." (in Appendix H) If
DHES grents a construction permit, one condition should
te that more reliable monitors be inastallied on all four
unite—-probably extractive type monitors.

5} The EIS does not mentlon the most serious mainitenance
problems thet have occurred--sealing at the wet-dry in-
terface of the venturi scrubber and corrosion of plastic
coatings in the throst. Is this scaling and corrosion
gtill occurring?

6)- The 1% sulfur limit as required by the Board of Health
for coal burmed is not sufficiently explained in the FI1S.

7}  Although a substantial part of the EIS deals with par-
ticulate pollution, the £IS does neot digcuss the recent
excess partliculate emissioms that are reported in the come.
pany's monthly reports. In addition, the EIS does not
mention the periodic huge slag build-ups in the beiler,
nor their subsequent removal with dynamite. Is there any
connecticon between thea: excess emissions and the periodie
slag removel? -

8) The EIS should include a much better discussion of the
impacts of the present illegal pollution situation. The
public and the Board are entitled to a better understanding
¢f the problem in common-sense terms, The present situa-—
tion represents a serious threat to human snd animal health.
It has been proven that rarticulate pollution significantlyl
increases the chance of respiratory infections snd disease.
This is especially a concern since the town of Colstrip and
the arez schoola are being illegally polluted. Nany Indisn
children attend the Ceolstrip schools, and are recognized to
be prone to developing respiratory problems. The effect of
coal dust on cattle is also a concern 1o aresz ranchers.
Cattle are known to be vory vulnerable te respiratory infec-
tions, especlally newly weaned calves.

L. . . . .
Air Quality Crijeria For “articulate Matter, U.S5. Dept. of

Hemlth, Ed:cation, velfare, =

12. The plant operation is probably watched more closely during source
testing, but the level of control obtained so far is significantly below
the requirements of NSPS, The DHES is confident that even without optimuam
operating corditions, violations are not ocaurring. However, even ﬂx&qh
the plant is meeting the particulate emission limitation, visual augﬂlance
remains questionable and additional efforts to improve plant operations

are required. (For more monitoring of Colstrip Units 3 & 4 reference

response #6)

13. when the addendum was printed, the DHES did not have the latest
maintenance report. According to the November 22, 1977, report {a copy

of which has been sent to Northern Plains Resource Council (NPRC)), the
consortium has made mechanical changes in the turning vanes to reduce
erosion at the wet—dry interface {reference diagram Colstrip EIS Addendum
October 25, 1977). As a result, the maintenarnce period for the scrubbers
has been extended from two to six week intervals.

Reference Colstrip EIS Addendum, Appendix K, Memcrandum to the BHES from
Harry Keltz, Engineer, DHES, June 27, 1977.

14. DHES pointed cut the difficulty of determining whether the recasons
submitted for the excess opacity readings in the consortivm's monthly
reparts were legitimate excuses for those excursions. The DHES has not
confirmed any relationship between the excess opacity readings and slag
buildup in the boiler.

15. At this time there is no data avilable on the effect of

particulates on the residents of the Colstrip area. However, the 1977 .
Iegislature appropriated $1,070,000 to the DHES to study the relationships
between health and air pollution in selected areas of Montana. Colstrip
is one of those selected areas.
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9) We dimagree with DHES' belief that "units 1 and 2 con-
tributed very little to violations due to the fact that

the highest particulate concentrations were noted in 1974."
Tf one studies Table A of the _IS, one zees that THP emis-
sions went down epproximately 25% from 1974 levels in 1975.
However, TSP levels increased again in 3976 aprroximately
19% from 1975 levels and remained up through 1977 during
which interval construction activity sreatly decreased. .
Thus, the Debartment's” figures coriainly do not substantiate
the case that the'power plantg are not a signifieant con-
tributer 0 the high embient particulate levels., In foct,
the figures used are inadequate to prove either that the
plents &) are a significent contributor or b) are not z sig-
nificant contributor.

Reference Response #1.

As regards the Depsriment’s "Poasible Courses of Action," our
position is that the Board of Health's conditional certification of
3 and 4 has been violated by the consortium; thus, the permit must
be denied:

A) There have been no plans submitted to meet the 1% sulfur A .
Timitation. As the June 27, 1977, memo from the Department to . é‘fﬁ’éﬁ‘“ﬁ?@ﬁf‘h‘g‘; 1t sulfuy means “ﬂsrférese“te@u'?gfﬁfmﬂﬁ
the Board pro-oses, two things are needed to meet this condi- tionat & 1 (Coloted ped Teport. m25m1977 % Pocsible
tion: 1) accurate, certified reliable inlet S0, monitors. As mmse °“alf Aclgf’m"ap 1) s mﬂmﬂ""" 1mtimu1fm' oA
the Department pointed ocut in this memo (inclwdBd under EIS Courses o ions, P. 11} addresses the pyritic suliur prop eh.

3 : : additional permit condition of requiring a preventative preblending plan
Appendix ¥}, an accurate inlet SC. monitor would be the only has been added to the conditions of the permit

way of knowing conclusively what gercentage gulfur input wasg
being fed into the serubber. We cermot depend on the pulver-—
izer to¢ screen out suwlfur, since any sulfur pyrites crushed

to the point where it can be air-transported will ~et into

the boiler, 2) a. prevenitative program for pre-blending higher
sulfur with lower sulfur coal when and if the need arises.

The consortium has submitted no plans to incerporate such &

preventative program and system. 17. fThe monitors have not all been certified at this time. There is no
B) The Board's second condition of accuraste, close monitoring mﬁoﬁt posglﬁmty ctaypenmstoge nﬂetgrgu:mnz?er to g;ﬂuﬁl?gn:if‘&o;'
of Unit 1's day to day performance has not been met. The mon- the corditional approval (EIS Addendum, Oct J‘ 25 1977, IX. Possible
itors have bheen plagued by bad performance, &¢ this impact Courses of Action, P. 12). Ref " nso §6 ’ ’ ‘

r - . exelm }EFO -

atotement admits on p. 9. Furthermore, the monitors have

not all been certified zcceptuble by ZPA--a fzet which this
EI$ mgnin notes, EZA admits the 1 and 2 monitors are a poor
system, as was guoted above. wyon if the monitorsa do et cer—
+ified, the eyuvipment if merginal, The Htate Department of
ealth must show thet the seme vibration problems wiil not
occur on the ecuipment on Units 3 and 4.

¢) There mey have becn numerous violesions of compliance

standards during Unit 1 snd 2 owerations. The ZIS makesa no

mention of the 592 incidents of "excess particulate omisuaions"

which have been recorded from Karch through tusust of 1977

{the laat available report)., liFCo always has & ready excuse Refer: Response #37.

o1
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for these violastions of the particulate legel standard, but,
ag noted in the Awgust 26, 1977, EPA report (see EIS Aupendix
H), "EPA should gquestion and inspect the record and nature

of process upset conditions which excused virtually all the
recorded excess emissions, I feel some of the excuses may
not be alleowable or would require more documentation." Mo
decision should be made on approving an air quality permit

until it dis resolved as to whether all these "excess emissions"

are sxcusable., Our concerns were expressed to the Department

in a September 6, 1977, letter from the NPRC etaff; to date no

satisfactory resolution of the question has occurred.

If the Depasrtment opte for conditional approval of the con-
struction permit, we feel the EIS proposed conditions themselves
are inadeguate:

condition B. The EIS must describe the details of an accept-—
able offset plan and caleulate how greater then a 2537 ton/year
reduction will be achieved. The EIS mentions fthat s duat abate~
ment program is alreedy in effect; but does hot give a breakdown
of how much pollution reduction shaowld result. AB was noted ear-
lier, we do not believe 2 fraction grester than 1 to 1 offset is
enough to Trepresent "reasonable progress" towards sttaining air
quality standerds, as is required in the federal regulations.

condition C. As noted abovs, the two conditions necessary
to resolve the 1% sulfur limit on sulfur must be provigions for
pre=blending coals in case coal from Area C proves, as expected,
to be high sulfur, and reliable inlet u02 monitors.

condition I, Stronger emission limits than ths EIS proposes
are necessary to comply with offset regulations, as was stated
rreviously. Unit 3 and 4's emissions must represent "lowest ach-
ievahle emission rates possible for that kind of source." The
moat efficient scrubbers gvailable must be required as well as
precipitators added, as wss oroposed in the Colstrip 3 and 4
hearings to limit particulate emissions.

condition E, Compliance plans for LAYR from crushing, stor-
ing and trensporting coal must be described and justified. Cove
ering the crushed storage pile with a barm or silo must he re-

quired.

Finally, we feel that the Depertment has acted in a highly
improper menner toth by helding a meeting with the llontana Power
Company and b{ publicly indiecating that the permit "will be ap-
proved." Such actions constitute deliberate diserimination a-
gainat members of the public whe zre participating in the adminig-
trative process Ve are left with the impression that the Depart-
gent has in fact made a decigion without considering the public
comment pericd and is now negotiating with the conpany on the al-
ready-weak ccnditions.

Sincerely,

Hallace D, iicRae

DHES RESPONSE

18. It is not indicated whether the 592 -incidents were recorded in

accordance with the EPA's Method ¢ for determining opacity (Federal
Register, Vol. 39, No. 219, November 12, 1974, Pp. 39872-39875) .

Reference Response #3.

19. A contingency plan for preblending ccal has been added to the addendum
conditicns.

Reference Response #4.

Reference Response #13.

=



Porsyth, Mont. 9327
Nov. 25, 1977

Alr Quality Buresu

Dept. of Health and Envirommental Sclences -
Enviromentsl Sciences Div. I i
Board of Hemlth Bldg. . !
Helena, Mont. 59601 f

-«._.__‘i —_—

-

Dear Siras

SN P
Pollowing are some coumsnts on the EIS Addendum on Units 3 & 41 ;t—{ ‘ |

H

Page 1 iiL

Last paragraph: ..."the review &id not 'address' groundwater...” Groundwater
has tremendous present and future importance for dowsstic and agricultural uses
in the area. Driiling desper wells is no guarsniee that good water, or any watsr
at all, can be found at locations already developed around its use. Many otber
oomplications are involved.

Page 5

Colstrip has besn exoeading HAAQS for quite a while. Therefors, conditions
for sources exoseding NAAQS apply.

4« +.."The lowset achievabls emipsion rate possibie for that type of source
in tons/year must b8 mot...? According te inforaation on other power companiee
using low sulfur cosl, MPO does net intend te spproach comwpliance with this
condition. (More diseussion sf this on page 9 comments.) '

B. "The applicant wust certify (they) ...are in complience with an approved
schedule or timetable for cowpliance...® I was not able to find a time structure
fer compliance def'ined im the EIS.

é. "Emission reductions...are required...prier to the request to sonstruct...”
I am not awars that this has besn complied with. (Esphasis sdded above.)

Page &

Paragraph 5: ®MPC is also attempiimg to identify the source of particulate
pollutants by ecientific smalysis.® This form of busywork lgnorss the obvious.
MPC has to know thet their crushed ooal and spoil banke both blow in the wind.
1t is distresping that MPC feels led to go through motions other than, say, stop
the blowing cosl the way other companies do.

Page T

Paragraph 51 I have seen no explanation why the units are deseribed aa 778 M
in some places in the EIS, and as 700 MW in other places. Which is 1t7

Paragraph 61 Stripmining 130 &./yesr will lead to ths aitempt to reclaia
the areals surface. Although scme very significsnt strides forward have finally
been made in Westorn Energy's surface revegetation, I believe their results will
2111l be very unsatisfactory in the long run. The sseding done last spring grew
fairly well, but it already shows sinking spots and plping sterting in the typleally
loose spil. I'm afrald its permsnence coapares closely to that of a Mouké bu 3\-‘"&‘,‘;{‘}
on s foundation of sand.

Also, there are the problems assoclated with damming, wixing and conteminating
the aguifers that sre intersscted by mining. It appears to me that many.of 4117 of /
the intersected squifers will be permanently altered when spoils are replaced in
the pit in the present fashion. ) e

R

e N

[HES RESPCNSE

20. Studies are being done by the Water Quality Bureau, DMES, to determine
the status of groundwater near the waste disposal ponds in the Colstrip
power plant camplex. The information will emable the Bureau to identify
any future changes in groundwater conditions and determine the effectivenass
of sealing the ponds.

21. If the applicant (the consortium) owns or controls any existing source
in the same ACQCR, a certification of campliance will be refuired as a pre—
requisite to the permit.

22. The consortium has submitted a plan for particulate reduction a
part of its program. .

23. Spoil banks are not specifically referred to in the addendum. A
program for coal handling will be part of the final conditions. (Reference
Response #6)

24. 778 Megawatts (MW) is a gross generation figure and 700 MW is a net
figure,

25. The Department of State Lands supervises the reclamation of strip
mined lands, and would be able to answer questions relating to reclamation.
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Page 9

"The proposed copstruction permit will be evaluated with respect to: 1. Best
Available Control Technology.../Lowest Achievable Fmiseion Rate...®™ ¥ith other
power companies reporting or expeciing removal of 505 in the 90% rangs, it was
discouraging when MPC told the Rosebud County Commissioners the bsst they could
do would he to remove 75%. Apparently MPC told EPA thet Units 5 & 4 would get
0% romovel.

The VWelluan-Lord sysiem is known to remove over $90% of the 505 froa the flue
gas and bap the added advantage of not needing & large, alkaline waste disposal
gite. The latter facter is doubly lmportent on Units 3 & 4 due to the porous
s0il in the Colstrip arem, so surface and groundwater pollutlion are matters of
serious concern.

1 expect to recleve more specific details on the Wellmansbord system frow a
cosl fired unit now in operation. I regret that I have not yet recievad the
information. I will forward it on to you when it comes in 1if it is not toc late
to enlarge on what I have wentloned.

Page 10

3.(n.) "Stack wonltoring data...® I do not understand how the prerequisite
statistioal apalysis can be used at this time. The wonitoring equipment has
been faulty and therefore mc dependable statistice are available.

5:({0.) "Muintenance reporte cm Unita 1 & 2 have not been timely.® 1 deeply
regrot that there 1s a great deal of resson to questlon the acsuracy of some of
MPC's maintenance reports.”’ The lettsr in Appendix I to Mr. Roach from Mr.
Borubs on Unit 1 is misleading. Various opersting and maintenance personnel
at Celetrip told me Unit 1 ato:ped genersting snd had to be shut down much
shead of the plamned ennusl overbaul date. The reasons I was given for the
claimed "anpual overhayl® (whioch also took place while the wait was shut down)
d4d mot include those mentioned in Mr. Berube's letter. I assume the serubbsr
wash iray amd pond return system wers alse worked on at that time. The unmen-
tioned reascne certainly gave the working men e considerable amcunt of overtime

pay .
Page 11

1.(A.) "Deny the permit if the coneortium... vioclates the BHES' conditiens
for conditiomal certification.” Please refer to condition 1 in Appendix 4. It
is my understanding 1% inlet sulfur hes besn exceeded.

How is it kmewn if Condition 2 is met if the monitoring system has besn faultyf
Gonditlon 6 could by no stretch of the lmagination be construed to be met by
that great sleve referred to as the surge pond. The problems with the surge pond
establishes to the public thwe probdability of leskage of other ponds. In Appendix
B, Ocnclusion (sjasys, "...every feusible engineering means be taken by the Appli-

oante to minimize such seepage.” Oonclusiosn (d.) seys the siudge ponds shall be
completely sealed. Will the horse be let out of the barn before the gate is closed
in this problem? Getiing horses back in barne is simpler than getting sludge back
into ponds .after it leaches down inte porous seil.

Page 12

In view of the above irtegularitiea, problems and viclations, DHES seecus %o be
recommend ing more of the same with oonditional epproval.

Sl At

Nick Golder

DHES RESPCNSE

26, LAFR in the addendum refers to particulate control only.

27. The DHES agrees that other types of SO, control systems can achieve
a higher degree of control. However, the BHES on November 21, 1975,
determined that BACT was that control which would meet current federal
NSPS.

28. The only data available are the monthly reports submitted by the
consortium and source test data required by DHES. The data are sufficiently
reliable to perform statistical analysis.

29. On November 22, 1977, the consortium submitted its second maintenance
report on the scrubber after the addendim was mailed. This report
indicates progress is being made on decreasing erosion and down time on
the system. The DHES has and will continue to review the veracity of the
site maintenance reports by inspections.

30. Cordition #1 of the BHES order applies only to Colstrip Units 3 & 4
{Colstrip EIS Addendum, October 25, 1977, Appendix A).

31. Source tests, also a form of monitoring, have indicated compliance
during the times of testing. The question on monitors per se was addressed
previously in Response $#6.

32. In 1975 consortium officials discovered that the right side of the
surge pornd's abutment {the surge pond holds the water taken from the
Yellowstone River) was leaking. A concrete cutoff wall was built into
the abutment, reducing the seepage to a negligible amount. Soon after,
the left side began to show a significant amoumt of seepage. A similar
wall was built in the left side, again reducing the seepage to a minimum.
The consortium's representative, MPC, has specific information concerning
seepage reduction figures.
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COMMENTS ON SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - CGLSTRIP
ELECTRICAL GENERATING UNITS 3 AND 4 - APPLICATION FOR PERMIT

We have been requested, on behalf of our client, the
Northern Plains Resource Council, to submit some comments upon the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Addendum prepared by the Depart-
ment of Health and Environmental Sciences. for Colstrip Electrical
Generating Units 3 and 4. The review process is pursuant to Section
63-3911 of the Montana Clean Air Act and the corresponding require-
ments of the compilation of an environmental impact statement under
the Montana Environmental Policy Act set forth in Section 69-3911(7).
Our comments are set forth under the following subject headings:

1. Effective date of the Application proceeding:

The reference to the fact that a review of environmental factors under
the Major Facility Siting Act, as distinguished from the subject per-
mit applications, commenced on June 6, 1373, is ambiguous, since

the Applicants had refused to apply for a construction permit until
recently. The ambiguity in the statement should be clarified by
identifying the date of the new permit application upon which this
Environmental Impact Statement is based as being August 17, 1977.

Had there been a pending permit application, then there would be no
need to reopen. This is supported by the position of counsel for

the Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, Sandra Muckle-
ston, in correspondence with the Applicants, and stated to the North-
ern Plains Resource Council.

The Applicants should not be permitted by unilateral assertions in
the application to eliminate the requirements of Montana's Clean
Air Act as they exist under Section 69-3911, at the time of the
application in August, 1977.

It should further be clarified that the air and water quality stan-
dards reviewed in the Major Facility Siting preceedings were not
initiated or deemed in compliance with the permit requirements of
Section 69-3911, which distinction was carefully preserved by the
Board of Health in its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, par-
ticularly Conclusion number 3, reserving the necessity of obtaining
a permit in accordance with the rules and requlations implemented
under Section 69-3911. Appendix A.

The effective date of filing of an application for permit is spelled
out in Section 69-3911(5) of the 1975 Amendment to Montana's Clean
Air Act, and is effective at the time new information which has heen
accumulated and required, and the request resubmitted for a construg-
tion permit. We note at this time that not all of the consortium's
information, particularly tests performed by the consortium’s con-
tractor, has been presented to the Department of Health and Environ-
mental Sciences.

DAES RESPCNSE

33. since July 21, 1975, no application fram the conscrtium for a con-
structicn permit uder the Clean Ady Act of Montana has beenh pending before
DHES until the consortium filed with the Department on August 17, %977,

a request for a canstruction permit under express Reservation o;_f nght_s.

A previous "application" referred to by applicants as the "application of
June 6, 1973" was an application for certification of envirommental
compatibility and public need required by the Major Facility Siting Act
(R.C.M. 1947, Title 70, Chapter 8) which was served on DHES as a resu;t

of a suit in the First Judicial District of the State of Montana. This
"application” was denied by the Department on July 21, 1975.

34. The DHES has received all final reports and considers the application
filed.
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2. Total Suspended Particulate Analysis:

The statement concludes, based upon both the Department's and the
Applicants' air qgglity data, that there is a deterioration of air
quality fram 1972-1976. In the Department's analysis of total suspended
particulates, reference correctly is made toythe offset policg of 35. See Faderal Register, Vol. 42, B. 57479 (Thursday, November 3, 1977).
the Environmental Protection Agency. This policy is an interpre-
tation of the prevention of significant detericration regulations.
However, throughout the entire statement no specific mention or
discussion is made of the regulations. This is an important ele-
ment in determining compliance with applicable Federal and State
air quality standards, and should be addressed, in view of the
recognized deterioration in air quality. As the Department is
aware, the classification of the Cheyenne Indian Reservation area
near Colstrip to Class 1 under the said regulations will be a sub-
stantial factor in determining compliance with these standards.

The statement that portions of the SIP are affected by the Federal
Clean Air Act amendments for 1977, is not entirely correct. The
requirements of an approved Implementation Plan, in effect, under
the Clean Air Act, before the 1977 Amendments, will not be affected.
Note: See effective date of 1977 Amendment, Section 406, Public
Law 95-95. .

It is inconsistent for the Department to address the offset policy,
which is directly applicable to the air guality problems at Col-
strip, and ignore the provisions of the Montana State Implementation
Plan and Environmental Protection Agency regulations for PSD. The
lack of revision under the SIP should not eliminate Applicants’
meeting the present standards and regulations formulated under the
authority of the Clean Air Act of Montana, 16-2,14{1)-51400(12).

3. Emissions:

The Environmental Impact Statement gives a very cursory description ! . .
of the emission levels projected, based upon the performance of 36. Peak readings of two minutes or more were recorded and submi tted

Units 1 and 2. One area of emissions that deserves more detailed in the consortium's monthly report.
analysis is in the area of particulates. The same is most relevant

in view of the fact of the total suspended particulate air guality

problem at Colstrip. In this connection, it is important that

monitoring of peak readings for particulates on the existing units

be required rather than merely taking a 24-hour average. The maxi-

mum allowable hourly rate of particulate matter is set in Section

16~2.14(1)-51450 - Particulate Matters, Fuel-burning Equipment.

P : ; : i frequency of opacity excursions, as reported in
Further, it is our understanding that recorded viclations have 37. Prior to July the - - 8 ings
increased for opacity violations for Units 1 and 2, as previous;y the mnsortlun's.mnthly regéorts (whlhg’lesurlrars l:e trmline ?nmopacteritymduq Yo
noticed to the Department by the Northern Plains Resource Council. were on the upswing. Recen lethsts town a dec

Visible Air Contaminent Restrictions are set in 16-2.14{1}-51460. excursions according to these reports.

a1



4. Monitoring:

There is a lack of information or detail in the Environmental Impact
Statement as to the type, methodology, procedure and responsibility
for monitoring. As the report points out, the record of monitoring
on Units 1 and 2 to date has not been adequate, The monitors are
still awaiting EPA certification at this time, although the plants
have been subject to the particular monitoring requirements in con-
nection with the conditional approval of Units 2 and 4 under the
Siting Act since July 22, 1976, over a year ago. This area needs
more detailed analysis, with specific proposals as to how future
moniterings are to be carried out. The vagary of this particular
area can only invite the confusion that has existed since the moni-
toring of Units 1 and 2 began,

5. Plant Evaluation:

"It 1s stated, in Item No. 6 of the Plant Permit Evaluation, on page
10 of the Statement, that the mass emissions of particulate matter
are not expected to cause violations of the State and Federal Ambient
Air Standards, although they will add to the burden of the TSP vio-
lation. 1t should also be pointed out that there is a record of
opacity or visible contaminant violations for Units 1 and 2 over the

past year. No analysis is given as to how thig problem will be
solved.

The adeguacy of the emission monitoring program, of course, cannot
be determined until the choice of equipment and vendors for the
emission monitoring system has been made. A permit should not be
granted, or conditicon imposed, without this basic information, as
referenced in paragraph 4, page 10. The Statement again makes a
cursory reference to the Class 1 increments under P50, and any

determination should be contingent upon EPA's approval, and pending
revision of the SIP. .

6. Recommendation:

The Department has recommended a conditional approval of tHe permit
applied for. It should be pointed out that the Applicants have per-
sisted in knowing violations of the Board of Health and Environmental
Sciences conditional certification under the §iting Act, in delaying
the permit for construction, as required, and in the lack of adequate
performance of the monitoring conditions set forth therein still
unresolved. On this basis, a permit should not be approved. Further,
several conditions are proposed in a general way, with no mention of
details, which are to be worked out later. It is essential that the
basic elements of conditions be set forth prior to implementation, in
order to avoid the lack of certainty as to the meaning of those con-
ditions between the parties. Proposed Condition F, allowing the
Applicants tec provide a detailed emission monitoring program one

year before Units 3 and 4 commence operation, and after construction

DHES RESPONSE

Reference Response #6.

38. Although there have been mumercus readings in excess of 20% opacity as
recorded by the instruments, there is no evidence that the results of
these excursions will be recorded by a total suspended particulate

(TSP) ambient monitor.

39. The DHES believes the conditions are stated specifically in Part IV,
Conditions of Approval, infra, P. 39.



of the plants, would place the Department in a weak pesition for
demanding monitoring requirements. As state above, all essential
elements of a monitoring program should be worked out prior to
determination of the Application.

7. Summary:

In short, the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Addendumn
prepared for the permit application, construction and operaticn of
Units 3 and 4, is extremely brief, and lacks information in essen-
tial areas, as set forth above. These items are of a current nature,
and not available in prior studies and review. This informaticn
should be developed in order for the Department to give adequate
consideration as to whether the plants will in fact comply with

the Clean Air Act. The Statement is particularly vague as to the
record of monitoring of performance of Units 1 and 2, and insuf-
ficient to support approval of the permits applied for. Furthermore,
the Statement does not address esgential areas of compliance upon
which the performance of Units 1 and 2 have been unsatisfactory,
particularly particulates, visible air contaminant restrictions,

and PSD.

w7

DHES RESPONSE

40. Bt this time the consortium's plans concerning monitoring are vague;

therefore DHES put Condition F in the conditional approval recamnendation

{Colstrip EIS Adderdum, October 25, 1977, 1X. Fossible Courses gf Action,
P. 12) to assure that there would be monitoring. Also, NSPS whlc@ apply

to these plants require monitoring. The monitoring question was discussed
in response #14. .

K 4
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE ;“!

Federal Building +—0 77

Missoula, Montana 59807 |

1990

s ! '
. M{v 22 191

Michael Roach, Chief — ""_'
Adr Quality Butu.u I w0 =
Dept. of Health & Environmental Sciences ’

Board of Health Building
Helena, Montana 59601

Daax Mr. Roach:

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the addendum
to the Envirommental Impact Statement for Colstrip Units 3 & 4.
The Air Quality Bureau has had a formidable task in its evaluation
of potential impacts of the proposed power development, and I
congratulate your efforts.

The Forest Service 18 still comcernad about potential pitrogen
oxide, sulfur oxide, and fluoride sffects on ecological systems
proximal to the power plants, The conclusions and recommendatioms
of the impact statemant addendum are predicated on the assumption
that the power plants will meet state and natiomal air quality
standards. However, there is considerable doubt whether these
standards truly will protect forest ecoeystems. Scilentific
literature indicates injury and damage can occur to plants at
sulfur dioxide concentrations 10 times less than the State of
Montana standard. Our cooperative studies with the Univeraity

of Montana relative to Colstrip Unite 1 & 2 have shown pollutiom
injury to pondercssg pines on permanent study plets near Coletrip,
at nearly non—-detectable pollutant levels, far below state and
national standards. Because Unite 3 & 4 will essentially triple
eniasions of sulfur exide, fluorides, and nitrogen oxides, it

is clear that a significant threat axigts to the National Fprest
System lands downwind from the power plant complex.

The Forest Service alsc is concerned about the siting of the
proposed facility relative to efficient use of the heat generated
.by the power plants. An extensive cooling system is required to
diesipate waste heat i1f the project is located at Colstrip. Other
countriea (i.e., Russia) are using the principle of cogenerationm,
in which the cosl-fired power plants are located near population
centera. The excess heat is conveyed to the city and provides up
to 40 percent of the space heating requirements, rather than
wasting it to the atmosphere. Is it not possible for the State
of Montana to require cogeneration in the utiligation of b,i‘t-%,?qal?
3T

- .',:‘,_ 200-11 (1/88

41.

1978.

DHES RESPONSE

The BHES will consider revision of the Ambient Air Standard Rule in

Congcern whether the limits stated in the current rule are protective

of forest ecosystems should be presented to the Board at its hearing on
the rule.

42,

This suggestion will be passed on to the oconsortium.

s
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I hope these brief comments are of value to you. The Foreat Service
will continue to monitor for air pollution injury and damage to
vegetation near Colstrip, and we will keep you informed.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute.

Sincerely,

Cobr

’C/n ERT H. TORHETM
Regional Forester

s
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November 21, 1977

Air Quality Bureau

Environmental Science Division

Department of Health and Environmental
Sciences

Cogswell Building

Helena, Montana 59601

To Whom it May Concern:

As a citizen of Colstrip, Montana, and on behalf
of other citizens of Colstrip and Eastern Montana this
letter is written to urge the Department of Health
to issue any further Construction Permit that deems
necessary for Colstrip 3 and 4, as quickly as possible
without any further conditions or delays.

We citizens of Colstrip believe that the town of
Colstrip is as clean or cleaner than other little
towns in Montana and we want Colstrip 3 and 4 to
be constructed without further delay, conditions,
and legal maneuvering.

Sincerely

%ttie Hal;%?’é‘/\)

ME/jk

e  F Y Burand

\.IF, TERP, PERM.
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United States Department of the Interior -
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS '
BILLINGS AREA OFFICE e
316 NORTH 26TH ST, "
IN REPLY REFER TO: BILLINGS. MONTANA S3101 "
‘nvironmental Quality o
NOV 14 877

Mr. Michael Roach

Chief, Air Quality Bureau

Department of Health and Environmental Sciences
Cogswell Building

Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Mr. Roach:

This office has, as requested by your letter of October 25, reviewed the
addendum to the November, 1974, Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation's Colstrip Units 3 and 4 environmental impact statement,
and wishes to submit the following comments:

L. We believe that the addendum should provide more information
on the Class I Alr Quality Redesignation on the Northern Cheyenne
Reservation and its potential effects upon the Colstrip nine and
generating complex. The present discussion is vague, very brief,
and generates many questions.

25 The text indicates in several Instances that particulate levels are
not meeting the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and that 509
enissions will not meet Class I increments. Consequently, we would
suggest that in the DHES recommendation for approval that a provision
be added that requires that "state of the art" pollution abatement
equipment be installed in the coal fired power plants.

3. Under Appendix B, Item F, "Conclusions of Law', we are pleased to
read that the Applicant's gemeral contractor, Bechtel Corporation,
will work with the Northern Cheyenne Tribe in an effort to develop
gkilled labor among tribal members for employment during the con=-
struction of and operation of Units 3 and L

Alse, in Item G, "Conclusions of Law", it is noted that the applicants,

at their expense, shall in cooperatiom with the Northern Cheyenne Tribal
Council and MDHES, construct, operate and maintain an air quality monitor-
ing station on the reservation. The ddta collected will be furnished to
the Northetn Cheyenne Tribe and the MDHES. We believe that this type of
cooperation will be beneficial to all concerned.

WITIO,
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DHES RESPONSE

43. The question of the Class I increments of PSD can only be addressed
by EPA. Reference response #35.



We appreciate the opportunity you have provided to review the draft
addendum.

Sincerely yours,

N:‘-\“‘ Area Director



Javr:, Montanc
Xov,3rd, V7

af T
LTSRS
sgntana Stabe fept, of Healbn P : A__I
Pelens Hontana 59501 %z@‘/#&"
wE ¢ u¢/7/;}
E AR
Teger LIrEe; t___h.

write wou to oxrress ay velwr and fseliinzgo o TE rrobised
. T definetly dont thins there 1 o nned fo¥f T%, T think

i thoutht T would
folstrin ¥3 and

it just annther scneme ol Montana Fower Co. to gat thelr handé‘ Amore MENe¥y
tris fompany ia retting sc greedy its a rrignL. it is & reculspilipder ofUfil,

Liey have been usec to rioint aff the people of Mantan~ now Tor yaars, and
thev know they can met by sith it so this i why they continue Fltn thelir
sary old schemes, T au definately arpalnst everything that Montana Pawar cven
snewests, another thins is they have the most crookei lawyers in the state so
you im0 who they are roatting for, they nay theu cnod and yoyu Know iis to
sontans Powers own advantags Lo have these men. %hat I thin: is that this
Campany chould oo @ government takeover, 1t would be much better for the
vgonle 9f Montana,

ot only tnat, but why should wo nave all this smoke ani pellution in our
state for the banefit of Montans Power and these other utilitis companies.
T thinpk tha: moSt everyone can sen throusa their schemes. all it is for is
to gain morc power for Montanz Power Co. and 1 think they have toz nuch of
that right pow. as the name iprlies. I think they are doing as they lixe on
anything they want and ret by with too. at least so 1t =eems to m=.

T thine it would be nuech better to s211 the coal tu the other utilites coms,
anc have the state zet a benefit sut of thai., that I think would suit more
montans reapic, rather than havu all this smake anc fout air in our state.

1 a- stronsly oppased to Monmtana FOWeTr f@, and eant nelp bul feal that way
after seein~ &1l the rourdn: anc ripcffe they are givinz tne wmeaple of our
stats 9y tneir constant wantins ancther interin rate nikxe ou eilner mas or
clectric, what T thinw they need ig = c¢utbagi on thelr sxpendaturss, they
soulad easily no that routs froo what I have Seen, but whal the mall they
seaw to thin- as long as w2 get what we ask for, why not,

Jush o sws uwr oy feelinss alon” with a lot of others ¥ dont taiax tnat wo

anul’ continns ~iving dontans Fower Co., taeir desires 1lao we ave. T thinx
ts mbout time wo put our foot dowrn unu Bay now we are roin- to do it cur
wa neot yours, T bthin- this has obeen LonT in comming.

i

Yours [ruly )
dieidian O Fhudead

¥oubern -

?_;rm.

M

veuben P, Fiabeoe
Ltar kt,ZoHox22
savre, ‘ont 395010

Wi ALe g

ONE. TEme i s

/4



IE MONTANA POWER COMPANY DHES RESPONSE

M GENERAL OFFICES: 40 EAST BROADWAY, BUTTE, MONTANA 58707 - TELEPHONE 406 § 7235421

SERVING YOU 15 QLR FUSINESS

November 17, 1977

Department of Health and Environmental Science
Air Quality Bureau

Cogswell Building

Helena, Montana 59601

Attention: Michael Roach

Re: Comments of Applicants to Addendum of Colstrip
3 and 4 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Roach:

On behalf of the five utilities constructing Colstrip
Units 3 and 4 we submit these comments and additional infor-
mation to the addendum of the EIS prepared for such Units.

We urge first that the Department unconditionally ap-
prove the permit to construct Units 3 and 4. Sufficient
conditions are already attached by the certification granted
these units by the Board of Health and Board of Natural Re-
sources to insure that air guality standards will be met when
these units begin operation.

As to the proposed conditions set forth under alterna-
tive 3 on pages 11-12. of the addendum, we comment as follows:

1. If Condition “A" is intended to state the language cover-
ing ambient 305 concentrations, including frequency, we

have no objection to such condition because we do net 44. "This language is found in the state standard.
intend to operate these plants in violation of any stan-
dard.

2., We have no objection to condition C but believe this
condition relates to BHES condition 1, rather than condi-
tion 3. Likewise we have no objection to condition F
regarding the emission monitoring program for installa- 45. Correction noted.
tion on Units 3 and 4.

3. We are unable to accept condition D as written because
we are unclear as to its intent or meaning. More im-
portant, it institutes a condition which should properly



Department of Health and Environmental Sciences
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be addressed in the operating permit. If the limita-
tions on particulate and 50, emissions are to be governed
by the new source performancCe standards cited at the top
of page 11 and BACT means control technology will be in-
stalled so the emissions do not exceed NSPS emission
limits as adopted by the Board of Health, we have no ob-
jection to the condition if it is rewritten to so specify
this understanding. If, however, the condition means
that Units 2 and 4 wmust maintain emission limits lower
than NSPS atandards we feel such condition is discrimina-
tory to these plants, is written ambiguously and provides
a subjective test. We feel there is no legal authority
to subject these plants to more stringent emission limita-
tions than other plants in Montana which we require to
meet NSPS standards. Further, we do not feel that the
condition is necessary because we have demonstrated in
the operation of Unite 1 and 2 a control technology which
will meet present NSPS standards and that should be the
abjective standard for Units 3 and 4.

4. Conditions "B" and "E", as we read them, are applying
the EPA Interpretative Ruling under 40 CFR 51.1B. First,
we dispute that Colstrip 3 and 4 is siting in a non-
attainment area for particulate matter and therefore
such conditions are unnecessary. We do so for the
following reasons:

(1) MPC has 3 ambient monitoring sites within an area
of 3 miles of the plants. DHES has 2 other monitoring sites
in the area southeast of Colstrip. When EPA published its
determination on July 8, 1976, that the “"Montana SIP is sub-
gtantially inadequate to attain and maintain national primary
and secondary standards for TSP in the Southeast Montana Coal
Resource AQMA" it made such decision by considering only MPC
#3 gite. While site #3 did show readings as outlined on Table
“A" of the addendum, the "area" invelving these plants cannot
legally or technically only include one monitoring station,
but should also include the other monitoring stations in the
area. When they are averaged no violations of the annual or
24-hour national primary or secondary standard have occurred
since 1975, Furthermore, since July 1, 1976, when EPA lssued
its determination, two significant events have occurred which
clearly allow the siting of these plants in the area.

1. On August 16, 1977, EPA issued a policy decision
that "rural fugitive dust should not be counted in deciding
attainment status for particulates". Strong winds with dry
surface conditions produce the highest measurements of TSP.

DHES RESPCNSE

46. The DHES believes now is the time to set the limitations to be met
so they can be considered in the design of Colstrip Units 3 & 4. Also
the emission limitations achieved on Units 1 & 2 best reflect the defini-
tion of maximum control as specified in MAC 16-2.14{1}-51400, Permits,
Construction and Operation of Equipment.

47. Colstrip is in a non-attairment area for TSP.

48. If onhe Monitor in an area indicates non—compliance, the area is
classified as non-attaimment (Curran, Thamas, Guidelines for the Inter-
pretation of the Air Quality Standards, EPA, February, 1977) .

49. The DHES believes the dust anissions in the Colstrip area are largely
caused by man's activities and are not of natural origin.,
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For example, the high reading on #3 on March 16, 1975, occur-
red on a day which had only one hour with wind speeds greater
than 30 mph. The influence of strong winds is minimal unless
they are coincident with an extended period of dry weather.
Even on March 16, 1975, the particulate measurements at MPC

#2 remained low. This supports the concept that some local
source in the town of Colstrip helped account for the abnor-
mally high reading at #3 on that date. Extended periods of
dry weather tend to produce gradually increasing amounts of
particulates. Although there i some subjectivity on the
selection of wet and dry days, the comparison of seasonal sets
of data in these two categories shows a sharp contrast. Ex-
amples of this are shown in the period from October 25 through
November 11, 1975 and in the lagt half of August and first
half of November, 1976 and during March, 1977. The measure-
ments of suspended particulates at stations #2 and #3 for wet
and dry days are presented in Table II. There was very little
congtruction activity in the town of Colstrip in either 1972
or 1973, During sach year there were gix dry days with read-
ings above 100 micrograms per cubic meter at #3. There was a
notable increase in particulate measurements beginning in late
August, 1974. The absence of any comparative abrupt jump to
higher values at #2 for the last half of 1974 clearly indicates
that some local source in Colstrip was responsible for abnor-
mally high readings at #3. High readings at #3 continued to
occur intermittently in 1975-1976-1977. By contrast, the dry
day record at #2 remained almost conatant. The annual arith-
metic average of the dry day readings at #2 held at 25 or 26
micrograms per cubic meter for five years. The important
influence of a wet surface is illustrated in the right half

of Table II. The setg of wet days at #3 have a range of annual
values from 38 to 55 micrograms per cubic meter. This is in
sharp contrast with the annual averages for dry days of 96
through 290 micrograms per cubic meter. Yet the annual averages
for wet days at #2 range from & through 16 micrograms per cubic
meter to compare with dry day average values of 25 or 26 at #2.
The new fugitive dust policy recognizes a new source review
which considers differences between fugitive dust in urban and
rural areas. Colstrip is in a rural area where, as explained
above, fugitive dust is a major problem. Consequently, for
new sources of particulate matter proposing to construct in
rural areas exceeding TSP NAAQS, such sources are allowed to
construct without being subject to emission offset require-
ments required under the Interpretative Ruling, so long as
they meet new source performance standards (NSPS) (49 CFR Part
60} "and the impact of their emissions plus the emissions from
other gtationary sources in the vicinity of the proposed loca-
tions, along with normal background, is not projected to cause

DHES RESPONSE

50. The review of particulate data from the Colstrip area by DHES indi-
cates:

1. It appears that TSP from the stack has minor impact in the town
of Colstrip.

2. Considering MPC's TSP station #3 in Colstrip, no relationship
can be developed between wind direction and mass loadings of TSP.

3. Readings from MPC's station #3 are very probably biased low

based on poar gite selection. Tall trees on approximately three
sides of the sampler affect TSP readings especially in the summertime,
such that readings would probably be low. Due to considerable
historicd data, the station should probably not be moved.

4. There are time pericds when Western Energy Compeny's TSP station
#l correlates well with MPC's station #3. The previous station

is just % mile upwind from the intown station. It is not clear what
contributions the strip mines impart to TSP readings in town.

5. August 1977 and September 1977 TSP readings were lower than
normal monthly readings but too little data is gathered to indicate a
trend. October's reading in fact was back up to 91 micrograms per
cubic meter.

6. There is no basis for MPC's desire to average data from differvent
air meonitoring stations.

7. To quantify TSP readings in and around Colstrip an additional
sanpler should be installed just NE of the power plant and in the
trailer village. The Cowparny should also establish a nonbiased
TSP station in Colstrip.
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violations of NAAQS". (Environmental Reporter, Aug. 26,
1977, Vvol. 8, No. 17, P. 665). Colstrip Units 3 and 4 will
not emit more than 408 1bs./hr. of particulate matter per
unit at 100% load, while the NSPS standard {0.1 1bs./mill.
BTU) allows 757 lbs./hr. All 4 upits will not cause any
particulate violations. The predicted concentrations of all
4 units for particulate matter will not exceed 5.9 micro-
grams per cubic meter (MSU methodology) for 24-hour period
and 0.11 for annual sawpling period and the background levels
where. these concentrations will impact (SSE of plants) near
the BN or McCrae sites show levels far below the standards
(BN-24 hr. max.-93; annual-29; McCrae-24 hr. max-102; annuwal-
14.3). Consequently, adding the present background at the
sites where the existing sources will impact to the present
background levels clearly sustain our contention that NAAQS
and state standards will not be violated.

2. A dust abatement program near site #3 began in
August, 1977. Nearby construction activity (shopping center,
achool, etc.} and unpaved streets in Colstrip {including one
immediately adjacent to #3) we contend have been the major
factors in producing the high particulate readings in 1974.
This decreased as streets were pavad in 1975. During 1976
and 1977, strip mining and reclamation activity to the wast
of Colstrip contributed to the high numbers, but as reclama-
tion becomes more complete and the mining activity in that
area decreases so will the TSP readings at #3. More important,
however, is the fact that a concentrated dust abatement program
near #F has proven that TSP readings were clearly caused by
construction activities which have not been completed and
fugitive dust. Pleage find attached a description of the
activities with exhibits of the appropriate areas.

We again assert that the operation of the plant will
not contribute or impact #3 monitoring site where TSP viola-
tions have been recorded. Particulate measurements at station
#1 indicate essentially no change following startup of these
plants.

It is clearly the duty of the Department of Health, in
accordance with the Clean Air Act, to submit to EPA a plan
revision in order to bring such area within the national
standards., Conseguently, and independent of the pending ap-
plication of petitioners, this department undertoock such study
“"to not only create a long term solution for the attainment
and maintenance of the National and State Ambient Air Quality
gtandards in the Southeastern Montana Coal AQMA, but also to
eliminate the present violations of the Montana total suspended
particulate standards as soon as possible”. We submit such

DHES RESPONSE

51. The DHES data indicates Colstrip Units 3 & 4 will probably not
cause TSP standards to be exceeded or impact MPC monitoring site No. 3.

L 4
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action is independent of this application and will result

in the area surrounding Units 1-4 to be in compliance by the
time 3 and 4 come on line in early 1981. The deadline for
submittal of the plan is July 1, 1978. The study period and
submission date clearly will bring all of the six county area
{including the Northern Cheyenne Reservation) into compliance
by the time Units 3-4 begin operation. As a result {and
because Units 1-4 admittedly will only contribute to ambient
particulate levels in a mincer way, and not even at the most
sensitive site of Colstrip #3 monitoring site) by the time
the facility is to commence operation total allowable emis-
sions for TSP from the existing sources in the region, from
new sources which are not major emitting facilities and from
Units 31 and 4 will comply with all standards and thus such
region will not be a non-attainment area.

The Interpretative regulation Section IV (A) clearly
states that in order to impose offset conditions including
lowest achievable emission rate (LAER} "the reviewing authority
/must/ find that the allowable emissions from a proposed socurce
would exacerbate an "existing" violation (i.e., as of the
source's proposed start up date) of NARQS.” 41 Fed. Reg.
55528. As of 1980 or 1981, there will be no "existing” viola-~
tion and therefore Part IV does not apply.

In addition, by the Interpretative Ruling, "if a source
seeks to locate in the 'clean' portion of the AQCR and would
not affect the area presently exceeding standards or cause a
new violation of the NAAQS, asuch a source may be approved.”

4] Fed. Reg. 55528: Sec, III (C). As explained above, Units

3 and 4 are in effect locating in the clean area of the region
because the site #3J violations come not from the plants but
other non-stationary sources.

We are not unmindful of Appendix E in the addendum.
However, that determination clearly ignores or is not based
upon valid data. More important, such determination should
be made by the reviewing authority (DHES) and not EPA, For
the reasons stated above we submit the valid approach is to
find that the area (or region} is not 2 non-attainment area.

In the alternative, and even though we strenuously
object to the position of EPA that the plant site is in a
non-attainment area, we submit herewith the data compiled
by Midwest Research Institute regarding the offset reduction
program and a compliance plan for reducing emissions (if any)
associated with the transporting of the coal at the plant
coal handling facility.

DHES RESPONSE

52. Before construction, an offset particulate emission reduction must
be met. In addition, a revision of the State Implementation Plan will
require all scurces to control emissions for the achievement of federal
ambient air particulate standards.

53. Mo evidence is available or has heen sulwmitted to the DHES to
support this contenticn.

54, The DHES maintains proposed Units 3 & 4 are locating in a non—
attainment area.

55. The TSP data indicates the area is not in campliance with federal
particulate standards.

Reference Response #6.
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While our application (appendix "G") estimated
particulate emissions to be 2537.6 under worst coal condi-
tions (365 days x l00% availability x 408 1b,/hr.), the
realistic offset figure should be 1915.6 tons per year based
on average coal conditions because the offset data reflects
computations based on tons per year. Clearly the plants will
not be operating under worst coal conditions of 408 1lb./hr.
at 100% load for 365 days per vear and therefore the accept-
able figure should be 1915.6 tons per year. To summayize
the MRI data, the offset as shown in Table I will be at least
2065 tons per year, more than a 1 to 1 ratio.

As to Condition E, dealing with our plant coal handling
facility {excluding any facilities owned and operated by
Western Energy Co.) applicants propose as a condition of con-
struction to reduce blowing coal dust from the telescopic
gpout above the storage pile immediately south of Colstrip
Units #1 and #2 by designing the control system so that
gpout will be held constantly at a closer distance to the pile.
our analysis shows that much of the dust obmerved to be escap-
ing at this point is the result of an excessive distance between
the telescopic spout and the pile, which should be corrected
by the redesign feature, to which we will agree as a condition
of constructing Units 3 and 4.

Respectfully submitted,
zﬁmp‘“’—)
L. Peterson
JLP/jk John W, Ross

Attach.
William H. Bellingham

DHES RESPONSE

56. DHES agrees that the plant is not likely to operate at worst case

ooal conditions 71% of the time.



FUGITIVE DUST PLAN - COLSTRIP

In a compliance plan prepared by The Montana Power
Company and submitted to the Department August 17, 1977,
saven specific steps were outlined. These steps were offered
as preliminary, but immediate, action to mitigate elevated TSP
readings measured at the high-volume air monitor known as
Montana Power #3. Many of the steps outlined in that com-
pliance plan have now been or are being accomplished. We
submit this statement as an interim atatus report., The
comments offered are in the same numerical order as were the
steps outlined in the above compliance plan.

(1) Street sweeping has been ongoing on a twice-weekly
schadule. We are finding some of the older streets are
contoured in such a way as to wmake vacuum sweeping dif-
ficult., We are sweeping every area in which the machine

can be safely operated.

(2 & 3} We shall combine our comments on these two closely-
related steps. Paving has been completed in the service
station and snack shack parking area. Several unsurfaced
streets or portions of streets have been paved such as
Park Street, the operations trailer park and access
roads north of the plant site, and the railroad crossing
on the plant access rcad. In all, approximately 305,500
square feet have been paved. Alleys near The Montana
Power #3 sample site have also been chipped and sealed.

Unauthorized "shortcuts"” located about the town have

Appendix to MPC camnents.

DHES RESPONSE
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either been closed with guard rails or have been sur-
faced and upgraded to secondary access standards; in

any case, through traffic has been stopped by at least
closing one end of the existing trail. The area im-
mediately adijacent to the Plant Administration Building
has been landscaped. The remaining plant support area,
more further removed from the Administration Building,
has been stabilized with a six-inch lift of scoria over
an area of about nine and one-half acres. Areas not
treated with wechanical applications are being scheduled
for seeding in the spring. Not a part of this project,
but still noteworthy, was the completion of the city park
this summer. We will continue to plant or sod areas as

construction on or around them is completed.

The reclamation of disturbed mining areas continues in

the normal conduct of business by Western Energy Company.

This step is incorporated in our comments as to staps 2

and 3.

in this regard, a great deal of progress has been realized.
As mentioned before, the paving of the service station and
the “"snack shack" has been completed, Further, the school
district has completed the paving of the high school park-
ing lot and the area surrcunding the new school construc-—
tion. The disturbed areas not paved have been prepared
for seeding. The completed campus will be a wvery pleasant

and well-landscaped addition to the community.

o,

Apperdix to MPC camments.

DHES RESPONSE



7. The final step outlined involved the use of lignin
liquor. We have been very disappointed with the results
of our initial applications of this material as a dust
suppressant. The nature of the scoria, used as a road
metal at Colstrip, is such as to minimize dust abatement
from applications of lignin. The scoria is fryable and
continues to mechanical breakdown thereby generating a
continuocus supply of fine material. We are discontinuing
the further applications of lignin and are investigating

other possible duat control agents.

As to the references of additional monitoring and analysis
in the August 17 compliance plan, we have been running five
high-volume air samplers on a 24-hour on, 24-hour off basis,
The data from these additional sample runs is available for
the Department's use.,

A comparison of the geometric means for August, Septem-
ber and October from 1972 to the present is shown below. The
data points used are based on available monitor readings in

micrograms per cubic meter.

August September October
ﬁg 61 1.23

1872 40.91 41.23
1973 96,60 62.60 77.89
1974 268,63 228,28 167.23
1975 120,11 102,39 111.04
1976 164.44 78.03 110.41
1977 62.60 67.75 80.03

It would appear that the TSP readings at Colstrip are
decreasing toward levels similar to those encountered prior to

the recent increase in construction activity in the townsite.

Appendix to MPC cormments.

DHES RESPONSE



TABLE TI. COMPARATIVE SETS OF PARTICULATE MEASUFEMENTS ON P REDOMINANTLY WET AND DRY DAYS AT SAMP LING
STATION 42 T A RURAL AREA THFEE MILES SOUTHFAST OF COLSTAIP, AND STATIEN ¥3 1IN THE TOWN DHES RESPONSE
OF COLSTRIP, FOR THE YEARS 1972 THROUGH JUNE, 1977, VALUES ARE TN JEYIIEN

e e [ _4]
Representative Dry Days Repressntative Wet Days Apperdix to MPC camments.
1972 1973 1972 1513
Date §2 13 Date LENENS =1 Late LI =N ] Date LI E
Mar. 18 166 | omar. 1 n s Hay 11 46 | mar. 13 9 36
way 17 79 7 15 94 June 1D 67 Apr. B 21 67
30 X 79 29 H 75 July 22 53 | 18 34 41
June 4 105 | 1 26 154 Mg, 2 127 30 z 5
16 77 Apr. 12 55 129 2t W/ My M 4 60
July 4 %7 My € 27 loa sept., 26 3 June 17 2% a1
10 ar 12 31 118 oct. 4 24 | 29 27 44
16 &  June 11 1z 135 26 23 sept. 4 " 64
Aug. 9 105 sept, 21 T 63 9 14 X
Sept. 14 ! oct. 21 15 91 15 12 a7
20 81 27 13 190 1 oct. 9 3 49
oce. 21 114 15 12 16
Nov. 7 104
13 BB
19 208 | ‘ o
Averages a6 25 14 Averages 51 15 43
1974 1975 1974 1975 ;
Feb. 7 & 108 Jan. 3 62 97 My 10 3 33 | apr. 27 7 1% |
Apr. 1 K 12| mar. 16 26 282 26 11 53 | may o € "o
June 13 25 153 Apr. 15 12 147 June T 5 34 June B a 41 !
Rug. 24 56 140 May 3 34 129 Sept. 11 kY 51 ; dJuly 8 11 75 !
Aug. 29 21 [515 | 15 17 149 oct. 5 s 50 i oct, 12 & % |
Sept. 5 20 [323 gune 2 1 158 10 & 51 i
17 25 §2e6  guly 2 % 144 ;
73 1z He1z 14 25 260 . | I
oct. 17 a2z 451 20 21 173 '
2 33 fjeet 2 34 309
29 15 H2¢2 | Aug. 1 27 as
Hov. 4 8 315 b 1 14 l ;
Dec. 10 4 |z 25 16 126 :
| 3l 12 127 i
gct. 18 3 118 !
30 21 218 |
I Nov. 13 23 ri-¥i I N
— o L T 2 I —
26 2%0 26 189 Averages 6 45 [} 55 .
1976 1977 1977 i
Mar. 16 23 172 ] Mar, 5 27 110 13 56
P 24 98 11 5 161 7 32z
apr. 9 32 1% 23 46 306 a a4
Aug. i3 21 1za; Apr. 10 14 110 11 38
13 27 126 15 31 232
25 16 et 22 % la7 July 2 " 52
31 26 202 ] May 10 12 142 sept. 7 9 50
Sept. 30 20 205 | June & 27 221 18 12 26
oct. 12 18 429 24 22 112 oct. 6 a8 s1
30 s 91 30 20 162
Wov. 5 18 191
1 9 2306 I
18 2 299 |
23 %0 47 PR — —
Averages 26 199 l 25 174 Averages 10 39 | 9 43




TABLE

FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS INVENTORY - COLSTRIP

0-1 MILE RADIAL DISTANCE FROM HI-VOL SITE #3

(1576)

SQURCE

Pavep ROADS

UNPAVED ROADS

BARE AREA WIND
EROSIDN

EMISSION A/ CONTROL
COLSTRIP/OUTSIDE COoNTROL EFFICIENCY
TaNs PER YEAR OPTJON X
19724 VACUUM 7S
SWEEPING
302/96 REGULAR 37-43
WA TER ING
VEGETATE
180/2184 RANGE ac
GRASSES

REDUCTION A/
COLSTRIP/0DUTSIDE
TaNs R_YEA

14

i33

144/1747

TotaL REpDUCTION TONS PER YEAR - 2038

Appendix to MPC comments,
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Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
P.0. Box 3621

Partland, Otegon 97208

LI

rmghdoens Bl November 29, 1977~ i

Mr. Michael Reach i
Chief N iy
Air Quality Bure?u ‘ AT 3
Environmental Sciences Division ! |
Department of Health & - _j—“*‘!
Environmental Sciences S
Cogswell Building LS "_7?7:;*{
Helena, Montana 58601 L

Dear Mr. Roach:

Per your request we have reviewed the Addendum to the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources & Conservation's Colstrip Units 3

& 4 Environmental Impact Statement and offer the following
comments for your consideration.

1. The State should assure that the design of Units 3 & 4
does not repeat the vibration problem adversely affecting
the emission monitoring equipment on Units 1 & 2.

2. The amount of particulate generated by many of the par-
ticulate sources {construction activities, mining, dusty
roads and parking lots, wind erosion, etc.) currently re-
<ulting in violations of particulate standards, depends on
wind, weather, traffic conditions, intensity of activity
and other factors. These emissions are also fugitive,
making them difficult to measure or estimate. Thus, it

may be difficult to determine what specific measures may
best be used to obtain the needed offset reduction {2537.6
tons/year) in particulate emissions.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this
statement.

Sincerely yours,

PRy

P g R \
Loy
= 19‘(/ E. Wililard

. Assistant to the Administrator -
ot Interagency Relations
[ 00 ITY Bun LAl
T s '.‘T,. I“

e

Reference Response #6.

DHES RESPCNSE
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STATE OF MONTANA T
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ¢ORPHSL CoUNCIL
CAPITOL STATION
Helena. Montana 59601

Temence D. Canmexdy. EXecutive Director

GOV THOMAS L JUDGE or SENATE MEMBERS HOUSE MEMBERS APPOINTEL MIEMBLIS
Designated IEpreseniative: Tuamy Murphy. ¢ hainman vemer | Berelsen W, Deschamps
LE Gen Ted SCnwinden Frank Durkie nike hMeloy “nades Doheny
Hoberts Denns € Mathe Hict 1 Klinger
CHOrae I iRk Arhur H Sheiden william U Sputkes

October 27, 1977

Dr. Arthur C. Knight

Director

Department of Health and
Environmental Sciences

Helena, Montana

Attention: Mr. Michael Roach, Chief
Air Quality Bureau

Dear Dr. Knight:

This will acknowledge receipt of the Addendum to the
Department of Natural Resources & Conservation's Colstrip
Units 3 & 4 environmental impact statement.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the above document
and at this time we have no comment to offer.

Thank you for complying with the Montana Environmental

Policy Act.
Sincerely,
TERRENCE D. CARMODY
Executive Director
TDC/mb




STATE oy MONTANA

DEFARNTIENT OF

Fism awer Garas
Helena, MT 59601
November 15, }%?}quw*~xrj

#Mr. Michael Roach, Chief {—"5
Air Quality Bureau —
Department of Health & Environmental Sciences

Helena, MT 59601

Dear Mr. Roach:

As requested, we have reviewed the addendum to the
Colstrip FIS provided by your bureau. :

This review was conducted by Dr. Robert Martinka,
chief of our Baseline Studies Bureau. He had the following
comments to make on this document:

ngince the document deals mainly with the technical
and legal aspects of air quality monitoring in the area, I
have no particular comments to make because of my lack of back-
ground in these disciplines.”

We are sorry we are unable to provide more specific
comments on this statement, but appreciate the opportunity to
review it.

Sincerely,

- @
i A S o

=s A. Posewitz, Administrator
cological Services Division

JAP/sd

ce: Environmental Quality Council
Keith Seaburg

Y

RN/
oL

Flo. sur iTY g
Tk T

W s
- =
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e
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IV. NO EIS ADDENDUM REVISION

Based on substantive comments received from persons and organizations
during the 30-day review period, the DHES has decided not to revise the
addendum.

The DHES intends to conditionally approve the permit; however, based
on the public comments, it will exercise its option to add and revise cer-
tain conditions. The conditions will be:

Condition A - Ambient air SO concentrations will be as follows:

1. 0.02 ppm, maximum annual average.

2. 0.10 ppm, 24-hour average, not to be exceeded over 1% of the
days in any three month period.

3. 0.025 ppm not to be exceeded for more than one hour in any
four consecutive days.

Additionally, all other ambient standards will apply.
Condition B - Emission offsets shall be 2038 T/yr.

Condition C - To further clarify and resolve BHES Condition No. 1, the
consortium will conduct a pyrite sulfur study on Colstrip Units 1 & 2. The
study will begin on or before March 1, 1978, and run for no less than one
year and no longer than two years. Details are to be worked out between
the DHES and the utilities' representative, MPC.

Condition D - Limitations on SO» emissions shall reflect the levels of

control demonstrated by Colstrip Units 1 & 2. This Tevel shall be 0.61 1bs.

of S0, per million BTU's fired. The emissions limitation for particulate

matter shall be 0.05 1bs. of particulate matter per million BTU's fired.
Nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions limitations shall be the same as those specified
under the present NSPS. Emission limitations shall apply except during times

of startup, shutdown, or malfunction. In the event the "worst case coal" design
criteria for sulfur are exceeded, the emission limits, as noted above, shall

not apply. Exceeding the design criteria limits for sulfur may trigger Con-
dition G.

Condition E - The telescopic spout above the coal storage pile shall be
operated in such a manner to reduce the distance coal must drop to the pile.
In addition, coal suppression techniques shall be used in all other areas to
reduce blowing coal dust at the plant site such as requiring the use of berms,
windbreaks, and application of dust palliatives. These conditions will be
fully detailed in an operating permit which will be issued prior to beginning
plant operations.

Condition F - MPC shall submit a detailed emission monitoring program for
DHES approval one year before Units 3 & 4 commence operation. The monitoring
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program shall include SO; monitors at both the inlet and outlet of all
scrubbers in addition to the required stack monitors. All monitors shall
be certified according to those procedures outlined in the October 6, 1975,
Federal Register and any subseguent amendments to those procedures which
may be pramulgated between permit issuance and plant operation.

Condition G - A contingency plan for coal blending shall be developed by
the consortium and presented to the DHES one year prior to the actual opera-
tion of Colstrip Units 3 & 4. The plan will not be implemented unless DHES
has evidence that the 1% sulfur level is being exceeded. An interpretation
of what the one percent sulfur coal means is explained in the DHES June 27,
1977, report to the BHES (EIS Addendum, October 25, 1977, Appendix K).

&



APPENDIX A
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Novembexr 7, 1977

legal Division
Department of Health and
Environmental Sciences
1400 Eleventh Avenue
Helena, Montana 59601

Attn: Sandra R. Muckleston

Re: Colstrip 3 and 4.

Dear Ms. Muckleston:

In your letter to Mr. John Ross of October 25, 1977, you
request that we withdraw from consideration our operating
permit application and refile the same in 1980. We have
considered your request and by this letter accede to your
recommendation upon the grounds that we will not be pre-
judiced in refiling the application for an operating permit
at a later date.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

Sy 7 [
i1 _t_.tmpx//.
'Jo&n L. Peterson

/

./ John W. Ross
William H. Bellingham

JLP/pr
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