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EAST HAMPTON POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
P.O. Box 805 Middle Island, New York 11953

0CT 0 7 2003
FILES
September 17, 2003 ALBANY, N.Y.
Hon. Janet Hand Deixler
Secretary
New York State Public Service Commission By Federal Express
Three Empire State Plaza ' —~ ‘
Albany, NY 122231350 . OB ~ LSS
* oYl

Re: Petition — In the Matter of East Hampton Power C Q- .

and Light Company, Inc. Co pLD

Petition for an Order Regarding Regulatory Regime, MR .S CHU Ao HEE-

Application for Certificate of Public Convenience

And Necessity and Petition for Financing Approval me - T.BL

Case 03-E-0518
Dear Secretary Deixler:

Enclosed for filing are an original and five copies of a supplemental
environmental impact assessment to our Petition for an Order Regarding Regulatory
Regime, Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Petition for
Financing Approval on behalf of East Hampton Power & Light Company, Inc., as
requested by your office.

Also attached are exhibits concerning the affidavit of publication for Notice of
Intent, Correspondence with the Long Island Power Authority for a Purchase Power
Agreement, and our Certificate of Incorporation.

Again, I would like to thank your staff counsel and especially Mr. Steven Blow,
for advise with various procedural aspects and sound legal advise.

If you have any questions concerning this Petition, please feel free to contact me
at your convenience. '

Respectfully submitted,

James A. Heller
President and CEO
East Hampton Power & Light
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PUBLISHER'’S AFFIDAVIT

State of New York)SS:
County of Suffolk)

Michelle Donnelly of said county says she
is the Legal Ad Clerk of Suffolk County Life,

a newspaper published in the town of
M County of Suffolk, State of

New York, and annexed is a printed copy that

has been regularly published in said newspaper

once a week for __7 / _ week(s) successively,
commencing the _&-_ day

of __ ﬁﬁg{(g,{__ 2003,
_@MM

Legal Clerk

Sworn_to before me this S}} day of

Do 2003
JENE L TAVLOR
Piotary Pubtc, State of New York
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EAST HAMPTON POWER & LIGHT

Supplement to Petition

Case Number 03-E-0518

(Draft)

Environmental Impact Assessment

Executive Summary

Submitted by: East Hampfon Power & Light
P.O. Box 805
Middle Island, New York 11953




Executive Summary

1.0  Project Description
1.1  Introduction

As the energy industry on Long Island is undergoing many changes and improvements,
retail customers are demanding lower prices for electric power. New power plants are
being constructed in order to meet the growing demands as well as assure the residents
uninterruptible service without rolling blackouts and power outages. These requirements
have a profound impact on the long range planning process, especially the need for
adding new on island generating sources.

‘The New York Energy Planning Board has recently issued a plan in which they

emphasize provisions for safe, reliable and affordable electric energy. in an
environmentally responsible manner, and among whose objectives include the promotion
of technological innovations, wholesale competition, and the encouragement of merchant
generation and transmission development. East Hampton Power and Light’s principles
follow precisely along these advisory lines. We are also in favor of implementing and
developing plans to avoid major power disruptions, that have been in the past
unnecessary and unwarranted. We further, are in agreement with resource adequacy
improvements and clean energy programs, such as the one we will construct and have in
operation by the summer of 2004, approval pending.

To meet the need for additional generating capacity and to improve system reliability on
the portion of the Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) grid serving the Eastern End of
Long Island, LIPA may consider entering into a long-term power purchase agreement
with East Hampton Power & Light (EHPLC), to purchase the output from a new
electrical generating facility to be constructed in the Township of Riverhead, at the
former Grumman Naval Reserve Facility, Calverton, Suffolk County, New York. The
proposed facility, to be called the Calverton Generating Station (or CGS), would consist
of one simple cycle gas/oil fired, air/water cooled 79 MW General Electric 7001 EA
combustion turbine and generator with a pre-installed scrubber system (Selective
Catalytic Reduction-SCR) for absolute compliance with all New York Department of
Environmental Conservation air quality requirements.

The entire generating system may be optionally air-cooled allowing for minimal water
usage. The combustion system is dual fired (oil & gas) and will use very low sulfur light
oil until natural gas is available at the end of 2005.

The proposed state-of-the art Calverton Facility would be located on approximately 3
acres, in a pre-paved area of the Riverhead Industrial Park, that is zoned under the
Riverhead Town Code as a pre-existing industrial zone. When the Grumman Plant was
active an oil fired steam heat producing system was used for heating the airport hangars,
assembly plant and administrative offices. When the Grumman Corporation relocated,
the United States Government bequeathed the entire 2,900 acres on which the naval
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defense site was situated to the Township of Riverhead. The infra structure remains in
place and intact enabling present day usage, including an ample water supply as-well as
sanitary waste water and sewage disposal. There will be little construction involved
where noise, traffic, and dust pollution will be significant.

Because the maximum out put of the proposed facility will be less than 80 MW, the
facility will not be considered as a major facility subject to the jurisdiction of the Board
on Electric Generation Siting and the Environment, pursuant to Article X of the Public
Service Law.

The object of the Environmental Assessment is to analyze the potential impacts of the
proposed Calverton Facility in accordance with the State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA), and to provide the basis for the DEC to act as the SEQRA lead agency, to
make an informed decision as to whether the proposed action may result- in any
significant adverse environmental effects and thus require the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement. We are currently assessing potential environmental
impacts in all of the relevant environmental aspects, including land use and zoning,
neighborhood character, community facilities, cultural resources, visual resources, traffic
and transportation, air quality, noise, infrastructure, contaminated materials, coastal zone
management, and construction. Because it is expected that the proposed facility will be
constructed and operating by the summer of 2004, and no material changes are predicted
during this interval, future conditions without the proposed project would be the same as
existing conditions. Consequently, impacts are assessed by comparing future conditions
with the proposed facility to existing conditions without the facility. Although
construction of the proposed facility constitutes a discrete action under SEQRA, and is
not dependent on approval of any other facility, the assessment nevertheless includes,
where relevant to ensure a conservative analysis, potential impacts from other proposed
facilities under consideration by LIPA, as well as the other facilities referred to in the
discussion of cumulative impacts.

1.1.1. Public Need and Purpose

As set forth in LIPA’s Draft Energy Plan 2002-2011, LIPA has determined that there is a
need for an additional 200 MW to meet the energy needs of the LIPA service area for this
summer (2003) and to prevent Long Island’s generating capacity from slipping below
prudent levels in future years. After this year, LIPA’s projections of future energy needs
on Long Island indicate that the peak demand will grow each year by approximately 100
MW between now and 2011. The peak load is projected to increase approximately 1.7
percent per year during this period. The current “Requests for Proposals” issued last
month, June 24, 2003, to provide Capacity, Energy, & Ancillary Services to the Long
Island Power Authority, quoted in part as follows: The Authority recognizes the need for
additional generation either on Long Island, or transmitted to Long Island from off-island
generating sources, in order to serve its increasing load requirements.” The current
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request for proposals is seeking to purchase 250-600 MW to be in service by the summer
of 2006. (See: Appendix A: Request for Proposal Meeting of LIPA, June 24, 2003.)

Prior to the current Request for Proposals the need for additional generating capacity on
Long Island became very evident during July 2002. On July 3, 2002, during a heat wave,
power demand reached a new record of 5,030 MW. On July 29, 2002 that record was
broken when the demand for electricity reached 5,059 MW. The total usage for July
2002 exceeded that of July 2001 by 21 percent.

Given this level of growth, the loss of a large generating unit or major transmission
interconnection could have a devastating effect impact on the electrical system. To guard
against these potentially severe consequences, LIPA has developed a stringent set of
criteria that takes into consideration the specific operational conditions or contingencies
that impact resource planning in the LIPA service area. These criteria require LIPA to
have sufficient resources available to ensure uninterrupted service to the residents of
Long Island and those portions of Queens served by LIPA.

The New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) requires LIPA either to own, or
have contracts for, generating capacity and other resources to meet peak summer demand,
plus a reserve of 18 percent. Resources available to satisfy this demand include power
generation facilities and other demand side resources. The reserve requirement is
necessary in the event of possible outages of power plants, as well as weather conditions
that may be warmer than anticipated, as was the case during the past three summers.

In addition to requiring an 18 percent reserve, NYISO also requires LIPA to maintain a
location based installed capacity within LIPA’s service area due to the limited
transmission capacity in the area. Transmission capacity is limited because of the areas
geographical separation from the major transmission infrastructure in New York State’s
electric grid. The LIPA service area is one of only two areas in the state on which this
requirement is imposed — the other is New York City. The location requirement is set at
93 percent of the expected summer peak demand. Although LIPA is currently meeting
NYISO’s resource adequacy criteria, due to projected increased electricity demand LIPA
must secure the construction of additional generating capacity to maintain system
reliability. Even with the availability of existing resources, Long Island continues to be
very close to its capacity limits and immediate action is necessary to avoid the risk of
system wide voltage reductions, business shutdowns and rolling blackouts.

This years, August 16, 2003, blackout was the worst in the history of the United States.
Over 50,000,000 people were left without electric power. This error was indeed not due
to negligence, but rather the fact that the electric system is relatively old. It has served
the population for nearly a century, but now it must be put to rest and a new system
constructed in its place (See: Appendix B — The Causes and Effects of the August 2003
Blackout).
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Long Island being a load pocket survived the blackout very quickly. However had the

cause of the blackout been in reverse, that is if the short circuit occurred in Long Island,

then the restoration of power might have taken weeks. The integrity and reliability of
LIPA is excellent. But one can only do so much with what one has. Therefore if the
reliability is subject to degradation due to ancillary forces, the solution is to add state-of-
the-art, contemporary generation systems to protect the efficiency of the system. This
2003 blackout clearly re-demonstrates the public need for additional, modern, safe and
reliable electric generation especially on Long Island.

Further, Long Island’s transmission and capacity restraints are aggravated by the fact that
the generating infrastructure in the LIPA system is relatively old. The majority of the
generating capacity is derived from facilities that are more than 30 years old, and a
significant portion of the generating capacity is derived from facilities that are more than
40 years old. During the summer of 2002 peak demand period, virtually all of the LIPA
generating facilities were operating, and well over 95 percent of the generating capacity
was available. Due to regional demands for electricity, the availability of additional
capacity from NYISO to LIPA’s service area was extremely strained. Has any significant
equipment failures occurred on LIPA’s system, emergency measures and possibly rolling
blackouts would have been necessary to maintain the integrity of the system.

East Hampton Power and Light’s proposed Calverton Facility will provide urgently
needed additional generating capacity to the LIPA system and, in particular will assist
LIPA in alleviating system capacity constraints and meeting seasonal peak demands on
the East End. With this facility in operation, the necessitation to import electricity from
facilities farther west on Long Island, or imported from other states will be reduced.

1.1.2 Organization of the Environmental Impact Assessment
The Environmental Assessment (EA) is organized as follows:

Chapter 1.0, “Project Description,” contain an overview of the proposed project’s
purpose, need and benefits; a description of the proposed project; a brief description of
the proposed project environmental conditions; a summary of the public outreach efforts
conducted in support of the proposed project; and required approvals, permits and
notifications.

Chapter 2.0 describes the environmental setting sand provides a discussion of potential
environmental impacts by specific environmental analysis disciplines (including land use
and zoning, neighborhood character, community facilities, cultural resources, visual
resources, traffic and transportation, air quality, noise, infrastructure, hazardous
materials, water resources, natural resources, coastal zone management, and
construction). Because it is expected that the proposed facility would be constructed and
operating within approximately 6 months and no material changes are expected during
this period, future conditions without the proposed project would be the same as existing
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conditions. Consequently impacts are assessed by comparing future conditions with the
proposed facility to existing conditions without the facility. Appendices containing
additional supportive materials are referenced in various sections of the EA assessment.
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1.1.3. Type and Size

The proposed electric generating facility would be a simple cycle configuration. The
plant’s prime equipment would be General Electric MS7001EA dual fired (gas and oil)
Combustion Turbine (CT) Generators with a capacity of 79 MW net to LIPA grid. The
unit would utilize-low sulfur (0.05 percent) distillate fuel oil as a fuel, until natural gas is
available. There is not a sufficient natural gas supply currently available in the project
area to support the proposed facility’s operation with natural gas. An illustrative site plan
is given as Figure 1-3.

The combustion turbine’s efficient combustion system is a major element to emissions
control. In addition, a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system and oxidation catalyst
would be employed to reduce nitrogen oxide (NOy), carbon monoxide (CO), and valatile
organic compounds (VOC) emissions. Treated exhaust gas would be emitted through a
stack approximately 65 feet above grade (one stack). Stack emissions would be
monitored with a continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS).

Additional equipment includes a spray-mist cooling system, ammonia injection system
for the SCR system, electric metering, step-up transformer, auxiliary transformer, station
transformer and electric switchgear. A local unit-control system would integrate all
operating functions of the proposed facility. Information on the General electric
MS7001EA proposed for use at the proposed facility is contained in Appendix D.

The proposed facility would connect to LIPA’s electric transmission system through a
69-kV transmission line from the proposed facility’s transformer step-up to the 69kV
Brookhaven-Calverton-Riverhead Nos.69-867 and 69-885 to the Riverhead Substation.
The proposed transmission line route is shown in Figure 1-4.




1.4  Permits, Approvals, and Notifications

Development of the proposed project may require or involve the following regulatory
agency notifications, actions, permits and/or approvals:

Long Island Power Authority

o Transmission line interconnection agreement.

. Facility purchase power agreement.
Village of Riverhead

° Water and Sewer Connection.

. Building Permit.

o Local Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency.
Town of Riverhead

o Freshwater Wetland Permit or Waiver.

Suffolk County Department of Health Services

o Petroleum Bulk Storage Permit (Delegated by NYDEC).

° Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.
. Stormwater Management Plan.
8




New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

. New York State Facility Air Permit (for construction) pursuant to 6
NYCRR Part 201-5.

. Title IV Acid Rain Permit.

o Title V Operating Permit pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 201-6 would be
required within one year from commencement of operation.

) Wetlands Permit Notification.

New York State Public Service Commission

o Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity pursuant to Section 68 of
the Public Service Law (together with an Order for Lightened Regulation,
and/or financing approval pursuant to Section 69 of the Public Service
Law).

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

. Nationwide General Permit for transmission line construction along
Grumman Boulevard (formerly Swan Lake Road) and River Road.
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2.0  Potential Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Actions
2.1 Land Use, Zoning and Neighborhood Character

The proposed site is located on the former Grumman Naval Defense Reserve, previously
known as Peconic A irport in the T ownship o f R iverhead, S uffolk C ounty, New Y ork.
The facility lies on the north side of Grumman Boulevard (formerly Swan Road) and
River Road. The parcel is 2,900 acres. The core where the airport, hangars, and steam
heating plant is part of 454 acres set aside for the Riverhead Industrial Park. The
proposed facility will be 3 acres, within the 4 54 acres, inclusive o f the a dministration
building, storage, warehouse and emission stack. There are no residences within one
mile of the facility.

2.1.1. Land Use

The area of the proposed site is a pre-existing industrial zone that is part of a 454-acre
industrial park situated within the Township of Riverhead. Existing utilities, water
supply, sewage and storm water discharge facilities are in place and have been permitted
for use for this project by the Township of Riverhead and Suffolk County. There are no
residences within one mile of the facility. The most prominent nearby community land
use 1s the Swan Lake Golf Course that operates seasonally — spring and summer, and is
closed during the fall and winter months. Within a five-mile radius are small agricultural
farms, a section of the Long Island Pine Barrens, and the Calverton National Cemetery.

2.1.2. Zoning

The proposed facility project site is located within a 2,900-acre section in the Township
of Riverhead known as the Calverton Enterprise Park that was bequeathed to the
township by the U.S. Government after the Naval Defense Facility relocated. The
Township of Riverhead set aside 454 acres as an industrial park. The 454 acres was the
core of the Defense facility and contained the hangars, assembly plant, warehouses, oil
fired steam h eating p lant and a dministrative o ffices. Itistoday zoned e xclusively for
industrial use. All of the facilities utilities are operating and have been permitted for use
by the Township of Riverhead and Suffolk County.

10
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2.1.3. Neighborhood Character

The surrounding neighborhood outside of the 2,900-acre Enterprise Park is a mix of small
agricultural farms, a seasonally operated golf course, a section of the Long Island Pine
Barrens, a few hiking trails, and the Calverton National Cemetery. The existing
neighborhood character would not be affected by the proposed facility. The facility
would conform to the established land use patterns and existing zoning in the area.

2.2 Community Facilities

An inventory o f community facilities (schools, hospitals, government offices, religious
institutions etc.) has been taken of both the immediate project site and a 1-mile radius of
the area surrounding the proposed facility to assess the potential effects that may possibly
occur. The community facilities within a one-mile radius are a seasonally operated
public golf course and a proposed recreational park. The facility would be equipped with
a state-of-the-art noise suppression system and exhaust silencers where any sound
emitted from the proposed site would be inaudible and not adversely affect the operation
of the golf course or proposed recreational facilities.

2.3 Cultural Resources

There are no known archaeological sites within the p roposed C alverton facility site or
within the proposed transmission line routes. Therefore, no known archaeological
resources would be disturbed by the proposed project. It is not expected that potential
archaeological resources would be disturbed by the project since documentary research
and subsurface archaeological investigations indicate that the Calverton facility site and
transmission line route are not sensitive for archaeological resources. The proposed 3

acre site within the 454 acre industrial park have been developed by construction

associated with the operation of the former U.S. Navy Aircraft Research and
Development Facility, and field investigations encountered no significant archaeological
remains in subsurface testing of the undisturbed sections. The 2,900 acres of the
Calverton Enterprise Park do not contain any significant archaeological resources. Since
the utility transmission line would replace the existing transmission line right of ways,
reconstruction and installation of the proposed transmission line connecting the proposed
site. with the Riverhead Substation would not affect any potential archaeological
resources. Therefore, no further archaeological study is warranted for the Calverton
Facility site and the proposed transmission line routes.

11
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There are no State and National Registries eligible, locally designated, or potential
architectural resources within one mile of the Calverton Facility site. Therefore the
proposed facility would be located to far from any architectural resource to cause
physical impacts, and the proposed facility would not be visible or audible from any of
the architectural resources located within the study area.

2.4 Visual Resources

The project facility does not visually impede any current sight lines within the five-mile
visual and aesthetic study area. The tallest element of the proposed facility would be the
10-foot diameter, 5-foot tall stack that is well below the heights of the majority of pine
trees and upland woods that surround the site area. Within the 2,900 acre Calverton
Enterprise Park is an airport control tower that is higher than the proposed stack height
would be. Given this tree screening, even during leaf off conditions, the proposed facility
would not be visible from any of the public or historic resources in the five-mile radius.

With regard to the transmission line reconstruction since it is presently operating as a 69
kV line an increase in voltage to 138 kV would not have a significant adverse visual
impact.

2.5  Environmental Justice

NS

The focus of an environmental justice analysis is the determination of whether the
construction and operation of a proposed facility would have both adverse and
disproportional impacts on an environmental justice community.

The first step in the analysis is to determine whether the proposed project is in or near a
low-income and/or minority community. Based on a review of the census data for the
study area, no minority group was identified within the one-mile study area and no
census tract was identified as meeting the definition of a low-income community within
the same area.

If the presence of a low-income or minority community has been documented, NYDEC
guidance on environmental justice defines two steps to determine if potential
environmental impacts are likely to adversely affect communities of concern. The steps
are to identify potential environmental impacts and to determine whether impacts are
likely to adversely affect a minority or low-income community.

12




. . _ P ~ R 2 B
) " S Wl N AN @ = U T E an an A e a8 Eaa @

Calverton Executive Summary

2.7.5. Accidental Ammonia Release

Aqueous ammonia as proposed for use in the SCR at the site is stored as a 17.5 to 19.5
percent ammonia-water solution. Storage would be in a state-of-the-art tank system with
leak detection and fully dike impermeable containment. Ammonia is highly water-
soluble and as such is easier to handle for use in the SCR, because ammonia is highly
soluble, it is less available to rapid evaporation and release to the air than more volatile
chemicals.

The proposed ammonia tank is not subject to Sepia’s Risk Management Program for
hazardous materials; however, a worst-case accidental release analysis was conducted to
alleviate any potential concerns from the community in the very unlikely event of a spill
or leak.

The Area Locations of Hazardous Atmospheres (ALOHA) emergency release model was
selected as the tool to perform the modeling. The entire tank capacity if 12,000 gallons
was assumed to be released even though such storage tanks are only filled to 95 percent
of capacity. The ALOHA model uses highly conservative meteorological assumptions
including wind speed, wind direction, and other important factors. This methodology is
consistent with USEPA’s Risk Management Model Program and Plan for Ammonia
Refrigeration prepared in 1996.

To predict the worst-case consequence of the ammonia release, the ALOHA model was
used to estimate the distance to the ammonia toxic endpoint of 150 ppm. The toxic value
endpoint of 150 ppm is the American Industrial Hygiene Association Emergency
Response Guideline Level 2 (EPRG-2). The value represents the maximum airborne
concentration b elow w hich nearly all i ndividuals could be exposed for up to one hour
without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious side effects.

The results of modeling with ALOHA demonstrate that the potential ammonia risk level
for a one-hour period of 150 ppm is not approached by this assumed catastrophic event at
the site. The ALOHA model determined that at the nearest residence, the maximum
predicted concentration would be well below the target risk level of 150 ppm. Therefore,
the defined worst-case accidental release scenario would not result in any adverse health
effects due to ammonia, and even with this conservative approach, no significant impacts
would occur.

16
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2.7.6. PM; s Impact

An assessment was made of the potential effects of fine particulates (PM;s) on public
health and welfare. T he term PM,; ;s refers to the particle size range equivalentto 2.5
micrometers and smaller. Particles within the range are considered “inhalable
particulates.” The assessment examined the basis of the proposed USEPA PM;;
standards (i.e., 24-hour PM; s concentration of 65 ug/m3 and annual PM; s concentration
of 15 pg/m®, how it relates to protecting public health, and potential health effects of
emissions of PM, s from the Calverton Facility on the nearby community.

For purposes of this assessment it was assumed that the PM,s emissions from the
proposed facility would be equivalent to the PM;, emissions (i.e., all particulate
emissions are PM,s). This is a conservative assumption since PM, s represents only a
portion of the total particulates emitted. While there is not sufficient monitored data for
the project area and no approved USEPA model for definitively a ssessing c ompliance
with standards, based upon the assumption that 100 percent of PM,, emissions are PM; s
and using the PM10 air quality modeling results, the maximum 24-hour concentration for
PM, s due to project facility emissions would be '1".9,1 , while the maximum annual
PM; s concentration due to project facility emissions would be Q. 049 If these values are
added to the corresponding NYDEC measured value, the maximum total 24-hour
concentration would be36. %’Lvﬂmhlch would be well below the 24-hour PM; 5 ambient
standard, and the maximum total annual concentration would be |1 $4  which would be
below the 15 pg/m annual PM; s standard.

In addition to the primary PM, s that may be emitted by the proposed Calverton Facility,
NOy, SO; and ammonia are most likely to affect the formation of secondary particles.
The reactions of these compounds are quite slow and may take several hours to many
days, the rates depending on many factors such as background ¢ oncentrations o f trace
level and catalytic species, sunlight, temperature, relative humidity, and others. As such,
the secondary particulates will not affect or contribute to the maximum air quality
concentrations of PM s particulate resulting from the primary emissions.

The slow reaction times cause the plume to be very widely dispersed. Where dispersion
has not diluted the emissions greatly, very little of the NO,, SO, and ammonia would be
converted to particles because of the time required for the transformation. Far from the
facility where more of these gases would have been transformed, physical dispersion of
the emissions would have diluted the impact to such an extent that it would be
insignificant relative to background levels. As such, the Calverton Facility is expected to
have no significant impact as a result of secondary fine particulates.

17
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In conclusion, the proposed Calverton Facility would contribute only a small amount to
both the annual and the short-term concentrations of PM, s, and these contributions are
not expected to significantly effect PM, s concentrations. Emissions of PMy s from the
proposed facility would not significantly affect compliance with PM, 5 standards. These
standards are set to protect the public health with an adequate margin of safety.
Therefore the proposed facility would not be expected to result in any significant adverse
PM; 5 health effects. ‘

2.7.7. Climate Change

The project’s impact on climate change due to emissions of greenhouse or climate change
gases (GHGs) was assessed. GHGs contribute to climate change by increasing the ability
of the atmosphere’to trap heat. The principal GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CHy), and nitrous oxide (N,O). To express emissions of the different gases in a
comparable way, a weighing factor called the Global Warming Potential (GWP) is often
used, which relates the ability of each greenhouse gas to trap heat in the atmosphere to a
single gas (CO,).

The proposed project would fire very low sulfur light distillate oil, until natural gas is
available. The greatest proportion of the potential GHG emissions from the project
would be as CO, from the combustion process. Trace amounts of CH4 and N,0O would
also be emitted; however, emissions of these compounds are considered negligible when
compared to the total CO, emissions, even taking into consideration their GWP, and
therefore are not considered significant to the climate change issues.

As a conservative estimate, maximum CO, emissions were estimated to be 353 x 106
pounds per year, or 0.159 teragrams (Tg) CO, Eq. per year. GWP is taken as the
equivalent heat trapping ability of one teragram (Tg, or 1 billions kilograms) of CO,,
expressed as Tg CO; Eq. To assess the proposed project impact on climate change, the
projects m aximum G WP w as c ompared to state, national and global e stimates of man
made CO, emissions. The worst case annual emissions from the proposed project would
be approximately 0.082 percent of the total New York CO; inventory. On a
national scale, the proposed project would contribute only approximately 0.0027 per
cent to the total national emissions inventory of CO,. Finally, the proposed emissions if
CO; from the project would be less than 0.00071 percent of the total annual global
emission rate.

In conclusion, the operation of the proposed facility would result in a negligible
contribution to the state, national and global inventories of CO, emissions, and therefore
the impacts to general public health from project related operations would be
insignificant.

18
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The proposed Calverton Facility is not expected to have any significant adverse impacts
on the surrounding community. Air quality analysis results show that the emissions from
the proposed Calverton Facility would result in pollutant concentrations that would be
well below applicable air quality standards. Therefore, an evaluation of the maximum air
emission impacts from the proposed project has not identified any significant impacts on
a short- term of cumulative basis to low income or minority populations. In accordance
with the environmental justice objectives defined by NYDEC, there would be no
disproportionate impacts on minority populations near the proposed facility.

2.6  Traffic and Transportation

The proposed facility would not adversely impact existing traffic conditions in the
vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed Calverton Facility would generate a small
number of vehicle trips for operations and maintenance staff, and oil trucks. During
normal operation, the proposed facility would generate a maximum of 10 vehicle trips
during the busiest hour for staff and maintenance. The oil hauling would generate a
maximum of 4 truck trips during the busiest hour, or an average of 1.2 trucks per hour for
a 10-hour working day. The very small number of trips generated by the proposed
facility, even when staffed, would not significantly increase traffic on local roadways.
Therefore, the proposed Calverton Facility would not have the potential to impact vehicle
traffic.

2.7  Air Quality
2.7.1. Introduction

The East Hampton Power and Light’s proposed Calverton Generating Facility involves
the placement of a 79.9 MW gas and oil fired turbine unit in the Riverhead Industrial
Park in the Township of Riverhead, Suffolk County, New York. The facility would use
very low sulfur light distillate oil until natural gas becomes available next year, so the air
emission parameters analyzed here are for both gas and oil. Operating limits would be
implemented so that annual emissions of all air pollutants would not exceed “major
stationary source” thresholds as defined in 40 CFR 52.21 and 6 NYCRR Part 231. As
such, the Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Non-Attainment
New Source Review (NNSR) rules would not apply to the proposed facility.
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2.7.2. Facility Design

The facility would consist of a simple cycle, air cooled in the natural gas configuration,
General Electric 7 EA turbine generator set. In the oil combustion configuration, the GE
7EA would burn very low sulfur light (0.05 percent) distillate fuel oil. The GE 7EA
would include both an air-cooled and water injections system where required.

2.7.3. Facility Emissions

Emission information is based on General Electric (GE) recommended measurement
methods. NOy emissions are corrected to 15% O2 without heat rate correction and are
not corrected to ISO reference condition per 40CFR 60.335(a)(1)(i). Algorithms with
SPEEDTRONIC control system will eontrol NOx levels shown. Projected annual
emissions for the project are summarized in Tables ES-2 and ES-3 and compared with the
major source thresholds — PSD and NNSR (Table 1). The state facility air permit
regulation could limit facility emissions to the values shown in this table and
consequently keep the facility’s air emissions below major source thresholds. Since this
facility may be capped by the limiting parameter (NOy emissions), the actual potential to
emit for all parameters would be defined by the predicted hours of operation of the unit as
capped by the annual NOy limit.

2.7.4. Pollutant Concentrations

The air quality impacts due to emissions of criteria pollutants (i.e., those pollutants of
concern which include, PMg, SO, NO,, and CO) were assessed using state-of-the-art air
dispersion simulation models. The dispersion modeling for the Calverton Facility was
performed consistent with the procedures found in USEPA documents and NYDEC
requirements.

It utilized the USEPA Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST3) Version 02035
model with rural dispersion parameters, 5 years of meteorological data (from Long Island
MacArthur Airport, in Islip, N.Y. with upper air sounding data from Atlantic City, New
Jersey and Brookhaven National Labs, Upton, N.Y.), and a polar grid of receptors going
out to 2 kilometers with additional sensitive receptors. To obtain total concentrations for
comparison to Ambient Air Quality Standards, the highest representative measured
background values obtained using 3 years of recent data from nearby NYDEC monitoring
stations was combined with the highest model predicted value.
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Table ES 2.7-1: Major Source Thresholds and Project Potential Emission Rates

Major Source | Thresholds

PSD NNSR Annual Facility

Pollutant (TPY*) (TPY) Emissions (TPY)®
Carbon Monoxide 250® N/A 24.0
Sulfur Dioxide 250 N/A 88.9
PM 250 N/A 136.3
PMy, 250 N/A 136.3
Nitrogen Oxides 250 25 22.5
vVOC 250 25 20.5
Notes:
* TPY =tons per year

® NO, emissions based on an annual operation to maintain minor source status. Emissions of remaining pollutants

Conservatively assume that NO, emissions are controlled below the SCR vendor guarantee of 6.0 ppm, which could resuft in increased
operating hours (values in table assume facility operates 6,413 hours per year)

Source: 6 NYCRR 231-2 and 40 CFR 52.21

The maximum predicted concentrations from the proposed facility are shown in Tables
ES-2 and ES-3. Maximum predicted concentrations from the proposed facility were
combined with highest representative measured background levels for comparison to the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The results shown and this
comprehensive modeling analysis determined that the facility’s emissions would not
result in air quality concentrations that exceed the recognized SILs. Emissions from the
proposed facility would not result in significant air quality concentrations. Additionally,
the maximum total concentrations resulting from emissions from the proposed facility
added to the highest representative background concentrations would be below applicable
NAAQS. -

Consequently, the proposed facility would not have a significant air quality impact or
exceed the applicable NAAQS.

2.7.5 Accidental Ammonia Release

Aqueous ammonia as proposed for use in the SCR at the site is stored as a 17.5 to 19.5
percent ammonia-water solution. Storage would be in a state-of-the-art tank system with
leak detection and fully dike impermeable containment. Ammonia is highly water-
soluble and as such is easier to handle for use in the SCR, because ammonia is highly
soluble, it is less available to rapid evaporation and release to the air than more volatile

chemicals.

The proposed ammonia tank is not subject to Sepia’s Risk Management Program for
hazardous materials; however, a worst-case accidental release analysis was conducted to
alleviate any potential concerns from the community in the very unlikely event of a spill
or leak.

The Area Locations of Hazardous Atmospheres (ALOHA) emergency release model was

selected as the tool to perform the modeling. The entire tank capacity if 12,000 gallons
was assumed to be released even though such storage tanks are only filled to 95 percent
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of capacity. The ALOHA model uses highly conservative meteorological assumptions
including wind speed, wind direction, and other important factors. This methodology is
consistent with USEPA’s Risk Management Model Program and Plan for Ammonia
Refrigeration prepared in 1996.

To predict the worst-case consequence of the ammonia release, the ALOHA model was
used to estimate the distance to the ammonia toxic endpoint of 150 ppm. The toxic value
endpoint of 150 ppm is the American Industrial Hygiene Association Emergency
Response Guideline Level 2 (EPRG-2). The value represents the maximum airborne
concentration below which nearly all individuals could be exposed for up to one hour
without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious side effects.

The results of modeling with ALOHA demonstrate that the potential ammonia risk level
for a one-hour period of 150 ppm is not approached by this assumed catastrophic event at
the site. The ALOHA model determined that at the nearest residence, the maximum
predicted concentration would be well below the target risk level of 150 ppm. Therefore,
the defined worst-case accidental release scenario would not result in any adverse health
effects due to ammonia, and even with this conservative approach, no significant impacts
would occur.

2.7.6 PM;;s Impact

An assessment was made of the potential effects of fine particulates (PM;s) on public
health and welfare. The term PM; ;s refers to the particle size range equivalent to 2.5
micrometers and smaller.  Particles within the range are considered “inhalable
particulates.” The assessment examined the basis of the proposed USEPA PM, s
standards (i.e., 24-hour PM; 5 concentration of 65 ug/m3 and annual PM, 5 concentration
of 15 ug/m”, how it relates to protecting public health, and potential health effects of
emissions of PM; s from the Calverton Facility on the nearby community.

For purposes of this assessment it was assumed that the PM,s emissions from the
proposed facility would be equivalent to the PMjo emissions (i.e., all particulate
emissions are PM;s). This is a conservative assumption since PM, s represents only a
portion of the total particulates emitted. While there is not sufficient monitored data for
the project area and no approved USEPA model for definitively assessing compliance
with standards, based upon the assumption that 100 percent of PM;y emissions are PM; 5
and using the PM10 air quality modeling results, the maximum 24-hour concentration for
PM, s due to project facility emissions would be ,while the maximum annual PM; ;s
concentration due to project facility emissions would be . If these values are added
to the corresponding NYDEC measured value, the maximum total 24-hour concentration
would be , which would be well below the 24-hour PM, s ambient standard, and the
maximum total annual concentration would be , which would be below the 15 pg/m’
annual PM; s standard.
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In addition to the primary PM; s that may be emitted by the proposed Calverton Facility,
NOy, SO; and ammonia are most likely to affect the formation of secondary particles.
The reactions of these compounds are quite slow and may take several hours to many
days, the rates depending on many factors such as background concentrations of trace
level and catalytic species, sunlight, temperature, relative humidity, and others. As such,
the secondary particulates will not affect or contribute to the maximum air quality
concentrations of PM; s particulate resulting from the primary emissions.

The slow reaction times cause the plume to be very widely dispersed. Where dispersion
has not diluted the emissions greatly, very little of the NOy, SO, and ammonia would be
converted to particles because of the time required for the transformation. Far from the
facility where more of these gases would have been transformed, physical dispersion of
the emissions would have diluted the impact to such an extent that it would be
insignificant relative to background levels. As such, the Calverton Facility is expected to
have no significant impact as a result of secondary fine particulates.

In conclusion, the proposed Calverton Facility would contribute only a small amount to
both the annual and the short-term concentrations of PM, s, and these contributions are
not expected to significantly effect PM; s concentrations. Emissions of PM; s from the
proposed facility would not significantly affect compliance with PM, 5 standards. These
standards are set to protect the public health with an adequate margin of safety.
Therefore the proposed facility would not be expected to result in any significant adverse
PM, 5 health effects.

2.7.7 Climate Change

The project’s impact on climate change due to emissions of greenhouse or climate change
gases (GHGs) was assessed. GHGs contribute to climate change by increasing the ability
of the atmosphere to trap heat. The principal GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO;), methane
(CH,), and nitrous oxide (N;0). To express emissions of the different gases in a
comparable way, a weighing factor called the Global Warming Potential (GWP) is often
used, which relates the ability of each greenhouse gas to trap heat in the atmosphere to a
single gas (CO»).

The proposed project would fire very low sulfur light distillate oil, until natural gas is
available. The greatest proportion of the potential GHG emissions from the project
would be as CO, from the combustion process. Trace amounts of CHs and N,O would
also be emitted; however, emissions of these compounds are considered negligible when
compared to the total CO, emissions, even taking into consideration their GWP, and
therefore are not considered significant to the climate change issues.

As a conservative estimate, maximum CO; emissions were estimated to be 353 x 106

pounds per year, or 0.159 teragrams (Tg) CO, Eq. per year. GWP is taken as the
equivalent heat trapping ability of one teragram (Tg, or 1 billions kilograms) of CO.,
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expressed as Tg CO, Eq. To assess the proposed project impact on climate change, the
projects maximum GWP was compared to state, national and global estimates of man
made CO; emissions. The worst case annual emissions from the proposed project would
be approximately 0.082 ~ percent of the total New York CO, inventory. On a
national scale, the proposed project would contribute only approximately 0.0027 per
cent to the total national emissions inventory of CO,. Finally, the proposed emissions if
CO, from the project would be less than 0.00071 percent of the total annual global
emission rate.

In conclusion, the operation of the proposed facility would result in a negligible
contribution to the state, national and global inventories of CO; emissions, and therefore
the impacts to general public health from project related operations would be
insignificant.

Table ES 2.7-2: Background Concentrations of Criteria Pollutants

1998 1999 2000
Background Background Background
Averaging | Concentration | Concnetration | Concentration Monitor
Pollutant Period (ug/m’)’ (pg/m’)* (pg/m*)* Location
CcO 1-Hour 6,440 7,130 4,140 Eisenhower Park
8-Hour 4,600 5,175 2,875
3-Hour 147 141 118 East Farmingdale
SO, 24-Hour 89 168 60 Water District
Annual 18 18 26
24-Hour 40 41 38 East Farmingdale
Water District
PM)o (1998)
Annual 19 16 17 Eisenhower Park
(1999-2000)
PM, s 24-Hour - 31.9¢ 31.8 East Farmingdale
Annual ) 12.9%* 12.6 Water District
NO, Annual 41 47 45 Eisenhower Park
Notes:

(a) Highest, second highest, short term (1-,3-,8 & 24-Hour), and maximum annual average
Concentrations presented except PM, 5, which is the 9g™ percentile 24-Hour concentration.

(b) Based on less than 75% available data.

(c) Based on 3™ and 4" quarter data from 1999.
Bold Value: identifies the greatest value over the 3-year period and is presented as being a

representative background concentration for the study area.
Source: NYDEC 1998, 1999, and 2000.
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Table ES 2.7-3: Calverton Project Modeling Parameters
Basic Dispersion Parameters

Exhaust

Stack Diameter Temperature (K) Stack Height
Parameter Exit Velocity (meters) (meters)
100% Load 44.73 3.048 657.04 19.81
50 % Load 44.73 3.048 532.00 19.81

Emission Rates
Parameter Sulfur Dioxide Nitrogen Dioxide Carbon Monoxide Particulate*
(Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr)

100% Load 28.0 14.0 7.5 47
350% Load 14.0 7.0 3.8 23

* Modeled input includes assumption of 15% conversion of sulfur dioxide to ammonium sulfate as
secondary PM. Actual data for PM is 45.4 pph.

2.7.8. Cumulative Air Impact Assessment
a. Introduction

Potential cumulative impacts due to the six new combustion turbine projects that were
constructed for LIPA for the Summer of 2002 (i.e., facilities at Shoreham, Edgewood,
Glenwood, Port Jefferson, Bethpage, and Bayswater) and four separate combustion
turbine projects that LIPA is considering for the summer of 2003 (i.e., facilities to be
located in North Bellport, Freeport, Jamaica Bay and Greenport were analyzed). The
potential effect of this project on impacts from the other LIPA projects is examined
qualitatively.

b. Cumulative Impact Assessment of LIPA 2002/2003 Facilities

Cumulative effects of the LIPA 2002/2003 facilities on localized air quality were
addressed by 1) examination of the relative locations of the projects, and the extent of the
individual project concentrations downwind; and, 2) the distribution of overlapping
project air quality impacts relative to the prevailing winds.

With regard to the first item, the LIPA 2002/2003 facilities are widely spaced throughout
Nassau, Suffolk, and Queens Counties. This distribution of projects spreads the relatively
low air emissions from each facility through a wide geographical area. Each of the
facilities has individually demonstrated through air quality dispersion modeling of
potential facility emissions, to have insignificant air quality impacts (i.e., maximum
concentrations are below the SILs). The maximum concentrations for each facility would
occur very closely to the combustion turbines for each facility. The concentrations
continue to decrease with distance from the sources, such that at the distance to the next
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adjacent source, the concentrations would be a scant fraction of the SIL and nearly
immeasurable.

With regard to the second item, it can be concluded that no significant cumulative
interaction of the facilities would occur based upon an examination of the prevailing
wind directions. :

The modeling results and comparison to the standards are presented in Table ES-4. As
shown in the table, the combined air quality results indicate that the total concentrations
(i.e., the cumulative effect of the modeled LIPA 2002/2003 facilities and worst-case
background levels) would not exceed the ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the
cumulative effect would not produce significant air quality impacts.

Table ES 2.7-4: Cumulative Air Quality Impacts of LIPA 2002/2003 Facilities

Maximum
Modeled Background Total
Averaging Concentration Concentration | Concentration NAAQS

Pollutant Period (ug/m’) (ug/m>) (ug/m’) (ug/m*)

CO 1-hour 86.8 7,216 7,302.8 40,000

CcO 8-hour 212 5,196 5217.2 10,000

SO, 3-hour 34 1504 153.8 1,300

SO, 24-hour 1.1 90.1 91.2 365

SO, Annual 0.12 26.1 38.1 80

PMp 24-hour 1.0 42.0 43.0 150

PM;o Annual 0.12 19.1 19.2 50

NO, Annual 0.10 47.1 472 100

While the Calverton Facility has not been quantitatively assessed, the potential
interaction of its emissions with other LIPA sources is expected to be negligible and
insignificant. This is due in large part to its being spatially separated from the other
sources, and that the Calverton emissions will be predominately downwind from the
other sources. Furthermore, maximum concentrations from Calverton are expected to be
well below the SILs. Therefore, because the individual impacts of each facility are so
small and the facilities are distributed geographically, there will be no cumulative impact
from simultaneous operation of the proposed Calverton Facility or the other LIPA
2002/2003 facilities.
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The air quality analysis presented in Section 2.7 of this Environmental Assessment shows

- that emissions from the Calverton Facility would be below major source thresholds,

concentrations would be below applicable air quality standards. Table 2.4-3 presents the
results iof air quality monitoring of the Calverton Facility with and without the addition
of measured background and compares the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
measured background and compares the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The values in the table clearly show that even when maximum plant impacts
are added to maximum measured ambient concentrations, the resulting air quality levels
will be well below NAAQS.

With worst-case parameters the air quality modeling demonstrated results that are below
U.S. EPA designated significant impact levels (SILs) for under all modeled
circumstances. SILs have been established by U.S. EPA as the level below which no
significant impact to air quality is deemed to occur. The contribution of the proposed
facility emissions relative to the total concentrations that may be experienced by
commercial enterprises within the identified community was also determined. These
results indicate that the Calverton Facility would have a negligible contribution to the
total concentrations presented on Table 2.5-3, and would not result in a disproportionate
or adverse impact to the surrounding community.

Table 2.5-4: Calverton Facility Maximum Modeled Concentrations

Pollutant | Average | NAAQS | Significant Maximum Total
Period | (ug/m?) Impact Background Modeled Concentrations
Level Concentrations | Concentrations (ug/m*)
(pg/m” (ug/m’)’ (pg/m’)’
1-Hour 40,000 2,000 7,130 5.4 7,135.4
CO 8-Hour 10,000 500 5,175 1.2 5,176.2
3-Hour 1,300 25 147 10.2 157.2
SO, 24-Hour 365 5 89 2.9 91.2
Annual 80 1 26 0.029 26.03
PM,, 24-Hour 150 5 46 4.92 45.92
Annual 50 l 19 0.049 19.05
NO, Annual 100 1 47 , 0.015 47.02
Notes:

Background concentrations are the highest second hlghest short-term (1-,3-,8- and 24-Hour), and

maximum annual average concentrations which is the 98" percentile 24-Hour concentrations monitored
from 1999-2000.

2
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Table ES-4:

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts of LIPA 2002/2003 Facilities

Maximum
Modeled Background Total
Averaging Concentration | Concentration | Concentration NAAQS
Pollutant Period (ug/m’) (ug/m’) (ug/m) (ug/m’)

CcO 1-hour 7,216 40,000
CO 8-hour 5,196 10,000
SO, 3-hour 1504 1,300
SO, 24-hour 90.1 365
SO, Annual 26.1 80
PMo 24-hour 42.0 150
PMio annual 19.1 50
NO, annual 47.1 100

While the Calverton Facility has not been quantitatively assessed, the potential
interaction of its emissions with other LIPA sources is expected to be negligible and
insignificant. This is due in large part to its being spatially separated from the other
sources, and that the Calverton emissions will be predominately downwind from the
other sources. Furthermore, maximum concentrations from Calverton are expected to be
well below the SILs. Therefore, because the individual impacts of each facility are so
small and the facilities are distributed geographically, there will be no cumulative impact
from simultaneous operation of the proposed Calverton Facility or the other LIPA
2002/2003 facilities.

2.8 Noise

The noise assessment of the proposed Calverton Generating Facility consisted of two
parts: 1) an ambient noise monitoring program in the vicinity of the project site in order
to characterize the existing noise environment; and 2) a noise/modeling impact evaluation
of the project. The noise impact evaluation consisted of performing computer noise
modeling of the major noise producing equipment and determining impacts based upon
the change in o ne-hour e quivalent noise 1evels (Legq)). A n increase in noise levels of
more than 6 dBA was considered a significant noise impact. In addition, an assessment
was performed to evaluate consistency of the proposed project with the Township of
Riverhead Noise Code.
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Seven receptor sites were selected for analysis. These receptor sites included the closest
residence and commercial sites where the proposed facility might have a significant
impact. At six of the seven-receptor sites, short term monitoring (20 minutes in duration)
was conducted during the day and late at night. At the seventh site, a continuous 24-hour
noise measurement was performed. These measured noise levels were used to determine
the quietest hours of the day and night, and thus the time period when the proposed
facility would have the greatest potential for significant impacts.

A computer noise model was utilized which calculated the project noise by summing the
contributions from each of the major noise sources at the proposed facility. Noise level
data for most of the major facility noise sources were obtained from equipment vendors.
In cases where these data were not available, octave band spectra from comparable
facilities was used in the analysis.

The proposed facility has been designed to incorporate noise attenuation measures to
reduce potential project impacts. These measures include exhaust silencers; an inlet
noise suppressor and auxiliary engine baffles from the General Electric sound
suppression equipment option additions. The facility operating equipment is enclosed in
a specially equipped a state-of-the-art sound proofing with noise vents that practically
eliminate turbine engine noise. A firewall outside of the enclosure further prevents
annoying sounds from polluting the atmosphere.

Model results are presented in Table ES-5. Table ES-5 shows the calculated noise from
the proposed facility alone, the measured ambient late night noise, the projected future
total late night noise with the proposed facility (i.e., the sum of the facility and existing
ambient noise levels), and the calculated maximum increase in noise due to the proposed
facility (i.e., the difference between the future total noise with the proposed facility and
existing late night noise levels). At all of the receptor sites, the noise from the proposed
facility alone would be less than 30 dBA, and would be in conformance with the
requirements o f the T ownship o f Riverhead Noise Code. F or purposes o f this impact
assessment, at all of the receptor sites, e ven d uring the q uietest hour o fthe night, the
maximum increases in noise levels would be less than 1 dBA. These increases in noise
levels would be imperceptible, and well below the 6 dBA impact threshold. Therefore,
noise from the proposed facility would not result in any significant adverse impacts.
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2.9 Infrastructure
2.9.1. Water Supply

The Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) through water mains that were connected
when the area belonged to the United States Government and was operating a U.S. Navy
Atrcraft and Defense Facility would supply water. Each of the mains is permitted by the
Township of Riverhead and Suffolk County. No further construction, other than the
standard water connections would be required.

The proposed facility would require about 100 gallons per day (gpd) for miscellaneous
service water uses such as plant housekeeping activities, emergency showers and
eyewash stations. The facility would use approximately 92 gallons per minute or about
132,500 gpd of water for evaporative cooling, controlled combustion and air pollution
reduction equipment.

Alternatively, if the Suffolk County Water Authority could not deliver water, it could be |
obtained from the existing Township of Riverhead water supply system, which is
comprised mainly of individual water wells.

2.9.2. WastewateAr

“ The proposed facility’s total wastewater generation discharge would be minimal based on

its operation as a simple-cycle facility. All sanitary wastewater would be discharged
directly or by pump out to the Riverhead Wastewater Treatment Plant. Process
wastewater would be about 600 gallons per week when the facility is operating at
capacity. The wastewater may also be hauled off site and disposed of at a licensed
facility. Disposal of these volumes would not have an adverse impact on the wastewater
handling systems.

2.9.3. Energy

The proposed Calverton Facility would consume approximately 14 million gallons per
year of very low sulfur light distillate oil (less than 0.05% sulfur) if it operates at
capacity. The proposed use of oil is minimal compared to the sixe of the system and
overall use of oil in the area. Moreover, the proposed facility would serve a vital public
need by providing electric power to Long Island and improving system reliability,
especially during periods of peak demand.

2.9.4 Solid Waste
The proposed facility would generate limited quantities of solid waste. Solid waste

produced by the facility would average less than .05 tons per month. A local licensed
waste hauler would transport non-recyclable materials for disposal at an approved
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disposal facility. Generation of solid waste by the proposed Calverton Facility would be
minimal, and its disposal would not have an adverse impact on the solid waste handling
system or on the capacity of regional landfills.

2.10 Contaminated Materials

The proposed site was cleared during the time when the U.S.Government operated a
Naval Defense and Aviation Research Facility. The entire area of 2,900 acres was left in
a clean and orderly manner when it was bequeathed to the Township of Riverhead. There
are no debris piles within or adjacent to the proposed facility site.

2.11 Soils, Geology, and Seismology

The proposed site soils and geology are suitable for construction of the planned
generating facility. No blasting would be required. All facilities would meet applicable
seismic standards. A Soil Erosion Prevention and Control Plan would be developed for
the project. The plan would prevent sedimentation in the nearby wetlands, watercourses,
and properties. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts associated with soils or seismic
activities are expected.

2.12 Natural Resources

The proposed project site encompasses 3 acres within a 460 acre industrial park, that lies
within a 2,900 acre divided parcel bequeathed to the Township if Riverhead by the U.S.
Government. This parcel was subdivided and sold in sections by the Town of Riverhead
to be used as an industrial park and recreational area, respectively. The entire area is
within New York’s coastal lowlands ecozone and is characterized by mid to late
succession upland deciduous forest. Surrounding the area within a five-mile radius are
the Long Island Pine Barrens, which is a very sensitive area with regard to conservation.
No ecologically significant habitats or wildlife species occur at the proposed site, within
the 460-acre industrial park, nor within the 2,900-acre parcel reserved by the Township
of Riverhead. The 2,900-acre area was previously used as an airport and naval aircraft
research facility where wildlife species were not encouraged to live for fear of safety to
the cadets and test pilots who were testing U.S. Naval Defense Aircraft.

No state or federally listed threatened or endangered species inhabit the site and no
significant impacts on wildlife species or habitats would result as a result of the proposed
action.

2.12  Water Resources
Process water makeup requirements for the proposed facility would be a maximum of
92 gallons per minute (gpm) or about 132,000 gallons per day (gpd). The Suffolk County

Water Authority would supply water for the proposed facility’s generating system
through existing water mains that were used during the time when the U.S. Naval
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Defense Facility used the area for aircraft research, assembly, aeronautical engineering
and for administrative purposes. The area contained an oil fired steam heating facility for
general all around heating purposes.

The second method for facility water requirements would be to reactivate various local
wells, and pump the water directly to the site at the permitted rate of 500 gallons per
minute, more than the proposed project would need. The calculated permissive sustained
yield (PSY) from these wells are from .50 to 1.25 million gallons per day (mgd),
depending on rainfall, with an annual average PSY of about .90 mgd. The demand of
132,000 gpd is well below the minimum PSY of .60 mgd.

The construction of the facility would have little impact on the site’s infiltration rate,
since most of the storm water would be routed to an on site infiltration basin and existing
in use sewer system The proposed facility is located in the Hydrogeologic Zone VI. No
significant adverse impacts are to be expected on the regional or local aquifers due to the
minor water consumption of the facility and the site’s management of storm water.

2.13 Storm water Management

As the facility would be located on a site with an existing water sewage drain system that
has been in service since the U.S.Naval Defense and Aviation Research Facility was
located here, and the sewage system has been approved by the Township of Riverhead
and the Suffolk County Department of Public Works. Impervious surfaces would be
added to the site as a result of the proposed project. Because of this, a further stormwater
management system has been designed to properly manage rainfall under post
development conditions. As in most areas in Central Suffolk County, the stormwater
management system would collect and convey site stormwater runoff to an onsite
infiltration or recharge basin.

The stormwater management system would allow the clean stormwater from roofs, roads,
parking areas and general site areas to infiltrate and not flow off site. Stormwater from
containment areas would be sent to an oil/water separator and then either directed to the
Riverhead Wastewater Treatment or hauled to a licensed facility for disposal. A
Stormwater Pollution Prevention and a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure
would be developed to implement these designs and procedures. An Integrated
Contingency Plan would be developed in the event of a spill or other incident. With these
measures in place, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse
environmental impact associated with stormwater and materials used on site.

2.15 Coastal Zone Management
The entire Village of Riverhead lies within the New York State Coastal Management

Zone. The Village of Riverhead adopted a Local Waterfront Revitalization Program
(LWRP), which was approved by the New York State Department of State.
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While this project is within the coastal zone, the proposed facility is between 3 % and 4
miles from the Long Island Sound and over 15 miles to the Atlantic Ocean, and does not
provide any waterfront access or water recreation uses to the public, it may still be
subject to LWRP consistency review. However, many of the specific policies are not
applicable. Where applicable, the proposed project would be assessed for consistency
with the following policies: developmental; fish and wildlife; flooding and erosion
control; public access; historic and scenic resources; energy; water and air. The proposed
Calverton Facility would be consistent with these policies.

2.16 Construction Impacts

Potential construction impacts would be limited to land use, infrastructure, noise, traffic,
air quality, and storm water. Construction activities associated with the proposed
Calverton Facility would include site preparation and foundations, unit assembly, final
site work, and start-up testing.

2.16.1 Description of Construction Phases

a. Site Preparation and Foundations

As the site was previously excavated and leveled when the U.S. Government was using
the site for the Grumman Naval Air Defense and Research Facility and Air Field, there
would be relatively little earth moving requirements, therefore with the use of dust
suppression systems the impacts from the laying of a new foundation will be minimal.

b. Unit Assembly and Final Site Work

Major components of the facility (turbines, generators, compressors, transformers,
auxiliary engines, input and exhaust fans) are delivered pre-tested on extra heavy-duty
sixteen wheel transports, requiring little on site fabrication.

Other facility components such as tanks, piping, air quality control systems, and exhaust
stack erection would require on site fabrication.

During this phase secondary containment structures, storm water management systems,
pavements and utilities would be installed.

¢. Startup and Testing

The General Electric Corporation’s, Power Systems Division prior to delivery, tests the
entire generating system. It is retested after the components are delivered, placed on the
foundation, and auxiliary equipment is assembled. No adverse impacts are expected
during this phase.
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2.16.2 Resource Impact Assessment and Controls
a. Land Use

The 454-acre Riverhead Industrial Park is zoned for commercial industry. The Calverton
Facility will use 3 acres. The site plan shows ample room for construction access, use
and egress this would not be a significant adverse impact.

b. Air Quality

Possible impacts on local air quality during construction of the proposed project include
fugitive dust (particulate) emissions from earth movement; mobile source emissions,
including hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxide, and carbon monoxide emissions from
construction workers and delivery vehicles and construction equipment operation.
Appropriate fugitive dust control measures include watering of exposed areas and dust
covers for trucks, would be employed to minimize any impacts. As a result, no
significant air quality impacts from fugitive dust emissions are anticipated.

Mobile source emissions during construction may result from trucks delivering
construction materials or removing debris, worker’s private vehicles, and construction
equipment operation. Because the location of the site is adjacent to roadways, truck
deliveries and worker’s private vehicles will not need to travel excessive distances, and
are subsequently not expected to have a significant impact on mobile source emissions.
Therefore mobile source emissions are not expected to be significant

¢. Noise and Vibration

Impacts on noise and vibration levels during construction of the proposed project include
noise and vibration from construction equipment operation and noise from construction
and delivery vehicles traveling to and from the site. The level of impact of these noise
sources depends on the noise characteristics of the equipment and activities involved, the
construction schedule, and the location of the potentially sensitive noise receptors. Noise
and vibration levels at a given location are dependent on the kind and number of pieces of
construction equipment being operated, as well as the distance from the construction site.
In general, like most projects, construction of the proposed project would result in
increased noise and vibration levels for a limited period of time. Typical noise levels of

construction equipment that may be employed during construction processes are given in

. Table ES-6:
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Table ES-6: Typical Noise Emission Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment Item Noise Level at 50 Equipment Item Noise Level at 50

_ Feet (dBA) Feet (dBA)
Air Compressor 81 Dump Truck 88
Asphalt Spreader 89 Front-End Loader 84
Asphalt Truck 88 Gas Driven Vibro Compactor 76
Backhoe 85 Hoist 76
Bulidozer 87 Jackhammer (Paving Breaker) 88
Compactor 80 Line Drill 98
Concrete Plant 83 Motor Crane 83
Concrete Spreader 89 Pile Driver/Extractor 101
Concrete Mixer 85 Pump 76
Concrete Vibrator 76 Roller 80
Crane (Derrick) 76 Shovel 82
Delivery Truck 88 Truck 88
Diamond Saw 90 Tug 85
Dredge 88 Vibratory Pile Driver 89
Sources:

Wood, E.W. and A.R. Thompson, Sound Level Survey, Concrete Batch Plant: Limerick Generating
Station, Bolt, Beranek and Newman Inc., Report 2825 Cambridge, MA. May 1974,

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Construction Noise Survey, Report No.
NC-P2, Albany, N.Y., April 1974.

Bungener, J.H., Sound Level Survey: Wise’s Landing, Kentucky, Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc.,
Report No. 2880, Downers Grove, IL, June 1975.

F.B. Foster Company, Foster VibroDriver/Extractors, Electric Series Brochure, W-925-10-75-5M

In general, noise levels caused by construction activities would vary widely, depending
on the phase of construction and specific tasks being performed. In general, construction
activities for the proposed project would take place on weekdays between the hours of
7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. However, based on scheduling, some activities may take place
outside of this timeframe (weekends and after 6:00 PM).

Increases in noise levels caused by delivery trucks, employees traveling to and from the
site and other construction vehicles would not be significant, and would be limited to
access roadways to the project site.

Increased noise levels caused by construction activities can be expected to be most
significant during stages of construction that require the use of impact equipment.
However these impacts would be short term in duration and, as there are no residences
within a one-mile area, would not result in any significant adverse impacts.

d. Infrastructure and Hazardous Materials Management

A Health and Safety Plan would be implemented during construction to minimize
exposure of construction workers, workers on nearby sites, and others in the vicinity of
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areas of concern on site. The Health and Safety Plan defines worker safety training,
monitoring procedures, and personal protective equipment. In addition, all material
removed from the site would be disposed of in compliance with all applicable laws and
regulations.  With these measures, no significant impacts would occur during
construction.

e. Stormwater, Erosion and Sediment Control

Under the new Phase II stormwater permitting program, site disturbance of more than one
acre requires the development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SPPP) and
submission of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to NYDEC. A SPPP would be reviewed by
NYDEC for compliance with applicable regulations. The SPPP would be strictly
enforced during the construction period in order to prevent any impacts on nearby
wetlands, drainage courses and properties.

R Traffic

During construction, there would be new vehicle trips to a from the project site, including
those from workers commuting to and from the site, as well as those from the movement
of goods and equipment. The maximum number of workers on site is estimated to be
approximately 15 to 75 during construction. A peak construction work force of
approximately 75 persons would extend approximately three to four weeks. Given
typical construction hours, worker trips would be concentrated in off-peak hours and
would not represent a substantial increase during peak travel periods. Therefore, vehicle
trips associated with construction would not be likely to have any significant adverse
impacts on surrounding streets. Heavy equipment and construction material delivery
would average less than 10 hours per day over the construction period, but may have
several peak days of less than 40 trucks. Based upon the relatively modest number of
vehicular trips, and the short duration of construction, construction activities should not
result in any significant adverse traffic impacts.

2.16 Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative impact analysis was performed to examine whether the proposed Calverton
project, cumulatively with other relevant facilities (i.e., facilities built for LIPA for the
summer of 2002, and facilities proposed for the summer of 2003), would have the
potential for causing significant adverse environmental impacts. The cumulative impact
analysis considered each of the environmental categories (i.e., land use and zoning,
community facilities, cultural resources, contaminated materials, traffic, air quality,
noise, etc.) as analyzed above. Because of the very localized extent of each such
facility’s impacts, in all areas other than air quality, cumulatively the new LIPA electric
generating facilities have no potential for significant impacts.
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With respect to air quality, the LIPA facilities would also have only very localized
effects, though other larger facilities (not part of the LIPA system) could have broader
impacts. Consequently, quantified analyses were performed to assess the potential
cumulative air quality impacts of the proposed project together with such facilities. The
detailed cumulative analyses contained in Section 2.7, “Air Quality,” show that all of the
maximum concentrations from stack emissions would be below the applicable air quality
standards. Therefore, in terms of air quality, the proposed project would not, either
individually or cumulatively, have any significant adverse environmental impacts.
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Glossary

Calverton Generating Facility

Glossary

This glossary has definitions for technical words used in the Clean Air Act
summary. For the most part, the glossary provides fuller definitions than those
given in the summary itself. When a word or group of words is printed in italics
within a definition, that tells you that you'll find a definition of the word or group
of words elsewhere in the glossary.

Acld raln -- Air pollution produced when acid chemicals are incorporated into
rain, snow, fog or mist. The “acid" in acid rain comes from sulfur oxides and
nitrogen oxides, products of buming coal and other fuels and from centain
industrial processes. The sulfur oxides and nitrogen oxides are related to two
strong acids: sulfuric acid and nitric acid. When sulfur dioxide and nitrogen
oxides are released from power plants and other sources, winds blow them far
from their source. If the acid chemicals in the air are blown into areas where the
weather is wet, the acids can fall to Earth in the rain, snow, fog or mist. In areas
where the weather is dry, the acid chemicals may become incorporated into
dusts or smokes. Acid rain can damage the environment. human health and
property. :

Alternative fuels -- Fuels that can replace ordinary gasoline. Alternative fuels
may have particularly desirable energy efficiency and pollution reduction
features. Alternative fuels include compressed natural gas, alcohols, liquefied
petroleum gas (LPG), and electricity. The 1990 Clean Air Actencourages -."
development and sale of alternative fuels. -

Attainment area -- A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air poliutant |
meet the health-based primary standard (national ambient air quality standard,
or NAAQS) for the pollutant. An area may have on acceptable level for one
criteria air pollutant, but may have unacceptable levels for others. Thus, an area
could be both attainment and nonattainment at the same time. Attainment areas
are defined using federal pollutant limits set by EPA.

Carbon monoxide (CO) -- A colorless, odorless, poisonous gas, produced by
incomplete buming of carbon-based fuels. including gasoline, oil and wood.
Carbon monoxide is also produced from incomplete combustion of many natural
and synthetic products. For instance, cigarette smoke contains carbon
monoxide. When carbon monoxide gets into the body, the carbon monoxide
combines with chemicals in the blood and prevents the blood from bringing
oxygen to cells, tissues and organs. The body's parts need oxygen for energy,
so high-level exposures to carbon monoxide can cause serious health effects,
with death possible from massive exposures. Symptoms of exposure to carbon
monoxide can include vision problems, reduced alertness, and general
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reduction in mental and physical functions. Carbon monoxide exposures are
especially harmful to people with heart, lung and circulatory system diseases.

CFCs (chlorofluorocarbons) -- These chemicals and some related chemicals
have been used in great quantities in industry, for refrigeration and air
conditioning, and in consumer products. CFCs and their relatives, when
released into the air, rise into the stratosphere, a layer of the atmosphere high
above the Earth. In the stratosphere, CFCs and their relatives take part in
chemical reactions which result in reduction of the stratospheric ozone layer,
which protects the Earth's surface from harmful effects of radiation from the sun.
The 1990 Clean Air Actincludes provisions for reducing releases (emissions)
and eliminating production and use of these ozone-destroying chemicals.

Clean Air Act -- The original Clean Air Act was passed in 1963, but our national
air pollution control program is actually based on the 1970 version of the law.
The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments are the most far-reaching revisions of the
1970 law. In this summary, we refer to the 1990 amendments as the 1990 Clean
Air Act.

Clean fuels -- Low-poliution fuels that can replace ordinary gasoline. These are
alternative fuels, including gasohol (gasoline-alcohol mixtures), natural gas and
LPG (liquefied petroleum gas).

Combustion -- buring. Many important poliutants, such as sulfur dioxide,
nitrogen oxides, and particulates (PM-10) are combustion products, often
products of the burning of fuels such as coal, oil, gas and wood.

Continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) -- machines which
measure, on a continuous basis, pollutants released by a source. The 1990
Clean Air Act requires continuous emission monitoring systems for certain large
sources.

Control technology; control measures -- equipment, processes.or actions
used to reduce air pollution. The extent of pollution reduction varies among
technologies and measures. In general, control technologies and measures that
do the best job of reducing poliution will be required in the areas with the worst
pollution. For example, the best available control technology/best available
control measures (BACT,BACM) will be required in serious nonattainment areas
for particulates, a criteria air poliutant, A similar high level of pollution reduction
will be achieved with maximum achievable control technology (MACT) which will
be required for sources releasing hazardous air pollutants.

Criteria air pollutants -- a group of very common air pollutants regulated by
EPA on the basis of criteria (information on health and/or environmental effects
of pollution). Criteria air pollutants are widely distributed all over the country.

Curtailment programs - restrictions on operation of fireplaces and woodstoves
in areas where these home heat sources make major contributions to pollution.

Emissjon -- release of pollutants into the air from a source. We say sources
emit pollutants. Continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) are machines
which some large sources are required to install, to make continuous
measurements of pollutant release.

Enforcement -- the legal methods used to make polluters obey the Clean Air
Act. Enforcement methods include citations of polluters for violations of the law
(citations are much like traffic tickets), fines and even jail terms. EPA and the
state and local governments are responsible for enforcement of the Clean Air




Act, but if they don't enforce the law, members of the public can sue EPA or the

states to get action. Citi

Zens can also sue violating sources, apart from any

action EPA or state or local governments have taken. Before the 1990 Clean Air
Act, all enforcement actions had to be handled through the courts. The 1990
Clean Air Act gave EPA authority so that, in some cases, EPA can fine violators
without going to court first. The purpose of this new authority is to speed up
violating sources' compliance with the law and reduce court time and cost.

Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) -- chemicals that cause serious health and
environmental effects. Health effects include cancer, birth defects, nervous
system problems and death due to massive accidental releases such as
occurred at the pesticide plant in Bhopal, India. Hazardous air pollutants are
released by sources such as chemical plants, dry cleaners, printing plants, and
motor vehicles (cars, trucks, buses, etc.)

Inspection and maintenance program (/M program) -- Auto inspection
programs are required for some polluted areas. These periodic inspections,
usually done once a year or once every two years, check whether a car is being
maintained to keep pollution down and whether emission control systems are
working properly. Vehicles which do not pass inspection must be repaired. As of
1992, 111 urban areas in 35 states already had I/M programs. Under the 1990
Clean Air Act, some especially polluted areas will have to have enhanced
inspection and maintenance programs, using special machines that can check
for such things as how much pollution a car produces during actual driving

conditions.

International air pollution -- Canada and Mexico, the United States’ neighbors,
share the air at our borders. Pollution moves across the national borders; this
international pollution can be serious. The 1990 Clean Air Act includes
provisions for cooperative efforts to reduce pollution that originates in one
country and affects another.

-

Interstate air pollution -- In many areas, two or more states share the same

air. We say these state

products that cause acid

pollutants, such as the power plant combustion
rain, may travel over several states before affecting

health, the environment and property. The 1990 Clean Air Act includes many

metropolitan area.

Material safety data sheets (MSDS) -- product safety information sheets
pPrepared by manufacturers and marketers of products containing toxic

chemicals. These sheets

can be obtained by requesting them from the

manufacturer or marketer. Some stores, such as hardware stores, may have

material safety data shee

Mobile sources -- movin

ts on hand for products they sell.

g objects that release pollution; mobile sources include

cars, trucks, buses, planes, trains, motorcycles and gasoline-powered lawn

» Which includes trains,

Monitoring (monitor) Measurement of air pollution is referred to as monitoring.
EPA, state and local agencies measure the types and amounts of poliutants in

community air. The 1990

Clean Air Act requires certain large polluters to




perform enhanced monitoring to provide an accurate picture of their pollutant
releases. Enhanced monitoring programs may include keeping records on
materials used by the source, periodic inspections, and installation of

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) -- a criteria air pollutant. Nitrogen oxides are produced
from burning fuels, including gasoline and coal. Nitrogen oxides are
smogformers, which react with volatile organic compounds to form smog.
Nitrogen oxides are also major components of acid rain.

Nonattainment area -- a geographic area in which the level of a criteria ajr
pollutant is higher than the level allowed by the federal standards. A single
geographic area may have acceptable levels of one criteria air pollutant but
unacceptable levels of one or more other criteria air poliutants; thus, an area
can be both attainment and nonattainment at the same time. It has been
estimated that 60% of Americans live in honattainment areas.

Oxygenated fuel (oxyfuel) -- special type of gasoline, which burns more
completely than regular gasoline in cold start conditions; more complete burning
results in reduced production of carbon monoxide, a criteria air polkutant. In

Ozone - a gas which is a variety of oxygen. The oxygen gas found in the air
consists of two oxygen atoms stuck together; this is molecular oxygen. Ozone

Ozone hole -- thin place in the ozone layer located in the stratosphere high
above the Earth. Stratospheric ozone thinning has been linked to destruction of
stratospheric ozone by CFCs and related chemicals. The 1990 Clean Air Act
has provisions to reduce and eliminate ozonedestroying chemicals' production
and use. Ozone holes have been found above Antarctica and above Canada
and northern parts of the United States, as well as above northermn Europe.

Particulates particulate matter (PM-10) -- a criteria air pollutant. Particulate
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matter includes dust, soot and other tiny bits of solid materials that are released
into and move around in the air. Particulates are produced by many sources,
including burning of diesel fuels by trucks and buses, incineration of garbage,
mixing and application of fertilizers and pesticides, road construction, industrial
processes such as steel making, mining operations, agricultural buming (field
and slash-burning), and operation of fireplaces and woodstoves. Particulate
pollution can cause eye, nose and throat irritation and other health problems.

Permit -- a document that resembles a license, required by the Clean Air Act for

~ big (major) sources of air poliution, such as power plants, chemical factories
and, in some cases, smaller polluters. Usually permits will be given out by
states, but if EPA has disapproved part or all of a state permit program, EPA will
give out the permits in that state. The 1990 Clean Air Act includes requirements
for permit applications, including provisions for members of the public to
participate in state and EPA reviews of permit applications. Permits will have, in
one place, information on all the regulated pollutants at a source. Permits
include information on which pollutants are being released, how much the
source is allowed to release, and the program that will be used to meet pollutant
release requirements. Permits are required both for the operation of plants
(operating permits) and for the construction of new plants. The 1990 Clean Air
Act introduced a nationwide permit system for air pollution control.

Permit fees -- fees paid by businesses required to have a permit. Permit fees
are like the fees drivers pay to register their cars. The money from permit fees
will help pay for state air pollution control activities.

Pollutants (pollution) -- unwanted chemicals or other materials found in the air.
Pollutants can harm health, the environment and property. Many air pollutants

Occur as gases or vapors, but some are very tiny solid particles: dust, smoke or
soot.

Primary standard -- a pollution limit based on health effects. Primary standards
are set for criteria air pollutants. :

Reformulated gasoline -- specially refined gasoline with low levels of smog-
forming volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and low levels of hazardous air
pollutants. The 1990 Clean Air Act requires sale of reformulated gasoline in the
nine smoggiest areas. Reformulated gasolines were sold in several smoggy
areas even before the 1990 Clean Air Act was passed.

Secondary standard - a pollution limit based on environmental effects such as

damage to property, plants, visibility, etc. Secondary standards are set for
criteria air pollutants,

Smog -- a mixture of pollutants, principally ground-level ozone, produced by
chemical reactions in the air involving smog-forming chemicals. A major portion
of smog-formers come from burning of petroleum-based fuels such as gasoline.
Other smog-formers, volatile organic compounds, are found in products such as
paints and solvents. Smog can ham health, damage the environment and
cause poor visibility. Major smog occurrences are often linked to heavy motor
vehicle traffic, sunshine, high temperatures and calm winds Or temperature
inversion (weather condition in which warm air is trapped close to the ground
instead of rising). Smog is often worse away from the source of the smog-
forming chemicals, since the chemical reactions that result in smog occur in the

sky while the reacting chemicals are being blown away from their sources by
winds.

Source -- any place or object from which pollutants are released. A source can




be a power plant, factory, dry cleaning business, gas station or farm. Cars,
trucks and other motor vehicles are sources, and consumer products and
machines used ir industry can be sources too. Sources that stay in one place
are referred to as stationary sources; sources that move around, such as cars or
planes, are called mobile sources. '

State implementation plan (SIP) -- a detailed description of the programs a
state will use to carry out its responsibilities under the Clean Air Act. State
implementation plans are collections of the regulations used by a state to
reduce air poliution. The Clean Air Act requires that EPA approve each state
implementation plan. Members of the public are given opportunities to
participate in review and approval of state implementation plans.

Stationary source - a place or object from which pollutants are released and
which does not move around. Stationary sources include power plants, gas
stations, incinerators, houses etc.

Stratosphere -- part of the atmosphere, the gases that encircle the Earth. The
stratosphere is a layer of the atmosphere 9-31 miles above the Earth. Ozone in
the stratosphere filters out harmful sun rays, including a type of sunlight called

ultraviolet B, which has been linked to health and environmental damage.

Sulfur dioxide -- a criteria air pollutant. Sulfur dioxide is a gas produced by
burning coal, most notably in power plants. Some industrial processes, such as

" production of paper and smelting of metals, produce sulfur dioxide. Sulfur

dioxide is closely related to sulfuric acid, a strong acid. Sulfur dioxide plays an
important role in the production of acid rain.

Temperature inversion -- one of the weather conditions that are often
associated with serious smog episodes in some portions of the country . Ina
temperature inversion, air doesn't rise because it is trapped near the ground by
a layer of warmer air above it. Pollutants, especially smog and smog-forming
chemicals, including volatile organic compounds, are trapped close to the
ground. As people continue driving, and sources other than motor vehicles
continue to release smog-forming pollutants into the air, the smog level keeps
getting worse.

Ultraviolet B (UVB) -- a type of sunlight. The ozone in the stratosphere, high
above the Earth, filters out ultraviolet B rays and keeps them from reaching the
Earth. Ultraviolet B exposure has been associated with skin cancer, eye
cataracts and damage to the environment. Thinning of the ozone layer in the
stratosphere results in increased amounts of ultraviolet B reaching the Earth.

Vapor recovery nozzles -- special gas pump nozzles that will reduce release of
gasoline vapor into the air when people put gas in their cars. There are several
types of vapor recovery nozzles, so nozzles may look different at ditferent gas
stations. The 1990 Clean Air Act requires installation of vapor recovery nozzles
at gas stations in smoggy areas.

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) -- Organic chemicals all contain the
element carbon (C); organic chemicals are the basic chemicals found in living
things and in products derived from living things, such as coal, petroleum and
refined petroleum products. Many of the organic chemicals we use do not occur
in Nature, but were synthesized by chemists in laboratories. Volatile chemicals
produce vapors readily; at room temperature and normal atmospheric pressure,
vapors escape easily from volatile liquid chemicals. Volatile organic chemicals
include gasoline, industrial chemicals such as benzene, solvents such as
toluene and xylene, and tetrachloroethylene (perchloroethylene, the principal
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1.0  Project Description
1.1 Introduction

As the energy industry on Long Island is undergoing many changes and improvements,
retail customers are demanding lower prices for electric power. New power plants are
being constructed in order to meet the growing demands as well as assure the residents
uninterruptible service without rolling blackouts and power outages. These requirements
have a profound impact on the long range planning process, especially the need for
adding new on island generating sources.

The New York Energy Planning Board has recently issued a plan in which they
emphasize provisions for safe, reliable and affordable electric energy in an
environmentally responsible manner, and among whose objectives include the promotion
of technological innovations, wholesale competition, and the encouragement of merchant
generation and transmission development. East Hampton Power and Light’s principles
follow precisely along these advisory lines. We are also in favor of implementing and
developing plans to avoid major power disruptions, that have been in the past
unnecessary and unwarranted. We further, are in agreement with resource adequacy
improvements and clean energy programs, such as the one we would construct and have
in operation by the summer of 2004, approval pending.

To meet the need for additional generating capacity and to improve system reliability on
the portion of the Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) grid serving the Eastern End of
Long Island, LIPA may consider entering into a long-term power purchase agreement
with East Hampton Power & Light (EHPLC), to purchase the output from a new
electrical generating facility to be constructed in the Township of Riverhead, at the
former Grumman Naval Reserve Facility, Calverton, Suffolk County, New York. The
proposed facility, to be called the Calverton Generating Station (or CGS), would consist
of one simple cycle gas/oil fired, air/water cooled 79 MW General Electric 7001 EA
combustion turbine and generator with a pre-installed scrubber system (Selective
Catalytic Reduction-SCR) for absolute compliance with all New York Department of
Environmental Conservation air quality requirements. ‘

The entire generating s ystem may b e optionally air-cooled allowing for minimal water
usage. The combustion system is dual fired (oil & gas) and will use very low sulfur light
oil until natural gas is available at the end of 2005.

The proposed state-of-the art Calverton Facility would be located on approximately 3
acres, in a pre-paved area of the Riverhead Industrial Park, which is zoned under the
Riverhead Town Code as a pre-existing industrial zone (See Figures 1.1- Site Location -
Regional Map, and Figures 1.2-Aerial Site Photographs). When the Grumman Plant was
active an oil fired steam heat producing system was used for heating the airport hangars,
assembly plant and administrative offices. When the Grumman Corporation relocated,
the United States Government bequeathed the entire 2,900 acres on which the naval




defense site was situated to the Township of Riverhead. The infra structure remains in
place and intact enabling present day usage, including an ample water supply as well as
sanitary waste water and sewage disposal. There will be little construction involved
where noise, traffic, and dust pollution will be significant.

Because the maximum out put of the proposed facility will be less than 80 MW, the
facility will not be considered as a major facility subject to the jurisdiction of the Board
on Electric Generation Siting and the Environment, pursuant to Article X of the Public
Service Law.

The object of the Environmental Assessment is to analyze the potential impacts of the
proposed Calverton Facility in accordance with the State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA), and to provide the basis for the DEC to act as the SEQRA lead agency, to
make an informed decision as to whether the proposed action may result in any
significant adverse environmental effects and thus require the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement. We are currently assessing potential environmental
impacts in all of the relevant environmental aspects, including land use and zoning,
neighborhood character, community facilities, cultural resources, visual resources, traffic
and transportation, air quality, noise, infrastructure, contaminated materials, coastal zone
management, and construction. Because it is expected that the proposed facility will be
constructed and operating by the summer of 2004, and no material changes are predicted
during this interval, future conditions without the proposed project would be the same as
existing conditions. Consequently, impacts are assessed by comparing future conditions
with the proposed facility to existing conditions without the facility. Although
construction of the proposed facility constitutes a discrete action under SEQRA, and is
not dependent on approval of any other facility, the assessment nevertheless includes,
where relevant to ensure a conservative analysis, potential impacts from other proposed
facilities under consideration by LIPA, as well as the other facilities referred to in the
discussion of cumulative impacts.

1.1.1. Public Need and Pui'pose

As set forth in LIPA’s Draft Energy Plan 2002-2011, LIPA has determined that there is a
need for an additional 200 MW to meet the energy needs of the LIPA service area for this
summer (2003) and to prevent Long Island’s generating capacity from slipping below
prudent levels in future years. After this year, LIPA’s projections of future energy needs
on Long Island indicate that the peak demand will grow each year by approximately 100
MW between now and 2011. The peak load is projected to increase approximately 1.7
percent per year during this period. The current “Requests for Proposals” issued last
month, June 24, 2003, to provide Capacity, Energy, & Ancillary Services to the Long
Island Power Authority, quoted in part as follows: The Authority recognizes the need for
additional generation either on Long Island, or transmitted to Long Island from off-island

~ generating sources, in order to serve its increasing load requirements.” The current

request for proposals is seeking to purchase 250-600 MW to be in service by the summer
of 2006. (See: Appendix A: Request for Proposal Meeting of LIPA, June 24, 2003.)




Prior to the current Request for Proposals the need for additional generating capacity on
Long Island became very evident during July 2002. On July 3, 2002, during a heat wave,
power demand reached a new record of 5,030 MW. On July 29, 2002 that record was
broken when the demand for electricity reached 5,059 MW. The total usage for July

2002 exceeded that of July 2001 by 21 percent. '

Given this level of growth, the loss of a large generating unit or major transmission
interconnection could have a devastating effect impact on the electrical system. To guard
against these potentially severe consequences, LIPA has developed a stringent set of
criteria that takes into consideration the specific operational conditions or contingencies
that impact resource planning in the LIPA service area. These criteria require LIPA to
have sufficient resources available to ensure uninterrupted service to the residents of
Long Island and those portions of Queens served by LIPA.

The New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) requires LIPA either to own, or
have contracts for, generating capacity and other resources to meet peak summer demand,
plus a reserve of 18 percent. Resources available to satisfy this demand include power
generation facilities and other demand side resources. The reserve requirement is
necessary in the event of possible outages of power plants, as well as weather conditions
that may be warmer than anticipated, as was the case during the past three summers.

In addition to requiring an 18 percent reserve, NYISO also requires LIPA to maintain a
location based installed capacity within LIPA’s service area due to the limited
transmission capacity in the area. Transmission capacity is limited because of the areas
geographical separation from the major transmission infrastructure in New York State’s
electric grid. The LIPA service area is one of only two areas in the state on which this
requirement is imposed — the other is New York City. The location requirement is set at
93 percent of the expected summer peak demand. Although LIPA is currently meeting
NYISO’s resource adequacy criteria, due to projected increased electricity demand LIPA
must secure the construction of additional generating capacity to maintain system
reliability. Even with the availability of existing resources, Long Island continues to be
very close to its capacity limits and immediate action is necessary to avoid the risk of
system wide voltage reductions, business shutdowns and rolling blackouts.

This year on, August 16, 2003, blackout was the worst in the history of the United States.
Over 50,000,000 people were left without electric power. This error was indeed not due

“to negligence, but rather the fact that the electric system is relatively old. It has served

the population for nearly a century, but now it must be put to rest and a new system
constructed in its place (See: Appendix B — The Causes and Effects of the August 2003
Blackout).

Long Island being a load pocket survived the blackout very quickly. However had the
cause of the blackout been in reverse, that is if the short circuit occurred in Long Island,
then the restoration of power might have taken weeks. The integrity and reliability of
LIPA is excellent. But one can only do so much with what one has. Therefore if the
reliability is subject to degradation due to ancillary forces, the solution is to add state-of-




the-art, contemporary generation systems to protect the efficiency of the system. This
2003 blackout clearly re-demonstrates the public need for additional, moderm, safe and
reliable electric generation especially on Long Island.

Further, Long Island’s transmission and capacity restraints are aggravated by the fact that
the generating infrastructure in the LIPA system is relatively old. The majority of the
generating capacity is derived from facilities that are more than 30 years old, and a
significant portion of the generating capacity is derived from facilities that are more than
40 years old. During the summer of 2002 peak demand period, virtually all of the LIPA
generating facilities were operating, and well over 95 percent of the generating capacity
was available. Due to regional demands for electricity, the availability of additional
capacity from NYISO to LIPA’s service area was extremely strained. Has any significant
equipment failures occurred on LIPA’s system, emergency measures and possibly rolling
blackouts would have been necessary to maintain the integrity of the system:.

East Hampton Power and Light’s proposed Calverton Facility will provide urgently
needed additional generating capacity to the LIPA system and, in particular will assist
LIPA in alleviating system capacity constraints and meeting seasonal peak demands on
the East End. With this facility in operation, the necessitation to import electricity from
facilities farther west on Long Island, or imported from other states will be reduced.

1.1.2  Organization of the Environmental Impact Assessment
The Environmental Assessment (EA) is organized as follows:

Chapter 1.0, “Project Description,” contain an overview of the proposed project’s
purpose, need and benefits; a description of the proposed project; a brief description of
the proposed project environmental conditions; a summary of the public outreach efforts
conducted in support of the proposed project; and required approvals, permits and
notifications.

Chapter 2.0 describes the environmental setting sand provides a discussion of potential
environmental impacts by specific environmental analysis disciplines (including land use
and zoning, neighborhood character, community facilities, cultural resources, visual
resources, traffic and transportation, air quality, noise, infrastructure, hazardous

' materials, water resources, natural resources, coastal zone management, and

construction). Because it is expected that the proposed facility would be constructed and
operating within approximately 6 months and no material changes are expected during
this period, future conditions without the proposed project would be the same as existing

conditions. Consequently impacts are assessed by comparing future conditions with the
proposed facility to existing conditions without the facility. Appendices containing
additional supportive materials are referenced in various sections of the EA assessment.




1.1.3 Type and Size

The proposed electric generating facility would be a simple cycle configuration. The
plant’s prime equipment would be General Electric MS7001EA dual fired (gas and oil)
Combustion Turbine (CT) Generators with a capacity of 79 MW net to LIPA grid. The
unit would utilize-low sulfur (0.05 percent) distillate fuel oil as a fuel, until natural gas is
available. There is not a sufficient natural gas supply currently available in the project

area to support the proposed facility’s operation with natural gas. An illustrative site plan
is given as Figure 1-3.

The combustion turbine’s efficient combustion system is a major element to emissions
control. In addition, a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system and oxidation catalyst
would be employed to reduce nitrogen oxide (NOy), carbon monoxide (CO), and valatile
organic compounds (VOC) emissions. Treated exhaust gas would be emitted through a

stack approximately 65 feet above grade (one stack). Stack emissions would be
monitored with a continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS).

Additional equipment includes a spray-mist cooling system, ammonia injection system
for the SCR system, electric metering, step-up transformer, auxiliary transformer, station
transformer and electric switchgear. A local unit-control system would integrate all
operating functions of the proposed facility. Information on the General electric
MS7001EA proposed for use at the proposed facility is contained in Appendix D.

The proposed facility would connect to LIPA’s electric transmission system through a
69-kV transmission line from the proposed facility’s transformer step-up to the 69kV
Brookhaven-Calverton-Riverhead Nos.69-867 and 69-885 to the Riverhead Substation.
The proposed transmission line route is shown in Figure 1-4.
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1.1.4. Description of Physical Characteristics of Plant
a, Project Equipment Description - Plant
Combustion Turbine Generators

The General Electric MS7001EA (7EA) consists of a dual fueled (gas and oil), air and
water cooled combustion turbine directly connected by a rigid, non-lubricated load
coupling to an open ventilated air-cooled generator capable of producing 79 MW of
electricity. The generator is open ventilated air-cooled. It has a Class F armature and
rotor insulation; class B temperature rise, armature and rotor winding; 60Hz frequency;
bearings; monitoring devices (two (2) velocity vibration probes at turbine end, 1 at
collector end, with provisions for proximity probes; generator field is direct cooled, two
pole with finger type amortissuers; assembly brushless exciter, wiring and installation

devices (lifting and jack trunions). See Appendix])— Generator and General Scope of
Combustion Turbine System Supply.

The General Electric MS7001 EA (7EA) Turbine and Generator System is a base
mounted, single-shaft PG7121 turbine and compartment including: modulating inlet
guide vanes; multi-stage, axial flow, corrosion protected compressor; a ten (10) chamber
combustion system; a three (3)- stage turbine; dual fuel (gas or oil) system, stainless steel
piping and water injection for NOy control when operating on liquid fuel; vibration
sensors; thermocouples for measuring critical turbine temperatures; fully lagged
enclosure for outdoor installation; exhaust frame/No.3 bearing area cooling fan modules
(2) mounted at left side of unit; rigid, non-lubricated load coupling; fire detection and
protection system; water wash system; on-base piping per ANSI b31.3; area classification
features (National Electric Code (NEC) Class 1, Group D, Division 2); and base mounted
terminal boxes and interconnecting wiring in rigid metal conduits per NEC. See
Appendix G: complete model and specifications per manufacturer — G.E. The Calverton
Facility would have the capability of being remotely operated, with sufficient staffing to
dispatch to the site in the event of an on-site emergency or for maintenance. However, it
would be staffed with an operator when the facility is operating. The plant would operate
during peak demand periods, and at other times depending upon market conditions and
the availability of equipment to meet the demands on the LIPA grid. The annual number
of hours would be limited to keep annual NO, emissions below 25 tons per year, thereby
allowing the facility to operate as a minor source for air-permitting purposes.

Compressor and Combustion Sections




Ambient air enters the compressor inlet through a spray-mist cooling and filtrations
system. Air is compressed in a multi-stage, axial flow, corrosion protected COMPressor.
There is protective paint on the compressor wheels on the first eight stages — C450

“compressor blades for the first (3) stages- compressor inlet thermocouple, borescope

inspection port in compressor casing and compressor inlet humidity sensor. The G.E.
water injection system enhances performance efficiency and lowers NO, formation by
injecting water into the liquid fuel prior to entering the liquid fuel nozzles. The
compressed air is then passed into the burner section where fuel is fired into a number of
burners.

Low-sulfur (0.05%) distillate fuel oil would be used, until natural gas is available. The
low-sulfur (0.05%) distillate fuel oil supply for the proposed project would be stored in
two 150,000-gallon tanks. The tanks would be located adjacent to the power block
within a secondary containment structure capable of containing 110 percent of the full
capacity of one of the two identical bulk oil storage tank, in accordance with Suffolk
County regulations.

Turbine Section

The hot combustion gas from the burners combines with the compressed air producing a
high-pressure gas stream, which enters the turbine section. There, the gas stream passes
through a second series of stationary and rotating turbine blades. Enough energy is
produced in the turbine section to power the air compressor and the generator. The air
compressor and gear share a common shaft that enables the unit to compress drive air and
produce a nominal 79 MW.

Air Pollution Control System

The proposed General Electric MS7001EA (7EA) combustion turbine, together with the
proposed SCR emission control technology, would be among the most efficient, cleanest

simple-cycle duel fuel fired power plant in the United States with regard to NO, and CO
emissions.

_ The proposed facility would achieve an emission rate of 6 parts per million-volume dry

(ppmvd) of NOx when firing low-sulfur distillate oil using water' injection and SCR
processes. (Actual emissions may be less than the 6 ppmvd value) Water injection
reduces NOx formation by reducing combustion peak temperatures. The SCR system
reduces NOy formation by reducing combustion peak temperatures. The SCR system
injects an aqueous ammonia solution into the combustion turbine e xhaust, w hich then
passes over a bed of catalyst where the NO, is catalytically reacted (reduced) to nitrogen
and water, further reducing NOx emissions. The aqueous ammonia would be stored
outdoors in a 12,000-gallon tank with automatic leak detection and alarms. The tank
would be surrounded by a concrete or steel containment structure sized to fully contain
110 percent of the tank capacity as secondary containment. '
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The unit would use an oxidation catalyst for control of CO emissions. The catalyst is
effective in controlling approximately 67 percent of the CO, allowing the vendor to
guarantee a S5ppmvd emissions limit. (Actual emissions may be less than the vendor
guarantee of Sppmvd value.) The CO catalyst is an all-on, all-off design.

With low-sulfur (0.05%) distillate fuel oil, some of the sulfur present in the fuel would
react with the ammonia from the SCR and form particulate matter. These emissions have
been included in the proposed facility’s air quality permit calculations.

Further detailed discussion on the proposed project’s air pollution control system is
presented in Section 2.7, “Air Quality.”

With more than 750 units in service today, the 7EA has accumulated tens of millions of
hours of service and is well recognized for high e fficiency, reliability and availability.

The General Electric factories fabricate, assemble and test each system utilizing

procedures certified to ISO 9000 standards prior to shipping. Provisions for a single
source responsibility for manufacturing quality, operations, training and support will
alleviate the burden of qualifying hundreds of vendors and specifications for all of the
components in a generator set. The complete generation plant uses an earthquake-
qualified structural design, durable electric systems and all stainless steel fluid systems
and reservoirs. Redundant, oversize fans keep turbine compartments cool while
generators sized larger than turbine output accommodate future rating increases in an
emergency.

Advanced digital control systems utilize a modular digital architecture, incorporating a
rugged GE Mark VI microprocessor control for engine monitoring with integrated fuel
management; a programmable logic controller for automatic sequencing of auxiliary
equipment during start/stop; a high speed digital processing with data logging/trending
capability, automatic or manually controlled synchronization and operator-friendly
interface with PC, color CRT and on-line diagnostics.

All operational personnel receive complete classroom and hands-on operator training at
the factory and the job site in order to improve operator confidence and trouble shooting
capability, enabling them to exercise positive dynamic control during cyclic operations
on a daily basis.

Incremental systems such as water treatment, substations, compressed air, heat recovery,

foundations, piping, waste, chilled water, buildings, and fuel handling are inclusive.
Other technical positions as design, procurement, construction management, logistics,
transportation, assembly, startup, commissioning, quality control, environmental health

~ and safety, testing and permitting assistance are part of the plants administrative duties.

For complete operating description of the basic scope of supply including Gas Turbine,
Generator, Direct Drive Generator, Acoustic Enclosure, Base plate, Inlet Air System,
Turbine Exhaust System, Piping System, Fuel System, Lube Oil System, Electro-
Hydraulic Starting System, Fire Detection System, Digital Control System, Water Wash,
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Water Injection Metering System, Steam Injection Metering Module, Dry Low NOy
Emission Control, Inlet Air Chiller Coil, Winterization, Exhaust Assembly and Exhaust
Silencers, Step-Up Transformer, DC Enclosure Lighting see Appendix F.)

b. Project Layout and Appearance
The proposed project site-design would include:
e Combustion turbine generators;
e Control House;
¢ SCR and stack;
e (il storage tanks;
e Raw water treatment pad for mobile demineralizer trailer;
¢ Demineralized water tank;

e Main and auxiliary transformers; and
¢ Ammonia storage tank.

The proposed Calverton Facility General Electric MS7001EA and associated facilities are
outdoor designs and would occupy approximately 1-acre. (See: Appendix R~ - Layout
Design Plan) Equipment would also include the fuel oil storage tanks, d emineralized
water tank, aqueous ammonia storage tank, and minor appurtenant structures and fixtures,
the combustion turbine generator and related controls, a combined NOy control water
injection and lube oil skid, and aqueous ammonia injection skids. The turbine inlet air
system is an up and over orientation; self cleaning type filter, inlet system pressure
differential indicator and an 8 foot perforated stainless steel inlet silencing system.

Stack

The Genéral Electric MS7001 EA would exhaust through a flange located in the end of
the turbine enclosure through an exhaust expansion joint to a transition duct, into a 90
dBA exhaust silencer and out through the 65-foot stack assembly, which includes a
continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS). The stack height has been established
through modeling of air emissions to ensure impacts would remain below U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) established significant impact levels
(SILs), while minimizing visual impacts. Modeling determined that the proposed 65-foot
stack height is sufficiently high to provide for adequate dispersion without affecting local
air quality. Access platforms for air testing and monitoring equipment would be
provided. The unit’s 65-foot stack would be below the Federal Aviation Administration

" (FAA) height that initiates a lighting tequirément. ~Correspondence with the FAA
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concerning area placement of the stack is located in Appendix D: Correspondence —
F.AA.

Water Treatment Area

Water treatment equipment would be located in an area designated as the raw water
treatment area adjacent to the combustion turbines. Pumps, piping, and hook-ups would
be provided for a mobile demineralization unit that would treat raw water from the
Suffolk County Water Authority’s (SCWA) water pipeline distribution system. The unit
would produce demineralized water using a cation/anion exchange process with possible
reverse-osmosis enhancement for spray-mist cooling. NOy control, and combustion
turbine washwater.  Processed water would be routed to the 150,000-gallon
demineralized water storage tank, which would be located adjacent to the water treatment
area.

The demineralized system is a leased, skid mounted system that allows for treatment of
raw water for process systems requiring ultra-clean water free of minerals that may cause
scaling, corrosion or pitting on systems. Use of a leased, mobile system allows for rapid
replacement of system components, and a vendor-serviced resin management system
avoids on-site management of spent cation or anion exchange resins that could be
expensive and present a higher degree of on-site environmental risk. U se ofa leased
system allows for these regeneration processes — and the chemical inventory to support
tem — to occur and be stored off site, further minimizing on site risks.

Storage Tanks

Above ground storage tank systems would be located on site for storage of demineralized
water, aqueous ammonia, low-sulfur fuel oil, and wastewater. Each of these systems is
described below:

e Fuel Storage — The low-sulfur distillate oil system would consist of two
aboveground 150,000-gallon (gal) storage tanks and delivery truck unloading
area. The fuel oil storage system (storage tanks and off-loading area) would be
designed in conformance with requirements of the Township of Riverhead, local
building code, Suffolk County Sanitary Code 9Article 12), New York State
Building Code, and the Riverhead Fire Marshal regulations. The fuel storage
would be located along the northwestern side of the site.

e The two above-ground fuel storage tanks would be 30 feet in diameter by 30 feet
high and store 150,000 gal each of fuel and would be provided with an
impervious, earthquake resistant, secondary contalhment basin. The containment
basin, capable of holding 110 percent of the storage volume of either tank, would

_constructed using concrete with a polymer comp051te micro overlay system
approved by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, Department of Defense, numerous
State’s Department of Transportation and the Federal Aviation Administration
(Engineering Brief No. 62). The tanks would be.tightness-tested before use and
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inspected on regular schedule. Automated level monitoring and leak detection
equipment would also be installed. This system would include an audible alarm
in the proposed facility control room as well as overfill detection and prevention
devices. Tanks are pre-manufactured in accordance with IEEE standards. The
qualities of the storage tanks are similar to the storage tanks used at MacArthur,
JFK, and LaGuardia Airports Aviation Jet Fuel Storage, which were designed
according to the National Aeronautics and Space Administrations (NASA)
requirements for safety and reliability.

A fuel unloading for delivery trucks would be located adjacent to the tank
containment area. The off-loading area would also be paved and curbed using
concrete with an approved polymer composite overlay and drained into the
containment area.

All underground oil piping would be of stainless steel, double-wall construction
and equipped with interstitial leak detection sensors. All underground piping
would be provided with cathodic protection.

Water Storage — A 150,000-gallon demineralized water storage tank would be
located on site. The demmerahzed water tank would be approximately 30 feet in
diameter and 30 feet high.

Ammonia Storage — The SCR requires aqueous ammonia injection as a catalyst
for NO, emissions control. An approximately 19-percent aqueous ammonia
solution would be stored in a 12,000-gallon tank located adjacent to the power
block area. This tank would be approximately 12 feet in diameter and
approximately 16 feet long, and would be of welded stainless steel construction.
The tank would be located within a concrete secondary containment area capable

- of storing 110 percent of the tank contents. The tank would be tightness tested

before use and inspected on a regular schedule. A leak detection system would be
installed. The system would have an audible alarm in the control room and alarm
at the remote monitoring and control site. The storage tank and containment
design would include provisions for overfill detection and prevention.
Containment provisions for the tank would also include containment and spill
control for transfer areas and systems including, but not limited to, pipe
connection to the SCR, water/ ammonia mixing connections, and truck unloading
areas. These provisions are facility specific and designs will be reviewed by the

‘New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYDEC) during the

construction document development.

Wastewater Holdup Tank. —a 10,000gallon wastewater holdup tank would be
constructed to manage wastewater generated from the trench drains and off-line

compressor/turbine washwater. Prior to discharge to the tank, trench drains from

potentially oily areas would be routed through an oil/water separator. This waste
system would be directed off-site for appropriate treatment and disposal at the
waste water treatment plant or hauled to another licensed disposal facility.
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e Qil/Water S eparator — An oil/water separator would be utilized to separate oils
from wastewater sources subject to oil containment en route to the wastewater
holdup tank. The oil/water separator would be appropriately sized for the largest
oil container and appropriate wastewater flow rate.

In addition to the above tanks, the facility would also contain storage for lubricants, oily

‘wastes, and other fluids including a 400-gallon turbine oil container, and a 60-gallon

container for hydraulic oils.

Main and Auxiliary Transformers

There would be one main step-up transformer containing approximately 15,000 gallons
of insulating oil, and one auxiliary transformer containing approximately 1,000 gallons of
insulating oil. These oils will not contain PCBs. The oil in each transformer would be
contained within the steel transformer casing and installed in a containment basin. A dry
type auxiliary transformer design may be substituted during final design, alleviating the
need for a containment basin.

Electric Interconnection

The proposed facility would connect via a 69-kV electric transmission line to LIPA’s
electric system at the Riverhead Substation located approximately 3 miles to the eastside
of the site. An overhead line would exit the site along Grumman Boulevard to the
Calverton #8835 and on to the Riverhead Substation (See Appendix C: Interconnection
and Transmission Line Study).

Substation Expansion

In conjunction with the project, the existing Riverhead substation could be expanded.
LIPA is planning to improve the substation and transmission system in the area in the
near future and may coincide with the proposed facility interconnection (See Appendix D
Correspondence). If the LIPA substation were expanded to handle higher electric
demand on the eastern end of Long Island, it would be subject to its own environmental
review.

c. Project Water Supply
Water wouid be required for several functions associated with operation of the proposed

facility. Water would be used for air emissions control (water injection for NO, control),
cooling of inlet air, general maintenance, and for washdown water. In the unlikely event

. of a fire, the existing firewater system would be used to meet fire suppression control

requirements. Fire protection water backup would be available to the site through the on-
site 150,000 gal demineralized water storage tank. ‘
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Process w ater m akeup requirements for the proposed facility would be a maximum of
approximately 20 gallons per minute (gpm) or about 132,000 gallons per day (gpd),

- which would be supplied by the Suffolk County Water Authority from existing water

supply pipelines that were in service when the site area was used by the U.S. Government -
as a Naval Defense Research Facility.

The proposed project design minimizes potential water resource impacts, utilizing a
simple-cycle combustion turbine for power generation rather than the traditional steam

‘cycle. As such, the proposed facility would not require large amounts of boiler water or

water for cooling-water purposes. This minimizes effects on the general wastewater
supply system.

Water supply and wastewater discharge requirements also would be minimized through a
leased demineralization system, which would eliminate the need for performing on-site
regeneration of cation and anion exchange resins. In addition, off-site regeneration
minimizes the storage, handling, and, management of acids or caustics required for On-
site regeneration.

Wastewater
Wastewater would be handled in the following manner, by type:

¢ Sanitary Wastewater — All sanitary wastewater would be discharged diréctly into
: the existing drainage and sewer system previously used when the area was used
for aU.S. Government Defense Facility.

e Industrial Wastewater — Project process wastewater flows would be generated
from trench drains in the enclosures, and from off-line compressor cleaning
operations. Each waste stream would be collected and stored in a collection tank,
subjected to an oil/water separator, and directed to or pumped and delivered to the
licensed disposal facility.

Stormwater

A Stormwater Management Plan would be integrated w ith the final d esign and would
comply with all state and local requirements for both construction and operation phases
of the proposed project.

The purpose of the Stormwater Management Plan is to manage stormwater runoff from
the site and provide both flow and quality controls. The system would be designed to
remove pollutants prior to discharge and to ensure that the natural hydrology of the site is
maintained as closely as possible. Stormwater would be managed on site through
groundwater infiltration, as appropriate.
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Oil and chemicals would be managed in accordance with the Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) for the proposed project during construction to
prevent a release to the environment and to prevent impacts to human health.

Good housekeeping practices would be used throughout the proposed project site to
maintain a safe, clean, and efficient work environment. In addition, all contractors at the
proposed facility would be contractually obligated to maintain a clean work environment.
By design, no process or sanitary wastewater would discharge to stormwater collection,
conveyance, and management systems.

The following areas would have special stormwater drainage components and/or
characteristics. A more detailed description of the stormwater drainage is presented in
Section 2.14, “Stormwater Management.”

» Aqueous ammonia unloading and storage area. This area would include
secondary containment encompassing the unloading area and the storage
tank and transfer pump area. All stormwater captured in the containment
area would be' treated as industrial wastewater and directed to the
wastewater treatment plant or stored and hauled to another licensed
facility.

* Transformer containment area. These areas would include secondary
containment that would be coarse stone filled. All stormwater captured in
the containment area would be treated as industrial wastewater and
directed to the wastewater treatment plant or stored and hauled to another
licensed facility.

* Bulk Oil Storage/Unloading Area. This area would include a secondary
containment basin encompassing the unloading area, the storage tanks,
and the transfer pumps. All stormwater captured in the containment area
would be treated as industrial wastewater and directed to the wastewater
treatment plant or stored and hauled to another licensed facility.

Waste Generation and Disposal

A private contractor would dispose of non-recyclable materials: Normal
maintenance would generate small quantities of solid waste on a periodic basis.
Depleted SCR catalysts would be sent to the manufacturer or licensed recycler for
recovery or disposal.

1.1.5. Timetables and Project Construction

a. Schedule
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The project’s schedule calls for installation of the proposed combustion turbines and
completion of construction within approximately 6 months of received required permits.

Activities/Phasing

During the construction period, the number of workers on site would vary from about 25
to 80 personnel at any one time. A peak construction work force of approximately 80
persons would extend approximately three to four weeks. In general, site preparation and
construction sequencing is as follows:

e Construction of site infiltration basins and diversion trenches;

e Installation of erosion and sedimentation control measures (silt fencing, inlet
protection controls, etc., as necessary);

e Set-up and assembly of temporary office;

¢ General site grading;

e Preparation of construction parking and equipment staging areas;
o Installation of temporary utilities (electricity and phone);

e Minor excavation, grading, and cons@ction of foundations;

¢ Erection of permanent equipment and buildings;

¢ Installation of off-site manufactured components;

e Stabilization of areas disturbed by construction (ongoing, as construction
' permits); o ‘

e Ongoing inspections and maintenance of erosion and sediment controls.
e Removal of temporary erosion and sediment controls.

Proper ;equencing of construction activities would minimize the effect of construction on
the site and adjoining properties. Best Management Practices (BMPs) for sedimentation
and erosion control would be constructed early in the construction process and prior to
the start of major earthwork activities. These include installation of stabilized
construction entrances, perimeter fencing, perimeter interception trenches/swales, and
installation of any useful portions of the stormwater management system.

Construction Support Area
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The construction support area would be completely contained within the Calverton
facility property.

1.2  Summary of Existing Environmental Site Conditions

The Town of Riverhead has subdivided the proposed site located within a 2,900-acre
parcel bequeathed to the Town of Riverhead by the U.S. Government, who used it for a
Naval Defense Area. The section of land where the facility will be located has been
zoned exclusively for industrial usage and located within the Calverton Industrial Park. It
is a paved area and all the required utilities, water supply, sewage and drainage are
already in place and have been permitted for use by the Township of Riverhead. County,
State and Federal Permits are inclusive. Existing conditions at the proposed project site
are provided in an aerial, three site photographs (see figures 1.2.1 and 1.2.2.respectively)
and location blueprints of the site at the Riverhead Industrial Park, (See: AppendixR).

1.3  Notifications, Actions, Permits and Approvals

This section addresses the requirements of 16NYCRR 1001.7(a) which requires East
Hampton P ower and Light to “identify any p ermit, consent, approval or license which
will be required for the construction or operation of the Calverton Facility at Riverhead
Township, Suffolk County, New York. The application shall specify the date on which
an application for any such approval was made or the estimated date on which it will be
made.”

Federal Permits

a. Delegated Permits

A delegated permit means a permit issued by the DEC for which a comparable permit
may be required by Federal law. Such delegated permits issued by the Department are:
1. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 0f 1976, 42USC 6901 ef seq., 1984
(ECL article 27, title 9) for any hazardous waste disposal.
2. Clean Water Act (CWA) amendments, 33 USC 1251 et. Seq., 1987 (ECL article 17,
titles 7 and 8) for state pollutant discharge elimination systems (SPDES) permit involving
an industrial or municipal discharge.
3. Clean Air Act (CAA) amendments 42 United States Code 7401 et. Seq., as amended
in 1990 by Public Law 107-549 for any air pollution control source under ECL article 19
subject to any of the following federal requirements:

a. Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD),

b. New Source Review in Nonattainment Areas, or

c. Title V Facility Permits. '

b. Specific Permits

1. Permits under title 5 of ECL article 15 and Part 608 of 6 NYCRR — Use and
Protection of Water.
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10.

11.

12.
13.

Permits under title 27 of ECL article 15 and 6 NYCRR Part 666 -
Administration and management of the Wild, scenic and recreational rivers
systems.

Certifications made in accordance with section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and 6
NYCRR Part 608 — Water quality certifications for projects requiring a Federal
permit.

Permits under title 7 and 8 of ECL article 17 and 6 NYCRR Parts 750-758 — State
Pollution Elimination System (SPDES). '

Permits under ECL article 19 and 6 NYCRR Parts 201, 203 and 215 — Air
Pollution Control.

Permits under title 17 of ECL article 23 - quueﬁed natural gas and petroleum gas
facilities (LNG/LPG).

Permits under ECL article 24 and 6 NYCRR Parts 662-663 — Freshwater
Wetlands.

" Permits under title 7 of ECL article 27 and 6 NYCRR Part 360 — Solid Waste

Management Facilities (SWMF). .

Permits under title 9 of ECL article 27 and 6 NYCRR Part 373 — Hazardous waste

management facilities.

Certificate of environmental safety and public necessity under title 11 of ECL

article 27 and 6 NYCRR Part 361 — Siting of industrial hazardous waste facilities.

Permits under ECL article 34 and 6 NYCRR Part 505 — Coastal erosion

management.

Ambient Air Quality Screening Analyses — New York Department of

Environmental Conservation, Division of Air Resources, Bureau of Stationary

Sources.

Toxicity Classification of Air Contaminants — Division of Air Resources (DAR)

DAR -1 Annual and Short Term Guideline Concentrations (AGC/SGC Tables).

A. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation —

NYDEC. — Develops short-term one hour and annual guideline
concentrations to protect the general population from adverse
inhalation exposure at off-site industrial property.

B. United States Environmental Protection Agency — USEPA -
Publishes criteria values on the Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS) (http://www.epa.gov/iris/) for use in protecting public health
through risk assessment and risk management.

New York State Department of Health - NYSDOH

American Conference of Industrial Hygienists — ACGIH -

Publishes occupational exposure values for workers, ceiling values

(never to be exceeded during a workday), and short-term exposure

limits.

E. Analogy by the NYDEC — When limited or no toxicological data
exists to develop and AGC or SGC value, NYDEC sometimes
assigns the same AGC/SGC value as that from a similar chemical
compound based on a structural activity relationship (“analogy™).

F. Moderate and Low Tox101ty de mzmmzs Limits assigned by
NYDEC.

oo
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G. High Toxicity de minimis Limit by NYDEC

H. Air Quality Standards — No source of an air contaminant may cause
a predicted exceedance of a Federal or State Air Quality Standard
unless monitoring data invalidates that prediction.

I. Equivalent Standards.— These are for several States and Federal
Standards not based on hourly or annual averaging times.
a. NYS Fluoride Standards (Part 257-8). — New York State has
several air quality standards for gaseous fluorides. Fluorides are
defined as any compound that tests as fluoride by the appropriate
method. Therefore, the regulation applies to all inorganic gaseous
compounds, which contain the element fluoride.
b. Federal 3-Month Lead Standard.
c. Federal 24 Hour PM-10 Standard.
d. Federal 3 hour Sulfur Dioxide Standard.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit.

The primary purpose of the PSD program is to ensure that major new sources of air
emissions apply the appropnate legally required pollution control technologies; and to
ensure that such sources are in compliance with ambient air quality standards. This
permit program is administered by NYDEC, but the USEPA retains oversight authority.
The USEPA has authority to issue a waiver from pre-construction air quallty monitoring.
As the Calverton Facility is 79.9 MW it is not considered to be a major facility a PSD
permit is not required.

Federal Aviation Administration.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issues determinations relative to hazards and
obstruction to air navigation, pursuant to Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 77. FAA correspondence is included in Appendix £ — Correspondence. On
June 25, 2003, East Hampton Power and Light submitted a Notice of Proposed
Construction (Form 7460-1) to FAA for the Calverton Project. The next step in the
process is to submit Form 7460-2 for Project construction, which would only occur after
a certificate for the project, has been issued.

Endangered Species Compliance Act.

East Hampton Power and Light coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife Service
regarding any potential for impacts to habitat of species protected by the Federal
Endangered Species Act on June 30, 2003.... (See Appendlxt Correspondence.)

FERC Exempt Wholesale Generator.

An Exempt Wholesale Generator (EWG) filing will be made to the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission pursuant to 18 CFR 365. EWG status will permit the Calverton
Project to participate in the competitive wholesale electric generation marketplace.
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Fuel Use Act

Thermal electric generating facilites are required to self certify their fuel capability
pursuant to Section 201 of the Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act (42 USC
§8311). [East Hampton Power & Light expects to file this self-certification
statement prior to construction.

New York State Permits or Approvals

Pursuant to PSL § 172, a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public
Need for the Calverton Project will include approval for the following consents,
permits, certificate or other conditions (except as noted for permits issued by
NYDEC, which will be coordinated with but not made part of the Certificate).

NYDEC Permit for Approved Stationary Source

This permit application would be filed pursuant to 6 NYCRR 201. Because the
permit would be issued pursuant to federal law (as described for the PSD program
in the preceding paragraph and in the description of the Ambient Air Quality and
Particulate Emissions in section 2.4), NYDEC is the permit-issuing agency.

NYDEC Operating Permit Title IV (Acid Rain)
This permit will be issued pursuant to federal law, whereby NYDEC is the permit
1ssuing agency.

NYDEC Operating Permit Title V
This permit will be issued pursuant to federal law, whereby NYDEC is the permit
issuing agency.

New_ York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPHRP) Section 106 Review. (which also acts as the parallel review process
pursuant to Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law)

New York State Environmental Conservation Law §9 and §11 Compliance
This is the state corollary to the Federal Endangered Species Act compliance
process. East Hampton Power and Light’s correspondence with the NYDEC’s
Natural Heritage Inventory Program, research studies, and field trips indicate that
significant and endangered species and habitats are not likely to be found on the
Slte

‘ Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Highway Work Permit

The proposed facility sewer interconnection will not requlre a Highway Work
Permit pursuant to 17 NYCRR 131.16(a).
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New York Department of Environmental Conservation Notice of Intent for coverage
under the SPDES General Permit for Construction of Storm Water Discharge

A prerequisite of the NOI for General Permit coverage is that a storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) be in place. The NOI and the proposed SWPPP for Project
construction are being processed.

NYDEC SPDES Permit application for storm water discharge
This application is being processed.

NYDEC Petroleum Bulk Storage Registration

The project’s low sulfur oil reservoir being above the threshold of 1 100 gallons requires
registration pursuant to NY Environmental Conservation Law, ECL §17, Title 10. Such
tanks must meet standards outlined in 6 NYCRR 598 and 599.

Suffolk County Approvals‘

Planning Department / Commission Review of Special Permit- pursuant to § A14-22 of
the Suffolk County Administrative Code. This review is undertaken for certain zoning
actions (within 500 feet of major highways). The Suffolk County Planning Department
stated that under existing conditions this type of review would not apply.

County Highway Work Permit pursuant to Section 239-f of the General Municipal Code
requirement for a compliance filing of the Calverton Project in its final design approval.

Sewer Connection Approval and Industrial User Special Permit pursuant to Chapter 424
of the Regulatory Local Laws.

Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article 6 - approval for water and sewage use.

Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article 7- approval for discharge authorization.

Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article 10- approval for air emissions.

2.0  Potential Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Actions

2.1  Land Use, Zoning and Neighborhood Character

The proposed site is located on the former Grumman Naval Defense Reserve, also known
as Peconic Airport in the Township of Riverhead, Suffolk County, New York. The
facility lies on the North side of Grumman Boulevard (Swan Road — River Road.) The
parcel is 2,900 acres, the core where the airport, hangars, and steam heating plant is part
of 454 acres set aside for the Riverhead Industrial Park. The proposed facility will be 3
acres inclusive of the administration building, storage, warehouse and emission stack.
There are no residences within 1 mile of the facility.
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2.1.1. Existing Land Use and Zoning

a. Existing Land Use

Proposed Project Site and Interconnection

The proposed site is located on the former Grumman Naval Defense Reserve, also known
as Peconic Airport In the Township of Riverhead, Suffolk County, New York (See Figure
2.1-1). The facility lies on the north side of Gramman Boulevard (Swan Road — River
Road.) The parcel is 2,900 acres. The core where the airport, hangars, and steam heating
plant are located is part of 454-acres set aside for the Riverhead Industrial Park (See
Figure 2.1-2). The proposed facility will be 3 acres inclusive of the combustion turbine
equipment enclosures, tanks, storage and emission stack. There are no private residences
within 1 mile of the facility. The area of the proposed site is a pre-existing industrial
zone that is part of a 454-acre industrial park. Existing utilities, water supply, sewage,
and storm water discharge systems are in place and been in service since the time when
the U.S. Government operated a Naval Defense Aviation and Research Facility on this
site. They are presently permitted for use for this project by the Township of Riverhead
and Suffolk County (see: Figure 2.1-3).

The proposed electric transmission line would be reconductored and/or reconstructed
within existing roadways and utility rights-of-way. The proposed facility’s 69-kV
electric transmission interconnection would connect to LIPA’s electric system at the
Riverhead Substation located approximately 3 miles to the east of the site (See:
Appendix C — Electric Interconnection and Transmission). An overhead line would exit
the site along the Calverton facility’s rights-of-way (ROW), then eastward towards the
LIPA Calverton # 885 £ 867 , then further eastward to the Riverhead Substation
(See: Figure 2.1-4).

Surrounding Land Uses

The Township of Riverhead owns about 2,500-acres east of and adjacent to the proposed
facility that was bequeathed to them by the U.S. Government who previously used it for a
Naval Defense Facility. The Township is planning to revitalize the area and created the
Calverton Enterprise Park. One of the airports that was used for naval defense, research
and for experimental aircraft will remain open as a general aviation airport (See: Figure
2.1-5). The park is family recreation oriented and will contain various activities and
commercial enterprises (See: Appendix L — Riverhead’s Comprehensive Plan). To the
south of and adjacent to the proposed facility is the Swan Lake Golf Course that operates
seasonally — spring and summer and is closed in the fall and winter (See; Figure 2.1-6).
To the west of and adjacent to the proposed facility are deciduous forests and parts of the
Pine Barrens (Described in detail in Appendix M — Natural Resources). To the north of
and adjacent to the proposed facility is property donated by the Township of Riverhead to
the Department of Environmental Conservation for preservation.
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Certain of the following aspects are being discussed today and may or may not call for
the preparation of a SEQRA EIS:

1. NYS Environmental Conservation Law Article 57 Long Island Pine Barrens
Reserve Act of 1990 as amended by the Long Island Pine Barrens act of 1993 as
further amended. A ct could apply although the project is within the Calverton
Enterprise Industrial Park, but does not seem likely.

2. DEC has designated the Central Pine Barrens as a Critical Environmental Area.
It is also the largest pine barren ecosystem in New York supporting one of the
highest diversities of rare plant and animal species in the state, hosting many state
listed birds including five breeding bird populations. It is also a James Audubon
Important Bird Area.

3. The Peconic River traverses land on west and south sides of the Airport. While
designated a Wild, Scenic, & Recreational River it is also within a Coastal Zone
Management Corridor. In addition there are several new hiking trails in the
general area that have not been recognized.

3.  The Town of Riverhead is completing a new comprehensive land use master plan.
The Town is presently advocating the Calverton Enterprise Park and has offered
very generous tax advantages for new businesses within the Park. The enterprise
may include a multi-use industrial park; a theme attraction area; a sports
park/commercial recreation area and retained open space. It sees the Riverhead
area as a tourist destination and is marketing itself as an agritourism destination

b. Land iJse Changes and Probable Impacts of the Project

Development of the proposed project would result in redevelopment of a formerly used
industrial facility. The proposed facility is to be built on previously excavated, cleared,
leveled and paved land that was used by the U.S. Government as a Naval Aviation
Defense and Research Facility. The proposed facility is an allowed use within the
Riverhead Industrial Park. Further the project is compatible with existing land uses
within the 1-mile radius study area, as well as the broader region. The project avoids
impacts to land use, including impacts to the air, water, noise, traffic and transportation,
visual resources, community facilities and natural resources. In addition, the project
would not adversely impact existing land uses. The following summarizes and evaluates
overall compatibility with existing land uses.

As detailed in the air quality impact analysis included in Section 2.7, “Air Quality,” of
this environmental assessment study, the proposed facility would not have a significant
air quality impact or exceed the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) (see Table 2.7-7). Further, maximum modeled concentrations at all sensitive
receptors, including community facilities, would be below the U.S. EPA defined
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significant impact levels for all applicable standards and would not cause any violations
of NAAQS. Operations of the proposed interconnections would not result in any
significant air quality impacts.

Water Use and Quality

The Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) will supply water for the proposed project
through a previously used water piping and supply system. The water supply system is

- active today as it was when the U.S. Government used when operating a Naval Defense

Aviation and Research Facility. Based on a projected peak daily water use of 132,500
gallons per day, impacts to the local water distribution system are not anticipated. The
proposed facility does not affect any Groundwater Protection System, or is it in a Water
Supply Sensitive Area. To assure that adequate protection to the underlying aquifer is
provided, the proposed facility would be designed to meet all applicable requirements of
the Suffolk County Code Article 7: Water Pollution Control; and Article 12: Toxic and
Hazardous Materials Storage and Handling Controls. The interconnection facilities
would generate no water use or wastewater, and thus would not affect water use or
wastewater disposal patterns.

Noise

Operation of the proposed facility would not result in any significant adverse noise
impacts. As shown in Table 2.8-10, the maximum increase in noise levels at any
sensitive receptor location, even during the quietest hours o fthe night, would be well
below the project’s 6 dBA impact criteria for significance. In addition, operation of the
proposed facility would comply with the Township of Riverhead’s noise standards.
Accordingly, no significant noise impacts would occur as a result of the operation of the
Calverton Facility.

Traffic

Operation of the proposed facility would not adversely impact traffic conditions in the
vicinity of the project site. The proposed facility would contribute a small number of
vehicle trips per hour (this includes worker, maintenance and fuel delivery vehicles).
Therefore based on the observations of existing traffic volumes along Wading River
Road and Grumman Boulevard, and the very small number of trips that would be
generated by the proposed facility, traffic flow on nearby roadways would not be
significantly a ffected by the project ( see: Figure 2.7-7: A verage Annual D aily T raffic
(AADT).

Visual Resources

Because of the generally low relief and tree heights, the proposed facility would not be
visible from most locations. At the limited number of locations where it may be possible
to see the upper portion of the stack, the probable effects are expected to be minimal.
Existing facilities in the area include a radio transmitter tower (FM 98.7), the control
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tower and antennas for the single runway in use at the Calverton Enterprise Park.
Conversations with the Federal Aviation Administration indicate the emissions stack
height is permissive. will not require special night lighting (it is under 185 feet high)) but
will have a notice to airman (NOTAM) published in the airfield data directory and all -
aviation sectional, IFR, and navigation maps. The surrounding tree heights are slightly
higher so there will be no adverse impact to visual resources. The transmission towers
that will be reconductored or reconditioned are already in place. The new
interconnection system would not use towers that are higher than the ones currently in
service therefore they will not be a significant adverse visual impact.

Construction
Potential construction-related impacts of the proposed project (including construction of
the generating facility and electric interconnections) are detailed in Section 2.16,
“Construction” of the Environmental Impact Assessment. In general, construction
activities are likely to result in some noticeable effects with regard to noise, traffic, and

air quality. However, these conditions would be relatively short in duration and would
not be expected to result in significant adverse impacts.

2.1.2. Zoning
a. Seﬁiﬁg

- Proposed Project Site

The proposed Calverton Generating Facility project site is located within a zoned 454-
acre industrial park, known as the Riverhead Industrial Park within the Township of
Riverhead. The Town Code of the Riverhead Township has zoned and approved the site
for its proposed use as an electric generating facility.

Surrounding Zoning Districts

The proposed facility site is approximately 3-acres, which is located within the 454-acre
industrial zone of the Riverhead Industrial Park. Surrounding the 454-Acre Industrial
Zone are 2,446 acres that was previously used for a U.S. Naval Defense Aircraft
Manufacturing Plant including an airfield, hangars, assembly plant, oil fired steam plant,
and administrative offices and is now the Calverton Enterprise Park zoned for
commercial and recreational purposes.

b. Projected Compliance with Zoning

The 3-acre project site is located within the 454-acre Riverhead Industrial Park, which is
zoned exclusively for industrial purposes. Therefore, the proposed action is in

" conformance with the local zoning regulations, and the proposed project would not result

in significant adverse impacts.
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With regard to the transmission line to the Riverhead Substation, since there is already a
LIPA transmission line in place (see: Appendix C) that has been zoned for transmission,
and been previously granted the right-of-way, any reconductoring or reconditioning
would conform to the use regulations presented in the zoning codes and therefore no
significant adverse impacts in the study area are anticipated.

2.1.3. Neighborhood Character

The surrounding neighborhood outside of the proposed 3-acre site is a 454-acre industrial
park, which is part of the 2,900-acre Calverton Enterprise Park. Surrounding the
Calverton Enterprise Park is a mix of farms, a hiking trail, a small pond, a seasonally
operated golf course which is closed in winter, a cemetery and preserved land. The
existing n eighborhood ¢ haracter w ould not be affected by the p roposed facility, which
conforms to the established land use patterns and existing zoning in the area.

2.1.4. Probable Impacts of the Project

The proposed Calverton Facility, which is an allowed use within the Riverhead Industrial
Park, would serve an urgent and vital public need by providing much needed additional
electric power to the Long Island power grid. It would also help alleviate the burden of
peak loading and increase the system reliability. The facility is in compliance with the
Township o f Riverhead’s zoning code. T he proposed stack height of65 feet will not
obscure any known visual resources. The ambient air quality will not be adversely
affected. It is in compliance with the village noise standards. The project will not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the areas residents or result in an
undesirable change in the character or the environmental conditions of the surrounding
neighborhood or nearby properties.

The proposed facility would not impact land use, zoning districts, or neighborhood
character within a 1-mile and 5-mile radius of the project site. The project and proposed
interconnections would not prevent the orderly and reasonable use of permitted or legally
established uses in surrounding zoning districts. Moreover, the Township of Riverhead
has determined that the proposed electric generating facility is an allowed use within the
Industrial Park, and the proposed facility is an appropriate use.

2.2  Community Facilities
2.2.1. Existing Conditions

An inventory o f c ommunity facilities (schools, hospitals, government offices, religious

‘institutions etc.) has been taken of both the immediate project site and a 1-mile radius of

the study area surrounding the proposed project site to assess the potential effects, if any,
of the proposed project on these facilities. The community facilities identified in the
inventory are listed in Table 2.2-1, illustrated in Figure 2.2-1 and described in detail in
Appendix N. - :
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Figure 2.1-1: Calverton Enterprise Park
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Figure 2.1-2; Riverhead Industrial Park
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Once utilized for final assembly of aircraft and
flight development, this 200,000 square foot
complex and features a main building, four
hangers and the Airport Central Tower seen on
the left side of the exterior photo.

The former Main
Operations Building
contains 300,000 square
feet of floor space. One
- third of the area is high
bay featuring five fifteen-
ton overhead cranes.

This office building is ideally suited
for corporate headquarters,
financial, technological,
educational or research facility
applications.
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22 Community Facilities

2.2.1 Existing Conditions

An inventory of community facilities (schools, hospitals, government offices, religious
institutions, recreational areas, parks, lakes, ponds, etc.) has been taken of both the
immediate project site and a 1-mile radius of the study area surrounding the proposed
project site to assess the potential effects, if any, of the proposed project on these
facilities. The community facilities identified in the inventory are illustrated in Figures
2.2-1 and 2.2-2, and described in detail in Appendix N.

a. Project Site

There are no community facilities on the project site.

- b. 1-Mile Study Area

Two community facilities have been identified within the 1-mile radius of the proposed
project site:
¢ Swan Lake Golf Course

e Riverhead Industrial Park

The Calverton Enterprise Park is located adjacent to the Riverhead Industrial Park,
however it is outside of the 1-mile study area.

2.2.3. Probable Impacts of the Project

The community facility located within closest proximity to the proposed site is the Swan
Lake Golf Course. It is on the south side of the site approximately % of a mile from the
generating plant. One small part of the golf course is adjacent to Grumman Boulevard,
formerly Swan Lake and River Road, respectively, which is within the one-mile radius.
Only one of the “holes” is along the roadway boundary-line; the other 17-holes recede
into a southerly direction for 2 mile. The-golf course is open seasonally (spring and
summer, while closed in the fall and winter). The second facility in the 1-mile area is the
Riverhead Industrial Park that is part of the 2,900-acre tract bequeathed to the Township
of Riverhead by the U.S. Government. The Township is planning to use 454 aeres
exclusively for industrial and commercial purposes (See Figure 2.2-3), however the
businesses have not yet commenced operations. Further to the east, but outside of the
one-mile study area is the Calverton Enterprise Park, which the Township is planning to
develop as a family oriented recreational area. However, these plans have not currently
been put into the development stage. They will include an airport. We have discussed,
with the Federal Aviation Administration, the parameters of locating a 65 foot stack
within 3-miles of an airport. They indicated that it would not cause-any type of aviation
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hazard and will grant us a permit for constructing the stack if required. As described in
section 2.7, “Air Quality,” the proposed facility would not adversely affect the operation
and enjoyment of the golf course and industrial park. Further, as the facility would be
equipped with a noise suppression air inlet system and exhaust silencers any sound
emitted from its operation would be inaudible and well within the regulated Riverhead
Township Noise Code. Consequently, the proposed facility would not have an adverse
impact on community facilities. :
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2.3 Cultural Resources

This section considers the potential of the proposed project to affect cultural resources on
or near the project site. Cultural resources include both archaeological and architectural
resources. The study area for archaeological resources would be the area disturbed for
project construction, which includes the site of the proposed Calverton Facility and the
route designated for an interconnection with the LIPA substation located in the Town of
Riverhead.

Riverhead possesses a variety of important scenic and historical resources, ranging from
expansive views of working agricultural landscapes; to scenic roadways like Sound
Avenue; the historic structures and landscape of the Hallock Homestead; the scenic bluffs
along Long Island Sound; historic hamlet like Jamesport, as well as the historic buildings
and compact layout o f d owntown Riverhead. T hese resources and features reflect the
richness and diversity of the East End’s historic, cultural and natural landscape. They
also contribute strongly to Riverhead’s long-term economic vitality and business
development due to their ability to attract visitors and tourists (see Appendix O- Scenic
and Historic Resources), however the study area for architectural resources is defined as
being within an approximately one-mile radius of the Calverton Facility site, and within
90 feet of the interconnection line to the Riverhead substation. The one mile study area
for the Calverton Facility accounts for potential physical effects on architectural
resources located close enough to the Calverton Facility to experience construction
related effects and accounts for potential visual, audible, and contextual effects from the
proposed electrical generating facility. As there already exists a power line to the
Riverhead Substation from the proposed site a voltage increase would require only
require reinforcing of existing lines, therefore there would be no potential for visual or
contextual effects on architectural resources. The study area for the transmission line
route has been defined as within 90 feet of the affected sites, the distance to which
ground borne construction period vibrations could extend. The search for architectural
resources listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places or the Riverhead
Landmark Preservation Commission have shown none in this study area.

2.3.1. Existing Cultural Resources
a. Archaeological Resources

Documentary research was conducted to identify known archaeological sites within one
mile of the Calverton Facility. No previously recorded archaeological sites exist within
the project area,

There are no known archaeological sites within the proposed Calverton Generating
Facility or within the proposed transmission line routes. Therefore, no known
archaeological resources would be disturbed by the proposed project. The entire area
surrounding the project site is 2,900 acres. It was previously used as an airport, for
aircraft construction with numerous large hangars, administrative offices and
maintenance plants. Accordingly, no further archaeological study is warranted for the
Calverton Facility site and proposed transmission line routes.
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b. Architectural Resources

Within the study area, architectural resources listed on the State and National Registers of
Historic Places and the Riverhead Landmarks Preservation Commission were not found.

2.3.2. Probable Impacts
a. Archaeological Resources

There are no known archaeological sites within the proposed Calverton Facility or within
the proposed transmission line routes. T herefore, no archaeological resources would be
disturbed by the proposed project. It is not expected that potential archaeological resources
would be disturbed by the proposed project site since documentary research and subsurface
archaeological investigations indicate that the Calverton Facility site and the transmission
line routes are not sensitive for archaeological resources. The 460-acre Riverhead
Industrial Park, where within lies the proposed facility site, have been previously disturbed
by construction, and field investigations encountered no significant archaeological remains.
Since the utility transmission line would extend within previously disturbed road and
transmission line ROW’s, construction and installation of the proposed transmission line
connecting the proposed facility with the Riverhead substation would not affect any
potential archaeological resources. Therefore, no further archaeological study is warranted
for the Calverton Facility site and the proposed transmission line routes.

b. Architectural Resources
There are no State and National Registries, locally designated, or potential architectural
resources located within a one-mile radius of the Calverton Site. Therefore the proposed

facility would be located too far from any architectural resources located within the study
area and no adverse impacts to any architectural resources would occur.
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2.4 Visual Resources

The following section characterizes the visual resources within the assessment area of the
project site. A view line of five miles is generally considered a Visual resource
Assessment Standard, beyond which facilities are not noticeable unless they are
particularly prominent. Figure 2.4-1 shoes a one-mile radius from the proposed site, and
figure 2.4-2 shows a five-mile radius. Evaluating the natural and cultural features found
within the fove-mile study area can determine the potential visual effects of the proposed
facility on these resources. The visual effects assessment included field visits to the
proposed project site and study area in June 2003 and a review of aerial photograo=phs,
topographic maps and other documentation of the area.

24.1. Existing Environmental Setting

Section 1, “Project Description,” describes the basic project setting. For the Visual
Resources assessment, the tree canopy adjacent to the site on the west and north is a
primary limiting factor. The maturing climax community is a relatively typical American
Beech, Oak, and Pine, and the expected natural forest type for the area. These trees have
an average height of about 65 feet and a maximum height of 75 feet.

The proposed project site is approximately 30 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Much of
the five-mile study area includes the Long Island Sound and the Inner Channels major
bodies of water. To the north and west lies the Pine Barrens. To the east and south lie
agricultural farms, the Swan Lake Golf Course and the Robert Cushman County Park. The
highest point within the five-mile radius is Zeke’s Knoll at an altitude of 196 feet. The
tallest structure in the 5-mile visual resource area is a radio transmitter tower at a height
above ground of 130 feet. Site designs for the project site would keep a buffer of the forest
between the proposed plant and adjacent properties. Under consideration and discussion
with the NYDEC is the feasibility of an aesthetic camouflage for the stack as has been done
previously with several major utilities.

Fig' 2.4-) lists the sensitive viewpoints within the five-mile radius of the proposed
facility.

2.4.2. Probable Impacts of the Project

The project facility has been studied for potential visual impacts to the surrounding parks,
cultural resources and urban areas. The project facility does not visually impede any
current sight lines within the five-mile visual and aesthetic study area. The tallest element
of the proposed project facility would be the 10-foot diameter, 65-foot tall stack. This is

. well below the nearby radio transmission tower of 13pfeet. The wooded

area surrounding the project area includes numerous 65 to 75 foot maturing hardwood and
pine trees. Given this tree screening, even during leaf-off conditions, the proposed facility
would not be visible from any of the public or historic resources in the five-mile radius.
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Even nearby residential and commercial establishments would have little view of the
project facilities. None of the properties listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP would
be affected by the proposed facility. The proposed facility would not be visible from any
of these properties. The proposed project would not have a significant adverse visual
impact.

With regard to the existing transmission line interconnection to the Riverhead substation, it
has been in operation for over 40-years and may soon be replaced into an underground
conduit. The existing line does not have any significant adverse visual impacts.
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2.5 Environmental Justice
2.5.1. Introduction

The proposed Calverton Facility has been reviewed to assess its potential impacts on
minority and low-income communities. The purpose of this evaluation is to assess if
disproportionate averse environmental, economic, and health impacts may result from
federal and state actions and policies. This assessment is consistent with the objectives
outlined in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) policy and guidance
papers on environmental justice and with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation’s (NYDEC) policy and guidance papers.

U.S. EPA Region 2 developed and issued a December 2000 Interim Environmental
Justice Policy. The Environmental Justice Policy was issued in accordance with the
President’s Executive Order 12898. Region 2 notes in the December 2000 Interim

Environmental Justice Policy (Interim Policy) that it is now incorporating Environmental

Justice into its technical and management decisions and actions. Region 2 uses this
policy to ensure that it is identifying, targeting, and responding to decisions and actions
that would disproportionately impact the health and environment of communities. This
policy promotes Environmental Justice that assures the fair treatment and meaningful
involvement of all people in a community regardless of race, color, national origin, or
income.

2.5.2. Evaluating Disproportionate Adverse Burden

On January 2, 2002, NYDEC published “Recommendations for the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation Environmental Justice Program.” This
report set forth recommendations for how environmental justice can be incorporated into
permit review, SEQR procedures, and some components of NYDEC’s enforcement,
public participation, and grants programs. The report and public comment generated
from the report will serve as the basis for a future NYDEC policy related to
environmental justice. The Janaury 2002 report recommends that the NYDEC
environmental justice screening process utilize the methodology employed by U.S.
EPAA Region 2 in its Interim Environmental Justice Policy (Interim Policy).

On August 7, 2002, NYDEC published a draft policy on environmental justice analysis to
be used in their permitting process. The NYDEC Draft approach is used in this
Environmental Justice analysis. A three step methodology is prescribed for conducting
the preliminary screening analysis, as has been done above. The steps are described
below: :

Step 1: Determine whether the proposed action is in or near a minority or low-
income community. NYDEC methodology requires the use of Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) to map United States Census Tracts and Blocks where
environmental impacts from the project may occur. Based on conditions in New
York State, NYDEC has identified low-income communities as those where the
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poverty levels exceed 24.8 per cent of the total population; and minority
communities as those where in rural area, the minority population exceeds 33.5
percent of the total population.

Step 2: Identify potential environmental impacts.

Step 3: Determine whether impacts are likely to adversely affect a minority
community or a low-income community. For this step, “if no census block
group(s) meeting the GIS application thresholds for minority community or low
income community is identified, the proposed action is not likely to adversely
affect a minority community or a low income community.”

The environmental justice policy, when finalized, will apply to permits administered
under Article 70 of the Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and Title 6 of the New
York Code of Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 621. Any application for a new
permit that is classified as a major project (as defined by 6 NYCRR Part 621.4) from
applicable programs or an application for a major modification of an existing permit from
the same applicable programs should be subject to the environmental justice screening
process.

2.5.3. Selection for Potential Environmental Justice Communities

U.S. Census bureau data for the 2000 and 1990 census were obtained for this area along
with information from the Township of Riverhead and Brookhaven, the Chamber of
Commerce, and local realtors. The study area for this project covers the Township of
Riverhead. Census tracts that cover this geographic area are tracts 1697.02 and 1594.10.
The block for this census tract is the focus of this study as they represent the immediate
area out to more than 1-mile. The boundaries of the relevant census tracts and block is
shown on Figure 2.5-1. ‘

The above-cited NYDEC Draft Policy defines the term “minority population” as a group
of individuals that are identified or recognized as African-American, Asian-American
and Pacific Islander, American Indian or Hispanic. (Hispanic refers to ethnicity and
language, not race, and may include people whose heritage is Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Mexican, and Central or South American). For purposes of this assessment, the white
non-Hispanic population was identified from the census data and all other individuals
were identified as minority groups (refer to Table 2.5-1).

The NYDEC Draft Policy also establishes the New York State threshold for low income
population at 24.8 percent. Income data are part of the U.S. Census “long form”
questionnaire and are based on a partial sample count. For the year 2000 census, low-
income population is defined as the percentage of individuals whose 1999 income was
less than the 100 percent of the poverty level. Block groups in which more than 24.8
percent of individuals fit this description are potential environmental justice
communities.
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Table 2.5-1: Minority Data by Census Tract

Total Minority Minority Population
Population’ Population’ Percentage
Suffolk County 1,419,369 219,250 15.4%
1697.02 Block Group 1 3,951 - 152 5%
1594.10 Block Group 2 1,248 61 4%

Notes:

' U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, P1 Total Population [1] — Universe: Total Population,
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100 — Percent Data.

2 U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, P4 Hispanic or Latino and not Hispanic or Latino by Race
[73]-Universe: Total Population, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data.

As identified in Table 2.5-1, Census Tract 1697.02 and Census Tract 1594.10 do not meet .
the NYDEC definition of a minority community. No census tract was identified as
meeting the definition of a low-income community (See Table 2.5-2).

Table 2.5-2: Percentage of Persons at or Below the Poverty Level, 2000 Census

Total Populationl Poverty Population Poverty Level
Percentage
Suffolk County 1,393,546 83,111 6.0%
1697.02 Block Group 1 3,951 0 0%
1594.10 Block Group 2 1,248 0 0%

Notes: .

' U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, P 87 Poverty Status in 1999 by Age [17] — Universe:
Population for whom poverty status is determined, Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) — Sample Data.

2 U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, P53 Median Household Income in 1999 (Dollars) [1] ~

Universe: Households, Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) — Sample Data.

2.5.4. Area Toxic Inventory

Federal and State information sources have been utilized to evaluate the existing air
emissions, water discharges, waste generation and management, and toxic and hazardous
releases within the 1-mile study area. EPA’s Envirofacts Warehouse and Environmapper
were utilized along with NYDEC’s Navigator mapping function. Appendix  lists the
results for the 11933 and 11949 zip codes identified through EPA’s Environmapper. This
list identified 6 facilities including a few facilities that are well outside the 1-mile study
area for this analysis. The facilities listed are generally identifiable as the neighborhood
golf course, the Calverton Enterprise Park and the Riverhead Industrial Park. Several of
the facilities are listed because of permitted waste handling activities, water discharges
and non-major air discharges. No significant non-compliance status was identified for
any facility on this study area.

A review of the toxic release inventory (TRI) from the EPA shows no facilities reporting
under TRI in the 11933 and 11949 zip codes. Therefore, it is concluded that no
disproportionate environmental burden exists in the identified communities.
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2.5.5. Probable Impacts of the Proposed Project

The air quality analysis presented in Section 2.7 of this Environmental Assessment shows
that emissions from the Calverton Facility would be below major source thresholds,
concentrations would be below applicable air quality standards. Table 2.4-3 presents the
results iof air quality monitoring of the Calverton Facility with and without the addition
of measured background and compares the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
measured background and compares the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The values in the table clearly show that even when maximum plant impacts
are added to maximum measured ambient concentrations, the resulting air quality levels

will be well below NAAQS.

With worst-case parameters the air quality modeling demonstrated results that are below

'US. EPA designated significant impact levels (SILs) for under all modeled

circumstances. SILs have been established by U.S. EPA as the level below which no
significant impact t0 air quality is deemed to occur. The contribution of the proposed
facility emissions relative to the total concentrations that may be experienced by
commercial enterprises within the identified community was also determined. These
results indicate that the Calverton Facility would have a negligible contribution to the
total concentrations presented on Table 2.5-3, and would not result in a disproportionate

or adverse impact to the surrounding community.

Table 2.5-%: Calverton Facility Maximum Modeled Concentrations

Pollutant | Average | NAAQS Significant Maximum Total
Period (p,g/mJ) Impact Background Modeled Concentrations
Level Concentrations | Concentrations (pg/m*)
(pg/m” (ug/m*)' (pg/m’)’
| 1-Hour 40,000 2,000 7,130 5.4 7,135.4
co 8-Hour 10,000 500 5,175 3.2 5,176.2
3-Hour 1,300 25 147 10.2 157.2 |
sO, | 24-Hour 365 5 B9 29 91.2
| Annual BO 1 26 0.029 26.03
PMyo 24-Hour 150 5 46 4.92 45.92
Annual 50 1 19 0.049 19.05
NO; | Annual 100 1 47 0.015 47.02
Notes:

ort-term (1-,3-,8- and 24-Hour), and

! Background concentrations are the highest second highest sh
le 24-Hour concentrations monitored

maximum annual average concentrations which is the 98" percenti

from 1999-2000.
2 Highest first highest concentration.

2.5.6. Conclusion

This Environmental Assessment and associated permit documents show that the various

types of environmental burden potentially posed by the project are well below recognized
regulatory and health and welfare based standards. The air quality analysis shows that
the project would be capped below the major source threshold for nitrogen oxide (NOx)
and would have state-of-the-art technologies incorporated for combustion efficiency and

emissions control (i.e., Selective Catalytic Reduction and water injection) would be
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controlled by add-on catalytic oxidation technology (considered the technical state-of-
the-art for gas turbines. SO, would be controlled by using low-sulfur (0.05 percent)
distillate oil. Dlspersion modeling for the proposed project shows that modeled
emissions for criteria emissions are below the SIL deemed by U.S. EPA and NYDEC to
be the level below which emissions pose no adverse impacts. Addltlonally, the very brief
time of travel for air emissions over the land on eastern Long Island further mitigates any
significant exposures to criteria pollutant and PM;s Most if not all secondary PM3s
(particulates formed beyond the stack by condensation of ammonium sulfate) will occur
over the Atlantic Ocean and not over the land due to the long time for condensation to
occur and the very short time of travel over the land at this end of eastern Long Island.

Although no minority community was identified within the vicinity of the proposed
project, an evaluation of the maximum air emission impacts from the proposed project
has not identified any significant adverse impacts on a short-term of cumulative basis to
low-income or minority populations. Therefore, the proposed project is in accordance
with the environmental justice objectives defined by NYDEC.
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2.6 Traffic and Transportation

This section describes existing and future traffic and transportation conditions at

~and associated with the project site and proposed facility.  Section 2.15,

“Construction Effects,” describes construction-related effects on traffic and
transportation.

2.6.1. Existing Roadway Network and Traffic Volumes

Figure 2.6-1 shows the project site and vicinity road network. The major roads
include the east-west NY State Route 25 and Grumman Boulevard — River Road,
and the north-south Wading River Road and Edwards Avenue which completely
surround the 2,900-acre parcel bequeathed to the Township of Riverhead by the
U.S. Government, wherein lies the 460-acre Riverhead Industrial Park, and the

proposed Calverton Facility.

County traffic records show an annual average daily traffic (AADT) volume of non-
significant traffic on each of the above roads, except for the N.Y. State Route 25
that has a volume of 7,500 (See: figure 2.6-2). Based on the configuration and use
pattern, it is expected that over 95 percent of traffic to the site would originate from
the Long Island Expressway (LIE) to Wading River Road and onto Grumman
Boulevard where the proposed facility entrance gate is located. The Long Island
Expressway is approximately 3 miles from Grumman Boulevard and does not effect

local traffic.

Peak traffic hours generally occur between 8 AM and 10 AM in the morning, and
between 4 PM and 6 PM in the evening in low-density areas, such as the proposed
site facility. Using a peak-hour factor of 0.14 AADT (Standard Handbook for Civil
Engineers, Merritt, F., 1983), the peak-hour volumes for State Route 25 and
estimated to be Goo . NY State Route 25, however is not expected to be used for
construction, general maintenance and deliveries.

2.6.2.  Probable Impacts of the Project

The proposed facility would generate two types of traffic: operations and
maintenance staff, and oil trucks. Assuming normal operations, the facility would
generate a maximum of 8 vehicle trips during the busiest hour for staff and
maintenance, or an AADT of 25, or an hourly average of 2.5 vehicles over a 10-
hour working day. The oil hauling would generate a maximum of 4 truck trips
during the busiest hour, an AADT of 12 (6 roundtrips per day), or an average of 1.2
trucks per hour for a 10-hour working day.

Assuming that all trucks and vehicles enter from the Wading River Road (off the
LIE) the project would result in an increase in peak-hour traffic on Wading River
Road of approximately the number of trips required. '
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2.6.3. Conclusion

The small number of trips generafed by the proposed facility would not
significantly affect traffic flow conditions and would not result in a significant
adverse traffic impact. -
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2.7 Air Quality
2.7.1. Introduction

This analYéis examines the air quality effects of operation of the proposed General
Electric MS7001EA dual fired turbine combustion system to be sited at the Calverton
Generating Facility.

* Since this supplemental EIS was first composed, several significant aspects of air

quality review have come under consideration, and would mitigate this proposed facility
permit evaluation requirements. They are listed below:

o Court of Appeals decision: Spitzer vs. Farrell (June 5, 2003), the analysis
of PM> s that the petitioner performs may well be somewhat different and
perhaps less extensive than those performed by similar applicants in the last
18 months.

e On August 27, 2003 the Bush Administration exempted thousands of older
power plants, refineries and factories from having to install costly clean air
controls.

e. In a major new revision to its air pollution rules, the Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), will allow up to 20 percent of the costs of
replacing each plants production system.

The Calverton Generating project involves the placement of a 79.9 MW dual fired (gas
and oil) turbine unit in the Township of Riverhead, Suffolk County, New York. See
figure 1-1 and 1-2 in the “Project Description” setting. The unit is the General electric
MS7001EA dual fired turbine generating system. It is a pre-tested system, which is
delivered in sections on an extra heavy-duty transport trailer. The system was developed
to be an ultra modern, air pollution free turbine system. It is equipped with a dry low
NOy combustion system which includes thermal barrier coated liners, nimonic transition
pieces, Reuter Stokes SiC flame detectors and compressor inlet heating, continuous
emission monitoring (CEMS), and programmable logic controllers and sequencing. Very
low sulfur light distillate oil (Iess than 0.05% sulfur content) would be used until natural
gas is available. The low sulfur oil is far.below the New York State standard for fuel
sulfur content in Suffolk County.

2.7.2. Applicable Air Permitting Requirements
The proposed project would be capped below the 25 ton per year major source threshold
for the controlling non-attainment pollutant, nitrogen oxide (NOy). Non-Attainment New

Source Review (NSR) and review for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
would not apply to the proposed facility.
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The NYDEC and the U.S. EPA have promulgated air quality regulations that establish
ambient air quality standards and emission limits potentially applicable to the project.
These regulations include National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), New York
Air Quality Standards (NYACS), New Source Review (NSR) requirements for major
sources and modifications including PSD review and Non-attainment New Source
Review (NNSR), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), and Acid Rain Prevention

(See: Glossary in Appendix). The NYDEC administers these programs under the
auspices of the EPA and in the regulations

(printing error — continued next page)
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of Title 6 of the New York Code of Rules and Regulations (6 NYCRR). There are
additional New York State Programs including the Environmental Conservation Laws
(ECL), which address air toxics analysis, acid deposition and plume visibility analysis.
These standards and requirements impose design constraints on new facilities and
provide the basis for an evaluation of the potential impacts of proposed projects on
ambient air quality. This section describes the relevance of each of the regulations as
they apply to potential project impacts on ambient air quality.

The air quality analysis examines effects of operation of the proposed General Electric
7EA Gas T urbine E lectric G enerating S ystem to be erected at the Calverton Industrial
Center, Township of Riverhead in Suffolk County, New York.

The East Hampton Power & Light’s Calverton facility involves the placement and
operation of a 79.9 MW gas and oil fired turbine unit in the Industrial Reserve of the
Calverton Industrial Center, Riverhead, New York. See Appendix[)— Scope of Supply,
Major Equipment, Gas Turbine and Accessories, Generator and Accessories, Design
Criteria / Assumptions, Performance Curves and Blueprints of Configuration and
Construction.

an "W & G =

2.7.3. Facility Design and Proposed Technology :

The proposed Calverton Generating facility would utilize the General Electric 7EA dual
fired turbine combustion system. See figure 2.7.1 and Appendix K for the site plan
layout, scope of supply, and configuration. With more than 750 units in service, the 7EA
fleet has accumulated tens of millions hour of service and is well recognized for excellent
efficiency performance and high reliability. The 7EA incorporates an ultra modern
emission control system including components as selective catalytic reduction (SCR), dry
low NO, combustion burners, continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS), and
programmable logic sequencers

The generator is a base-mounted, open ventilated synchronous unit. The generator
compartment has the same general appearance as the turbine compartment, and provides
for exhaust emission controls, maintenance and inspection via doors on the sides of the
outdoor enclosure, See figure 2.7.2. generator unit.

a. Emission Quantities and Stack Parameters
The proposed Calverton Facility would be designed to meet the following emission
limits:

e 6 parts per million (ppm) NOx.

e The facility NOx emissions would be capped at 22.5 tons per year with
monitoring by Continuous Emission Monitoring (CEMS). A data acquisition
and handling system would automatically collect and compile data.

e The facility would limit sulfur in fuel oil to a maximum of 0.05% by weight.
Fuel quality is guaranteed and documented for each delivery.
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e CO emissions would be limited to 5 ppm as a measure of combustion
efficiency as measured by Continuous Emission Monitoring (CEMS)

o A self cleaning air filtration system for particulate emissions

Potential to emit (PTE) is determined by the highest hourly emission rate for each
pollutant a pplied a gainst annual p otential hours o f 8 760 unless a federally enforceable
permit limitation is in place. Since this facility would be capped by the limiting
parameter (NOy emissions) the actual potential to emit for all parameters would be
defined by the predicted hours of operation of the unit as capped by the annual NO, limit.
However, if NOy, as the controlling pollutant for the cap, would be controlled in practice
at levels lower than the allowable rate of 6 ppm, than the other pollutants may be emitted
at higher annual levels corresponding directly to the hours of operation controlled by
NOy. To be conservative, unrestricted PTEs for these pollutants are as follows for 8760
hours of operation at progressively lower control levels for NOy. (See Table 2.7-1).

2.7.4. Attainment Status and Compliance with Standards

a. Air Quality Standards

Federal and New York ambient air quality standards have been developed for this airshed
area and are applicable for the project area. National primary and secondary ambient air
standards (NAAQS) set the foundation for the air quality objectives that the State of New
York must demonstrate it will achieve in its State Implementation Plan (SIP). The
United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has promulgated standards
for six criteria air pollutants. The criteria air pollutants are nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur
dioxide ( S0,), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM;9 and PM; s5), ozone 03),
and lead (Pb). New York has developed and promulgated state air quality standards for
these pollutants along with an air quality classification system that categorizes the air
quality limitations along with an air quality classification system that categorizes the air
quality limitations expected in each county. The New York Air Quality Standards are
published at 6 NYCRR Part 257 and the classification system is published at 6 NYCRR
Part 256. The classification levels for Suffolk County are published at 6 NYCRR Part
307. The project site is located at a Level 1 air quality classification area o f S uffolk
County as detailed in 6 NYCRR Part 307. Suffolk County falls within the area defined
by the 1990 Clean Air Act as the northeast ozone transport region (NOTR). The area is
part of the New York State severe non-attainment area for ozone.

As a result of the severe ozone non-attainment area designation the major source
threshold for facilities is limited to no greater than 25 tons per year for NO, or VOCs.
Facilities with potentials to emit greater than 25 tons per year of NOy or Vocs in

Suffolk County would be subject to new source review under 6 NYCRR Part 231.
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Table 2.7-1: Maximum Project Emissions Based on NO, 'Emission Rate

NO, Maximum
Emission Hours per
ppmvd | Cap Ibs/hr Year NOx | CO | SO, | PM;, | VOC | Ammonia
: (tpy) .
NO,@ 6 22.5 14.03 3206 225 1 12.0 { 445 | 68.1 | 103 13.9
NO.@ 5 22.5 11.70 3848 225 1144 | 534 | 818 | 123 16.6
NO,@ 4 22.5 9.36 4810 225 | 18.0 | 66.7 | 1022 | 154 20.8
NO,@ 3 22.5. 7.02 6413 22.5 | 24.0 | 889 [ 136.3 ] 20.5 27.7
Notes:

*

PM) levels need to be increased to account for secondary PM formation as sulfur dioxide converts to

ammonium sulfate. A correction of 15 percent for conversion of SO, to ammonium sulfate gives a total
(including secondary) of 45.4 pph. Modeling was performed at 47 pph. The values i in the above table
reflect PM,, based on vendor emission rate reported data.

NO, = varies

CO =17.5 lbs/hr
S0,=27.74 1bs/hr
PM|o= 37 lbs/hr

VOC = 6.4 Ibs/hr
Ammonia = 8.64 Ibs/hr

. State Requirements

The proposed project is subject to: New York Part 201-5 requirements for state air
facility permits. This section requires the project to receive pre-construction
permits under either the title V major source permitting requirements or as a
capped state facility permit. This section defines the type of information to be
submitted to the New York State DEC in the permit application.

The proposed project would be subject to 6 NYCRR Part 202 emissions
verification requirements including testing and payment of annual emission fees.

The proposed project would not be subject to the LAER and offset requirements
of 6 NYCRR Part 231 as the facility would be capped below the severe area
major source threshold of 25 tons per year. Operating restrictions would be taken
in the permit to ensure that the facility remains below the major source threshold.

The facility would be subject to the future provisions o f Part 204 N O, Budget
Trading Program as it has a nameplate capacity greater than the 15 MW threshold
in Part 204. As a result it would be necessary for the facility to submit a Part 204
application.
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The proposed project would be subject to the general prohibitions and visible
emission restrictions contained within 6 NYCRR Part 211.

The proposed project would be subject to the provisions of 6 NYCRR Part 225-
1.2, Table 2. The Sulfur in fuel limit applicable to Suffolk County, Long Island is

1 percent by weight. The sulfur content for this project would be a maximum if
0.05 percent by weight.

The proposed project would not be subject to the reasonably available control

technology (RACT) requirements in Part 227-2 since it is not a major source of
NOx.

The proposed project would be subject to the proviéions of 6 NYCRR Part 207 for
air pollution episodes and would prepare a response plan as required.

¢. Federal Requirements

The proposed project would not be a major source or in a named source category
above the 250 tons per year threshold for applicability of federal prevention if
significant deterioration (PSD) requirements. Operating restrictions would be
taken in the permit to ensure that the facility remains below the major source
threshold.

U.S. EPA has promulgated new source performance standards (NSPD) for
numerous source categories. These standards are intended to provide

- technology-forcing requirements for the affected source category. U.S. EPA has

promulgated NSPS for gas turbines at 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart GG.

e The facility is subject to the acid rain program requirements in 40 CFR Part 72.6.

This section requires that each turbine that serve a generator with an ISO power
rating greater than 25MW is subject to the acid rain program. An acid rain
permit is required along with a 40 CFR Part 75 compliant monitoring and .
record-keeping program. A Part 75 compliant Continuous Emission Monitoring

System (CEMS) is proposed for the purpose of monitoring emissions from the
project.
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2.7.5 Air Quality Impact Analysis

Air quality impacts are being assessed and would meet all evaluation criteria. Criteria
pollutant emissions were modeled using accepted dispersion modeling techniques and
evaluated against air quality standards. A dispersion modeling protocol of Environmental
Conservation (NYDEC) would be submitted for review and approval.

Model performance uses the U.S. EPA reference air model ISCST3 (the Industrial Source
Complex Short Term version 02035, See Figure 2.7-1). Meteorological data is obtained
in a model ready format already previewed and approved by the NYDEC for another
turbine project. A Wind Rose was generated from 1991-1995 MacArthur Airport
Meteorological Data. (See Figure 2.7-1A).

Receptor grids are placed to a distance of up to 2 kilometers (1.2 miles) from the site. All
twelve compass points are selected and used as potentially sensitive receptors. (See:
Table 2.7-2 for identification of the selected sensitive receptors and locations). The
Cartesian grid contained more than 3,000 nodes.

Table 2.7-2: Calverton Modeling — Name and Location of Sensitive Receptors

Distance
From

Sensitive UTM-E UTM-N Elevation Source
Receptor Name (meters) {meters) (feet) (t)

1 New York State Route 25 | 684,098 4,532,210 62 5,200

2 400-acres preserved area | 682,607 5,533,101 80 3,000

3 Wading River Road 683,111 4,529,990 58 6,000

4 Grumman Boulevard 684,990 4,530,582 64 1500

5 Swan Pond Golf Course 685,995 4,530,275 37 3900

6 River Road 687,533 4,530,498 39 8500

7 McKay Lake 686,000 4,530,618 45 2900

8 Calverton Enterprise Park | 686,712 4,534,009 60 8,500

9 Peconic Airfield 685,903 4,532,698 70 5500

10 Riverhead Industrial Park | 685,399 4,531,266 50 3,000

11 Manor-Wading River Rds | 683,050 4,529,100 50 5,900

12 Vacant Fields 683,611 4,533,310 100 6,500

"Regional background for the Riverhead, Calverton Facility area is estimated by using

data from NYDEC’s ambient air quality monitoring network The most complete data for
the Long Island area comes from East Farmingdale and Eisenhower Park monitoring sites
that are located approximately 30 miles from the project area. Representative
background concentrations of the air from the years 1998-1999-2000 are reviewed. The
representative background concentrations are presented in Table 2.7.3. Further emissions
data were obtained from the equipment manufacturer, General Electric Corporation, and
from similar model turbines previously tested and in use today, and from U.S. EPA AP-

46




42. The facility was modeled with a stack height of 65 feet and an effective
diameter of 10 feet. Stack exit velocities of 145 —161 ft/s are expected with this
configuration. Stack gas temperatures range from 719 degrees Farenheit (°F) to
874°F over the range of ambient temperature conditions. For modeling purposes.
The proposed Calverton GE 7EA unit was assumed to operate under two separate
scenarios; at 100 percent load and at 50 percent load. At the 50 percent load level,
the turbine would be operating at % capacity. As a result, part load results occur
with half of the emissions input and the same baseline inputs for stack gas

parameters.

Inputs for the modeling are provided in Table 2.7-4.

Table 2.7-3: Background Concentrations of Criteria Pollutants

Stack gas temperature used for the 50 percent load case is 530F°.

1998 1999 2000
Pollutant Averaging Background Background Background Monitor
Period Concentration | Concentration | Concentration Location
(ng/m’)* (ug/m’)’ -~ (ug/m’)’
co 1-Hour 6,440 7,130 4,140 Eisenhower Park
8-Hour 4,600 5,175 2,875
SO, 3-Hour 147 141 118 East Farmingdale
24-Hour 89 168 60 Water District
Annual 18 18 26"
PM, 24-Hour 40 41 38 East Farmingdale
Water District
(1998)
Annual 19 16 17 Eisenhower Park
(1999,2000)
PM,; 24-Hour - 31.9° 31.8 East Farmingdale
Annual - 12.9%¢ 12.6 Water District
NO, Annual 41 47 45 Eisenhower Park
Notes:

(a) Highest, second highest, short term (1-, 3-, 8 & 24-hour), and maximum annual average
concentrations presented, except PM, 5, which is the 9g™ percentile 24-hour concentration.

(b) Based on less than 75 % available data.

(c Based on 3 and 4™ quarter data from 1999.
Bold value identifies the greatest value over the 3-year period and is presented as being a
representative background concentration for the study area.

Source: NYDEC 1998, 1999, and 2000.

Table 2.7-4: Calverton Project Modeling Parameters

Basic Dispersion Parameters

Stack Diameter Exhaust Stack Height
Parameter Exit Velocity (meters) Temperature (K) (meters)
100% Load 44.73 3.048 657.04 19.81
50% Load 44.73 3.048 532.00 19.81

Emission Rates
Sulfur Dioxide Nitrogen Dioxide | Carbon Monoxide )

Parameter (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) Particulate*
100% Load 28.0 14.0 7.5 47
50% Load 14.0 7.0 3.8 23.5

* Modeled input includes assumption of 15% conversion of sulfur dioxide to ammonium sulfate as
secondary PM. Actual data for PM is 45.4 pph.
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With worse-case input parameters, the modeling demonstrated results that are
below U.S. EPA designated significant impact levels (SILS) under all modeled
circumstances. Modeling performed for operating loads at 100 percent and 50
percent capacity show results less than the SILs. NOy and CO modeled values were
far less than the SILs for both the highest as well as the second high value. Sulfur
dioxide and particulates modeled at significant fractions of the 3-hour and 24-hour
values and were far below the annual values.

The modeled results at 100 percent load show that no individual highest reading
exceeded its respective SIL. The 50 percent load case also demonstrates
achievement of the SILs. Sils have been established by the U.S. EPA as the level
below which no significant impact to air quality is deemed to occur. Modeling
results for the modeling domain are presented in Table 2.7-5 and results for the 14
sensitive receptor points are presented in Table 2.7-6. Maximum predicted impacts
occur for the 100 percent load case.

Table 2.7-5: Maximum Modeled Concentrations

Averaging Maximum* Significant | PSD Class II | NAAQS
Period Ground-Level Impact Increment (ng/m”)
Pollutant Impact Level (pg/m*)
(ng/m’) (ug/m’)
3-hour - 102 25 512 1,300
Sulfur Dioxide (SOy) 24-hour 29 5 91 365
Annual 0.029 1 90 80
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) Annual 0.015 1 25 100
Particulate (PMo)** 24-hour 4.92 5 30 150
Annual 0.049 1 17 50
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1-hour 5.4 2,000 NA 40,000
8-hour 1.2 500 NA 10,000

Notes:
* Highest first highest concentration.
** [ncludes consideration of partial conversion of SO, to ammonium sulfate in the stack.

Modeled results from the project can be added to the regional background to
estimate the predicted impact to overall air quality. Table 2.7-7 shows the addition
of the Calverton modeled emissions results to the background air quality.
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Results of testing will show the emission levels of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and
carbon '

monoxide and particulate matter are below U.S. Environmental Agency designated
significant impact levels (SILS) for each parameter tested. Performance was measured at
100 per cent and 50 per cent capacity. It is concluded that the overall emissions from the
Calverton Facility will have no adverse impacts on the existing air quality in either the
Riverhead Township, or in Suffolk County.

2.7.6. Accidental Ammonia Release Analysis

Because the facility would also store and us¢ significant quantities of aqueous ammonia
the potential for release of a large quantity of ammonia was considered. This analysis is

_an extremely conservative analysis postulating the catastrophic release of the entire
storage tank contents. Aqueous ammonia as proposed for use in the SCR at the site is
stored as a 17.5 to 19.5 percent ammonia-water solution. Storage is in a state-of-the-art
tank system with leak detection and fully diked impermeable containment.* Ammonia is
highly water-soluble and as such is easier to handle for use in the SCR. Because
ammonia is highly soluble it is less available to rapid evaporation and release to the air
than more volatile chemicals.

The ammonia tank is not subject to U.S. EPA’s Risk Management Program for hazardous
materials; however, a worst-case accidental release analysis was conducted to alleviate
any potential concerns from the community in the very unlikely event of a spill or a leak.

The Area Locations of Hazardous Atmospheres (ALOHA) emergency release model was
selected as the tool to perform the modeling. The entire tank capacity of 12,000 gals was
assumed to be released even though such storage tanks are only filled to 95 percent of
capacity. The ALOHA model uses highly conservative meteorological assumptions
including wind speed, wind direction, and other impact factors. This methodology is
consistent with the U.S. EPA’s Risk Management Model Program and Plan for Ammonia
Refrigeration prepared in 1996 by SAIC

To predict the worst-case consequence of the ammonia release, the ALOHA model was
used to estimate the distance to the ammonia toxic endpoint of 150 ppm. The toxic
endpoint value of 150 ppm is the American Industrial Hygiene Association Emergency
Response Guideline Level 2 (EPRG-2). The value represents the maximum airborne
concentration b elow which nearly all i ndividuals could be exposed for up to one hour
without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious health effects.

The results of modeling with Aloha demonstrate that the potential ammonia risk level for
a one-hour period of 150 ppm is not approached by this assumed catastrophic event at the
site. The ALOHA model determined that at the nearest residence, the maximum
predicted concentration would be well below the target risk level. Therefore, the defined
worst-case accidental release scenario would not result in any adverse health effects due
to ammonia, and even with this conservative approach, no significant impacts would
occur.
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Table 2.7-7: Project Impact on Ambient Air Quality vs. NAAQS

s, e e

L I e M T 1 W)

Max. Modeled

Receptor
Locations
Maximum
UTM UTM Modeled Background | Total NAAQS
Pollutant | Averaging | Easting | Northing | Concentration Concentration | Concentrate (ug/m*)
Period (m) (m) (ng/m’) (ng/m®) (ng/m’)
Cco 1-hour 684,990 | 4,530,382 5.8 7,110 7,115.8 40,000
8-hour 684,880 | 4,530,332 1.3 5,155 5,156.3 10,000
3-hour 685,995 | 4,530,275 10.7 149 159.7 1,300
SO, 24-hour | 685,910 | 4,532,698 2.8 88 90.8 365
Annual | 686,000 | 4,530,618 0.031 27 27.03 80
24-hour | 685,399 | 4,531,266 4.85 42 46.85 150
CPM,0 Annual | 686,712 | 4,534,009 0.044 19 19.04 50
NO, Annual 685,903 | 4,532698 0.014 46 46.01 100

Results of testing will show the emission levels of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and
carbon monoxide and particulate matter are below U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency designated significant impact levels (SILs) for each parameter tested.

Performance was measured at 100 percent and 50 percent capacity. It is concluded that
the overall emissions from the Calverton Facility will have no adverse impacts on the
existing air quality in either Riverhead Township, or in Suffolk County.
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2.7.7. Analysis of Potential Air Quality and Health Effects of Project Related PM; s
a. Introduction and Overview

As discussed above, potential effects on air quality in the areas surrounding the facility
were assessed through air quality modeling for sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, and PM;o. This section analyzes potential effects on air quality and public health
from PM, s emissions' as a result of operation of the GE 7EA turbine unit. PM, s refers to
not a single pollutant, but instead to an array of fine inhalable materials. There are for
example, thousands of forms of natural ambient PM; s and perhaps as many forms of
man-made PM,s. While all the disparate forms of PM,s can be inhaled, their
toxicological properties can differ dramatically. Some particulate matter (PM) is emitted
directly to the atmosphere through various chemical reactions and physical
transformations (i.c., secondary PM). The secondary formation of PM,s is one
determinant of ambient air quality and is, thus far, extremely difficult to model.

The major constituents of PM2.5 are typically sulfates, nitrates, organic carbon, elemental

carbon (soot), ammonium, and metallic elements (not including sulfur). Secondary

sulfates and nitrates are formed from their precursor gaseous pollutants, sulfur dioxide
(SO,) and nitrogen oxides (NOy), at some distance from the source due to the time
needed for the chemical conversion within the atmosphere. Elemental carbon and
metallic elements are primary components, while organic carbon can be either emitted
directly from a source or formed as a secondary pollutant in the atmosphere. Due to the
influence of these “secondary” pollutants from distant or regional sources, regional
ambient levels of PM; s are typically more evenly distributed than their related class of
pollutants PM;o, which is more highly influenced by local sources. The expected
composition of regional and urban PM; s is shown in Table 2.7-8 below. Data from the
Botanical Gardens in the Bronx, NY, and Queens College in Queens, NY (both in dense
urban areas) indicates that the greatest contributors to ambient PM; s concentrations are
sulfates, and organic carbon (approximately two thirds of the total PM, s mass).

Table 2.7-8 Urban PM, s Component Composition

Botanical Gardens Queens College
Bronx, NY Queens, NY
Pollutant Component (Percent) (Percent)

Sulfate 31 - 33
Organic Carbon 31 30
Ammonium 14 14
Nitrate 11 ' 12
Elemental Cartbon - 8 6

Metallic Elements (minus Sulfur) 5 5

. Source: NYDEC Report to the Examiners on Consolidated Edison’s East River Article

X Project, Case No. 99-F-1314, and February 2002.

! PM,  refers to particles with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns and is a subset of
PMjo.
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Additional studies confirming the contribution of long-range transport to ambient PM; s
levels compare the data from New York City monitors to monitor from a remote site
within the state, downwind from other states. This data shows that high levels of sulfate
and other pollutants come into New York State from areas to the west and south of New
York. The data also indicate that urban sites are more likely to experience increased
nitrate and carbon levels than rural sites.? :

Although the issue of health effects due to PM,s is complex, PM; s impacts from this
Project would be insignificant. The specific types and amount of PM; 5 associated with
combustion of low sulfur fuel oil are not known to adversely impact health, and are
expected to be benign at the concentrations that would be in ambient air as a result of the
operation of the turbines.

This section discusses the yet-to-be implemented standard for acceptable levels of PM;s
in ambient air adopted by the U.S. EPA. The analytical framework for the analysis of
PM, s impacts from this Project, the results of the PM; 5 air quality modeling, a discussion
of secondary PMj, s, information on the composition of various forms of PM,s, and the
potential public health effects associated with the types and levels of ambient PM 5 from
this Project are also discussed. Finally, the estimated increments to PM2.5 levels
resulting from the project are compared with current 1evels of PMz s in ambient air in
Long Island.

b. The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for PM; s

Section 108 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) directs the U.S. Environmental Agency (EPA) to
identify criteria pollutants that may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health
and welfare. Section 109 of the Clean Air Act requires the U.S. Environmental Agency
to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and periodically revise
the NAAQS for such criteria pollutants. Primary NAAQS are mandated to protect the
public health with an adequate margin of safety. In setting the NAAQS, the EPA must
account for uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific technical information
and potential hazards not yet identified, and the standard must be adequate to protect the
health of any sensitive group of the population. Secondary NAAQS are defined as
standards that are necessary to prevent adverse impacts on public welfare such as impacts
to crops, soils, water, vegetation, wildlife, weather, visibility, and climate.

Beginning in 1994, the EPA conducted its five-year review of the NAAQS for particulate
matter, which included an in-depth examination of epidemiological and toxicological
studies. The EPA also held public meetings across the nation and received over 50,000
oral and written comments regarding these s tudies, p articularly as to whether PM;sis
correlated with adverse health effects, and at what ambient air concentrations of PM, s
these correlations hold. These studies are summarized in the EPA’s Criteria Document
for Particulates, Chapters 10-13 (1996); EPA’s  Staff Papers on Particulates, particularly

2NYDEC, Report to the Examiners on Consolidated Edison’s East River Article X Project, Case No 99- F-
1314, February 2002.
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Chapter V;* and U.S. EPA’s proposed NAAQS for particulates, found in the December
13,1996 Federal Register, at page 65638. Based on this extensive analysis EPA revised
its NAAQS for particulate matter and adopted a new standard for PM; s cons1st1ng of
both a long-term (annual) limit of 15 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m ) and a short
term (24-hour) limit of 65 pg/m’?

The new standard was immediately challenged in court by a number of industry groups,
and in May 1999, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in American
Trucking Assoc., Inc. v. EPA, 175 F.3d 1027 (D.C. Cir. 1999), vacated the new standard
and instructed EPA to revisit the matter. In February 2000, the U.S. Supreme Court
overturned the Court of Appeals decision and remanded the case to EPA and the lower
court.> A separate decision on March 26, 2002 rejected the remaining claims that EPA’s
decision was arbitrary and capricious and not supported by the evidence.

U.S. EPA has not yet implemented the new PM, s standard and, as discussed below,

implementation is not expected to occur until 2005 (at the earliest) because of the absence
of background data and modelmg techniques. Although the new PM>* standards were
subject to litigation, PM?® monitoring stations were installed across the nation in the late
1990’s. Ambient PM?® concentrations are measured on a 24-hour basis by determining
the amount of particulate matter deposited ‘on a filter that has had a known value of
airflow through it in that 24-hour period. EPA recommends sampling occur every third
day, with approximately 120 samples per year.

For a given geographical area, the annual standard would be met if the three-year average
of the annual arithmetic mean if the 24-hour concentrations does not exceed 15.0 pg/m’.

The monitored concentrations could be from a single monitor or from a spatial average of
several populations oriented monitors. Annual averages are based on the averaging of
quarterly averages, each of which must have valid observations for 75 percent of the
potential samples; annual averages are rounded to the nearest 0. 1 p.g/m To comply with
the 24 hour standard, the three-year average of the annual 98™ percentile measurement
cannot exceed 65pg/m’ at each monitor in an area. The 98" percentile measurement for
each year is the measured 24-hour concentration that is equal to or greater than 98
percent of the year’s measurements. The determination of the 98" percentile
concentration is a function of the number of samples obtained in that year. For example,
if measurements are recorded every third day for a year and the measurements were
placed in order (lowest to highest), the 118" value (120 x 0.98 = 117.6, is rounded up to
118) is taken as the 98" percentile.5 For evaluation if the 24-hour standard, measured

values are rounded to the nearest pg/m’.

3 Many of the studies are found on EPA’s web page at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/tlsp. html. EPA’s
second and third external review draft of the PM criteria document are available on EPA’s website as well,

4 62 Federal Register 38652 (July 18, 1997).

5 Whitman v. American Trucking Assoc., Inc., 531 U.S. 457 (2001).
¢ Methods for calculating annual average and 98 percentile concentrations are given in the Code of
Federal Regulations at 40 CFR Part 50, Appendix N,
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c. Current Status of PM; s Regulations

Even when the new PM,s standard was first enacted in 1997, EPA did not intend to
implement the standards until 2005. Several stages of sampling, analysis, and planning
must be completed as part of the full implementation program. First, EPA requires the
states to measure and compile three years of ambient air monitoring data in order to
determine which area are in compliance with the new standard. Second, the chemical
composition of PM; s for areas not meeting the standard must be determined in order to
evaluate possible control strategies for non-attainment areas. Third, the states then have
three years to develop regulations to control PM, s emissions and their precursors in the
non-attainment areas, after which EPA must then approve these regulations for
incorporation into the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Finally, the EPA must develop
modeling methods and emission factors to enable individual facilities to estimate PM; s
emission impacts from new projects, to compare predicted increases relative to the new
standards, and to determine the effects of such increases relative to the NAAQS.

Given the lack of background data on PM,s and the difficulties associated with
modeling it, EPA has recommended that facilities continue to examine PM;o emissions
from proposed projects because any analysis of PMio will necessarily include an
examination of PM,s.” Since PMys is a subset of PM,o, controlling emissions of PM;o
will generally afford control of PM; 5 emissions as well.

d. Analytical Framework for Incremental PM; ;s Estimation

Emission Estimates

The first step in determining the impacts of the facility on PM, s ambient concentrations
is to determine the PM; s emissions rates from the turbines. The ratio of PMz s to PM,o
for a gas combustion turbine electric generating facility varies depending on the type of
fuels used. Particulate emission rates for low sulfur fuel are low, and the size distribution
of such particles is not entirely in the PM; s range.® However for analysis purposes, the
environmental assessment assumes that all PM;o emissions are PM; s emissions. While
most of the formation of secondary PMa s occurs in the ambient air often far beyond the
emitting source a conservative assumption would suggest that as much as 15 percent or
more of the stack-emitted sulfur dioxide converts to ammonium sulfate. The calculated

7 Memorandum by John Seitz, Director of EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, October
21,1997. See also, September 19, 2000 letter by Jeanne M. Fox, EPA Region 2 Regional Administrator,
(suggesting that a qualitative discussion of increased bus and truck traffic is an appropriate analysis of
examining PM, s emissions from mobile sources or point sources); January 7, 2002 letter by George
Pavlou, Director, EPA Region 2, Division of Environmental Planning and Protection, to Carl Johnson,
Deputy Commissioner, NYDEC. :

8 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors AP-42, Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point and
Area Sources (AP-42) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, (2001), Research Triangle Park, NC: Available on-line at ’
http;//www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/index.html.
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PM;s emission rate including secondary formation is 45.4 Ib/hr. A worst-case scenario
for PM, s was modeled at 47 1b/hr. See Table 2.7-4 for inputs that were used in the air
modeling analysis.

e. Modeling Methodology

The second step in determining the potential impact of PM; s emissions from the facility
on ambient air is to conduct air quality modeling analyses in accordance with the
modeling protocol approved by the NYDEC. Air quality impacts from PM; s emissions
from the turbine units were evaluated using the same procedures described earlier in this
section for the other pollutants of concern.

The concentrations of PM; s at the maximum impacted receptor point were based on the
maximum anticipated emission rates. The highest NOy and SO, concentrations were
examined, since they are precursors to the formation of secondary PM; 5. SO, is the most
significant precursor to the formation of ambient secondary PM; s in the Eastern portion
of the United States. By burning low sulfur fuel (0.05 percent), the facility impacts are
very small.

f. Potential Project-Related PM; s Impacts

. Potential Maximum Increases in PM 2.5 Concentrations

Table 2.7-5 presents the results of the modeled ambient pollutant concentrations for the
maximum 24-hour and annual averages for PM;s. the maximum 3-hour, 24-hour and
annual averages for SO, and the maximum annual average for NOy due to emissions
from the facility. These maximum estimated 24 hour and annual PM, s levels are small
relative to the respective measured background concentrations. A comparison between
the combined PM; 5 increments due to the project and background PM; 5 concentrations is
well below the pending standard. The highest annual PM,s is 0.049 pg/m’, which

.represents about 0.3 percent of U.S. EPA’s annual PM; 5 standard.of 15 pg/m® and would

have a negligible effect on ambient PM; 5 concentrations in the area.

Table 2.7-9: Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentrations (ug/m®)

Pollutant-Averaging Time Concentration Due to Stack Emission pg/m’
NO,— Annual ' 0.015

SO, - 3-Hour ) 10.2

SO, —24-Hour 2.9

SO, - Annual 0.029

PMzﬂs - 24-Hour 4.92

PM; 5 - Annual 0.049

These predicted local PM; s increments based on modeling are not good indicators of
actual ambient levels that the public may be exposed to on a continuous basis for the
purposes of assessing potential public health risk. The modeling of maximum predicted
concentrations is typically used only to determine predicted air quality impacts with the
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NAAQS and significant impact levels in the permitting process. However, U.S. EPA has

not yet determined significant impact levels for PM, s to be used in any future modeling
analysis.

In the case of the Calverton project PM, 5 impacts, would occur far over the Atlantic
Ocean. The project site is on the northeastern end of Long Island, slightly west of the
fork. It is 3 miles to the Long Island Sound and about 15 miles to the ocean. At a wind
speed of 1 m/s, time of travel over land is less than jlminutes in the north
direction, szved Aovas in the south direction and a little under £ hours in the
prevailing easterly direction. The typical wind speeds for Long Island in the 1-4 m/s
range would result in air departing land in well under one hour in the prevailing wind
directions. U nder these circumstances virtually all PM;s from condensation would be
expected to form far out over the ocean rather than over land.

g Current Levels of PM, s In Ambient Air

NYDEC began monitoring ambient levels of PM, 5 at locations in Long Island in July
1999. Typically, the results of that monitoring became available for use approximately
six months after the monitoring period. Currently, PM, 5 data are available through the
first quarter of 2002.

The air quality modeling analysis has determined that the m aximum 2 4-hour m odeled
project impact for PM)o would be 4.92 pg/m’, while the annual PM;, concentration
would be 0.049 pg/m’ In order to relate the modeled concentrations to the standard, the
24-hour concentration of 4.92 pg/m’ may be added to the 1999 recorded monitoring
value of 31.9 ug/m® (from the East F armingdale Water District monitoring site), with the
total compared to the standard. The resultant 24-hour value of 36.82 pg/m’ is well below
the 24-hour PM; 5 ambient standard of 65 pg/m’. Similarly, the annual concentration of
0.049 pg/m’ may be added to the 1999-monitored annual concentration of 12.8 pg/m’.
This total concentration of 12.849 pg/m> is below the annual PM, 5 standard of 15ug/m>,

and the addition of the proposed facility emissions would not cause the standard to be
exceeded.

The modeled incremental increases are less than the typical variations measured among
the NYDEC PM, s monitors. Even the PM,s measurements taken by duplicate, co-
located monitors’ frequently vary by concentrations greater than the increase in

- concentrations estimated to be caused by the Project. Thus, predicted 24-hour and annual

PM; 5 increments would result, assuming maximum permitted operation of the proposed
project, in negligible increases of the PM; s ambient concentrations.

h. Formation of Secondary PM, s

? Daily PM, 5 measurements for NYDEC monitors, including those for duplicate; co-located monitors, are
available at http://www.dec.state.ny.us/website/dar/baqs/pm25mon.html.
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Three factors must be kept in mind when addressing the incremental impact of secondary
particle formation caused by emissions from individual sources. First, the processes by
which gases are transformed into particles depend on many factors. The chemical
oxidation rates of the gases SO; and NOy depend on the presence and behavior of low-
level, short-lived, and highly reactive species such as hydroxyl radicals (OH), ozone (03),
and hydrogen peroxide (H,07). Among the important chemical reactions, there are
homogenous gas-phase reactions, aqueous-phase reactions, and catalyzed heterogeneous
reactions. The governing atmospheric chemistry varies over both time and space. The
overall conversion rates for SO, and NOy emitted from a specific source depends on the

background concentrations of trace-level and catalytic species, sunlight, temperature,
relative humidity, and many other factors.

Thirdly, only a portion of the precursor species emitted to the atmosphere is ever
converted to particles. Before they form particles, the relevant gases (e.g., SO,, NO, and
ammonia), and the intermediate compounds (e.g., H,SO,, and HNO;) may be removed

from the atmosphere either directly (by dry deposition) or in precipitation (by wet
deposition).

According to the National Acid Precipitation Assessment Program State of Science and
Technology Report (NAPAP, 1990), the principal nitrogen oxygen in anthropogenic
emission is nitric oxide (NO), which is oxidized by ozone to nitrogen dioxide (NO,).
Nitrogen dioxide may then follow two different oxidation paths to become nitric acid
(NHOs). During the daytime, the conversion is primarily due to oxidation by the
hydroxyl radical (OH), the concentration of which is a function of many parameters
including solar ultra-violet radiation, relative humidity, and the background
concentrations of nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, and carbon monoxide.




Estimates for the daytime conversion rate of NOx to HNO; are about 8 percent per hour
in the summer and about 0.8 percent per hour in the winter. At night, the conversion
pathway includes the oxidation of NO; by O3 which produces the nitrate radical NO; and
the combined form nitrogen pentoxide (N,Os). The reaction with ozone is the rate-
limiting step, with estimated nighttime conversion rates of the same order as the daytime
summer rates.

Reactions involving secondary sulfate formation include gas phase conversion of SO, to
H,SO0; initiated by reaction with OH radicals and aqueous-phase reactions of SO; with
H,0,, O3 or O, In the eastern U.S., the peak conversion rate is about 5 percent per hour
during daytime summer conditions. Based on wind speeds and wind direction typical in
the Riverhead Township during the summer period, virtually all-secondary sulfate
formation would occur at sea rather than overland.

In the turbines, ammonia i s intentionally added to the flue gas to reduce emissions o f
NO,. With the stack environment, at a temperature on the order of 700°F, NH; reacts
with NOy to form nitrogen (N;) and water (H,0). However, under typical atmospheric
conditions, the rates of these oxidation/reduction reactions are insignificant. Thus, once
released from the stack into the atmosphere, residual levels of unreacted ammonia will
behave in a different manner. '

According to Seinfeld (1986), because NH3 is readily absorbed by surfaces such as water
and soil, its residence time in the lower atmosphere is quite short. As the most abundant
basic (i.e., not acidic) gas in the atmosphere, ammonia provides the principal means by
which acidic substances, such as sulfuric acid (H,SO4) and nitric acid (HNOs) are
neutralized. The combination of ammonia with these acids leads to the formation of the
salts ammonium sulfate (NH4)2SO4 and ammonium nitrate NH4sNO3, The complexity of
the chemistry and the lack of data for the abundance and distribution of all the relevant
chemical species make it impossible to predict the precise locations and rates at which
reactions will occur (In addition to those compounds mentioned above, there are many
others that play a role in the complete system). However, is possible to describe the
ammonium-sulfate-nitrate system given what is known about the properties and general
concentrations of the numerous species.

Two conditions dictate the relevant chemistry for describing the expected behavior of
ammonia in the Long Island area: 1) The atmospheric lifetime of atmospheric ammonia
is relatively short; and 2) Sulfate (SO4*) is the principal anion in East Coast aerosols.
Given these conditions, there is likely to be insufficient ammonia to neutralize the SO/’
resulting in acidic liquid-phase aerosols. Any additional ammonia emitted into the
atmosphere will thus tend to be consumed in reducing the acidity of the liquid phase by
producing the less acidic salts, such as (NH4) 2SO4 would also lead to decreases in
regional atmospheric acidity (albeit on a small scale).

Based on how secondary PM forms, the c ontribution o fthe Project to PM;s levelsin

Long Island due to secondary particle formation would be significantly less than the
small effect the Project would have on primary PM, s levels. From the capped potential




to emit estimates it can be seen that maximum combined NOy and SO, emission rates
from the turbine is somewhat less (in tons per year) than primary PM, s emission rates.
Under typical atmospheric conditions, only a few percent of the emitted NO, and SO,
would be converted to HNOj; and H,SO;4 and only a portion of this would be converted to
particulate matter. Where dispersion has not diluted the emissions greatly, very little of
the NOx and SO; (SO at about a three times slower rate than NO,) would be converted to
particles because of the time required for the transformation. Far from the facilities
where more of the NO, and SO, would have been transformed, physical dispersion of the
emissions would have diluted the impact to such an extent it would be insignificant
relative to background levels. Similarly, emission of NH; could have an impact on
secondary PM formation through the formation of sulfates, but on an even smaller scale
than is expected from NOy and SO, emissions. As with the secondary PM related to NO,
and SO; emissions, the PM formed due to NH; emissions is expected to be formed in the
atmosphere far from the turbine, where dispersion would have reduced the concentrations
to negligible levels.

i. Potential Public Health Effects

The potential for PM; 5 to affect public health is dependent on the amount of particulate
material in the atmosphere (i.e., the higher the ambient P M, s concentration, the more
likely that it will have an impact), and the composition of the material. The evidence
cited by U.S. EPA in establishing the NAAQS for PM, s is derived from observational
epidemiological studies that found, at typical ambient levels, PM concentrations are
statistically correlated with increased levels. of morbidity and mortality.!® It is also
unclear w hat forms o f PM and what physiological mechanisms are responsible for the
observed health effects. However, the extent of any adverse public health effect related
to an increase in PM concentrations is expected to be proportional in some way to the
concentration increase — a small increase in PM concentrations can, at most, lead to a
small increase in PM related public health effects. As discussed above, based on
modeled results, the Project would not have a significant effect on ambient levels of
PM; .

In establishing the NAAQS for PM;s in 1997, U.S. EPA c onservatively assumed t hat
moderate levels of airborne PM of any chemical, physical, or biological form might harm
health, and so additional regulation was required. In setting the NAAQS, U.S. EPA was
required to account for uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific and technical
information and for potential hazards not yet identified. In setting the value of the annual

*” Some analysts doubt that PM concentrations and these health effects are causal. Compare Air Quality
Criteria for Particulate Matter, Second External Review Draft, EPA  600/P-99/002aB (2001). Pope, 111,
C.A. (2000), “Epidemiology of fine particulate air pollution and human health: Biologic mechanisms and
who’s at risk?” Environ Health Perspect, 108(4), 713-23; and Samet, J. M., Dominici, F., Curriero, F., C.,
Coursac, 1., & Zeger, S.L. (2000), “Fine Particulate Air Pollution and mortality in 20 Cities, 1987-1994,” N
Engl J Med, 343(24), 1742-1749; with Lipfert, F.W., Perry, Jr., H.M. Miller, J.P. Baty, J.D. Wyzga, R.E.,
& Carmody, SE. (2000), The Washington University-EPRI Veteran’s “Cohort Mortality Study:
Preliminary Results,” Inhalation Toxicology, 12(4), 41-73; and Gamble, J.F. (1998). “PM ,s and mortality
in long-term prospective cohort studies: Cause-effect or statistical associations?” Environ Health Perspect.,
106, 535-549.
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average NAAQS for PM; s, U.S. EPA found that an annual average PM, s concentration

of 15pg/m’ is below the range of data most strongly associated with both short-and long-
term exposure effects. The U.S. EPA Administrator concluded that an annual NAAQS of

15pg/m® ‘Will provide an adequate margin of safety against the effects observed in the

(se) epidemiological studies.””’ The annual standard is supplemented by a 24-hour

standard of 65 pg/m? to protect against short-term exposures in areas with strong local or
seasonal sources.'”

Although the NAAQS for PM, s is based on the measurement of simple particle mass
concentrations (i.e., total pym3), the U.S. EPA recognized the need for further research
into the relationships between PM composition and PM related health effects. Indeed, a
major requirement of 40 CFR Part 58, (dmbient Air Quality Surveillance for Particulate
Matter, Final Rule), is the chemical speciation of PM, s at fifty monitoring sites across
the country. A great deal of Current PM research, including studies conducted under the
U.S. EPA’s Office o f R esearch and D evelopment,'® is focused on attempting to better
understand the biological, chemical, and physical characteristics of PM underlying its
potentially toxic effects. A basic finding among these studies is that different forms of

- PM, s differ substantialiy in their toxicologicai significance.

As noted above, unlike the other ambient air pollutants regulated at the national
level-carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, lead, and sulfur dioxide — PM (PM,o or
PM;s) is hardly a single molecule or small set of molecules, but is instead a sundry
collection of complex aerosols and microscopic solids with widely varying physical,
chemical, and biological properties. The vast differences among various chemical and
biological forms of PM,s mean that these forms also differ significantly in their
toxicological effects.

Considerable research will be required in order to identify, quantify, and rank the myriad
components of PM;s in terms of their potential importance for public health. The
National PM; s Speciation P rogram,” established under 40 CFR Part 58 as mentioned
above, will serve as only as modest, first-cut analysis, as it will provide no information on
the biologic content of ambient air PM, and only limited information on some metallic,
ionic, and organic constituents of ambient PM. Although chemical and toxicological
knowledge of ambient PM s is limited, current evidence, as outlined below, suggests that
PM, s that is rich in either biologically-active material or in various metals is significantly
more harmful than PMj s that has little to no biologic or metallic content.

' 62 Federal Register 28652, 38676 (July 18, 1997).

1 Although some advocates for a new PM; 5 standard identified PM, 5 as a “non-threshold” pollutant, and
the Appellate Division in its UPROSE decision agreed with this position, the EPA Administrator rejected
the view when promulgating the PM; s NAAQS, finding that up to 15;1g/m3 of PM, 5 could be present in
ambient air without causing adverse health effects.

13 U.S. EPA Office of Research and Development, Research and Development, Fiscal Years 1997-1998
Eesearch Accomplishments, EPA 60-R-99-106.
Id.
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j- Biologically Active PM;s May Be Harmful

Particulate matter rich in pollen and other aeroallergens is well known to exacerbate

respiratory problems, especially among p eogle with allergic asthma and suffers o fhay
fever (also called seasonal allergic rhinitis).”> Other common forms of PM, present year-
round, may aggravate respiratory problems because of their biologic content. Fine
particulate matter from “ordinary” re-suspended dust, for example, is a complex mixture
of biologically and immunologically active materials, such as macromolecules, derived
from molds, grasses, trees, cat and dog dander-epithelium, and latex rubber (Miguel et
al., 1999).

k. PM,s Rich in Metals May Be Harmful

Inhalation of metals of various types may harm the upper respiratory tract, lungs, and
other-organs.'® Although such problems have long plagued various occupational settings,
environmental scientists at U.S. EPA and elsewhere are now focusing on whether the
heavy metal content of some forms of respirable PM may be responsible for correlations
between ambient air PM and morbidity and mortality in studied populations. For
example, U.S. EPA scientists have demonstrated that extracts of metal-rich PM cause
lung inflammation in human volunteers.'” In particular, they evaluated ambient PM
collected in the late 1980’s from the Utah Valley, where PM was rich in copper, zinc,
lead, and nickel because of the dominance of a major steel mill in that valley. Compared
with extracts of “ordinary” ambient PM (obtained when the mill was closed), the metal
rich extracts induced several signs of inflammatory injury.

The investigators conclude that “metal content, and consequent oxidative stress that
paralleled metal concentrations” caused the injury they observed, so that “mass may not
be the most appropriate metric to use in assessing health effects after PM exposure, but
rather specific components must be identified and assessed.” Similar studies have been
carried out in laboratory rats, with similar results reported. 18

1. PM;; from Fuel Oil-Fired Turbine Generators

Airborne emissions from combustion of low sulfur fuel oil consist pnmarlly of water
vapor and c arbon dioxide. A Iso emitted are low levels o f PM, nitric oxide (NO) and

'> American Lung Association, 2001, http://www.lungusa.org/air/envhayfever.html.

16 Kelleher, P.T., Pacheco, K., and Newman, L.S. (2000), Inorganic Dust Pneumonia: The Metal-
related Parenchymal Disorders, Environ. Health Perspect. 108, Supplement 4, 685-696.

' Ghio, A. J. and Devlin, R.B. (2001), Inflammatory Lung Injury after Bronchial Instillation of Air

Pollution Particles, Am J Respir Crit Care Med 164: 704-708.

** Dye, J.A., Lehmann, J.R., McGee, K., Winsett, D. E., Ledbetter, A. D., Everitt, J.I., Ghio, A.J. & Costa,
D.L. (2001), Acute pulmonary toxicity of particulate matter filter extracts in rats: ,Coherence with
epidemiologic studies in Utah Valley Residents. EHP Supplement, 109(3), 395-404.
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carbon monoxide (CO), small amounts of NO,, N;O, and SO, and trace amounts of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), methane and metals (4AP42, Stationary Gas
Turbines, Section 3.1, April, 2000). Emissions of sulfur-based compounds (e.g., SO;,
Sulfur trioxide) are a direct function of the quantity of sulfur in the fuel oil.

Particulate matter emitted from fuel oil-fired turbine generators consists primarily of
organic products of incomplete combustion, and is very low in metal content (4P42,
Section 3.1, April, 2000). Further, this PM contains no biological material. Small
amounts of nitrates and sulfates may be present in this PM (given the gas-phase presence
of nitrogen oxides and sulfur dioxide), and NOy and SO, emissions may lead to further
(but much more diffuse) formation of secondary PM, but these constituents, when present
at less than lp%/ 3 Jevels in air — even at the maximally affected locations, do not appear
to harm health.”” Many toxicological studies have shown that concentrations of hundreds
of micrograms of sulfate or nitrate per cubic meter of air are required before even
minimal changes can be observed, even in asthmatic subjects or in sensitive laboratory
rodents.”’

m. Conclusion

As shown above, the operation of the turbine would result in emissions much less than
the NAAQS levels established by the U.S. EPA to protect public health and would have
no more than a negligible effect on ambient air concentrations of PM,s. Impacts to
public health from project-related PM; s would be correspondingly negligible. Based on
the composition of the facility related PM ;5 emissions, there is no significant public
health effect associated with operation of this facility.

2.7.7. Global Climate Change
a. Summary of the Kyoto Protocol

For more than a century scientists have known about the possibility that man-made
carbon dioxide emissions may cause an increase in the average temperature of the
atmosphere. However, widespread public concern about climate change did not exist
until the late 1980s when high temperatures, predictions from general atmospheric
circulation c omputer m odels, and c oncern about the greenhouse e ffect jointly attracted
public attention. Recognizing the needs of policy makers for up-to-date scientific
information, the United Nations Environment Programme and the World Meteorological
Organization jointly established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
in 1988. The IPCC issued its first climate report in 1990, which called for a global treaty

1% Concentrations of at least 100 micrograms of sulfate or nitrate per cubié meter of air are required before
even minimal changes in respiratory function can be observed, even in asthmatic subjects or in sensitive
laboratory rodents. See U.S. EPA 2001 (PM Criteria Document Draft) for extended discussion and
references. )

2 See U.S. EPA 2001 (PM Criteria Document Draft) for exténded ciiscussion and referehces.
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to assess the issue. In 1989 the UN approved a resolution call for an environmental
summit, which was held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992. At that meeting, the attending
nations agreed to participate in the Framework Convention on Climate Change, an
ongoing series of meetmgs the purposes of which was to develop agreements that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

After years of intense negotiations, the treaty known as the Kyoto Protocol was adopted
in Kyoto, Japan in December 1997. The Kyoto Protocol outlined basic mechanisms to
address the c limate change ¢ oncern, but did not provide a clear picture o fthe treaty’s
detailed requirements, or “rulebook.” Further negotiations were conducted in Buenos
Aries in November 1998, the Hague in November 2000, Bonn, Germany in July 2001
and finally in Marrakesh, Morocco in November 2001. The Marrakesh Accords, which
contained a detailed rulebook for the Kyoto Protocol, consist of the five main elements
discussed below.

Cbmmitments

The protocol establishes a set o f1egally binding e missions targets for Annex I P arties
(relatively w ealthy i ndustrialized n ations, as well as the Russian Federation, the Baltic
States and several Central and Eastern European States), for the six main greenhouse
gases: carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CHa), nitrous o xide (N;0), h ydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFs). These targets represent
a total cut among all Annex I Parties of at least 5 percent from 1990 (some countries have
a baseline other than 1990) levels by 2008-2012.

Implementation

To meet emissions targets, Annex I Parties that have ratified the Protocol must establish
domestic policies to cut their greenhouse gas emissions. Emissions may be offset by
increasing the removal of greenhouse gases into carbon sinks. In addition to domestic
actions, Parties may also use three mechanisms — joint implementation (implementing
projects in the territories of annex I Parties), the clean development mechanism
(implementing projects in the territories of non-Annex I Parties) and emissions trading
(trading emission reduction amounts from other Annex I Parties) — to gain credit for
emissions reduced (or greenhouse gases removed) at lower cost abroad than home.

Minimizing Impacts on Developing Countries

Provisions are included in the Protocol to address the specific needs and concerns of
developing countries, especially those most vulnerable to the adverse conditions of
climate change and to the economic impact of response measures.

Accounting, Reporting and Review




The protocol has established several safeguards including an accounting system,
requirements for regular reporting by Parties, and in-depth review of reports by expert
review teams. , ‘

Compliance

The protocol has established a Compliance Committee, to assess and deal with any cases
of non-compliance by participating nations.

b. United States Global Climate Change Policy

Although the U.S. has decided against participating in the Kyoto Protocol, it has

_established a climate change policy whereby the aims of the Protocol — the overall

reduction of greenhouse gas emissions — are maintained. In February 2002, the U.S.
Department of Energy began steps to recommend reforms to its existing voluntary
greenhouse gas registry, to: (1) ensure that businesses that register voluntary reductions
are not penalized under a future climate policy, and (2) give credit to companies that can
show real emissions reductions.

c. New York State Climate Change Policy

The 2002 State Energy Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (Energy Plan)
encompasses policies that address fairly priced, clean, and efficient energy resources.
The Energy Plan directs the State to take advantage of techmological developments
among the most advanced uses of energy, and to participate in emerging markets for
valuing and trading environmental attributes associated with energy use. Section 1.3 of
the Energy Plan presents the policy recommendations for climate change related issues.
Part 4.D, Promoting and Achieving a Cleaner and Healthier Environment states that “the
State should lead the nation in taking actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
stressing the aggressive implementation of existing, and development of new
technologies and strategies that would significantly reduce emissions.”

In the summer of 2001, the State announced the formation of the Greenhouse Gas Task
Force, comprised of representatives from the business community, environmental
organizations, State agencies, and universities, to develop policy recommendations that
would be considered for incorporation into the Energy Plan. The following
recommendations were adopted in the Plan®'.

e Commit to a statewide goal of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 5
percent below 1990 levels by 2010, and 10 percent below 1990 levels by 2020. -

e Develop at GHG emission registry program for registering baseline GHG
emissions and emissions reductions from actions implemented at facilities.

2! New York State Energy Research and De?elopment Authorify, 2_002 Stéte Energy Plan and Final
Environmental Impact Statement, June 2002.
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Emphasize the greenhouse gas emission reduction potential, most notably of
carbon dioxide (CQO,), as a criterion in developing new program initiatives in the
State’s public benefits programs.

Expand the State’s efforts to improve the efficiency of electricity generation and
encourage use of indigenous and renewable energy resources, including solar,
wind, waste methane, geothermal, sustainable biomass, combined heat and power,
clean and efficient distributed generation.

Adopt a specific plan to develop an indigenous bio-fuels industry in New York to
produce, refine, and market transportation and other fuels from indigenous
biomass resources.

Develop a program that allows businesses to enter into voluntary agreements to
meet certain energy efficiency targets and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. To
assist businesses in meeting such volintary agreements, the State should offer
technical assistance, public recognition, expedited regulatory permit review, and
financial incentives, as appropriate or necessary.

Redirect  transportation funding . toward energy-cfficient  transportation
alternatives, including public transportation, walking and bicycling, and provide
incentives to encourage greater use of related alternatives that improve
transportation efficiency.

Include in the State transportation planning and State Quality Environmental
Review Act (SEQR) related processes, consideration of CO, production and
mitigation strategies, as appropriate.

Target open space funding to prevent suburban sprawl, promote Quality
Communities, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and support, adopt, and enhance
transportation measures that reduce energy use and pollutant emissions.

Support, adopt, and enhance transportation measures that reduce energy use and
pollutant emissions, such as Commuter Choice, Ozone Action Days, diesel

‘vehicle retrofits, improved traffic signal coordination with light emitting diode

(LED) replacement technology, transportation systems management, and other
similar actions.

Encourage low-cost, passive building efficiency measures, such as white roofs,
passive solar design, and improved foundation membranes, and incorporate such
measures in the State’s building construction codes. . In addition, the State should
support local building and development projects that include funding for open
space conservation and urban forestry that reduce the need for air-conditioning in
urban “heat islands.” ' -
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e Expand research, development, and demonstration (RD&D) of energy and GHG-
efficient vehicle technologies, add GHG goals to vehicle tax credits and
incentives, and coordinate with other states to encourage improvements in vehlcle
fuel economy.

» Working with regional and local planning organizations, analyze and quantify the
energy use and air pollution emissions expected to result from transportation
plans and programs.

o Support the design and construction of energy-efficient and environmentally
friendly “green buildings” through financial incentives, technical assistance, and
related program initiatives.

The state will continue to evaluate the economic and environmental benefits of all the
policy recommendations of the Greenhouse Gas Task Force.

d. Potential Project Emissions of Global Warming Gases (GWG)

Greenhouse or Global Warming gases contribute to climate change by increasing the
ability of the atmosphere to trap heat. The principal GWGs are carbon dioxide (CO2),
methane (CHy), and nitrous oxide (N;O). Because these gases differ in their ability to
trap heat, one ton of CO; in the atmosphere has a different effect on warming than one
ton of CHs. To express emissions of the different gases in a comparable way,
atmospheric chemists have developed a weighing factor called the Global Warming
Potential (GWP). The GWP was developed to compare the ability of each greenhouse
gas to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to other gases. Carbon dioxide (CO;) was c
hosen as the reference gas, and therefore the GWP is defined as the equivalent heat-
trapping ability of one terragram (Tg, or 1 billion kilograms) of CO,, expressed as Tg
CO, Eq.

The proposed Calverton Facility would fire very low sulfur (0.05 percent) distillate oil,
until natural gas is available. The greatest proportion of the potential climate change gas
emissions from the Calverton Facility would be in the form of CO; from the combustion
process. Trace amounts of CH4 and N,O would also be emitted, however, emissions of
these compounds are considered negligible when compared to the total CO; emissions,

even taking into consideration their GWP, and are therefore not considered significant to
the climate change issues.

CO; emissions during distillate oil firing are estimated to be approximately 157 pounds
CO/mmBTU (AP-42, Stationary Gas Turbines, Section3.1, April, 2000). The proposed
Calverton Project would fire low sulfur distillate oil at a maximum rate of approximately
16,045,823 gallons per year (equivalent to 2,246,415.22 MMBTU/year). Therefore
potential CO, em1551ons from the proposed Project were calculated at a rate of

‘approximately 353 x 10° pounds per year, or 0.159Tg COz Eq per year.

e. Comparison to State, National and Global Emissions
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As shown above, the proposed Calverton Project would conservatively emit
approximately 0.159 Tg CO, Eq per year. The annual emission of CO, for the state of
New York for the years 1990 through 1999 are shown in Table 2.7-10. As shown, the
average annual emissions of CO, over the most recent five years of available data had
been around 195 Tg CO; Eq. Therefore on the state level, the annual emissions from the
proposed Calverton Project would be approximately 0.082 percent of the total New York
CO; inventory.

Table 2.7-10: New York State-CO, Emissions Inventory by Sector (Tg CO, Eq.)

Sector 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
New York Total 189.42 195.95 198.95 198.33 191.80
Commercial 26.55 27.65 29.59 27.68 30.62
Industrial 26.84 30.10 28.60 26.77 29.04
Residential 33.84 36.81 35.09 31.75 34.32
Transportation 62.88 65.96 66.96 66.51 67.69
Utility 39.31 35.42 39.71 45.58 30.18

Source: http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/globalwarming.nsf/content/EmissionsStateEnergyCO,Inventories.html

The annual emissions of CO; for the United States are presented in Table 2.7-11. As
shown in this table, the annual emissions have gradually increased each year to an annual
value of 5,840 Tg CO; Eq. On a national scale, the proposed project would contribute
only approximately 0.0027 per cent (full load basis) to the total national emissions
inventory of CO,.

Table 2.7-11: United States — CO, Emissions Inventory for Electricity Generation

(Tg COzEq.)
Sector 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
U.S. Total 5,305.9 5,483.7 5,568.0 5,575.1 5,665.5 5,840.0
Electricity Generation 1,9890.3 - | 2,061.2 2,137.9 2,226.4 2,246.2 2,352.5

Notes: Electricity Generation includes fuel consumption by both regulated utilities and non-utilities (e.g.,
independent power producers, qualifying co-generators, and other small power producers).
Source: U.S. EPA, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2000, April, 2002

Global emissions of CO; in 1999 were estimated to be on the order of 22,367 Tg CO; Eq
(USDOE, EIA, International Energy Annual ]999,February 2001). At this scale, the
proposed emissions of CO, from the Project would be less than 0.00071 per cent (full
load basis) of the total annual global emission rate.

f. Importance of Emissions

It is difficult to quantify the importance of the emissions of the proposed Calverton
Project as it relates to increasing the emissions of GWG for the benefit of the common
good (i.e., providing electricity). However, the emissions of this Project can be related to
existing electrical power generating sources of GWG. In general, because of the market
based economy for providing electrical power in New York State, energy generated by
the Project would in all likelihood displace some electricity that would have been
otherwise generated by less efficient facilities. The operation of these older, less efficient
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sources would result in more emissions of GWG on a per megawatt basis than the
proposed facility.

The nature of the market-driven sale of electrical energy favors higher efficiency
electrical generating sources such as simple cycle combustion turbines. This approach is
in direct agreement with the Kyoto Protocol. Displacement and reduction of emissions of
CO; (and other GWGs) is a key aspect of the Protocol. In this way, the development of
merchant generation of electrical power is not only important in achieving a national
reduction in greenhouse gas emission, but vital.

g. Conclusion

As shown above, the operation of the proposed facility would result in a negligible
contribution to the state, national and global inventories of CO, emissions, and therefore
the impacts to general public health from project related operations would
correspondingly be negligible. Furthermore, it is possible that the generation of energy
by the Project would result in the displacement of electricity that would have been
otherwise generated by less efficient facilities, which would result in the Project having
an even smaller impact on climate change.

2.7.8. Cumulative Impact Assessment

a. Introduction

This section addresses potential cumulative impacts due to the six new combustion
turbine projects that were constructed for LIPA for the Summer of 2002 (i.e., facilities at
Shoreham, Edgewood, Glenwood, Port Jefferson, Bethpage, and Bayswater) and four
separate ¢ ombustion t urbine projects that LIPA is considering for the Summer if 2003
(i.e., facilities to be located in Jamaica Bay, Freeport, North Bellport and Greenport.

The proposed Calverton project was not analyzed at the time the cumulative impact

analysis was prepared. However, the potential effect of this project on impacts from the
other LIPA projects is examined qualitatively.

b. Cumulative Impact Assessment of LfPA 2002/2003 Facilities

Tables 2.7-12 and 2.7-13 present stack parameters and emissions, respectively for the
aforementioned projects.
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Table 2.7-12: Stack Parameters

Source UT™M UTM Elevation | Stack Exhaust Stack Stack
Easting Northing (m) Height Temperature Velocity Diameter
(m) (m) (o (k) (m/s) (fv)
Shoreham 679,506 | 4,535,983 20 110 585 18.8 12
Edgewood 644,031 4,516,504 30 105 641/679° 25.9/17.6° 12
Glenwood 614,044/ 4,520,752_/ 4 125 645.37/649.26° 38.0/37.9° 10
614,048" | 4,520,727 .
Port 661,717 | 4,534,791 5 265 645.37/649.26° | 38.0/37.9° 14.4*
Jefferson .
Bethpage 626,708 | 4,511,463 37 100 654.67 18.06/15.26 13.5
21.66/13.0*
Bayswater 604,720 | 4,496,120 2 110 678/733¢ 23.76/21.36 15
21.65°
Jamaica 604,690 | 4,495,964 2 110 679/721/756" | 23.8/24.24) 15
Bay 20.657
Freeport 621,039 [ 4,500,010 4 180 641/647/719" | 33.8/34.0/33 .47 10.5
North 673,566 | 4,520,307 32 100 866.5/845.9 17.7/19.5/ 19
Bellport 807.6" 23.3
Greenport 720,299 | 4,553,571 3 65 . 657.04 44,73 10
Calvertor’ | ¢34 g0g 453i359 a0 65 658.13 4450 10
Notes: i
a Effective stack diameter.
b First value é%gsggsfor CPs $s59nd Ng» modeling. Sarqnd valuegg uged for PM,, modeling.
¢ First value 1s used for CO modelin

d First value is used for CO and SO

used for NO, modeling.

f. First value is used for CO mo

used for PM,, modeling,

g. First value is used for 1-hour CO and 3-
hour SO, modeling. Third value is used fo
PM,o modeling.

h. First value is used for CO an
value is used for 24-hour and
i. First value is for Unit I;s

J- T he Calverton f acility w
informational purposes.

Table 2.7-13

:_Emissions for LIPA Projects

2. Second value is used for SO,,

d PM,, modeling. Second value is used for 3
annual SO, and annua} NO, modeling.
econd value is for Unit 2.

asnotincluded in the cumulative modeling analysis but is included here for

deling. Second value is used for S0, and NO, modeling. Third value is

hour SO, modeling. Second value is used for 8-hour CO and 24-
r annual SO, and annual NO; modeling. Fourth value is used for

-hour SO, modeling. Third

Source ID NO, SO, PM,, CO
(g/s) ~_(g/s) (g/s) (g/s)

Shoreham® 1.18 1.73 1.58 1.58
Edgewood® 0.517 0.124 0.479 2.709
Glenwood® 1.91 2.38 2.17 26.77
Port Jefferson® 1.91 1.79 2.05 26.77

Bethpage® 0.49 0.09/0.06/0.129 0.38/0.36° 0.46/0.33'

Bayswater® 0.61 0.23 0.83 2.16
Jamaica Bay* 0.68 3.694/1.40° 5.509/2.09° 2.186
Freeport® 1.92 2.82 5.10 2.709
North Bellport* 3.78 0.66/0.82g 1.26 32.76

Greenport® 1.77 3.53 - 2.96 0.47
Calverton™" - \.tb 349 286 a5\
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Notes:
a, Per Turbine

b. First value is used for 3-hour and 24-hour SO, modeling. Second value

c. First value is used for 24-hour PM,o modeling. Second value is used for annu
d. First value is used for 3-hour SO; modeling. - Second value is used for 2

value is used for annual SO, modeling, and is scaled by 8,400 hours/8,760

is used for annual SO, modeling

hours.

al PM,, modeling.
4-hour SO, modeling. Third

e. First value is used for 24-hour PM;o modeling. Second value is used for annual PM,, modeling, and is

scaled by 8,400 hours/8,760 hours,

f. First value is used for 1-hour CO modeling. Second value is used for 24-h
g First value is used for 3-hour SO, modeling. Second value is used for 24

our and annual SO, modeling.
-hour and annual SO, modeling.

h. The Calverton facility was not included in the cumulative modeling analysis but short-term emissions

rates are included here for informational purposes

The LIPA 2002/2003 facilities are widely dispersed throughout Nassau, Suffolk, and
Queens Counties. This distribution of projects spreads the relatively low air emissions
from each facility through a wide geographical area. The distribution of the facilities is
illustrated in Figure 2.7-2. The study area selected for air quality modeling of the
modeled LIPA 2002/2003 projects includes 100-meter space polar receptors within 3
kilometers of each project, as well as a Cartesian grid with 2-kilometer spaced receptors,
which covers most of Long Island. All of the facilities have individually demonstrated
through air quality dispersion modeling 'of potential facility emissions, to have
insignificant air quality impacts (i.e. maximim concentrations are below the SILs). The
maximum concentrations for each facility would occur very close to the combustion
turbine(s) for each project. These concentrations continue to decrease with distance from
the sources, so that at the distance to the next adjacent source, the concentrations would

be a scant fraction of the SIL and nearly immeasurable,

A cumulative impact assessment of these sources was performed using the same
modeling procedures that were used for assessing compliance with air quality standards

of the proposed facility alone. Maximum total concentrations were determined by adding

together the modeling results and representative “worst case”
values were compared to the NAAQS and NYAQS.
comparison to the standards are presented in Table 2.7-14.

combined air quality results indicate that the total concentra

effect of the modeled LIPA 2002/2003. facilities and wors
would not exceed the ambient air quality standards.
would not produce significant air quality impacts.

background values. These

The modeling results and
As shown in the table, the
tions (i.e., the cumulative

t-case background levels)

Therefore, the cumulative effect

Table 2.7-14: Cumulative Air Quality Impacts of LIPA 2002/2003 Facilities

“‘-
i

-

i

i

'

'

i

Maximum | Concentration
Location
Maximum -
Modeled UTM UTM Background Total
Averaging | Concentration Easting Northing | Concentration | Concentration NAAQS
Pollutant | Period (ug/m’)* (m) (m) (ug/m” (pg/m’) | (ug/m’)
Co 1-Hour 86.0 614,328 4,521,576 7,130 7,216.0 40,000
8-Hour 21.2 620,100 4,517,500 5,175 5,196.2 10,000
SO, 3-Hour 34 614,470 4,521,266 147 150.4 1,300
70
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24-Hour 1.1 614,944 4,518,193 89 90.1 365
Annual 0.12 618,100 4,517,500 26 26.12 BO
PM,, 24-Hour 1.0 614,944 4,518,193 41 42.0 150
Annual 0.12 618,100 4,517,500 - 19 19.12 50
NO, Annual 0.10 618,100 4,517,500 47 47.10 100
Note:* Maximum impacts from individual facilities ‘may exceed the values shown i i
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2.8 Noise
2.8.1. Introduction

The noise analysis for the proposed Calverton facility focuses on noise impacts from the
operation of mechanical equipment at the project site. As discussed in the traffic section,
the proposed facility would generate a small number of worker and fuel oil delivery
vehicle trips (i.e., a maximum of approximately 10 vehicle trips in an hour). This small
number of vehicle trips would not have the potential for significantly affecting noise
levels. Consequently, this analysis concentrates on examining potential impacts due to
the operation of equipment at the proposed facility.

2.8.2. Noise Fundamentals
a. “A”- Weighted Sound Level (dBA)

Noise is typically measured in units called decibels (dB). Because loudness is important
in the assessment of the effects of noise on people, the dependence of loudness on
frequency must be taken into account in the noise scale used in environmental
assessments. One of the simplified scales that accounts for the dependence of perceived
loudness on frequency is the use of a weighting network, known as A-weighting in the
measurement system, to stimulate the response of the human ear. For most noise
assessments, the A weighted sound pressure level in units of dBA is used in view of its
widespread recognition and its close correlation with perception. In the following study,
all measured noise levels are reported in dBA or A-Weighted decibels

Some common or typical noise levels are shown in Table 2.8-1. As shown in the table,
the threshold of human hearing is defined as 0 dBA; very quiet conditions (as a library,
for example) are approximately 40 dBA; levels between 50 dBA and 70 dBA define the
range of acceptable daily activity; levels above 70 dBA would be considered noisy, loud,
intrusive, and d eafening as one moves up the scale to 130 dBA. In considering these
values, itis important to note that the dBA scale is logarithmic, meaning that 2 ‘equal
sources produce an increase in sound level of 3 dBA.

b. Community Response to Changes in Noise Levels

The average ability of an individual to perceive changes in noise levels is well
documented (see Table 2.8-2). Generally changes in noise levels less than 3 dBA are
barely perceptible to most listeners, whereas 10 dBA changes are normally perceived as

doublings (or halving) of noise levels. These guidelines permit direct estimation of an

Table 2.8—1: Common Noise Levels

Sound Source (dBA)
Military Jet, air raid siren 130
Amplified rock music 110
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Jet takeoff at 500 meters 100
Freight train at 30 meters 95
Train homn at 30 meters ) 90
Heavy truck at 15 meters 80
Busy city street, loud shout 80
Busy traffic intersection 80
Highway traffic at 15 meters 70
Predominantly industrial area 60

Light car traffic at 15 meters, city or commercial
Areas or residential areas close to industry

Background noise in an office . 50

Suburban areas with medium density

Transportation

Public Library 40

Soft whispers at 5 meters 30

Threshold of hearing 0
Note: A dBA increase in level appears to double the

loudness, and a 10 dBA decrese halves the apparent
loudness.

Table 2.8-2: Average Ability to Perceive Changes in Noise Levels

Change
(dBA) Human Perception of Sound
2-3 Barely perceptible
5 Readily noticeable
10 A doubling or halving of the loudness of sound
20 A “dramatic change”
40 Difference between a faintly audible sound and a very loud sound
Source: Bolt Beranek and Neuman, Inc., Fundamentals and Abatement of High-

individual’s probable perception of changes in noise levels.
characterize the effects of noise by studying the aggregate response of people in
rating method used for this purpose is based on statistical analysis of
noise levels in a community, and integrating the fluctuating sound
energy during a known period of time, most typically 1 hour or 24 hours. Various
government and research institutions have proposed criteria that attempt to relate changes
in noise levels to a community response. One commonly applied criterion for estimating
response is incorporated into the community response scale proposed by the International
Standards Organization (ISO) of the United Nations (see Table 2.8-3). This scale relates

communities. The
the fluctuations in

Way Traffic Noise, Report No. PB-222-703. Prepared for Federal Highway
Adx_ninistration, June 1973.
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changes in noise level to the degree of community response and permits direct estimation
of the probable response of a community to a predicted change in noise level.

Table 2.8-3: Community Response to Increases in Noise Levels -

Change
(dBA) Categofy Description
0 None No Observed Reaction
5 Little Sporadic Complaints
10 Medium Widespread Complaints
15 Strong Threats of Community Action
20 Very Strong Vigorous Community Action

Source: International Standards Organization, Noise Assessment with Respect to Community
Responses, ISO/TC 43. (New York: United Nations, November 1969).

A Noise Descriptors Used in Impact Assessment

Because the sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment
and because very few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise over more
extended periods have been developed. One way of describing fluctuating sound is to
describe the fluctuating noise heard over a specific period, as if were a steady,
unchanging sound. For this condition, a descriptor called the “equivalent sound level,” or
Leq (1), can be computed. This is the constant sound level that, in a given situation and
period (e.g., 1 hour, denoted by Leq (1), Or 24 hours, denoted as Leq (24)), conveys the same
sound energy as the actual time-varying sound. Statistical sound level descriptors — such
as Ly, Lio, Lso, and Loy — are sometimes used to indicate noise levels that are exceeded 1,
10, 50, and 90 percent of the time, respectively. Discrete even peak levels are given as
levels.

The relationship between Leq and levels of exceedance is worth noting. Because Leq 1s
defined in energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply related to the
levels of exceedance. If the noise fluctuates very little, Leq, may approximate Lsg or the
median level. If the noise fluctuates broadly, the Leq may be approximately equal to the
Lio value. If there are extreme fluctuations, the L., may exceed the background level by
10 or more decibels. Thus, the relationship between Leq and the levels of exceedance will
depend on the character of the noise.

In community noise measurements, it has been observed that the Leq is generally between
Lio and Lso. The relationship between Leq and exceedance levels has been used in the
current studies to characterize noise sources and to determine the nature and extent of
their impact at all receptor locations. '

For purposes of the proposed project, the maximum 1 hour equivalent sound level (Legqry)
has been selected as the noise descriptor to be used in the noise impact evaluation. Legqy
is a noise descriptor that is widely used for project impact evaluation, including stationary
source equipment noise impact evaluation, and is used to provide an indication of highest
expected sound levels.

2.8.3. Noise Standards and Criteria
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There are a variety of noise standards and guidelines that have been promulgated by
various city, state, and federal agencies. A number of these agencies’ criteria are

discussed below. However, none of these criteria are directly applicable to the proposed
facility.

a. Township of Riverhead

The Township of Riverhead has a noise standard which specifies the maximum
continuous sound emitted by a commercial, business or industrial operation that enters (a)
residential property zoned for residential use or property within a noise-sensitive zone,
or; (b) commercial zoned property. The maximum allowed values are a function of the
time of the day. These noise standards are shown in Table 2.8-4. The Town Board of
Riverhead has the authority to grant variances to the provisions of it’s noise code.

Receiving Land Hours
Use 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 8:00 PM to 1:00 AM 1:00 AM to 7:00AM
Residential or 75 dBA 58 dBA 30 dBA
Noise Sensitive
Commercial 75 dBA 55 dBA 30 dBA

b. New Y<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>