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Responses to Comment Submission 16,  
Letter from Lisa A. Freedman, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 

 
 
 
 

16-1. The concept of requiring supplemental emission offsets to address 
AQRV issues beyond NAAQS and PSD compliance raises 
complex issues.  The draft PSD permit specifies emission controls 
and emission offset requirements for the project.  Although the 
FLAG guidance used by the federal land managers may include 
visibility impact criteria that are more stringent than those used by 
EFSEC and EPA to process the PSD application, there is no 
requirement to use the FLAG criteria for environmental 
assessments in the Final EIS.  The visibility impact criteria used in 
the Final EIS are limited to those mandated by EPA under the PSD 
regulations.  The Final EIS does not consider emission controls for 
criteria pollutants other than those specified in the draft PSD 
permit.  

16-2. Section 3.17 of the Draft EIS has been revised to clarify that 
Bonneville’s regional power plant modeling project did not attempt 
to quantify emissions and impacts caused by non-power plant 
sources.  Section 3.2 clarifies that existing background visibility is 
already impaired compared to natural background concentrations 
(as defined by the FLAG guidance for natural background 
extinction coefficients) and that background sulfur and nitrogen 
emissions have caused ecosystem degradation.  Please see 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text.   

16-3. Thank you for your comment.   

16-4. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS has been revised to describe existing 
PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations in the region and the relative 
importance of ammonium nitrate secondary aerosol.  Please see 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text.  Monitors operated by 
the Washington Department of Ecology indicate that PM10 
concentrations are indeed primarily caused by windblown dust, 
with little contribution by secondary aerosols.  Monitoring data at 
Wallula, Kennewick, and Wishram show no PM2.5 exceedences 

related to the NAAQS, although it is acknowledged that existing 
air pollutant concentrations below NAAQS levels cause existing 
AQRV problems (i.e., ecosystem degradation and visibility 
impairment). 

16-5. Based on published reports provided by the U.S. Forest Service, 
Section 3.2.1.4, Existing Air Quality, has been expanded to 
describe studies showing current ecosystem degradation by air 
pollutants.  That same section has also been revised to describe the 
phenomenon of secondary ammonium nitrate aerosol formation 
and its implications for acid deposition and visibility impairment in 
the CRGNSA and Class I areas along the eastern Cascades.  Please 
see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text. 

16-6. The Final EIS text (Section 3.2.2.2 under “Regional Air Quality 
Impact Assessment”) has been revised to clarify the implications 
of modeled concentrations below the Significant Impact Levels.  
The revised text acknowledges that AQRV impacts must be 
considered even if modeled concentrations are below the SILs.  
Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text. 

16-7. Section 3.2 has been revised to describe the current status of the 
PSD permit process.  Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for 
updated text. 

16-8. Section 3.2.1.4 has been revised to provide additional information 
on existing air quality degradation in the CRGNSA and Class I 
areas on the east side of the Cascades.  Please see Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIS for updated text. 

16-9. Section 3.2.1.4 has been revised to describe wintertime stagnation 
episodes in eastern Washington and the implication for air quality 
impacts in the CRGNSA and Class I areas along the eastern 
Cascades.  Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text.   
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16-10. Section 3.2.1.4 has been revised to describe the phenomenon of 
secondary ammonium nitrate aerosol formation and its 
implications for acid deposition and visibility impairment in the 
CRGNSA and Class I areas along the eastern Cascades.  Please see 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text. 

16-11. Thank you for your comment. 

16-12. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS has been revised to describe ongoing 
interagency actions to protect air quality in the CRGNSA.  Please 
see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text.   

16-13. Please see response to comment 16-6. 

16-14. Please see response to comment 16-5. 

16-15. Please see response to comment 16-5. 

16-16. We do not agree with this comment.  The assumed background 
extinction parameters used for the CALPUFF modeling were 
appropriately low.  Discussions with staff from the U.S. Forest 
Service and the applicant’s air quality consultant indicate that the 
background extinction parameters used for Mt. Hood and the 
CRGNSA were essentially identical (and perhaps even lower) than 
the recommended “natural background” values mandated by the 
FLAG guidance.  The background Bext values listed in 
Table 3.2-12 are unusually high values corresponding to the 
modeling days when CALPUFF calculated the highest percent 
increase above background caused by the Wallula plant’s 
emissions.  Those modeling days experienced unusually high 
relative humidity (in fact, it is likely it was raining on those 
modeling days), so on those days both the power plant plume and 
the background aerosols were all impacted by an exceptionally 
high f(RH) factor.   
 
Inspection of the CALPUFF model output shows that on normal 
days when the relative humidity in eastern Washington was 
typically low, the assumed background extinction values were also 
appropriately low.  The following table compares the applicant’s 
CALPUFF background extinction parameters with the FLAG 

values and measured Wishram (IMPROVE) data for natural 
background.  The comparison shows the background extinction 
parameters used by the applicant for their CALPUFF modeling 
were less than the FLAG and Wishram values for natural 
background.  
 
Background Extinction Parameters for CALPUFF Modeling 
for Fall Period 

Natural Background Extinction 
Parameter CRGNSA Mt. Hood  

Class I Area 
Background bdry from PSD 
application.  18.2  13.93 

Background bSN from PSD 
application.  2.35  0.93 

Median modeled background bext for 
Fall period in PSD CALPUFF model  27.0  17.5 

FLAG recommended bdry for Fall --  14.5 
FLAG recommended bSN for Fall --  0.6 
FLAG reference bext for Fall --  17.6 
20% cleanest bext at Wishram 
IMPROVE site  30.0 -- 

 

16-17. Thank you for your comment. 

16-18. Please see Section 3.2 of this Final EIS for a detailed discussion on 
regional haze and visibility.  Section 3.2.1.4 provides additional 
information on existing air quality degradation in the CRGNSA 
and Class I areas on the east side of the Cascades.   
 
In Air Quality Issues in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area, a draft technical memorandum assembled by the U.S. Forest 
Service Region 6 Air Resource Management Staff (no date), 
cultural resources (rock art) within the Gorge were identified as 
significant resources that would likely be impacted by an increase 
in air pollution in the region.  Based on preliminary monitoring 
data, the Air Resource Management Staff found that the primary 
sources of air pollution in the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area come from the Portland/Vancouver area and from 
within the Scenic Area itself.   
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A lichen monitoring program over the past five years in the Gorge 
has identified indirect information on acid deposition and the effect 
on rock art.  A long-term monitoring effort over several years 
documenting the effect of air pollutants on rock art was 
recommended.   
 
Additional deposition of nitrogen and sulfur particulates resulting 
from the Wallula facility would have an unknown effect on 
sensitive cultural resources such as the rock art located at 
Horsethief Lake State Park.  The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and National Park Service have developed acceptable deposition 
levels for both nitrogen and sulfur particulates.  Please see 
response to comment 29-5 for further discussion. 

16-19. Please see response to comment 16-1. 

16-20. See response to comment 16-2. 

16-21. As described in response to comment 16-16, the applicant used 
extinction parameters that are consistent with the FLAG guidance.  
The discrepancy described in the comment has been corrected in 
Section 3.17 (see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for updated text).  See 
response to comment 16-1 regarding the use of FLAG impact 
criteria. 

 




