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NW Energy Coalition Comments on
‘ Draft Environmental Impact Statement for _
Proposed Sumas Energy 2 Natural Gas Power Plant

Submitted to EFSEC May 2, 2000

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to submit comments on the draft environmental

impact statement (DEIS) for the Sumas Energy 2 generation facility. Our comments focus on the
following issues: carbon dioxide emissions, transmission constraints, and use of backup fuel oil.

In addition, we have included a section with miscellaneous comments.

CARBON DIO XIDE EMISSIONS

Missing from the DEIS is an adequate discussion of carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions and
potential mitigation of those emissions. The authors accurately characterize the magnitude of the
problem when stating, “The relative contribution of CO, to global warming is estimated to be
roughly equal to that of all other greenhouse gases combined. There is consensus that CO,
released by fossil fuel combustion is the largest single source contributing to global warming,

. accounting for up to one-half of the total.” (p. 3.1-30) Despite the significant contribution of
CO, emissions to global warming and the recognition that the proposed Surnas 2 facility would
annually emit approximately 2.4 million tons of CO,, the authors do not describe appropriate
measures for offsetting or mitigating those emissions.

In Washington, approximately 100 million tons of CO, are emitted annually by all sources; .
electricity production accounts for 25% of those emissions. The proposed Sumas 2 natural gas
power plant would emit approximately 10% of the current amount already emitted by power
plants in the state. This represents a significant addition to CO, ievels.

Widespread Recognition of Global Climate Change

Natural gas-fired generation accounts for 18% of electricity related carbon emissions in the

~ United States. Once released, CO, can remain in the atmosphere for more than 100 years. The
probable effects of global warming in the Pacific Northwest include shorter warmer winters and
longer hotter summers; more frequent and longer droughts and flooding: a sea level rise of 1-1.5-
feet over the next century with corresponding shoreline erosion and retreat; increased risk of
forest fires; increased stress on water resources; and increased risk of extinction for endangered
salmon runs. According to current scientific consensus, unless we reduce the release of
greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, global warming will continue increasing by up to 3.6
degrees Fahrenheit over the next century. This scientific consensus has evolved over the last
decade.

In 1990, more than 2000 of the world’s top scientists working under the auspices of the United
Nations-sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) concluded that the
surface of the Earth had warmed over the last 100 years. In its 1995 report, the IPCC recognized
the role of human activities on global climate change. 157 national governments adopted that
report, In 1996, the Nationzl Climatic Data Center, a divisicn of the National Oceanic and
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Atmospheric Administration, published findings of a new analysis technique that showed
weather in the U.S. has been growing more extreme. In 1998, the National Science Foundation
released the resvlts of a study demonstrating that 199G, 1995 and 1997 were hotter than any other
year | back to 1400.

Commiltments to Emissions Reductions

While CO2 is not regulated at the national level, there is strong national, state and local support
for reducing and mitigating emissions. In recognition of the scientific findings and the
international movement toward slowing global climate change, U.S. President Bill Clinton stated
in his January 2000 State of the Union address, "The greatest environmental challenge of the
new century is global warming ... If we fail to reduce the emission of greenhouse gases, deadly
beat waves and droughts will become more frequent, coastal areas Wiﬂ flood, and economies will
be disrupted. That is going to happen, unless we act. Many people ... still believe you cannot cut
greenhouse gas emissions without slowing economic growth. In the Industrial Age that may .
well have been true. But in this digital economy, it is not true anymore. New technologies make
it possibie to cut harmful emissions and provide even more growth.”

‘Washington Governor Gary Locke concun’ed with this assessment in several recent speeches
calling “global warming a global warning.” The Governor then outlmed the pressing need to
address global warming and incent the development of clean energy sources in his April 4, 2000
speech at the Seattle Summit on Protecting the World's Climate. In his 4/21 Op Ed in the Seattle
Times, Locke emphasized, “The Northwest, already playing an important role in the clean-
energy revolution, has the brainpower, the smarts and the capacity to move into the lead.
Building on these assets, we can help accelerate the global clean energy development needed to
avert catastrophic global warming. For both our economy and eavironment, it is a golden
opportunity we cannot afford to ignore,”

Individual cities and states have adopted policies and regulations related to greenhouse gas
emissions. In 1993, the City of Portland, OR became the first U.S. city to adopt a goal and
strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Oregon has some of the nation’s most rigorous
controls on the siting of power plants, including until recently a rule requiring developers to
demonstrate the need for a power plant via a Jeast cost plan approved by the Public Utility
Commission. 'As this rule effectively prohibited independent merchant piants from siting in ~ —
Oregon, the 1995 Oregon Legislature granted & one-time exemption from this rule for a single
large (500 MW) gas-fired power plant. In 1996, Oregon’s Energy Facility Siting Council created
a competition for siting of that new power plant, based primarily on net CO, emissions. Three
power plant developers participated in the competition, which showed that the competitive
electricity market could afford to internalize some CO, control and a state regulatory agency
could evaluate mitigation measures for CQ, emissions in its decision-making process. Following
this competition, Oregon adopted in law a CO, standard for new energy facilities. Newly sited
fossil fuel plants in Oregon must avoid, mitigate, or offset CO, emissions in excess of the
standard.

On April 10, 2000, the City Council and the Mayor in Seattle, WA adopted resolution 30144,
focused in part on reducing greenhouse gas emissions in its own operations and through
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community actions. The Council established a long-range goal of “meeting the electric energy

needs of Seattle with no net greenhouse gas emissions” and “mitigating or offsetting greenhouse

gas enissions associated with any fossil fuels used to meet lIoad growth.”

- There is a rapidly growing market for CO, emissions offsets in North America and worldwide.
As industry awaits federal regulation and limit of CO, emissions, some are stepping forward to
offset or mitigate their CO, emissions. In the electric industry, TransAlta, Canada’s largest
private power company and the soon-to-be new owner of the Centralia, WA power plant and
coal mine, recently announced that it wﬂl reduce its net emissions of greenhouse gases to below
1990 levels by 2012.

Natural Gas versus Coal

The DEIS correctly states that more efficient fossil fuel combustion processes are associated
with fewer air emissions, including CO, and CH,. The authors also state, “To the extent a
natural gas-fired plant such as the S2GF is an alternative to generation fired by other fossil fuels
(e.g., coal), it would help to relatively reduce greenhouse gases™ (p. 3.1-30). The authors do not
provide any evidence demonstrating that the proposed power plant would indeed offset power |
production by coal facilities in the region. If the region is facing a power supply shortage, as the
DEILS frequently states, then construction of new natural gas facilities will contribute t¢ meeting
that shortage not to displacing current resoufces. If the authors are referring to natural gas as an
alternative to development of new coal power, then the S2GF will increase greenhouse gas
emissions but not to the same extent as a new coal plant. The DEIS should clarify whether this

statement refers to the S2GF replacing existing resources or serving as an alternative to new coal,

and provide a basis for the assumpuon that the S2GF would help reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

Applicant’s Greenhouse Gas Offset Strategic Plan

The DEIS (p. 3.1-30) mentions that “the applicant has prepared a Greenhouse Gas Offset
Strategic Plan ... for carbon management and mitigation that addresses greenhouse gas
emissions from the proposed facility and techniques for CO, mitigation. The applicant proposes
to offset as much carbon as possible through the voluntary investment of $100,000 per year in
greenhouse gas research, offsets, or-management projects for ten years. Rather than payinga -
single up-front charge, the appljcant proposes to carry carbon offset as an operating expense,
investing $100,000 at the end of each of the first ten years of the facility’s operation.”

The applicant’s commitment to greenhouse gas offsets should be judged only on its ability to
mitigate CO, emissions. The $100,000 investment level appears to have no market basis other
than the Company’s willingness to pay. In addition, the applicant provides no commitment to

actually achieving and tracking offsets. Under Oregon’s CQ, standard, if a site certificate holder -

elects to use a monetary path for CO, offsets, it must provide those funds to a qualified
organization. If the site certificate holder decides to move forward with direct investment in
carbon mitigation projects, it must be able to prove that the projected CO, offsets from specific
projects were achieved.
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The DEIS should include in its discussion a quantitative analysis of probable CO, offsets that
would be realized through the applicant’s investment of $100,000 annually in research and tree
planting, and whether these investments are adequate to offset emissions at a level at least
consistent with the Oregon standard. Further, the DEIS should discuss opportunities for
achieving offsets, such as investment in energy efficiency and conservation efforts and
renewable energy resources. The discussion should include a comparison of the pros and cons
and probable offsets of greenhouse gas emissions from the various altematives

The DEIS also should take into account how CQ, offsets will be measured and who will measure
them.

Other Greenhouse Gases

In the greenhouse gases section of the DEIS (p. 3.1-29, 30, 31), the author mentions the five
principal greenhouse gases, including nitrous oxide and ozone. According to p. 3.1-10, NOx 4
emissions levels from the proposed facility will be 51gn1ﬁcant, as will levels of ozone. The DEIS
does not adﬁquately address the global warmmg impacts of these gases,

The air quahtv scctlon of the DEIS does not discuss methane ermssmns even though the
Company estirates annua! emissions at 161 tons/year according to the Company’s Greenhouse
Gas Offser Strategic Plan. Methane is the most potent greenhouse gas, and its emissions should 5
be taken into account when discussing air quality impacts and contributions to global climate
change. Further, the DEIS also should address methane emissions from the extraction and
transport of the natural gas used by the S2GF.

Conclusion

According to the DEIS (p. 3.1-29, 30), “There is less agreement as to when [the effects of global
warming] might become significant, how rapidly they may occur, how intense they might be, or
what the long-term social, cultural, political and economic effecis may be,” Uncertainties
regarding climate change should not preclude action today. We invest in defense programs to
protect against an uncertain but potentiafly disastrous threat. Similarly, we should invest in
strategies 1o slow global warming and stabilize the climate. The risk of inaction is too great to 6
wait for federal mandates. : : -
The DEIS for the Sumas 2 facility should provide more discussion of greenhouse gases as well

as details about potential mitigation measures, including the pros and cons of each measure from
both a scientific and economic perspective.,

TRANSMISSION CONSTRAINT

Although the DEIS frequently refers to the proposed transmission line to BC Hydro’s Clayburn

Station and the potential for two transmission lines extending into Whatcom County, no mention

is made of existing constraints to the transmission system that may be exacerbated by producuon

of approximately 5.6 million megawatt hours of electricity annually (p. 3.9-3). The aging 7
network of high voltage transmission lines in Washington already are stressed by operational
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changes brought on by wholesale power restructuring. Increased buying and selling of electrons
among utilities, independent power producers and the Bonneville Power Administration has
pushed traffic on transmission wires to an unprecedented level. Critical segments of the
Northwest grid now suffer from dangcrous levels of congest;on

There is a recogmzed need to reform transmission in the Pacific Northwest to ensure power

supply reliability, The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission set an October 2000 deadline for

proposals to create a Regional Transimission Organization to take control of the transmission

~ network and ensure its continued reliability. The conventional response of transmission
operators to increasing pressure on the grid has been periodie upgrades and additions to power
lines, substations, transformers and other elements of the system. These modifications require
large up front costs and lead to environmental impacts. Current trends in power production are
toward decentralized targeted facilities in transmission constrained areas where peak power is
needed. These are small facilities that address a specific problem or need, not large fossﬂ fuel
powered facﬂxtles

Section 3.9 (Energy) of the DEIS should include a discussion of existing transmission constraints,

that could be further exacerbated by development of the Sumas 2 facility, as well as actions the -
developer can take to mitigate adverse effects. Bonneville Power Adm;mstratlon s Transmission
Business Line would be a good resource for this discussion.

USE OF BACKUP FUEL OIL

The DEIS mentions the use of up to 9,249,840 gallons of Na. 2 diesel oil to generate ﬁbwer up to

15 days per year in the event of natural gas curtailment (p. 3.9-4). Sumas Energy 2 plans to store

2,500,000 gallons of oil on site (p. 2-17). Oil ¢contains 44% more carbon per energy unit than

natural gas and emits other air pollutants in greater quantities than natural gas. The DEIS fails to

address the possibility of Sumas Energy 2 ramping down its power generation during times of
natural gas curtailment. As the authors point out elsewhere, a combined cycle combustion
turbine is completely dispatchable and therefore its operations could be limited during gas

. shortages rather than relying on backup oil. The DEIS should include the reduced environmental
impacts associated with following this course of action and the corresponding increase in
environmental impacts from storage, transport and usage of the 9.2 million gallons of oil.

MISCELLANEQUS

Alternative Sites Considered and Socioeconomics

The DEIS should clarify the local business effects of constructing and operating the Sumas 2
power plant. In Chapter 2, p, 27, the DEIS states, “The project is considered by SE2 to be an
expansion of the existing 125 MW SCCLP, which began operation in 1993. .., To facilitate the
use of the existing natural gas transmission corridor and realize operating efficiencies through
staffing both projects with some of the same personnel, only sites immediately adjacent to the
existing plant or in proximity to it were considered.” In Section 3.8.3.2, the DEIS states that
“operation of the S2GF requires only 23 permanent employees.” It is unclear how many of those
permanent employees already are on staff at the existing plant.
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In Section 3.8 (p. 13), the DEIS briefly describes the local business effects of the proposed
facility, anticipating approximately $11 million in payroll expenditures in Whatcom County
during project construction. The DEIS also states that “the project would generate 645 worker- 10
years of direct employment at the site during the 1-1/2 vears of construction.” It is unclear how
this conclusion was reached. If one assumes $535,000/job, then $11 million in payroll would
yield 200 job years for construction, not 645 job years.

According to the Department of Revenue, S2GF would gencrate approximately $19.56 million in 11
state sales tax revenues, not $18 million as stated in the DEIS (p. 3.8-13).

Conservation and Renewable Resources (3.9.3.3)

The DEIS claims that “availability of power from the S2GF would help optimize renewable and
conservation resources of other generators” (p. 3.9-5). While it is true that a natural gas power
plant is easily dispatched and generation can be sold as a backup to renewable resources, it is
also evident that less incentive exists to start up new renewable resources if natural gas power -
plants zre rapidly being sited to meet the anticipated power supply deficit. Thus, operation of the
Sumas 2 facility in Washington could be linked with a decrease in the potential for new
renewable resources. It is unclear how the Sumas 2 facility would help optimize investment in
cnergy conservation.

12

The DEIS also states that the Sumas 2 facility would provide “additional flexibility to hydro
generators” (p. 3.9-3). No justification is provided for this statement. Currently, during periods
of high water run-off, most fossil fuel power plants in the region ramp down generation because
hydro based generation is cheap and readily available. The Sumas 2 facility would not be unique
in ramping down during spring run-off. During pertods of low flows, the Bonneville Power 13
Administration and the vast majority of utilities with hydro generation already are restricted in
their power production by biclogical opinions, habitat conservation plans, and other analyses
directing maintenance of their fish flow regime. Thus, it is incorrect to presume that “the S2GF
 may promote conservation of fish and wildlife resources” (p. 3.9-5).
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