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On July 11, 2024, the Department received an initial application for Title V Operating Permit 

(TVOP) from Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners, LLC (Tenaska) for the Tenaska Westmoreland 

Generating Station (TWGS) located in South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.   

 

The TWGS is an electric power generating plant with a nominal rating of 1,065 megawatts (MW).  

The power plant is a single 2-on-1 combined cycle configuration consisting of two (2) Mitsubishi “J” 

class combined cycle combustion turbines (CCCTs).  Each CCCT serves a single steam turbine 

generator and is equipped with heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) with supplemental 400 

MMBtu/hr natural gas-fired duct burners.  The two (2) HRSGs collectively serve the one steam 

turbine generator.  The CCCT uses dry low NOx burners to control emissions of NOx.  Emissions 

from the power block are controlled by selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and an oxidation catalyst.   

 

Notice of the Department’s intent to issue the initial TVOP was published in the PA Bulletin on 

October 4, 2025, for a 30-day public comment period.  Notice was also published by Tenaska in the 

Westmoreland Tribune-Review newspaper of general circulation in Westmoreland County, Pa. on 

October 1, 2, and 3, 2025, for a 30-day comment period in accordance with 25 Pa. Code §127.521.  

Therefore, the end of the 30-day public comment period was November 3, 2025. 

 

On September 26, 2025, the proposed initial TVOP was sent to Tenaska for review.  The Department 

received comments on the proposed initial TVOP from Tenaska on October 31, 2025.  Those 

comments will be addressed below. 
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On September 26, 2025, the proposed initial TVOP was also sent to the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (US EPA), the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), the Ohio 

Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), and the West Virginia Department of Environmental 

Protection (WVDEP) for their review.  The Department did not receive any formal comments from 

the US EPA, the MDE, the OEPA, or the WVDEP. 

 

Various comments were received from non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) and citizens 

throughout the public comment period.  Those comments will be addressed below.  Numerous 

NGO’s and citizens submitted similar “General Comments” on the proposed TVOP for TWGS.  

These General Comments will be addressed first and individualized comments will follow. 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

General Comment 1:  Commenters requested that the Department hold a public hearing prior to 

final issuance of an initial TVOP in order to express their concerns regarding how air pollution from 

the TWGS will impact residents’ health, safety, and the environments, as well as whether or not the 

facility will comply with air pollution laws such as the Clean Air Act. 

 

General Response 1:  The Department held a public hearing at 5:00 pm on Wednesday, February 4, 

2026, at The Huntingdon Place, 90 Supervisors Drive, West Newton, Pa. 15089, to take testimony 

regarding the proposed issuance of an initial TVOP for the TWGS.  Following a presentation on the 

Air Quality Title V Operating Permitting process by the Department’s Thomas Joseph, 

Environmental Engineer Manager, participants were allotted five (5) minutes to testify and convey 

their concerns on the public record.  Mr. Joseph and other Department staff in attendance remained 

following the conclusion of the public hearing to speak with attendees in order to answer questions 

and address their concerns.  It should be noted that a public hearing does not afford any additional 

weight or heightened consideration to comments submitted orally at the hearing as compared to 

comments submitted in writing during the established public comment period. All timely comments 

received by the Department are evaluated equally and considered as part of the administrative record, 

regardless of the method by which they are submitted. For this permitting action, the Department 

accepted public comments from October 1, 2025, through February 14, 2026, and all comments 

received during that period were reviewed and considered in accordance with applicable regulatory 

and administrative procedures.  Any comments received after that time were evaluated for 

consistency with the below responses. 

 

General Comment 2:  Commenters suggested that the Draft Permit is deficient because it does not 

include sufficient monitoring to ensure compliance with the emission limits imposed in the permit. 

 

General Response 2:  On March 30, 2007, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) received a petition from Environmental Integrity Project, Refinery Reform Campaign, 

Citizens of Environmental Justice, and Suzie Canales (Petitioners) pursuant to section 505(b)(2) of 

the Clean Air Act (CAA or Act), 42 U.S.C. § 7661d(b)(2)1.  The petition requested that EPA object 

to the Title V operating permit issued by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 

on February 2, 2007, to CITGO Refining and Chemicals L.P (CITGO) for the West Plant refinery 

operations in Corpus Christi, Nueces County, Texas.   

_____________________ 
1 U.S. EPA Petition Number VI-2007-01, CITGO Refining and Chemicals Co. L.P. Permit No. O1420, 
<https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-08/documents/citgo_corpuschristi_west_response2007.pdf 
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One of the issues raised by petitioners was that the permit’s monitoring requirements are not 

adequate to ensure compliance with all emission limitations and other substantive CAA 

requirements.  In its response dated May 28, 2009, EPA asserted the following: 

 

“The determination of whether the monitoring is adequate in a particular circumstance generally will 

be a context-specific determination.  The monitoring analysis should begin by assessing whether the 

monitoring required in the applicable requirement is sufficient to assure compliance with permit  

terms and conditions.  In many cases, such as with monitoring developed pursuant to the CAM rule, 

monitoring from the applicable requirement will be sufficient.  Some factors that permitting 

authorities may consider in determining appropriate monitoring are (1) the variability of emissions 

from the unit in question; (2) the likelihood of a violation of the requirements; (3) whether add-on 

controls are being used for the unit to meet the emission limit; (4) the type of monitoring, process, 

maintenance, or control equipment data already available for the emission unit; and (5) the type and 

frequency of the monitoring requirements for similar emission units at other facilities.  The preceding 

list of factors is only intended to provide the permitting authority with a starting point for their 

analysis of the adequacy of the monitoring. As stated above, such a determination generally will be 

made on a case-by-case basis and other site-specific factors may be considered.” 

 

Prior to the facility ever commencing operation, Tenaska was required by the Plan Approval to 

install, certify, maintain, and operate continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) for nitrogen 

oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and ammonia (NH3) emissions on the exhaust of each 

combined-cycle power block (Sources 101 and 102) in accordance with all applicable requirements 

specified in 25 Pa. Code §139 and the Department’s Continuous Source Monitoring Manual.  

Sources 101 and 102 are the largest sources of air pollution from the facility.  The Department does 

have access to CEMS data as it is reported by Tenaska but there is no public digital reporting portal.  

However, the public can request CEMS data reports from the Department under the Pennsylvania 

Right to Know Law or by scheduling an informal file review. 

 

In accordance with EPA’s position on the establishment of adequate monitoring discussed above, the 

Department also believes in using a context-specific approach when inserting monitoring conditions 

in its plan approvals and operating permits.  The use of CEMS is not technically or economically 

feasible for every air contamination source. 

 

PM, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from the natural gas-fired combustion turbines are stable and there is 

a low likelihood of a violation of these limits.  Tenaska is required to perform daily observations of 

the turbine stacks in order to look for excess opacity which would indicate a particulate matter issue. 

Tenaska must also maintain records of the manufacturer’s maintenance schedule and any 

maintenance performed on the units to ensure proper operation.  Copies of the current, valid purchase 

contract, tariff sheet, or transportation contract obtained from the natural gas supplier with the sulfur 

content of the natural gas must also be kept to ensure the facility is using only pipeline quality natural 

gas.  In addition, use of CO CEMS ensures good combustion practices which minimizes the amount 

of particulate matter generated from unburned hydrocarbons in the fuel. 

 

Likewise, SO2 and sulfuric acid mist from natural gas combustion are stable and there is a low 

likelihood of a violation of these limits.  Combustion of pipeline quality natural gas meets the SO2 

BAT and NSPS Subpart KKKK requirements.  Tenaska has based the potential to emit SO2 on an 

average sulfur content of 0.25 gr/100 scf which is lower than Texas Eastern’s maximum FERC tariff 
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content of 5 gr/100 scf.  Tenaska has provided supporting data showing the sulfur content is, on 

average, much lower than 0.25 gr/100 scf.  To be conservative, emissions have been based upon the 

highest sulfur content out of the provided data.  Monitoring the fuel sulfur content of the natural gas 

ensures that emissions of SO2 and sulfuric acid mist are minimized.  

 

VOC emissions from the combustion turbines are subject to the Compliance Assurance Monitoring 

(CAM) requirements of 40 CFR Part 64.  The CAM requirements were inadvertently omitted from 

the draft TVOP but will be included in the final version of the operating permit.  The VOC CAM 

plan for these units includes requirements for Tenaska to monitor catalyst inlet temperature, to 

perform catalyst inspections and sampling in accordance with Original Equipment Manufacturer 

(OEM) recommendations, and to perform VOC stack testing every two (2) years.   

 

In addition, the Department has required Tenaska to develop a CO:VOC correlation factor using CO 

CEMS data in order to assure compliance with permitted VOC emissions rates.  Because incomplete 

combustion in fuel burning sources results in increases of both VOC and CO emission levels, DEP 

has discussed the development of CO:VOC correlation factors with Tenaska during the public 

comment period in order to include Title V Operating Permit conditions which utilize this 

relationship together with the facility’s CO CEMs in order to establish an improved continuous 

compliance method for VOC emissions.  These conditions will closely approximate VOC emissions 

based on CO CEMs readings. 

 

Emissions of GHG are monitored through the use of high efficiency turbines and good combustion 

practices.  The TVOP restricts the turbines’ duration of startups and shutdowns in order to minimize 

the number of events in which combustion is not optimal. 

 

Using these different approaches to monitoring for various pollutants at the facility effectively assists 

the Department in ensuring that TWGS remains in compliance with its permitted emission limits. 

 

General Comment 3:  Commenters suggest that the draft TVOP fails to limit the duration of 

combustion tuning as stated in Section E, Group G001, Combined Cycle Combustion Turbines, 

Operation Hours Restriction(s), Condition #008, which states the following: 

 

Startups, shutdowns, and combustion tuning: 

 

(a) The durations of startups and shutdowns shall be minimized to the maximum extent 

possible. 

(b) Total startup and shutdown duration for each combined cycle combustion turbine 

shall not exceed 390 hours in any consecutive 12-month period. 

(c) Each startup event shall not exceed one and one half-hour in duration. 

(d) Each shutdown shall not exceed one half hour in duration. 

 

Commenters are concerned that the absence of a combustion tuning duration limit could lead to high 

emission releases. 

 

General Response 3:  Combustion tuning is required by the turbine manufacturer and is typically 

performed seasonally, to adjust the combustion dynamics to account for the emission effects of 

extreme ambient temperatures, and after outages during which the combustion system is inspected 
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and/or maintained, to ensure those activities do not negatively affect emissions.  Combustion stability 

is also improved which helps to prevent protective runbacks from occurring.  

 

Combustion tuning is performed incrementally at loads typically between 50%-100% of full load, 

with the turbine held at different load points while the tuning is performed to optimize combustion 

dynamics, then moved to the next load point. The combustion turbines must be operating during 

these events as the emission levels of NOx and CO are monitored in real time via the CEMS to 

evaluate the change in emissions as the combustion system is tuned.  Proper tuning of the combustion 

turbines is necessary to allow them to run with the lowest possible emission rate. 

 

While combustion tuning event durations can vary for several reasons, there is no incentive for the 

operator to extend tuning longer than necessary.  In fact, due to the variable loads required for tuning, 

the operator is incentivized to tune as efficiently as possible to get to baseload operations to meet 

market demand.  

 

For these reasons, the Department does not believe a tuning duration limitation is warranted.  The 

language in the TVOP condition referred to by the commenters has been changed to include 

operating hours restrictions on Startups and Shutdowns only. 

 

General Comment 4:  Commenters contend that the draft TVOP does not require record keeping or 

reporting of all emissions data, and that Tenaska should be required to report to the Department all 

monitoring that is done to determine compliance with permit limits for each source. 

 

General Response 4:  The following is a summary of the conditions which are included in the draft 

TVOP which pertain directly to monitoring, record keeping, or reporting requirements in relation to 

determining compliance with emission limits: 

 

• Section C., Condition #010:  Requires Tenaska to conduct a daily facility-wide inspection for 

visible stack emissions, fugitive emissions, and objectionable odors.  Also requires corrective 

action to be taken if needed and records of inspections be maintained. 

 

• Section C., Condition #011:  Requires Tenaska to maintain the following records: 

 

(a) Facility-wide emissions on a 12-month rolling basis for NOx, CO, SOx, VOC, PM, PM10, 

PM2.5, H2SO4, NH3, HAPs, HCHO, and CO2e. 

(b) Amount of fuel used by each combustion unit, engine, and turbine on a 12-month rolling 

basis. 

(c) Hours of operation of each source on a 12-month rolling basis. 

(d) Results of facility-wide inspections including the date, time, name, and title of the observer, 

along with any corrective action taken as a result. 

(e) Copies of the manufacturer’s recommended maintenance schedule for each air source and air 

cleaning device. 

(f) All maintenance performed on each source and air cleaning device. 

(g) Copies of the current, valid purchase contract, tariff sheet, or transportation contract obtained 

from the natural gas supplier with the sulfur content of the natural gas. 

(h) Results of the annual natural gas sulfur content analyses. 
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(i) Amount of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) dielectric fluid added to each circuit breaker unit on a 

monthly basis. 

(j) The date and time that each alarm associated with the circuit breaker is activated, the 

corrective action taken to remedy the problem associated with each alarm, and the date the 

corrective action remedied the problem. 

(k) Ammonia throughput on a monthly and 12-month rolling basis. 

 

• Section C., Condition #012:  Requires all logs and records be maintained on site or at an 

alternative location acceptable to the Department for a minimum of five years and be made 

available to the Department upon request. 

 

• Section C., Conditions #013 and #015:  Specifies that the annual emission report include all 

emissions information for all previously reported sources and new sources which were first 

operated during the preceding calendar year.  Emissions data for the following pollutants must be 

included: CO, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, VOC including HCHO, total HAPs, speciated individual 

HAP emissions, H2SO4, and greenhouse gases, expressed as CO2e.  The report must also contain 

a certification by a company officer or the plant manager that the information contained in the 

statement is accurate. 

 

• Section C., Condition #014:  Specifies the procedures for reporting malfunctions, emergencies, or 

incidents of excess emissions which occur at the facility.  The condition requires more expedient 

reporting (within 1 hour of discovery) for malfunctions, emergencies, and incidents of excess 

emissions which pose an imminent danger to the public health, safety, welfare, or the 

environment, and requires Tenaska to notify both the Department and the County Emergency 

Management Agency. 

 

• Section D., Source 104, Condition #004:  Tenaska must maintain records of the fuel certification 

reports for each delivery of fuel to verify compliance with the fuel restriction requirements. 

 

• Section D., Source #105, Condition #003:  Tenaska must sample, analyze, and record the 

circulating water TDS content on a monthly basis. 

 

• Section D., Source #105, Condition #004:  Tenaska must continuously monitor and record the 

circulating water and make up water flow rates on a 24-hour average. 

 

• Section D., Source #105, Condition #005:  Tenaska must maintain the following comprehensive 

and accurate records: 

 

(a) Monthly circulating water TDS content. 

(b) Daily circulating water and make up water flow rates. 

(c) PM, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions on a 12-month rolling basis based upon the measured 

parameters. 

 

• Section D., Source #106, Condition #001:  Tenaska must implement a sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 

leak detection program to minimize SF6 leaks as follows: 
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(a) Circuit breakers are to be state-of-the-art sealed enclosed-pressure circuit breakers equipped 

with low-pressure alarms that are triggered when 10% of the SF6 by weight has escaped. 

 

(b) When alarms are triggered, the facility shall take corrective action as soon as practicable to 

fix the circuit breaker units to a like-new state to prevent the emission of SF6 to the maximum 

extent possible. 

 

• Section E., Group G001, Sources #101 and #102, Condition #012:  Tenaska must install, operate, 

and maintain continuous nitrogen oxides monitoring systems and other monitoring systems to 

convert data to required reporting units in compliance with Chapter 139, Subchapter C (relating 

to requirements for continuous in-stack monitoring for stationary sources). 

 

• Section E., Group G001, Sources #101 and #102, Condition #013:  Tenaska must install, certify, 

maintain and operate continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) for nitrogen oxides, 

carbon monoxide, and ammonia emissions on the exhaust of each combined-cycle power block 

in accordance with all applicable requirements specified in 25 Pa. Code §139 and the 

Department’s Continuous Source Monitoring Manual.  The owner or operator of the source shall 

not be issued an operating permit until the CEMS has received Phase III approval, in writing 

from the Department. 

 

• Section E., Group G001, Sources #101 and #102, Condition #014:  Tenaska must continuously 

monitor the oxygen level in the stack effluent. 

 

• Section E., Group G001, Sources #101 and #102, Condition #015:  Tenaska must maintain the 

following comprehensive and accurate records: 

 

(a) Actual heat input and power output on a 12-month rolling basis. 

(b) The number of startups and shutdowns and the dates each occur. 

(c) Duration of each startup and shutdown event. 

(d) The type of each startup (i.e. cold, warm, or hot). 

(e) Duct burner hours of operation on a 12-month rolling basis. 

(f) Requirements established in 25 Pa. Code §139 Subchapter C, requirements for source 

monitoring for stationary sources. 

(g) Requirements in the most recent version of the Department’s Continuous Source Monitoring 

Manual. 

 

• Section E., Group G002, Sources #101 and #102, Condition #007:  Tenaska must submit reports 

of excess emissions and monitor downtime, in accordance with §60.7(c).  Excess emissions must 

be reported for all periods of unit operation, including start-up, shutdown, and malfunction. 

 

• Section E., Group G003, Source #104, Condition #006:  Tenaska must install a non-resettable 

hour meter prior to startup of the engine. 

 
In addition, as mentioned above in Response 2, VOC emissions from the combustion turbines are 

subject to the CAM requirements of 40 CFR Part 64.  The CAM requirements were inadvertently 

omitted from the draft TVOP but will be included in the final version of the permit.  The VOC CAM 

plan for these units includes requirements for Tenaska to monitor catalyst inlet temperature, to 
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perform catalyst inspections and sampling in accordance with Original Equipment Manufacturer 

(OEM) recommendations, and to perform VOC stack testing every two (2) years.  Tenaska has also 

developed a CO:VOC correlation factor using CO CEMS which utilize the relationship between CO 

and VOC emission rates in order to assure compliance with permitted VOC emissions rates.  This 

will result in the establishment of an improved continuous compliance method for VOC emissions. 

 

The Department believes that the monitoring, record keeping, and reporting conditions included in 

the draft TVOP, combined with the VOC CAM requirements and the CO:VOC correlation 

conditions which will be added to the final TVOP, will provide our staff with the ability to 

effectively determine whether or not the facility is operating in compliance with all applicable 

operating permit terms and requirements. 

 

General Comment 5:  This is a new facility with a new permit, and the limits and monitoring should 

be the best possible to reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new facility. 

 

General Response 5:  The first step for obtaining approval to construct a major air contamination 

source such as TWGS in the Commonwealth is to submit a Plan Approval application.  A Plan 

Approval provides authorization  to construct and temporarily operate an air contamination source(s) 

and/or air cleaning devices and must be obtained from DEP before construction may commence.  

The Plan Approval application must demonstrate that new sources shall control the emission of air 

pollutants to the maximum extent, consistent with the best available technology (BAT) as determined 

by the Department as of the date of issuance of the plan approval for the new source.  This means 

that the Plan Approval is technology-forcing in that it establishes actual emission limits therein in 

accordance with the equipment, devices, methods, or techniques as determined by the Department 

which will prevent, reduce, or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible 

at the time that the plan approval is issued.  In addition to emission limitations, the Plan Approval 

also establishes monitoring, testing, record keeping, and reporting requirements as well as work 

practice standards. 

 

Major new sources such as TWGS are also subject to federal regulatory programs including 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), promulgated under 40 CFR Part 52 and Non-

Attainment New Source Review (NANSR) adopted under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 Subchapter E.  

These regulations require the application of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) under PSD 

and Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) under NANSR for certain pollutants, as well as the 

acquisition of Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) to offset the new facility’s potential emissions of 

NOx and VOC.  Upon final issuance, these Plan Approvals included the implementation of BACT for 

PM, PM10, PM2.5, NO2, CO, CO2e, and H2SO4; the implementation of LAER technology for NOx and 

VOC; and the acquisition of 357 tons of NOx offsets and 256 tons of VOC offsets. 

 

Furthermore, in accordance with 25 Pa. Code §127.205(5), Tenaska was required to conduct an 

analysis of alternative sites, sizes, production processes, and environmental control techniques for the 

proposed facility, which demonstrates that the benefits of the proposed facility significantly outweigh 

the environmental and social costs imposed within this Commonwealth as a result of its location, 

construction or modification.  The Plan Approval applications included this analysis of alternative 

sites, sizes, production processes, and environmental control techniques as required, and the DEP 

determined that Tenaska’s analysis required by §127.205(5) was acceptable. 
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Additionally, in order to receive the Plan Approvals for construction of the facility, the company was 

also required to concurrently perform an Air Quality source impact modeling analysis as part of the 

PSD analysis to prove that the allowable emission increases from the project would not cause or 

contribute to air pollution in violation of any National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in 

any air quality control region or any applicable maximum allowable increase over the baseline 

concentration in any area.  The cumulative impact of emissions from the TWGS facility, in 

conjunction with baseline ambient emission levels and the impact from existing air contamination 

sources in the vicinity, were evaluated by this modeling.  The NAAQS are health based standards 

established by US EPA and are considered to be conservatively protective of the most sensitive 

population. 

 

According to Summary of Air Quality Analysis for Prevention of Significant Deterioration dated 

August 1, 2014, from the Department’s Air Quality Modeling Section, “The DEP’s technical review 

concludes that Tenaska’s air quality analysis satisfies the requirements of the PSD rules and is 

consistent with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Guideline on Air Quality Models 

(40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W) and the EPA’s air quality modeling policy and guidance.  

Furthermore, the Department’s technical review concludes that Tenaska’s air quality analysis 

demonstrates, pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21(k), that Tenaska’s proposed emissions will not cause or 

contribute to air pollution in violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 

CO, NO2, and PM-10, and the PSD increment standards for NO2 and PM-10.  In addition, the 

analysis demonstrates, pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21(o), that Tenaska’s proposed emissions, in 

conjunction with anticipated emissions due to general commercial, residential, industrial, and other 

growth associated with Tenaska’s proposed facility, will not impair visibility, soils, and vegetation.  

Furthermore, the analysis demonstrates, pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21(p), that Tenaska’s proposed 

emissions will not adversely affect air quality related values (AQRV), including visibility, in federal 

Class I areas.” 

 

As demonstrated by the above discussion regarding the Plan Approval process, the cumulative air 

quality impact analyses required for a project of this scope all take place prior to final issuance of a 

Plan Approval.  Issuance of a TVOP does not trigger any new requirements for the permittee to 

reevaluate emission limits or perform additional control technology analysis; additional alternative 

sites, sizes, production processes, environmental control techniques analyses; or additional air quality 

source impact modeling analyses.  The TVOP compiles all existing requirements into one legally 

enforceable document so that they are clear to the permittee as well as to the public.  The Department 

is bound to issue a TVOP if the permittee is determined to be operating in compliance with its terms 

and conditions.  

 

The Department operates three (3) Ambient Air Monitoring sites, each located within twenty miles of 

the TWGS facility.  These sites are used to continuously collect ambient emission concentrations for 

specific pollutants to ensure compliance with the NAAQS.  The Charleroi site in Washington County 

monitors ozone, NO2, PM2.5, and SO2.  The Greensburg site in Westmoreland County monitors ozone 

and PM2.5.  The Uniontown site in Fayette County monitors ozone, NO2, and PM2.5.  All three sites 

show that the area is in attainment with the NAAQS for the pollutants being monitored.  The 

Department’s air monitoring stations provide continuous, objective measurements of ambient 

pollutant levels, which account for the cumulative effects of emissions from multiple sources.  The 

data enables the Department to detect elevated pollutant levels, assess trends, and determine whether 

cumulative impacts warrant further investigation or regulatory action. 
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Plan Approval PA-65-00990C was issued final by the Department on April 1, 2015.  In accordance 

with state and federal air quality regulations, Tenaska was required to install state-of-the-art 

equipment and air pollution control technology which was available at the time of plan approval 

issuance in order to comply with federal Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER), federal Best 

Available Control Technology (BACT), and state Best Available Technology (BAT) programs.  The 

emission limits, control technologies, and monitoring systems were reviewed and approved by both 

the Department’s New Source Review staff as well as the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA).  The issuance of an initial TVOP does not obligate Tenaska to implement new air 

pollution control technology or monitoring systems in place of what was approved as meeting LAER, 

BACT, and BAT requirements in April 2015. 

 

General Comment 6:  Numerous citizens commented to inquire why Tenaska was permitted to 

operate under a construction permit for 9 years. 

 

General Response 6:  Prior to the construction of a new source or facility such as Tenaska, or the 

modification of an existing source, permittees must obtain a plan approval from the Department.  A 

plan approval authorizes both the construction and temporary operation of a project.  By regulation 

the temporary operation period must be evaluated, and extended, every 180 days.  There are no 

regulatory limitations on the number of temporary operation periods that can be authorized however 

authorization under temporary operating must be kept active until the plan approval is incorporated 

into an operating permit.  During the plan approval phase, a permittee must prove that the emission 

controls and emission rates proposed therein are state-of-the-art and in compliance with applicable 

state and federal regulations.  Upon completion of construction of the facility, the plan approval is 

extended to provide a “shakedown” period which allows the permittee time to get all of the sources 

and air pollution control devices up and running.  In Tenaska’s case, the facility did not commence 

operation until March 20, 2018, and several changes from the original plan approval required the 

submission, review, and approval of plan approval modifications which delayed the submission of an 

application for TVOP.  Nevertheless, operation under a plan approval instead of a TVOP does not 

afford the permittee any liberties.  Compliance with all applicable state and federal rules, regulations, 

and permit conditions is required under a plan approval the same as it is required under a TVOP.  

The purpose of a TVOP is not to introduce stricter emission limits or additional control technologies, 

but to incorporate the existing requirements into one federally enforceable document. 

 

General Comment 7:  Numerous citizens commented to inquire why Tenaska was permitted to 

operate in a state of noncompliance with high priority violations for the previous 12 quarters. 

 

General Response 7:  The TWGS was not out of continuous compliance for 12 consecutive 

quarters.  The Department issued several Notices of Violation (NOV) to Tenaska for the noted 

violations and executed two (2) Consent Assessments of Civil Penalties (CACP) for these violations.  

The violations referred to by the commenters were addressed and closed by Department staff, 

however those same violations were not closed out by the US EPA in its public facing databases.   

 

The Integrated Compliance Information System for Air (ICIS-Air) is a computer based repository 

that contains both emissions and detailed compliance, permit, and enforcement records for stationary 

sources of air pollution regulated under the Clean Air Act by the US EPA and/or state and local air 

regulatory agencies.  Enforcement and Compliance History Online (ECHO) is EPA’s public-facing 

platform that presents compliance and enforcement information for states, regulated entities, and the 
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public.  It integrates data from multiple EPA systems, including ICIS-Air, to provide searchable, 

downloadable, and dashboard views of environmental compliance.  ICIS-Air is the system that stores 

and manages the compliance data; ECHO is the interface that makes the data accessible to the public 

and other stakeholders.  Because ICIS-Air was not updated to reflect resolution of the violations at 

TWGS, the compliance data available to public was not accurate.  Upon the Department’s realization 

of this issue, steps were taken to have ICIS-Air updated to reflect that the violations at TWGS have 

been addressed. 

 

On September 22, 2022, the Department and Tenaska entered into a CACP in the amount of $14,997 

to settle the following violations at TWGS: 

 

12/15/18 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over four consecutive 3-hour averages. 

12/15/18 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over two 1-hour averages. 

12/23/18 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average. 

12/29/18 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over five consecutive 3-hour averages. 

12/29/18 – Exceeded lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over four consecutive 1-hour averages. 

01/13/19 – Exceeded NOx ppm limit for Unit 1 over five consecutive 3-hour averages. 

01/13/19 – Failure to report malfunction of ammonia delivery system. 

01/13/19 – Exceeded NOx lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over four consecutive 1-hour averages. 

01/13/19 – Exceeded NOx ppm limit for Unit 2 over five consecutive 3-hour averages. 

01/13/19 – Exceeded NOx lbs/hr limit for Unit 2 over four consecutive 1-hour averages. 

02/21/19 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over two 3-hour averages. 

02/21/19 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average. 

03/04/19 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over one 3-hour average. 

04/26/19 – Underreporting 2018 VOC emissions for Units 1 and 2. 

10/04/19 – Exceeded of one hour startup mode duration by nine minutes. 

11/08/19 – Exceeded NOx ppm limit for Unit 1 over one 3-hour average. 

03/18/20 – Exceeded NOx ppm limit for Unit 2 over two 3-hour averages. 

01/18/22 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average. 

 

On October 14, 2025, the Department and Tenaska entered into a CACP in the amount of $5,028 to 

settle the following violations at TWGS: 

 

05/10/22 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over two consecutive 3-hour averages. 

12/23/22 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 2 over two consecutive 3-hour averages. 

12/23/22 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 2 over one 1-hour average. 

04/28/23 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 2 over two consecutive 3-hour averages. 

04/28/23 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 2 over one 1-hour average. 

05/21/23 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over one 3-hour average. 

05/22/23 – Exceeded CO  lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average. 

06/07/23 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average. 

09/04/24 – Exceeded CO ppm limit for Unit 1 over one 3-hour average. 

09/04/24 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average. 

09/04/24 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 2 over one 1-hour average. 

04/08/25 – Exceeded CO lbs/hr limit for Unit 2 over one 1-hour average. 
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This list of violations covers nearly a seven-year period of operation at TWGS.  As the list shows, the 

majority of violations occurred over a matter of hours and not days, weeks, or months.  This 

demonstrates that the periods of noncompliance at TWGS have been very intermittent and not 

continuous for 12 quarters as alleged by commenters.  Therefore, the TWGS is not currently 

operating out of compliance and no compliance schedule is needed in order to issue an initial Title V 

Operating Permit for the facility. 

 

 

INDIVIDUALIZED COMMENTS 

 

1. Avolio Law Group, LLC – Solicitor for South Huntingdon Township Board of Supervisors 

June 23, 2025 

 

Comment 1:  On behalf of the South Huntingdon Board of Supervisors, commenter requests that the 

Department establish a stakeholder group which would hold scheduled meetings with Department 

staff to better understand the processes that will unfold regarding the current and future permits for 

the Tenaska Facility. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Response 1 to General Comment 1, above.  The public process 

for any potential future authorizations at this facility will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis at the 

time of receipt. 

 

2. Terrie & Kathy Balko – Citizens 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Comment 6:  Why was this plan still operating on a construction permit for 9 years! 

 

Response 6:  Please refer to General Response 6 to General Comment 6, above.  

 

Comment 7:  I live near the Tenaska gas power plant and I have concerns about the plant's current 

permit and the major operating permit they've applied for at your office. I am writing to request that 

you convene a series of community meetings, similar to the ones you held in Beaver County for folks 

living near the Shell ethane cracker plant. These meetings would be in addition to the public hearing 

that will be required as the plant seeks its Title V operating permit. 

 

Response 7:  :  Please refer to General Response 1 to General Comment 1, above. 

 

3. Dennis Cain – Citizen 

July 26, 2025 (email) 

 

Comment 1:  I live near the Tenaska gas power plant and I have concerns about the plant's current 

permit and the major operating permit they've applied for at your office. I am writing to request that 

you convene a series of community meetings, similar to the ones you held in Beaver County for folks 
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living near the Shell ethane cracker plant. These meetings would be in addition to the public hearing 

that will be required as the plant seeks its Title V operating permit. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Response 1 to General Comment 1, above. 

 

4. Dr. Teagan Goforth – Citizen 

February 17, 2026 (email) 

 

Comment 1:  I am writing today to urge DEP to add additional protective measures against the 

Tenaska facility beyond title V measures, like more limits on pollution and monitoring to keep 

Tenaska accountable and protect our communities.  

 

As someone who lives in the county and has severe asthma, I take the air pollution here very 

seriously. I purposely limit my time outside when the AQI is over 40, which is quite often in 

Allegheny county. Our communities have the right to clean air and to not expose themselves to 

unnecessary harm. I would love to freely enjoy a nice day outside without knowingly damaging my 

health and life expectancy.  

 

Beyond my personal experience, I have extensive research experience on air pollution and its effect 

on human health. Air pollution is known to cause developmental issues in children, lung and heart 

diseases, and premature deaths. It’s estimated that the air quality here causes hundreds of deaths per 

year. Our communities deserve protection from these harms.  

 

Again, I urge you to please take more protective measures against Tenaska to make our communities 

and environment safer and better for everyone.  

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Responses 2, 4, and 5 to General Comments 2, 4, and 5, above. 

 

5. Jeff and Joanne Hall – Citizens 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy); November 2, 2025 (email); and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

As listed above, the commenter submitted comments to the Department on the proposed TVOP for 

the TWGS on three (3) separate dates.  The majority of the comments from the three submissions are 

very similar to the six (6) General Comments discussed above.  Comments that are outside the scope 

of the six General Comments are addressed individually below. 

 

Comments 1-6:  Please refer to General Comments 1-6, above. 

 

Responses 1-6:  Please refer to General Responses 1-6 to General Comments 1-6, above. 

 

Comment 7:  Pollution limits exceed standards set by the Clean Air Act in many cases and need to 

be corrected… the draft permit must be amended to be in compliance with the Clean Air Act. 

 

Response 7:  The Department disagrees with the statement that “pollution limits exceed standards set 

by the Clean Air Act in many cases and need to be corrected…”  As discussed above in General 

Response 5, the emissions limits in the draft permit were originally established in plan approval PA-

65-00990C and were approved by both the US EPA and the Department as complying with all 
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applicable federal LAER, BACT, New Source Performance Standards, and National Emission 

Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants requirements, as well as Pennsylvania BAT and other Title 

25 Pa. Code requirements. 

 

Comment 8:  It has been 9 years that you (the Department) have not done your job and made a big 

mistake by letting this go on for so long.  Shame on you for not wanting us to be heard. 

 

Response 8:  Please refer to General Responses 1 and 6, above. 

 

Comment 9:  The permit should require monitoring of total dissolve solids from the cooling tower 

water more frequently than monthly. 

 

Response 9:  The results of monthly total dissolved solids (TDS) sampling have shown to be 

consistently less than the operating permit limit of 2,000 parts per million (ppm).  On August 14, 

2025, a full compliance evaluation (FCE) inspection of the TWGS was conducted by Department Air 

Quality Specialists Cody Frick and Joey Engelmeier.  Mr. Frick noted in his inspection report that the 

highest value noted was 1,363.2 ppm in November of 2024.  Mr. Frick also noted that although the 

operating permit requires monthly monitoring of the TDS content, Tenaska has records that the 

monitoring is actually being done more frequently on both a daily and monthly basis. 

 

Comment 10:  The Draft Permit sets limit on 7 pollutants from the auxiliary boiler and the 

emergency fire pump engine but does not state the method or frequency required to monitor any of 

them. 

 

Response 10:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above.  Also, direct measurement of 

emissions from emergency and auxiliary sources is very difficult due to the very nature of the 

intended usage of these sources and the uncertainty of when they will be in operation.  For this 

reason, the Department uses alternative methods of determining compliance such as reviewing fuel 

usage records, monitoring hours of operation for the emergency fire pump engine, preventative 

maintenance records, and reviewing fuel supply certification analyses. 

 

Comment 11:  I live in the Environment Justice Community of West Newton and directly impacted 

by the air pollution from this facility.  Air modeling proves this (See Attached). 

 

Response 11:  The air modeling performed by the Environmental Health Project and provided by the 

commenter shows only the locations of the areas predicted to be impacted as a “percentage of highest 

receptor” by the emissions “of primary air pollutants” produced by the TWGS.  It does not quantify 

the numerical concentrations of specific air pollutants, nor does it provide any evidence of violations 

of the NAAQS occurring in these areas resulting from those emissions. 

 

6. Lisa Riley – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

As listed above, the commenter submitted comments to the Department on the proposed TVOP for 

the TWGS on three (3) separate dates.  The majority of the comments from the three submissions are 

very similar to the six (6) General Comments discussed above.  Comments that are outside the scope 

of the six General Comments are addressed individually below. 
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Comments 1-7:  Please refer to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

Responses 1-7:  Please refer to General Responses 1-7 to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

Comment 8:  The draft permit must include a compliance schedule since an operating permit in 

Pennsylvania cannot be issued to a facility that is out of compliance with the Air Pollution Control 

Act, the Clean Air Act, and other regulations unless the operating permit contains “an enforceable 

schedule requiring the source to attain compliance as soon as possible”. 

 

Response 8:  As explained in General Response 7 above, the CEMS violations which occurred at 

TWGS were intermittent deviations lasting for a matter of hour(s).  Those violations have been 

addressed by the Department through the execution of two (2) CACP’s which included the 

assessment and payment of penalties.  Therefore, the TWGS is not operating out of compliance and 

no compliance schedule is needed in order to issue an initial Title V Operating Permit for the facility. 

  

7. Catherine Anderson – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comments 1-7:  Please refer to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

Responses 1-7:  Please refer to General Responses 1-7 to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

8. David Holliday – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comments 1-7:  Please refer to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

Responses 1-7:  Please refer to General Responses 1-7 to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

Comment 8:  I respectfully request that DEP conduct a cumulative impact assessment that considers 

existing pollution sources and health burdens in our community. 

 

Response 8:  As explained above in General Response 5, a Title V Operating Permit is not the 

vehicle to conduct a cumulative impact assessment.  The impact of potential emissions from TWGS 

along with emissions of existing sources of air pollution in the vicinity were addressed during the 

Plan Approval phase of this project.  In accordance with 25 Pa. Code §127.205(5), Tenaska was 

required to conduct an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, production processes, and environmental 

control techniques for the proposed facility, which demonstrates that the benefits of the proposed 

facility significantly outweigh the environmental and social costs imposed within this 

Commonwealth as a result of its location, construction or modification.  The Plan Approval 

applications included this analysis of alternative sites, sizes, production processes, and environmental 

control techniques as required, and the DEP determined that Tenaska’s analysis required by 

§127.205(5) was acceptable. 

 

Additionally, in order to receive the Plan Approvals for construction of the facility, the company was 

also required to concurrently perform an Air Quality source impact modeling analysis to prove that 

the allowable emission increases from the project would not cause or contribute to air pollution in 
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violation of any National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in any air quality control region 

or any applicable maximum allowable increase over the baseline concentration in any area.  The 

cumulative impact of emissions from the TWGS facility, in conjunction with baseline ambient 

emission levels and the impact from existing air contamination sources in the vicinity, were 

evaluated by this modeling.  The Department’s Air Quality Modeling Section concluded that 

Tenaska’s air quality analysis demonstrated that the proposed emissions from TWGS will not cause 

or contribute to air pollution in violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

for CO, NO2, and PM-10, and the PSD increment standards for NO2 and PM-10.  Please also see the 

response to Comment 5 which notes that DEP’s ambient monitoring network provides continuous, 

objective measurements of actual air quality conditions and inherently reflects the combined 

contribution of emissions from numerous stationary, mobile, and area sources throughout the region.  

Based on the available monitoring data at stations in the vicinity of TWGS, the Department has not 

identified ambient pollutant concentrations indicating a cumulative air quality impact that would 

interfere with continued attainment of the NAAQS. 

 

9. Kaleigh and Zachary Shuster – Citizens 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comments 1-7:  Please refer to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

Responses 1-7:  Please refer to General Responses 1-7 to General Comments 1-7, above. 

 

10. Nancy Ivan – Citizen 

February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 1:  Tenaska has been operating on a ‘temporary’ basis for nine years. Their initial Plan 

Approval was issued April 2015. This ‘shakedown’ period has been extended repeatedly, allowing a 

major source to avoid the permanent, federal oversight that a Title V permit requires. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Response 6, above. 

 

Comment 2:  This facility is a chronic violator. According to EPA Registry ID 110064115598, 

Tenaska has been in a state of non-compliance for the last 12 consecutive quarters. For three straight 

years, this plant has failed to meet Clean Air Act Standards. The DEP cannot legally issue this permit 

without a binding, enforceable Compliance Schedule to remediate these violations. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Response 7, above. 

 

Comment 3:  The draft permit is a ‘hollow’ document. Section 504(c) of the Clean Air Act requires 

permits to include monitoring that ‘assures compliance’. Yet, this draft lacks Continuous Emissions 

Monitoring Systems (CEMs) for all key pollutants and contains no site-specific monitoring in the 

West Newton valley.  This is especially dangerous because of our topography. Air modeling shows 

that the West Newton valley acts as a basin that accumulates direct particulate matter. Your own 

draft permit allows for 92.2 tons of particulate matter and 222.2 tons of Nitrogen Oxides per day.  In 

a valley like ours, these aren’t just numbers-they are health risks trapped at the street level where our 

children play and senior citizens live. 
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I demand that the DEP deny this permit until it includes: 

 

1. Site-specific, real time monitoring in the West Newton valley and neighboring communities 

of Wyano, Smithton, Yukon, Ruffsdale and Buena Vista in Allegheny County. 

2. Continuous Emissions Monitoring with a public, digital reporting portal. 

3. A strict compliance schedule to address the 12 quarters of violations. 

 

Response 3:  As discussed above in General Response 2, the two (2) power blocks, Sources 101 and 

102, are equipped with CEMS for NOx, CO, and NH3 (ammonia) emissions.  NOx, CO, and NH3 are 

the three highest pollutants potentially emitted from TWGS besides VOC emissions.  However, CO 

and VOC emissions are closely correlated and Tenaska has been required to use readings from the 

CO CEMS to determine compliance with VOC emissions limits from Sources 101 and 102.   

 

The emission limits in the draft permit are specified in tons per year (tpy), not tons per day as the 

commenter states.  The actual emission limits from the draft permit for NOx, PM10 (particulate matter 

less than 10 microns), and VOC are  303.1 tpy of NOx, 92.2 tpy of PM10, and 222.2 tpy of VOC.  It’s 

important to remember that these are potential emission limits, on a worst case scenario, not the 

quantity of emissions that are actually being emitted. 

 

The Department does have access to CEMS data as it is reported by Tenaska but there is no public 

digital reporting portal.  However, the public can request CEMS data reports from the Department 

under the Pennsylvania Right to Know Law or by scheduling an informal file review. 

 

As discussed above in General Response 5, the Department operates an Ambient Air Monitoring site  

in Charleroi, Washington County, which monitors ozone, NO2, PM2.5, and SO2.  The Charleroi 

monitoring site is approximately eight miles (straight line distance) from West Newton.  The site 

monitors air pollution in the area to ensure attainment with the NAAQS for the pollutants being 

monitored.  DEP’s air monitoring stations provide continuous, objective measurements of ambient 

pollutant levels, which account for the combined effects of emissions from multiple sources.  The 

data enables DEP to detect elevated pollutant levels, assess trends, and determine whether cumulative 

impacts warrant further investigation or regulatory action. 

 

As explained in General Response 7 above, the CEMS violations which occurred at TWGS were 

intermittent deviations lasting for a matter of hour(s).  Those violations have been addressed by the 

Department through the execution of two (2) CACP’s which included the assessment and payment of 

penalties.  Therefore, the TWGS is not operating out of compliance and no compliance schedule is 

needed in order to issue an initial Title V Operating Permit for the facility 

 

Please also refer to General Responses 2 and 7, above. 

 

11. Wanda Greenawalt – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 
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12. Dianne Walters – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

13. Mary Lou Mills – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

Comments 1-6:  Please refer to General Comments 1-6, above. 

 

Responses 1-6:  Please refer to General Responses 1-6 to General Comments 1-6, above. 

 

14. Dennis McAndrew – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

15. Keith and Lori Hughes – Citizens 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

16. John and Sandra Momyer – Citizens 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

17. Jocelyn McCann – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

18. Richard and Nancy Neel – Citizens 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 
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19. Terri Sims – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

20. James Sims – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

21. Linda Pocratski – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

22. Joan Kodrin – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

23. Deborah Franzetta – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

24. Alessandro Cerreti – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

25. Janet Roslund – Citizen 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comments 1-5:  Please refer to General Comments 1-5, above. 
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Responses 1-5:  Please refer to General Responses 1-5 to General Comments 1-5, above. 

 

26. Unitarian Universalist Congregation of Smithton – Local Religious Organization 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 1:  Our congregation fully supports a decision where individuals are provided the 

opportunity for a public hearing where residents and stakeholders would be allowed to gather and 

voice their concerns. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Response 1, above. 

 

Comment 2:  The Draft Permit does not include monitoring provisions sufficient to determine 

compliance with emission limits, which is required by the Clean Air Act. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Response 2, above. 

 

Comment 3:  The Permit fails to limit the duration of combustion tuning, which could lead to high 

emissions releases. 

 

Response 3:  Please refer to General Response 3, above. 

 

Comment 4:  Tenaska must be required to report to DEP all emissions monitoring it does to 

determine compliance with permit limits. 

 

Response 4:  Please refer to General Response 4, above. 

 

Comment 5:  The Draft Permit impermissibly fails to include a schedule for coming into compliance 

with the Clean Air Act. 

 

Response 5:  As explained in General Response 7 above, the CEMS violations which occurred at 

TWGS were intermittent deviations lasting for a matter of hour(s).  Those violations have been 

addressed by the Department through the execution of two (2) CACP’s which included the 

assessment and payment of penalties.  Therefore, the TWGS is not operating out of compliance and 

no compliance schedule is needed in order to issue an initial Title V Operating Permit for the facility. 

 

27. Borough of West Newton – Local Municipality 

October 30, 2025 (hard copy) 

 

Comment 1:  As one of the neighboring communities impacted by emissions from this facility, West 

Newton Borough respectfully requests that the PA DEP hold a public hearing on Draft Title V 

Operating Permit No. 65-00990 for Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland 

Generating Station, located at 446 Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, 

Westmoreland County. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Response 1, above. 
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28. Kenneth Ball – Citizen 

February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 1:  The draft permit lists emissions from the plant:  222 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 

92 tpy of particulate matter, 193 tons of ammonia, sulfuric acid mist, carbon monoxide, and almost 4 

million tons of carbon dioxide annually.  I also want to respectfully highlight the map modeled by 

Environmental Health Project, showing impacts along the Youghiogheny River, affecting areas like 

Sutersville, West Newton, and Buena Vista.  Our farm is in an area of greatest impact so as these 

pollutants travel, they will affect our air, land, water… our health, our cattle and our customers’ 

confidence in the product we provide. This is potentially a risk to life and livelihood. This is 

personal. 

 

Response 1:  The air modeling performed by the Environmental Health Project and provided by the 

commenter shows only the locations of the areas predicted to be impacted as a “percentage of highest 

receptor” by the emissions “of primary air pollutants” produced by the TWGS.  It does not quantify 

the numerical concentrations of specific air pollutants, nor does it provide any evidence of violations 

of the NAAQS occurring in these areas resulting from those emissions. 

 

Comment 2:  According to EPA’s “Enforcement and Compliance History Online” over the past 12 

quarters, Tenaska has been in noncompliance with its permit for all 12 of the last 12 quarters, and the 

compliance status is marked in red and labeled “High Priority Violation”. Despite this, there has only 

been 1 enforcement action in the last 5 years (dated September 16, 2022) with a penalty under 

$15,000. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Response 7, above. 

 

Comment 3:  These are my concerns:  The draft permit lacks sufficient monitoring, lacks a 

compliance schedule, doesn’t restrict the duration of combustion tuning, and doesn’t require Tenaska 

to report to DEP all emissions monitoring it does to determine compliance with permit limits. It’s bad 

enough that you are asking the fox to monitor the hen house, but you don’t even get the camera feed? 

 

Response 3:  Please refer to General Responses 2, 3, 4, and 7 above. 

 

Comment 4:  With Title V, I respectfully urge DEP to enforce clear, strong limits under the Clean 

Air Act, to protect our farm, our community, and our environment.  This is a new facility with a new 

permit, and the limits and monitoring should be the best possible to reflect the state-of-the-art 

controls expected of a new facility. The ownership, Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners include affiliates 

of Nebraska based Tenaska and two Japanese firms – a Mitsubishi subsidiary and a Tokyo-based 

power plant developer.  Come on… they can do better. 

 

Response 4:  Please refer to General Responses 2, 4, and 5, above. 

 

29. Benjamin Chiszar – Citizen 

February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 1:  Commenter states that “Our State Constitution prohibits this permit” and asks that the 

Department deny this TVOP based upon the following paraphrased reasons:  the facility’s 
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contributions to greenhouse gas emissions and localized air and water pollution, greenhouse gas 

emissions impact on climate change and an increase in natural disasters, the wasteful nature of public 

investment in new gas-fired power plants and how it diverts resources from renewables and energy 

efficiency measures, and the belief that gas-fired power plants are often sited near low-income, rural 

communities, and communities of color which are disproportionately affected by air and water 

pollution and associated health risks. 

 

Response 1:  As discussed above in General Response 5, the cumulative impact of a new project 

such as the TWGS on emissions, the NAAQS, and the local community in which it is located are all 

evaluated prior to final issuance of a Plan Approval.  Issuance of a TVOP does not trigger any new 

requirements for the permittee to reevaluate emission limits or perform additional control technology 

analysis; additional alternative sites, sizes, production processes, or environmental control techniques 

analyses; or additional air quality source impact modeling analyses.  The TVOP compiles all existing 

requirements into one legally enforceable document so that they are clear to the permittee as well as 

to the public.  The DEP is bound to issue a TVOP if the permittee is determined to be operating in 

compliance with its terms and conditions.  Furthermore, the commenter’s stated objections to 

issuance of a final TVOP for the TWGS are anecdotal in nature and do not offer specific evidence of 

reasons to deny the operating permit. 

 

Comment 2:  I am concerned about the insufficient monitoring and record keeping by Tenaska and 

the DEP, no limits on combustion tuning, and no compliance schedule for the Clean Air Act which 

they have failed for 12 straight quarters.  They are one of the newest yet dirtiest facilities in the 

Commonwealth. Why? How? 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Responses 2, 3, 4, and 7, above. 

 

30. Larisa Mednis – Clean Air Council 

February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 1:  I call upon the DEP to utilize the full extent of your power to protect local residents, 

including creating a public website where Tenaska must post their emissions reading daily.  

Currently, publicly available information about the Tenaska plant is notably lacking on the DEP’s 

website. Tenaska’s permits have not been updated since 2015, and zero Notices of Violation have 

been published despite this facility’s consistent violations of the Clean Air Act.  It is misleading for 

the DEP to maintain a website without publishing updated permits and information about public 

hearings on the site. In comparison, the DEP’s webpage for Shell Chemicals Appalachia lists every 

NOV and every permit approval draft and document through 2025. 

 

Response 1:  Publication of operating permits and other information on the Department’s website is 

done as a courtesy and is not a requirement.  The Department has met all of its publication 

requirements under Pa. Code Title 25, Chapter 127.  The public can request operating permits, 

emissions reports, Notices of Violations, inspections reports, and other information from the 

Department under the Pennsylvania Right to Know Law or by scheduling an informal file review. 

 

Comment 2:  As a representative of Clean Air Council and its members, I am concerned about the 

ongoing exposure to VOCs and PM2.5 air pollutants in the region.  Air and water pollution from 

these facilities frequently impacts surrounding areas.  The DEP must consider the cumulative 
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pollution burdens that we face.  The Tenaska facility is located within an Environmental Justice area 

in the 80-89.9th percentile, and is less than 2 miles from an Environmental Justice area with pollution 

exposure in the 98th percentile. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Response 5, above for discussion of the Department’s 

consideration of cumulative air pollution impact analyses. 

 

Comment 3:  The Tenaska facility has been out of compliance with the Clean Air Act for all 12 out 

of the last 12 quarters.  Frankly, a facility that has demonstrated incompetence and inability to 

comply with pollution limits should not be granted a Title V permit.  A facility’s ability to comply 

with permit requirements is a vital factor to consider according to the Air Pollution Control Act and 

the Clean Air Act, which were created to protect people from the most harmful effects of air 

pollution.  A plan for coming into compliance must be developed before the Tenaska plant receives 

this permit. 

 

Response 3:  Please refer to General Response 7, above. 

 

Comment 4:  In the event the Title V permit is granted, I recommend several changes that would 

better protect those living around the Tenaska facility.  First of all, I recommend that the DEP 

implement more frequent monitoring and stack testing at the plant.  Secondly, I recommend that the 

monitoring of dissolved solids from the cooling tower take place daily instead of monthly, to ensure 

that pollutants such as particulate matter are accounted for.  Particulate matter, a known carcinogen, 

must remain within permit limits with frequent monitoring to ensure that the impact on public health 

is minimal.  I recommend that the DEP create much more stringent guidelines than the 3.7 million 

tons of annual greenhouse gas emissions allowed under the current draft permit. 

 

Response 4:   In addition to the monitoring and stack testing requirements discussed above in 

General Responses 2 and 4, VOC emissions from the combustion turbines are subject to the 

Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) requirements of 40 CFR Part 64.  The CAM requirements 

were inadvertently omitted from the draft TVOP but will be added to the final version of the 

operating permit.  The VOC CAM plan for these units includes requirements for Tenaska to monitor 

catalyst inlet temperature, to perform catalyst inspections and sampling in accordance with Original 

Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) recommendations, and to perform VOC stack testing every two (2) 

years.   

 

Furthermore, the Department has required Tenaska to develop a CO:VOC correlation factor using 

CO CEMS data in order to assure compliance with permitted VOC emissions rates.  Because 

incomplete combustion in fuel burning sources results in increases of both VOC and CO emission 

levels, DEP has discussed the development of CO:VOC correlation factors with Tenaska during the 

public comment period in order to include Title V Operating Permit conditions which utilize this 

relationship together with the facility’s CO CEMs in order to establish an improved continuous 

compliance method for VOC emissions.  These conditions will closely approximate VOC emissions 

based on CO CEMs readings. 

 

The results of monthly total dissolved solids (TDS) sampling have shown to be consistently less than 

the operating permit limit of 2,000 parts per million (ppm).  On August 14, 2025, a full compliance 

evaluation (FCE) inspection of the TWGS was conducted by Department Air Quality Specialists 
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Cody Frick and Joey Engelmeier.  Mr. Frick noted in his inspection report that the highest value 

noted was 1,363.2 ppm in November of 2024.  Mr. Frick also noted that although the operating 

permit requires only monthly monitoring of the TDS content, Tenaska has records that the 

monitoring is actually being done on both a daily and monthly basis. 

 

Regarding revision of the facility-wide greenhouse gas emission limit to something “much more 

stringent than the 3.7 million (annual) tons”, doing so would result in limiting the TWGS’s potential 

electric power generating capacity below its designed maximum level of production.  Although the 

facility has yet to approach this 3.7 million tons of CO2e annual limit of greenhouse gases, this 

emission limitation was approved by both the US EPA and the Department during the Plan Approval 

phase of the project.  Issuance of a Title V Operating Permit alone is not justification for reducing the 

facility’s emission limitation on greenhouse gases. 

 

Comment 5:  As we catapult increasingly towards catastrophic levels of human-induced climate 

change, it is more important than ever that the DEP use their regulatory powers to keep polluters in 

check.  We have the science, research, and technology in our arsenal to demonstrate that fossil fuel 

extraction endangers human and environmental health.  We deserve a better future for ourselves and 

for generations to come.  We should be decarbonizing, including transitioning to renewable energy 

and reducing our reliance on plastics.  Pennsylvania is ranked 49th out of 50 states for renewable 

energy growth, and is far behind other large energy-producing states such as Texas, which is leading 

the nation in installing renewable energy capacity.  Wind and solar farms account for about 30% of 

Texas’ energy generation, while only about 4% of our energy in Pennsylvania is renewable.  DEP 

must execute its statutory duties to protect Pennsylvanians and to hold polluting facilities accountable 

that repeatedly violate the law.  Thank you for providing the opportunity to speak this evening. 

 

Response 5:  The Department acknowledges the commenter’s views on increasing growth of 

renewable energy within the Commonwealth, however this Comment and Response document 

regarding the issuance of an initial TVOP for the TWGS is not the proper forum to address this issue. 

 

31. Natalie Davidson – PennFuture 

February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 1:  The Tenaska Plant has spent close to a decade operating without the necessary permit 

which makes it even more critical that DEP should ensure that this permit meets all standards. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Response 6, above. 

 

Comment 2:  The current permit is lacking in monitoring requirements that would ensure the plant is 

in compliance with federal and state clean air standards.  Also, there are not proper monitoring 

requirements to protect the community against the emissions of several pollutants [sulfuric acid mist 

(H2SO4), PM2.5, PM10, sulfur oxides, and greenhouse gases) as outlined in the Clean Air Act 

requirements for Title V Operating Permits.  This raises concerns for the health and safety of 

residents as it would mean that proper measures cannot be taken to protect the public or monitor 

compliance sufficiently.  As it appears in the draft permit the plant is only responsible for continuous 

emission monitoring systems for three pollutants (NOx, CO, and ammonia) with limits while still 

lacking a set of monitoring methods, calculations, and frequencies for the other seven pollutants 

identified above.  Since the permit fails to set specific monitoring requirements to assure compliance 
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with limits for seven pollutants it is failing to comply with the Clean Air Act and PA Pollution 

Control Act.  We ask that the permit be redrafted to include the proper amount of monitoring for 

compliance. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 

 

Comment 3:  The draft permit should also include requirements for record keeping or reporting of 

all emissions data and any data used to determine compliance with permit limits for each source 

should be reported to DEP.  It would be insufficient to excluded this data and result in limitation to 

DEP and the public’s ability to ensure that the Tenaska Plant would be in full compliance with their 

emission limits per the EPA and PA Title V regulation.  Therefore, the permit must be revised to 

ensure all emissions restrictions have sufficient monitoring and record keeping requirements. 

 

Response 3:  Please refer to General Response 4, above. 

 

Comment 4:  The draft permit fails to meet requirements to include plans for coming into 

compliance with the Clean Air Act.  Tenaska has been out of compliance for 12 of the last 12 

quarters according to the EPA’s Enforcement and Compliance History Online Database.  It is 

required to include a schedule for when and how they plan to comply with regulation.  The 

compliance plan for outstanding violations must be included in the permit for an Operating permit 

to be issued.  The residents that are impacted by the operation of the plant should be able to live 

with faith that this plant is operating in accordance with all legal requirements but that is not true 

for the past 12 of 12 quarters so it is imperative that DEP ask for a revision of this permit with a 

compliance plant. 

 

Response 4:  Please refer to General Response 7, above. 

 

32. Santosh Muralidaran – Environmental Health Project 

February 13, 2026 (email) 

 

Comment 1:  Environmental Health Project (EHP) recommends that DEP amend the draft TVOP 

to increase the frequency of the current mandated stack testing for VOCs and PM to at least 

annually from the current mandated frequency of once every two years. 

 

Response 1:  VOC emissions from the two (2) power blocks are monitored in accordance with the 

facility’s Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) plan as discussed above in General Response 2.  

VOC emissions will also be monitored closely through correlation with CO emissions through CO 

CEMs data in accordance with the correlation factor which will be established in the final TVOP.  

Regarding PM emissions, it should be noted that potential PM emissions from the entire facility 

including the power blocks are below the major source threshold (100 tons per year).  PM emissions 

will be monitored through the use of burning pipeline quality natural gas, visible stack emission 

observations, periodic tunings, preventative maintenance, record keeping of fuel usage and operating 

hours, and operating the units in accordance with manufacturer's specifications and good air pollution 

control operating procedures.  The Department believes that stack testing for VOC and PM on a 

frequency of once every two years is sufficient to determine compliance with operating permit limits. 
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Comment 2:  EHP recommends that DEP amend the draft TVOP to establish a VOC to CO 

correlation during VOC stack testing to ensure continuous monitoring of VOC emissions using CO 

as a surrogate. 

 

Response 2:  As discussed above in General Response 2, the Department has instructed Tenaska to 

develop a CO to VOC correlation factor which will be included in the final TVOP to provide 

continuous monitoring of VOC emissions and to demonstrate compliance with VOC operating 

permit limits. 

 

Comment 3:  EHP recommends that DEP amend the draft TVOP to implement Selective Catalytic 

Reduction for NOx emissions to reduce environmental impact. 

 

Response 3:  The combustion turbines, Source IDs 101 and 102, have been equipped with Selective 

Catalytic Reduction systems to reduce NOx emissions from the time the plan approval application 

was submitted to construct the facility.  This was mentioned on page 2 of the Technical Review 

Memorandum dated September 23, 2025, for the initial TVOP as follows: 

 

“Emissions resulting from the combustion of natural gas in the CCCTs consist of air 

pollutants NOx, CO, VOC, sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM), GHG, and 

hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).  Emissions from each combustion turbine (CT) and 

HRSG duct burner unit are passed through a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) unit and 

an oxidation catalyst to reduce NOx, CO, VOC, and HAPs before being released to the 

atmosphere through a common stack.  There is no bypass stack for the CT exhaust; 

therefore, emissions are controlled at all possible times.  The SCR unit employs ammonia 

as a reducing agent for the control of NOx emissions.” 

 

Comment 4:  EHP recommends that DEP amend the draft TVOP to specify all monitoring 

systems for PM10, PM2.5, H2SO4, sulfur oxides, and greenhouse gases, as well as a regular 

schedule and format for the reporting of monitoring data, and required Tenaska to report all 

monitoring data to the DEP. 

 

Response 4:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 

 

Comment 5:  EHP recommends that DEP amend the draft TVOP to create a schedule to 

ensure compliance with Clean Air Act as soon as possible. 

 

Response 5:  Please refer to General Response 5, above. 

 

33. Lane & Geri Rupert – Citizens 

February 2, 2026 (email) 

 

Comment 1:  The commenters state that Tenaska’s power plant cooling tower plume has been 

raining down on their household and property for years.  Commenters also complain of “smells of 

hydrocarbons, fuels, fumes, and other foul smells that roll down the hillside into our house” as well 

as increase noise levels.  Commenters request that Tenaska maintain a log of all chemicals used on 

site, the quantities, and all emissions sources, including safety valves, diesel tank vents, diesel fuel 

oil fumes, and the number and types of vehicles on site for outages.  Commenters request that a 
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TVOP not be issued unless Tenaska agrees to replace the existing cooling tower with newer “air-

cooling-condensers” that would not use clean Youghiogheny River water as a cooling agent.  

Commenters also request that Tenaska fund an independent health fund to help any community 

member that contracts any respiratory ailment or cancer. 

 

Response 1:  The Department recognizes the seriousness of the issues you have raised and 

appreciates the opportunity to clarify the scope of our review and the regulatory framework under 

which this facility operates.  The Department does not dismiss these concerns, and we understand 

how persistent operational impacts from a nearby facility may affect quality of life.  Complaints 

related to odors, fallout, and noise are taken seriously and are evaluated under the appropriate 

regulatory programs when received.  In plain terms, a Title V permit does not approve new 

construction, require equipment upgrades, or mandate the installation of newer or alternative 

pollution control technologies.  It is important, however, to clearly explain the purpose and limits 

of the Title V Operating Permit program, particularly as it relates to technology and facility design. 

 

The Title V program collects, consolidates, and restates existing air quality requirements that 

already apply to a facility under federal and state law. These requirements are established through 

prior permits (such as plan approvals), applicable federal standards, and state regulations. A Title V 

permit does not reopen or re-evaluate past decisions regarding plant design, cooling technology, or 

pollution control equipment that were previously authorized. 

 

Concerns regarding best available technology, alternative cooling methods, or redesign of facility 

systems are evaluated, when applicable, during new source permitting or major modification 

reviews, not during Title V renewals. The Tenaska facility is not currently undergoing such a 

review as part of the Title V action. 

 

With respect to visible plumes from cooling towers and stacks, it is also important to clarify that 

visible water vapor plumes are not, by themselves, an indication of noncompliance or harmful 

emissions.  Cooling tower plumes primarily consist of water vapor, and their behavior can be 

influenced by local meteorology and terrain.  That said, the Department does require compliance 

with applicable particulate matter limits and odor regulations, and we investigate credible 

complaints that suggest those requirements may not be met. 

 

The Department has conducted several inspections and visible emission, fugitive emission, and 

malodor observations as part of its complaint investigation.  An offsite odor observation was 

performed on February 5, 2026, with no odors noted.  A subsequent offsite odor observation was 

performed on February 20, 2026, with no odors noted.  Another offsite odor observation was 

performed on March 2, 2026, with no odors noted.  On March 5, 2026, Department staff visited the 

TWGS and conducted visible emissions observations of both combustion turbines, Sources 101 and 

102, and also reviewed records of the company’s daily observations.  Although a few instances of 

5% opacity were observed for both Sources 101 and 102, neither source exceeded the plan 

approval regulatory limit, and no odors or fugitive emissions were observed.  On March 9, 2026, 

Department staff conducted visible emissions observations of the cooling tower, Source 105.  No 

onsite violations were noted.  On March 20, 2026, an update on the status of the complaint and the 

Department’s findings was provided to complainants.  Copies of the Department’s inspection 

reports and complaint investigations are attached to this Comment and Response document.  Please 
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also refer to General Response 2, above which discusses TDS content monitoring requirements for 

the cooling tower. 

 

Questions regarding public health impacts, cancer incidence, or epidemiological studies fall 

primarily under the jurisdiction of health agencies rather than the Air Quality Program. While DEP 

coordinates with other agencies as appropriate, the Department does not have the authority to make 

health determinations or require medical studies through an air operating permit.  It should be 

noted that TWGS is a non-major facility for hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).  The TVOP limits 

total HAP emissions from the from the facility to 22.07 tons per rolling 12-month period and 

formaldehyde emissions to 8.67 tons per rolling 12-month period. 

 

Please be assured that DEP will continue to oversee the facility’s compliance with all applicable air 

quality requirements and will take appropriate action if violations are identified. We encourage 

residents to continue reporting specific, time-bound odor, fallout, or noise complaints so they can 

be evaluated under the relevant regulatory authorities. We appreciate your engagement in the 

permitting process and your interest in understanding how these programs function. Public input is 

an important part of environmental oversight, and we are committed to transparency within the 

limits of our statutory authority. 

 

Comment 2:  It is appalling that Tenaska could actually continue to operate a power plant and not 

be responsible.  We have lived in this area over 30 years, and not until Tenaska have we been sick.  

By default, we will fight all the sloppy compliance and less-than-state-of-the-art emissions 

technology.  The fight will be short if they continue polluting us all so they can make private 

corporate profits at our expense. Only Tenaska benefits when they do not have to track and trace all 

forms of pollutants, emissions, and contaminants.   But why would they want to get track of this, 

not doing so makes it impossible for the little people to fight them and that is exactly why they 

chose to build in South Huntingdon, Township, as we were told years ago. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Responses 2, 4, 5, and 7, above. 

 

34. Lisa Graves Marcucci – Environmental Integrity Project 

February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Comment 0:  Although we are grateful the DEP is working to finalize a Title V permit for this 

facility, it is unconscionable that it has taken nine years, particularly since this facility has been out of 

compliance for the past 12 quarters for carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide and volatile organic 

compounds. The US EPA's ECHO database labeled these events as "High Priority Violations." No 

facility should be allowed to operate without its federally required Title V permit, particularly one 

that is non-compliant. I do hope the PA DEP will be instituting internal fact checking to ensure this 

never happens again. 

 

Response 0:  Please refer to General Response 6 and 7, above. 

 

Comment 1:  1. The Draft Permit does not require record keeping or reporting of all emissions data, 

and all monitoring conducted by Tenaska to determine compliance with permit limits for each source 

to be reported to DEP. 
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• Tenaska must be required to report to PA DEP ALL emissions monitoring it does to determine if 

the facility is in compliance with their permit limits. 

 

• And that data must be accessible to the public through Right to Know requests. 

 

Response 1:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above.  The public may request data from 

the Department under the Pennsylvania Right to Know Law or by scheduling an informal file review. 

 

Comment 2:  The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to Determine 

Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean Air Act. 

 

• The Draft Permit is deficient because it does not include monitoring requirements that are 

sufficient to ensure compliance with the limits in the permit. The Clean Air Act requires that a 

Title V Operating Permit must include in the permit itself monitoring requirements that are 

specific and frequent enough to show if the facility is complying with or violating the permit 

limits. This permit fails to include this required monitoring. 

 

• The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM, PM10, PM2.5, 

sulfuric acid mist (H2SO4), sulfur oxides, or greenhouse gases) from the two combustion 

turbines (see p.37) but does not include sufficient monitoring requirements to assure compliance 

with the limits. 

     

• The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure compliance with 

NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 

 

Comment 3:  The Permit Falls to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead to 

High Emissions Releases. 

 

• The Draft Permit's section restricting operating hours for "Startups, shutdowns, and combustion 

tuning" for the combustion turbines (page 39) are actually only limits durations of startups and 

shutdowns but not combustion tuning. The permit must be changed to limit duration for 

combustion tuning as well. 

 

Response 3:  Please refer to General Response 3, above. 

 

Comment 4:  The Draft Permit Impermissibly Fails to Include a Schedule for Coming Into 

Compliance with the Clean Air Act. 

 

• The Tenaska Westmoreland facility has been in non-compliance with the Clean Air Act for all 12 

of the last 12 quarters, but the Draft Permit fails to include a schedule for when and how they will 

comply. 

 

• A compliance schedule must be included in the permit. 

 

Response 4:  Please refer to General Response 7, above. 
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Comment 5:  This is a new facility with a new permit, and the limits and monitoring should be the 

best possible to reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new facility. 

 

Response 5:  Please refer to General Response 5, above. 

 

35. Lisa Hallowell – Environmental Integrity Project 

November 3, 2025 (hard copy) and February 4, 2026 (public hearing) 

 

Also signatory on these comments: 

 

Lisa Graves Marcucci – Environmental Integrity Project 

Emilee Hough – Mountain Watershed Association 

Ashley Funk - Mountain Watershed Association 

Melissa Marshall - Mountain Watershed Association 

Lawrence Hafetz – Clean Air Council 

Yough Communities CARE 

Alison Steele – Environmental Health Project 

Gillian Graber – Protect PT 

Hilary Starcher O’Toole – Beaver County Marcellus Awareness Community 

Vanessa Lynch – Moms Clean Air Force – PA Chapter 

Archbishop Dr. Marcia Dinkins – Black Appalachian Coalition 

Rev. B. De Neice Welch – Pennsylvania Interfaith Impact Network 

Matthew Mehalik – Breathe Project 

Catherine Anderson – Citizen 

Kenneth & April Ball – Citizens 

Martha Evans – Citizen 

Joanne Hall – Citizen 

David Holliday – Citizen 

Nancy Ivan – Citizen 

Dennis McAndrew – Citizen 

Mary Lou Mills – Citizen 

Janet Rosulund – Citizen 

Lisa Riley – Citizen 

Diana Steck – Citizen 

 

Comment II.a.:  The Draft Permit Does Not Require Sufficient Monitoring to Assure Compliance 

with Applicable Limits for VOCs, Total PM, PM10, PM2.5, Sulfuric Acid Mist, Sulfur Oxides, or 

Greenhouse Gases from the Combustion Turbines. 

 

Response II.a.:  Please refer to General Response 2, above. 

 

Comment II.a.i.:    The Draft Permit Should Require Stack Testing At Least Annually of the Seven 

Pollutants for Which CEMS is Not Required. 

 

Response II.a.i.:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 
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Comment II.a.ii.:  The Draft Permit Fails to Specify Monitoring Requirements for VOCs or 

Formaldehyde from the Combustion Turbines and DEP Should Establish a VOC to CO Ratio to 

Continuously Measure VOCs Using CO as a Surrogate. 

 

Response II.a.ii.:    As explained in General Response 2, above, VOC emissions from the 

combustion turbines are subject to the Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) requirements of 40 

CFR Part 64.  The CAM requirements were inadvertently omitted from the draft TVOP but will be 

included in the final version of the permit.  The VOC CAM plan for these units includes 

requirements for Tenaska to monitor catalyst outlet temperature, to perform catalyst inspections and 

sampling in accordance with Original Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) recommendations, and to 

perform VOC stack testing every two (2) years.   

 

Regarding the establishment of a VOC to CO ratio, the Department has required Tenaska to develop 

CO/VOC correlation factors using CO CEMS data in order to assure compliance with permitted 

VOC emissions rates.  Because incomplete combustion in fuel burning sources results in increases of 

both VOC and CO emission levels, DEP has discussed the development of CO/VOC correlation 

factors with Tenaska during the public comment period in order to include Title V Operating Permit 

conditions which utilize this relationship together with the facility’s CO CEMs in order to establish 

an improved continuous compliance method for VOC emissions.  These conditions will closely 

approximate VOC emissions based on CO CEMs readings. 

 

Formaldehyde is a VOC, therefore the monitoring methods for VOC emissions, such as the CAM 

requirements and CO/VOC correlation factors discussed earlier, can also be used for formaldehyde.  

It should be noted that the TWGS is considered a minor source of formaldehyde emissions (less than 

10 tons per rolling 12-month period). 

 

Please also refer to General Response 2, above. 

 

Comment II.b.:  The Draft Permit Must Require Additional Monitoring and Maintenance To Assure 

Compliance with NOx Emissions from the Power Blocks, Sources 101 and 102 (Combustion 

Turbines). 

The Draft Permit does not include monitoring and maintenance requirements for NOx emissions 

sufficient to assure compliance with applicable limits. Specifically, the DEP’s Review Memo says 

that DEP’s BACT determination for control of NOx was good combustion practices and installation 

of Selective Catalytic Reduction (“SCR”), and states that “Tenaska is required to”: 

 

1) continuously measure and record the SCR pressure differential; 

2) continuously monitor and record the inlet and outlet temperatures; 

3) continuously monitor and record the ammonia injection rate of the SCR; 

4) conduct maintenance per the manufacturer’s specifications; and 

5) visually inspect the catalyst during planned outages and clean/replace as needed. 

 

However, the Draft Permit fails to include any of these requirements. 

 

Response II.b.:  The requirements to continuously measure and record the SCR pressure differential 

and monitor and record the inlet and outlet temperatures were originally required in the draft version 

of Plan Approval PA-65-00990C.  During the public comment period for the plan approval, Tenaska 
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commented and requested that the Department remove the pressure differential and temperature 

monitoring requirements for the turbine control devices.  In the Comment and Response Document 

for the plan approval dated April 1, 2015, the Department responded as follows: 

 

“Response:  The requirement to monitor these parameters will be removed from the final plan 

approval.  In instances where control devices (i.e. catalysts) are required but CEMS is not, 

monitoring physical parameters across the catalyst is used as a method to determine the 

operational effectiveness of the device. For the proposed project, the applicant is required to 

install CEMS for NOx and CO (as well as ammonia). Operation of the CEMS for these 

pollutants indicates the SCR and oxidation catalyst effectiveness. CEMS monitoring for CO 

is representative of overall oxidation catalyst effectiveness and is therefore also a good 

indicator of VOC control. 

 

Furthermore, since VOC emissions exceed the major source threshold, the permittee will be 

required to submit a complete Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) plan for the 

oxidation catalysts pursuant to 40 CFR Sections 64.1 through 64.10 with the Part 70 (Title V) 

operating permit application. If, at any time, the Department has cause to believe that air 

contaminant emissions from the sources listed in this plan approval may be in excess of the 

limitations specified in, or established pursuant to this plan approval, the permittee may be 

required to conduct test methods and procedures deemed necessary by the Department to 

determine the actual emissions rate. Such testing shall be conducted in accordance with 25 

Pa. Code Chapter 139, where applicable, and in accordance with any restrictions or 

limitations established by the Department at such time as it notifies the company that testing 

is required.” 

 

Therefore, the requirements to monitor and record SCR pressure differential, inlet temperature, and 

outlet temperature were never included in the final plan approval.  These monitoring requirements 

were mistakenly included in the draft TVOP. 

 

Section C, Condition #011, of the draft TVOP requires Tenaska to maintain comprehensive and 

accurate records of the manufacturer’s recommended maintenance schedule for each air 

contamination source and air cleaning device, to maintain records of all maintenance performed on 

each air contamination source and air cleaning device, and to record the ammonia throughput on a 

monthly and 12-month rolling basis.  Failure to inject the proper amount of ammonia into the power 

block exhaust would certainly result in NOx CEMS violations.  The NOx CEMS is a better indicator 

of compliance than the ammonia injection rate. 

 

Comment II.c.:  The Draft Permit Must Require Additional Monitoring and Maintenance To Assure 

Compliance with CO and VOC Emissions from the Power Blocks, Sources 101 and 102 

(Combustion Turbines). 

 

Response II.c.  Please refer to General Response 2, Response II.a.ii., and Response II.b., above. 

 

Comment II.d.:  The Draft Permit Should Specify Exactly How Cooling Tower PM Emissions Must 

Be Calculated and Should Require Daily Monitoring of Total Dissolved Solids from the Cooling 

Tower Water Instead of Monthly Monitoring. 
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Response II.d.:  Tenaska’s PM calculation method for the cooling tower is presented in the TVOP 

application on page 114.  The Department does not believe that this method must be specified in the 

TVOP as an operating permit condition.  Tenaska is already performing daily monitoring of total 

dissolved solids from the cooling tower water as discussed above in Response 9 to Commenter 5. 

 

Comment II.e.:  The Draft Permit Sets Limits on Eight Pollutants from the Auxiliary Boiler But 

Does Not State the Method or Frequency Required to Monitor Any of Them, So the Draft Permit 

Does Not Assure Compliance With Limits As Required by the Clean Air Act. 

 

Response II.e.:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 

 

Comment II.f.:  The Draft Permit Sets Limits on Seven Pollutants from the Emergency Fire Pump 

Engine But Does Not State the Method or Frequency Required to Monitor Any of Them. 

 

Response II.f.:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 

 

Comment III.:  The Draft Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could 

Lead to High Emissions Releases. 

 

Response III.:  Please refer to General Response 3, above. 

 

Comment IV.:  Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to 

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits. 

 

Response IV.:  Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above. 

 

Comment V:  The Draft Permit Violates Pennsylvania Regulations Because It Fails to Contain a 

Compliance Schedule that Is Required Since the Tenaska Westmoreland Facility Has Been in Non-

Compliance With the Clean Air Act for All 12 of the Last 12 Quarters. 

 

Response V:  Please refer to General Response 7, above. 

 

Comment VI.:  The Permit Contains Additional Errors.  The Draft Permit contains additional errors 

that must be addressed in the final permit. In particular, Commenters note that the lettered subparts of 

Section E.1. #001 are out of order, with subsection “(c)” appearing between “(h)” and “(i)” rather 

than between “(b)" and "(d).” This, and any other errors, must be corrected in the final permit. 

 

Response VI.:  This error has been corrected in the final permit. 

 

Comment VII.:  Commenters Request A Public Hearing Before A Final Permit Issued Given the 

Numerous Substantive Deficiencies in This Draft Permit. 

 

Response VII:  Please refer to General Response 1, above. 
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36. Walt Vinoski  – Citizen and Representative Eric Davanzo, submitted on behalf of the local 

community 

November 2, 2025 (email) 

 

Plan Approval PA-65-00990C Technical Review Memo Comments  

 

Response to Comments on pages 2 – 33 of 58:  It appears that this group of comments were made 

on the technical review memo dated December 16, 2014, for the original plan approval, PA-65-

00990C.  This document contains 58 pages (including special conditions) while the technical review 

memo for the TVOP contains only 29 pages.  Nonetheless, the Department considers technical 

review memos to be final documents and not subject to revision. 

 

Plan Approval PA-65-00990C Special Conditions Comments 

 

Comment on page 34 of 58. Section 7.:  Where are the cooling tower PM, PM10, and PM2.5 limits? 

 

Response:  Section 7 contained facility-wide emission limits.  Cooling tower PM, PM10, and PM2.5 

limits were included in Section 69 of this document as follows: 

 

69. The emissions from the cooling tower shall not exceed the following [25 Pa. Code §127.12b]: 

 

(a) Total PM: 1.5 lb/hr or 6.57 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis. 

(b) Total PM10: 0.75 lb/hr or 3.29 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis. 

(c) Total PM2.5: 0.002 lb/hr or 0.009 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis. 

 

These same emission limits were included for Source 105, Cooling Tower, on page 32 of draft Title 

V Operating Permit TV-65-00990 in Section D. Source Level Requirements, I. Restrictions, 

Condition #001. 

 

Comment on page 37 of 58. Section 15.:  Needs to include ammonia and ammonia slip. 

 

Response:  Section 15 is included in the draft TVOP ` under Section C. Site Level Requirements, V. 

Reporting Requirements, Condition #013.  The condition states that “Emissions data including, but 

not limited to the following, shall be reported:…”, therefore ammonia is included as a pollutant that 

must be reported by Tenaska.  Nevertheless, the condition has been revised to specifically include 

ammonia.  It is worth noting that Tenaska has been reporting ammonia emissions and reported a 

facility-wide total of 15 tons of ammonia emitted for calendar year 2025 according to the 

Department’s records. 

 

Comment on page 37 of 58. Section 16(b).:  The malfunction notice needs to include all local 

emergency response agencies, including fire and ambulance companies, and to the community as 

immediately as possible, to reduce contamination, poisoning, health, safety, and to avoid death.  Such 

a plan shall be made available to the surrounding communities. 

 

Response:  Section 16(b), as the commenter refers to it, is the malfunction reporting condition from 

Plan Approval PA-65-00990C.  The malfunction condition in draft Title V Operating Permit TV-65-
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00990 is included in Section C. Site Level Requirements, V. Reporting Requirements, Condition 

#014, and states the following: 

 

(b) When the malfunction, emergency or incident of excess emissions poses an imminent 

danger to the public health, safety, welfare, or environment, it shall be reported to the 

Department and the County Emergency Management Agency by telephone within one 

(1) hour after the discovery of the malfunction, emergency, or incident of excess 

emissions. The owner or operator shall submit a written or emailed report of instances of 

such malfunctions, emergencies, or incidents of excess emissions to the Department 

within three (3) business days of the telephone report. 

 

The County agency would have the responsibility to notify local emergency response agencies, 

including fire and ambulance companies, as well as the community. 

 

Comment on page 39 of 58:  This plan approval is to allow construction and temporary operation of 

a combined-cycle, so this section must be updated. Why did it take Tenaska 8 years after the power 

plant was built to submit this application? In a real-life emergency situation, like the rupture of the 

ammonia storage tank, the community cannot trust Tenaska with their safety and long-term health. 

 

Response:  Please refer to General Response 6, above. 

 

Comment on page 42 of 58. Section 42.:  What are the results of these stack tests? Please provide 

them to Rep. Davanzo. 

 

Response:  Results of these stack tests are attached to this Comments and Response document in the 

form of Source Test Audit Review Memos (Memos) from the Department’s Division of Source 

Testing and Monitoring (Source Testing) located in Harrisburg, Pa.   

 

Please note that the original Memo dated November 1, 2019, shows that the testing performed in 

January 2019 on both Sources 101 and 102 showed the units exceeding the mass emission limit in 

pounds per hour for formaldehyde (HCHO).  However, Tenaska challenged the results of the 

formaldehyde testing as invalid due to “errors in the sampling, sampling approach, and/or 

instrumentation during the initial stack test”.  Source 102 was retested for formaldehyde, as well as 

VOC, on March 20, 2019, and this test showed compliance with formaldehyde and VOC limits.  The 

results of the Source 102 retest were deemed to be acceptable by Source Testing in a Memo dated 

September 28, 2023.  Source 101 was retested for formaldehyde, as well as VOC, on May 23, 2019, 

and this test also showed compliance with formaldehyde and VOC limits.  The results of the Source 

101 retest were deemed to be acceptable by Source Testing in a Memo also dated September 28, 

2023.  Copies of all three (3) Memos are attached to this Comments and Response document. 

 

Comment on page 42 of 58. Section 44.:  Since a CEMS is required, and it measures CO2. Is this 

section should strongly state that it is referring to an independent third-party certification testing at 

every 25,000 hours of operation? Wouldn’t it be more representative to require a third-party CO2 and 

other emissions testing prior to each combustor and hot gas path shutdown, as well as immediately 

after the combustor and hot gas path rebuild, to ensure true compliance? Such testing would help 

determine how much superalloy materials degraded and were emitted out through the turbine exhaust 

stacks. 
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Response:  Tenaska is required to operate and maintain a CEMS for carbon monoxide (CO), not for 

carbon dioxide (CO2), which is why the Department requires Tenaska to perform independent, third 

party stack testing for CO2 every 25,000 hours of operation.  This condition is included in the draft 

TVOP under Section E. Group Level Requirements, Group G001 Combined Cycle Combustion 

Turbines, II. Testing Requirements, Condition #011.  The condition requires only testing for CO2 

and not for superalloy materials. 

 

Comment on page 42 of 58. Section 45.:  This section must be rewritten to cover ALL of the 

pollutants and not just three. 

 

Response:  Plan Approval PA-65-00990C required CEMS for nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, 

and ammonia emissions only.  As explained in General Response 2 above, decisions on requiring 

CEMS for specific pollutants are typically made during the Plan Approval phase of facility planning 

before construction commences.  The decision to require CEMS for nitrogen oxides, carbon 

monoxide, and ammonia was made after careful consideration, review, and approval by both the 

Department’s New Source Review staff and the US EPA.  The monitoring regime for non-CEM 

pollutants at TWGS is consistent with other sources in this class or category. 

 

Comment on page 46 of 58. Section 69 through 74 on Page 47.:  What type of continuous 

measuring and monitoring system will be used to measure the cooling tower evaporation, emissions, 

and blow-down pollutants? These Sections need to define online continuous measurement 

instruments, such as conductivity probes, sampling rates of phosphorous, zinc, copper, etc. pH, 

temperatures, biocide feed rates and duty cycle monitoring, validation of drift carryover, biological 

aerosol measuring (Legionella) and TDS. 

 

Response:  According to the technical review memo for Plan Approval PA-65-00990C, Tenaska  

proposed to utilize advanced drift eliminators for the mechanical cooling tower particulate matter as 

PM10 Best Available Control Technology as well as limits of 1.5 lbs of PM per hr, 0.75 lbs of PM10  

per hr, and 0.002 lbs of PM2.5 per hr, respectively.  These rates were based upon a 0.0005% drift rate 

and a maximum total dissolved solids concentration of 2,000 ppm based upon the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit limit.  Tenaska monitors and minimizes circulating 

water TDS to reduce potential particulate emissions and ensure continued compliance with the  

emission rates.  This determination for the cooling tower was consistent with or more stringent than 

other plan approvals and sources identified in the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse at the time of 

plan approval issuance on April 1, 2015. 

 

Comment on page 48 of 58. Section 78(a).:  This section needs to be deleted so that only 78(b)(1) 

exists, and 78(b)(2) needs to be deleted.  

 

Response:  Part (a) of this condition needs to be retained in the permit so that it is clear what the 

alternative presented in part (b) of the condition is referring to, therefore this condition shall remain 

as written. 

 

Comment on page 48 of 58. Section 79.:  The first sentence needs to be restated: “These are the 

minimum requirements for the CEMS that will be used.” 
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Response:  This language was taken verbatim from 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK – Standards of 

Performance for Stationary Combustion Turbines, Section 60.4345 and shall remain as written. 

 

37. Austin Zigler – Manager, Environmental Programs for Tenaska Pa. Partners, LLC 

October 31, 2025 (email) 

 

Comments on Draft TV-65-00990 

 

Comment 1:  Section A, Site Inventory List, Source ID 104 (Emergency Fire Pump Engine) 

Tenaska requests the throughput be revised to “19 gal/hr” to reflect the design fuel usage rate. 

 

Response 1:  This change has been made as requested. 

 

Comment 2:  Section A, Site Inventory List, Source ID 109 (Aqueous Ammonia Storage Tank) 

Tenaska requests the throughput be revised to “228 gal/hr” to reflect the design pump rate. 

 

Response 2:  This change has been made as requested. 

 

Comment 3:  Section A, Site Inventory List, Source ID 110 (Circuit Breakers) 

Tenaska requests the capacity be revised to “5598 lbs” to reflect the total SF6 capacity of the 

circuit breakers. A throughput rate is not applicable to these units. 

 

Response 3:  Due to the limitations of the Department’s permit generating system, it is not possible 

to list a capacity in Section A. without displaying it as a throughput rate.  Therefore, the 

Capacity/Throughput rate will still display as “5,598.000 Lbs/HR”.  However, a note has been added 

to the “Fuel/Material” column to state that this value is the “TOTAL SF6 CAPACITY”. 

 

Comment 4:  Section B, Condition #028 

Tenaska requests Condition #028 be removed, and Source ID 109 be moved to the Trivial 

Activities List in Section H, as the facility is not subject to Risk Management Plan (RMP) 

requirements. Per 40 CFR §68.10(a), a stationary source is subject to Chemical Accident 

Prevention Provisions if more than the threshold quantity of a regulated substance is used in a 

process, as determined by 40 CFR §68.115, which goes on to reference the threshold quantities 

listed in 40 CFR §68.130. Further, 40 CFR §68.130 only includes a threshold quantity for 

aqueous ammonia with a concentration of 20% or more. 

 

The aqueous ammonia used at TWGS has a concentration of less than 20% and is therefore not a 

regulated substance per 40 CFR §68.130 and as such, is not subject to Chemical Accident 

Prevention Provisions. Tenaska does not store or use anhydrous ammonia at the TWGS. 

 

Response 4:  Section B conditions are General Title V Requirements that are automatically 

generated by the Department’s permit system and cannot be removed or revised by regional 

permitting staff.  The Department concurs that as an air contamination source which uses aqueous 

ammonia at a concentration of less than 20%, Source 109 is not subject to 40 CFR §68.10(a) or 

§68.115 or Risk Management Plan requirements.  However, Source 109 will remain in the source 

inventory list. 
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Comment 5:  Section C, Condition #015 

Tenaska requests this condition be removed as it appears to be duplicative of Section C, 

Condition #031. 

 

Response 5:  Section C, Condition #015, is duplicative of Section B, Condition #031, and has 

therefore been removed from the initial TVOP as requested. 

 

Comment 6:  Section D, Source ID 104 (Emergency Fire Pump Engine) 

Per TVOP Comment #1, Tenaska requests the throughout be revised to “19 gal/hr.” 

 

Response 6:  This change has been made as requested. 

 

Comment 7:  Section D, Source ID 109 (Aqueous Ammonia Storage Tank) 

Per TVOP Comment #4, Tenaska requests this Section be removed and the Aqueous Ammonia 

Storage Tank moved to the Trivial Activities List in Section H. 

 

Response 7:  The Department believes Source 109, Aqueous Ammonia Storage Tank, does not 

qualify as a Trivial Activity and will keep Source 109 on the source inventory list of the TVOP. 

 

Comment 8:  Section D, Source ID 110 (Circuit Breakers) 

Per TVOP Comment #3, Tenaska requests the capacity by revised to “5598 lbs.” 

 

Response 8:  Please refer to Response 3, above. 

 

Comment 9:  Section E, G001, Condition #006(i)(1) 

Tenaska requests “@ 15% O2” be added to the ppmvd limit for consistency with other limits in 

this Condition. 

 

Response 9:  This change has been made as requested. 

 

Comment 10:  Section E, G001, Condition #010 and #011 

In accordance with the application submitted July 11, 2024, Tenaska requests the testing 

frequency for VOC, formaldehyde, PM and CO2 be reduced to once per permit term. As 

referenced in the application, tests results have been consistently within permitted limits. 

Ongoing compliance with VOC limits (and indirectly, formaldehyde, a component of total 

VOC), will be demonstrated via the Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Plan. The CAM 

program was established by EPA precisely for these situations, as a means for sources to monitor 

control devices and ensure they are operated in such a way to achieve emission limits as well as 

provide a method for practical enforceability for agencies to assess compliance. In addition to 

testing once per permit term, practical enforceability would consist of verifying the catalyst is 

operated within the temperatures included in the CAM Plan. 

 

Emissions of PM and CO2 are largely dependent on fuel quality and heat input. Due to the 

consistent quality of pipeline natural gas, emissions rates are also consistent, as demonstrated by 

past testing. Therefore, monitoring fuel usage is sufficient for demonstrating ongoing compliance 

between testing events. 
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For these reasons, Tenaska believes reducing the test frequency is warranted and compliance will 

be demonstrated through testing, catalyst temperatures, and catalyst management program (all of 

which comprise the CAM plan). 

 

Response 10:  The Department believes that more stack testing data is needed to ensure compliance 

with these emission limits before this request can be granted, considering this will be the first 

iteration of the TVOP.  Therefore, stack testing Conditions #010 and #011 in Section E, Group G001 

will remain as written. 

 

Comment 11:  Section E, G001, Condition #013 

Tenaska requests Condition #13(a)-(d) be removed as they have already been completed as a 

condition of the Plan Approval(s). 

 

Response 11:  This change has been made as requested. 

 

Comment 12:  Section E, G004, Condition #001 

The last paragraph of this Condition references “plan approval” and should be updated to 

“operating permit.” 

 

Response 12:  This change has been made as requested. 

 

Comments on Technical Review Memo for TV-65-00990 

 

The Department considers technical review memos to be final documents and not subject to revision.  

However, the comments on the technical review memo will be addressed in this Comment and 

Response Document.   

 

Comment 1:  Background, pg. 1 

The second paragraph indicates TWGS is a major source of NOx, CO, VOC, and GHG. TWGS is 

also a major source of PM10 and PM2.5. 

 

Response 1:  The Department concurs with this comment. 

 

Comment 2:  Background, pg. 3 

The last paragraph indicates Source 109 is remaining a source in the TVOP due to RMP 

requirements. Per TVOP Comment #4, TWGS is not subject to RMP. 

 

Response 2:  Please refer to Responses 4 and 7, above to Comments 4 and 7 on draft TV-65-00990. 

 

Comment 3:  Additional Federal Requirements, 40 CFR Part 64, CAM Plan, pg. 14 

The CAM Plan included with the application inadvertently stated oxidation catalyst outlet 

temperature would be monitored via thermocouples. The thermocouples are on the inlet to the 

oxidation catalyst and therefore, inlet temperature will be monitored. The indicator range has 

also been updated to reflect the max design operating temperature of the oxidation catalyst 

(800⁰F). A revised CAM plan is attached to this letter. 
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Response 3:  The original VOC CAM plan for Sources 101 and 102 was inadvertently omitted from 

the draft TVOP.  The revised CAM plan has been added to the final TVOP as requested. 

 

Comment 4:  Additional Federal Requirements, 40 CFR Part 68, pg. 15 

Per TVOP Comment #4, TWGS is not subject to 40 CFR Part 68. 

 

Response 4:  As discussed in Response 4, the Department concurs that TWGS is not subject to 40 

CFR Part 68. 

 

Comment 5:  Non-Attainment New Source Review, 40 CFR §81.339, pg. 21 

The Memo indicates Westmoreland County is classified as nonattainment for 8-hour ozone, 

annual PM2.5, and 24-hr PM2.5 NAAQS; however, per 40 CFR §81.339, both annual PM2.5 and 

24-hour PM2.5 are in attainment. 

 

Response 5:  Per 40 CFR §81.339, Westmoreland County is currently designated as 

“Attainment/Unclassifiable” for 2015 8-hour ozone NAAQS, as “Unclassifiable/Attainment” for 

2012 annual PM2.5 NAAQS, and as “Attainment” for 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. 

 

 

Department Initiated Changes 

 

• It was brought to the Department’s attention that the requirements in the draft TVOP from 40 

CFR Part 60 Subpart IIII, Stationary Compression Ignition (CI) Internal Combustion Engines 

(ICE), pertaining to the emergency diesel-fired fire pump engine (Source 104), were outdated.  

The US EPA revised Subpart IIII following the final issuance of the Plan Approvals for TWGS.  

As a result, the draft TVOP contained references to sections of Subpart IIII which are now 

reserved.  The conditions in the final TVOP have been updated accordingly to reflect the revised 

version of Subpart IIII. 

 

• As discussed earlier in this Comment and Response document,  the original VOC CAM plan for 

Sources 101 and 102 was inadvertently omitted from the draft TVOP.  The revised CAM plan 

submitted on October 31, 2025, by Tenaska as part of their comments on the draft TVOP has 

been added to the final TVOP. 

 

• As discussed earlier in this Comment and Response document, a new permit condition was added 

to the draft TVOP for the CO:VOC Correlation Factors to ensure continuous compliance with 

VOC emissions from Sources 101 and 102.  In addition, Section E. Group G001 – Combined 

Cycle Combustion Turbines, Conditions #005 and #008 were revised.  These changes are shown 

below with the revised language for Conditions #005 and #008 shown in bold type: 

 

Section E.1. Condition #XXX (NEW) Operating permit terms and conditions. 

 

To ensure continuous compliance with the steady state VOC emission limits of 

Conditions #006(c) and #007, the permittee shall use CO CEMS data as a surrogate for 

VOC emissions. The Correlated VOC Factors shall only apply during normal operations.  
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The CO:VOC Correlation Factors in the table below shall be used in conjunction with the 

Department-certified CO CEMS to demonstrate compliance with the aforementioned 

VOC emission limits. 

 

Correlated VOC Emissions 
CO:VOC 

Correlation Factor 

ppmvd @ 15% O2 (with duct 

burners) 
3.67 

ppmvd @ 15% O2 (RACT III)1 3.67 

ppmvd @ 15% O2 (without duct 

burners) 
6.11 

 

The CO:VOC Correlation Factors will be used to calculate Correlated VOC Emissions in 

terms of ppmvd @ 15% O2 for comparison to the concentration-based emission limits. 

The Correlated VOC Emissions will also be used to calculate hourly mass emissions 

using the molecular weight of propane (i.e., 44.1 lb/lb/mole) for comparison to the mass-

based emission limit. 

 

Correlated VOC Emissions will be calculated as follows: CO CEMS data (ppmvd @ 15% 

O2), shall be divided by the respective CO:VOC Correlation Factor to determine the 

Correlated VOC Emissions (ppmvd @ 15% O2).  For example: 

 

 
 

 
 

The Department may approve an alternative methodology, in writing, for use as an 

indicator of compliance with the VOC emissions limit. 

 

Section E.1. Condition #005 (REVISED) Operating permit terms and conditions. 

 

Definitions: 

 

(a) Startup is defined as the period beginning when fuel begins flowing to the 

combustion turbine and ending when the combustion process, air pollution control 

equipment, and associated control systems have attained normal operating conditions. 

 

(b) Shutdown is defined as the period beginning when the combustion turbine exits DLN 

mode and ending when fuel flow ceases. 

 

(c) Combustion tuning is defined as adjustments made to gas turbine components to re-

establish maximum efficiency and minimize emissions throughout the operating 

range following maintenance activities that affect turbine combustion dynamics and 

in preparation of seasonal ambient temperature regimes. 
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(d) A run back is a protective load shed that may result in operation below the 

emission compliance load point for a short period of time. The run back can be 

triggered during normal operation if the combustion turbine experiences a 

safety issue, or a system parameter indicates the need for equipment protection.  

 

(de) Normal operation is defined as all times except startup, shutdown, and combustion 

tuning, run back, and malfunction. 

 

Section E.1. Condition #008 (REVISED) Operating permit terms and conditions. 

 

Startups, shutdowns, and combustion tuning: 

 

(a) The durations of startups and shutdowns shall be minimized to the maximum extent 

possible. 

 

(b) Total startup and shutdown duration for each combined cycle combustion turbine 

shall not exceed 390 hours in any consecutive 12-month period. 

 

(c) Each startup event shall not exceed one and one half-hour in duration. 

 

(d) Each shutdown shall not exceed one half hour in duration. 

 

(e) Each run back shall not exceed one half hour in duration. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

I recommend the issuance of an initial TVOP with a five (5) year permit term for the Tenaska 

Westmoreland Generating Station with the changes described in this document.  This Comment and 

Response Document and the final TVOP will be forwarded to the US EPA for their review.  The 

TVOP will have an effective date of fifteen (15) days after the date of final issuance. 

 











































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

Bureau of Air Quality 
Rachel Carson State Office Building | P.O. Box 8468 | Harrisburg, PA  17105-8468 | 717.787.9483 | www.dep.pa.gov 

MEMO 
 

 

TO Alexander Sandy 

 Air Quality Engineering Specialist 

 Southwest Regional Office 

 

FROM Darren Lauer, M.S. 

Air Quality Specialist 

Source Testing Section 

 

THROUGH Charles J. Zadakis, P.E. 

 Environmental Program Manager 

 Division of Source Testing and Monitoring 

 

 Richard P. Szekeres, M.S. 

 Environmental Group Manager 

 Source Testing Section 

 

DATE November 1, 2019 

 

RE Source Test Audit Review 

Tenaska PA Partners, LLC., Westmoreland Generating Station 

Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Turbine Units 101 and 102, IDs 101 and 102 

 Selective Catalytic Reduction Units 101 and 102, IDs C101A and C102A 

 Oxidation Catalyst Units 101 and 102, IDs C101B and C102B 

South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County 

Plan Approval No. 65-00990C 

eFACTS ID No. 2895478 PFID No. 716802 

eFACTS Inspection Result: PEND 

 

 

MESSAGE: 

Tenaska PA Partners, LLC operates two, natural gas-fired, Mitsubishi Hitachi Power Systems (Model J 

Series) combustion turbines (CTs) and heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs), with associated duct 

burners, at its Westmoreland Generating Station.  Each turbine and its associated duct burner have a 

nominal rated heat input of 3,147 and 400 MMBtu/hr, respectively.  The effluent from each turbine is 

routed to individual selective catalytic reduction (SCR) units, then to individual oxidation catalyst (OC) 

units, prior to being discharged to the atmosphere through individual circular exhausts. 

 

During January 8-13, 2019, CleanAir Engineering performed testing to determine the filterable particulate 

matter (FPM), condensable PM (CPM), sulfuric acid mist (H2SO4/SO3, as H2SO4), sulfur dioxide (SO2), 

ammonia (NH3), formaldehyde (CH2O), volatile organic compound (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and 

carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from CT2 and CT6 during operations at various fuel, load, and cycle 

conditions.  During testing, EPA Methods 1, 2, 3A, 4, 5, 7E, 10, 25A, 202, 320 (for methane, ethane, 

formaldehyde, and ammonia), and conditional test method 013 (CTM-013/NCASI Method 8A) were used.  

http://www.dep.pa.gov/


Tenaska PA Partners, LLC. - 2 - November 1, 2019 

Westmoreland Generating Station 

The testing was conducted to satisfy the applicable New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) - 40 CFR 

60, Subpart KKKK - and plan approval conditions and limits.  The total hydrocarbon (THC) results, using 

EPA Method 25A (M25A), should not have been corrected for analyzer calibration error using the EPA 

Method 7E procedures.  Since most of the corrected THC results had a positive bias (over-reporting), the 

reported results will be accepted.  For all future test reports, if the M25A THC results are corrected for 

analyzer calibration error, the results will be rejected.  The results shown in the tables are acceptable to 

the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) as representative of emissions at operating conditions 

similar to those during testing and may be used for compliance determinations.  Note that the 

formaldehyde results (in lbs/hr) that are highlighted in red in the tables below, exceed the permit limit. 

 

 

Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 101 (ID 101) - no Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/8/19) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 2,873 2,842 2,837 2,851 1  

CT Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,016 2,984 2,979 2,993 1  

CT Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147  

% of  CT Heat Input  1 96 95 95 95  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

CH2O (ppmdv) 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5  

CH2O (lbs/hr) 2.64 2.83 2.35 2.61 0.986 

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, includes CH2O) 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3  

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, at 15 % O2, includes CH2O) 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 1.4 

NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH2O) 0.201 1.25 0.344 0.597 9.4 
 1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data. 

 

  



Tenaska PA Partners, LLC. - 3 - November 1, 2019 

Westmoreland Generating Station 

Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 101 (ID 101) – with Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/9 & 10/19) 

Run Number 2  * 3 4 Avg. Limit 

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 2,881 3,164 3,166 3,070  1  

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (kscf/hr) 293 343 344 327 1  

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,165 3,683 3,685 3,511 1  

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547  

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input  1 89 104 104 99  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

FPM (gr/dscf) 0.0002 0.0003 0.0001 0.0002  

FPM (lbs/hr) 2.08 2.38 1.03 1.83  

FPM (lbs/MMBtu) 0.0006 0.0007 0.0003 0.0005  

CPM (gr/dscf) 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002  

CPM (lbs/hr) 1.09 1.83 1.57 1.50  

CPM (lbs/MMBtu) 0.0003 0.0005 0.0004 0.0004  

Total PM (gr/dscf) 0.0003 0.0004 0.0003 0.0004  

Total PM (lbs/hr) 3.17 4.22 2.59 3.33 11.8 

Total PM (lbs/MMBtu) 0.0009 0.0012 0.0007 0.0009 0.0039 

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based (ppmdw, as SO2) < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0 < 1.0  

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based (grains/100 scf) < 0.032 < 0.032 < 0.032 < 0.032 0.25 

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based (lbs/hr, as SO2)) < 0.304 < 0.307 < 0.307 < 0.306 2.7 

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based (lbs/MMBtu, as SO2) < 0.0001 < 0.0001 < 0.0001 < 0.0001 0.060 

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv) 0.011 0.004 0.231 0.082  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 0.007 0.003 0.138 0.049  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (lbs/hr) 0.147 0.060 3.32. 1.18 1.8 

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (lbs/MMBtu) 0.00004 0.00002 0.00088 0.00031 0.00057 
1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data. 

* Run 1 is invalid due to broken sampling train components and was repeated (Run 2).  

 

 

Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 101 (ID 101) – with Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/9 & 10/19) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 3,125 3,163 3,166 3,151  1  

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (kscf/hr) 338 343 344 342 1  

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,636 3,682 3,685 3,668 1  

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547  

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input  1 103 104 104 104  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv) 0.011 0.004 0.231 0.082  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 0.007 0.003 0.138 0.049  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (lbs/hr) 0.147 0.060 3.32. 1.18 1.8 

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (lbs/MMBtu) 0.00004 0.00002 0.00088 0.00031 0.00057 
1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data.  
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Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 101 (ID 101) - with Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/10/19) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 3,167 3,167 3,164 3,166  1  

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (kscf/hr) 344 344 343 344 1  

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,686 3,686 3,683 3,685 1  

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547  

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input  1 104 104 104 104  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

NOx (ppmdv) 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.8  

NOx (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 2.0 

NOx (lbs/hr) 15.6 14.3 13.7 14.5 26.5 

CO (ppmdv) < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1  

CO (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 2.0 

CO (lbs/hr) < 0.49 <0.49 < 0.49 < 0.49 15.9 

NH3 (ppmdv) 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.0  

NH3 (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 5.0 

NH3 (lbs/hr) 3.30 3.21 2.75 3.09 22.9 

CH2O (ppmdv) 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.6  

CH2O (lbs/hr) 2.75 3.09 3.77 3.20 0.986 

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, includes CH2O) ~ 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.8  

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, at 15 % O2, includes CH2O) ~ 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 2.4 

NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH2O) 5.60 4.99 4.97 5.19 9.4 
 1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data. 

~ Based on corrected ppm data provided by the company, the lbs/hr results were correctly reported 

in the test report without the corrected ppm being applicable. 
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Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 102 (ID 102) – with Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/11 & 13/19) 

Run Number 1 2 3 4 1-3/1,2,4 

Avgs. 

Limit 

Test Dates 1/11/19 1/11/19 1/11/19 1/13/19   

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 3,177 3,147 3,174 3,107 3,166 

/3,143 1  

 

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (kscf/hr) 346 346 343 346 345/346 1   

Total CT and DB Heat Input  

(MMBtu/hr) 

3,699 3,668 3,693 3,625 3,166 

/3,143 1 

 

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input 

(MMBtu/hr) 

3,547  

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input  1  104 103 104 102 104/103  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

FPM (gr/dscf) 0.00024 0.00068 * 0.00060 0.00051  

FPM (lbs/hr) 2.33 6.52 * 5.74 4.86  

FPM (lbs/MMBtu) 0.00064 0.00176 * 0.00159 0.00133  

CPM (gr/dscf) 0.00010 0.00021 * 0.00011 0.00014  

CPM (lbs/hr) 1.02 2.05 * 1.02 1.36  

CPM (lbs/MMBtu) 0.00028 0.00055 * 0.00028 0.00037  

Total PM (gr/dscf) 0.00034 0.00089 * 0.00071 0.00065  

Total PM (lbs/hr) 3.35 8.57 * 6.76 6.22 11.8 

Total PM (lbs/MMBtu) 0.00091 0.00232  0.00187 0.00170 0.0039 

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based 

(ppm, as SO2) 

< 1.0 < 1.0 * < 1.0 < 1.0  

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based 

(grains/100 scf) 

< 0.032 < 0.032 * < 0.032 < 0.032 0.25 

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based 

(lbs/hr, as SO2)) 

< 0.305 < 0.306 * < 0.300 < 0.304 2.7 

Total Sulfur – Fuel Analysis Based 

(lbs/MMBtu, as SO2) 

< 0.0001 < 0.0001 * < 0.0001  < 0.0001  0.060 

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv) 0.0096 < 0.0013 0.0036 N/A < 0.0048  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 0.0057 < 0.0007 0.0021 N/A < 0.0029  

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (lbs/hr) 0.136 < 0.0179 0.0498 N/A < 0.0680 1.8 

H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (lbs/MMBtu) 0.00004 < 0.00001 0.00001 N/A < 0.00002 0.00057 
 1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data. 

* TPM/TS Run 3 was invalidated and repeated (as Run 4). 
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Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 102 (ID 102) – with Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/11/19) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 3,171 3,177 3,178 3,175  1    

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (kscf/hr) 343 343 343 343  1  

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,689 3,697 3,697 3,694 1  

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547  

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input  1 104 104 104 104  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

NOx (ppmdv) 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8  

NOx (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.0 

NOx (lbs/hr) 14.7 14.8 14.8 14.8 26.5 

CO (ppmdv) < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1  

CO (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 2.0 

CO (lbs/hr) < 0.49 <0.49 < 0.49 < 0.49 15.9 

NH3 (ppmdv) 1.4 1.1 0.9 1.2  

NH3 (ppmdv, at 15 % O2) 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7 5.0 

NH3 (lbs/hr) 4.28 3.40 2.65 3.44 22.9 

CH2O (ppmdv) 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7  

CH2O (lbs/hr) 3.87 3.60 3.52 3.66 0.986 

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, includes CH2O) 1.7 1.1 0.8 1.2  

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, at 15 % O2, includes CH2O) 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.7 2.4 

NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH2O) 11.3 6.86 4.37 7.50 9.4 
 1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data. 

 

 

Natural Gas Fired Combustion Turbine Unit 102 (ID 102) – no Duct Burners - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 1/13/19) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (kscf/hr) 3,103 3,118 3,127 3,116  1   

CT Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,258 3,273 3,283 3,271 1  

CT Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147  

% of  CT Heat Input  1 104 104 104 104  

Fd Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710  

CH2O (ppmdv) 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7  

CH2O (lbs/hr) 3.42 3.80 4.16 3.79 0.986 

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, includes CH2O) 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7  

NMEHC (ppmdv, as propane, at 15 % O2, includes CH2O) 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.5 1.4 

NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH2O) 4.92 3.36 1.88 3.39 9.4 
 1 Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data. 

 

cc: EPA/AKB 
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Bureau of Air Quality 
Rachel Carson State Office Building | P.O. Box 8468 | Harrisburg, PA  17105-8468 | 717.787.9483 | www.dep.pa.gov 

MEMO 
 

 

TO Thomas Norris 

 Air Quality District Supervisor 

 New Stanton District Office 

 

FROM Darren Lauer, M.S. 

Air Quality Specialist 

Source Testing Section 

 

THROUGH Charles J. Zadakis, P.E. 

 Environmental Program Manager 

 Division of Source Testing and Monitoring 

 

 Richard P. Szekeres, M.S. 

 Environmental Group Manager 

 Source Testing Section 

 

DATE September 28, 2023 

 

RE Source Test Audit Review 

Tenaska PA Partners, LLC., Westmoreland Generating Station 

Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Turbine Unit No. 2, ID 102 

 Selective Catalytic Reduction 102, ID C102A 

 Oxidation Catalyst 102, ID C102B 

South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County 

Plan Approval No. 65-00990C 

eFACTS ID No. 3493820 PFID No. 716802 

eFACTS Inspection Result: NOVIO 

 

 

MESSAGE: 

Tenaska PA Partners, LLC operates two, natural gas (NG)-fired, Mitsubishi Hitachi Power Systems 

(Model 501J) combustion turbines (CTs) and heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs), with associated 

duct burners, at its Westmoreland Generating Station.  Each turbine and its associated duct burner have a 

nominal rated heat input of 3,147 and 400 MMBtu/hr, respectively.  The effluent from each turbine is 

routed to individual selective catalytic reduction (SCR) units, then to individual oxidation catalyst (OC) 

units prior to being discharged to the atmosphere through individual circular exhausts. 

 

On March 19-20, 2019, Air Hygiene International, Inc. (Air Hygiene) performed retesting to determine 

the total hydrocarbons (THC), formaldehyde (CH2O), and volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions 

from CT Unit No. 2.  The previous test results (January 2019), which exceeded the limit, were 

challenged by Tenaska, claiming they were invalid.  Note that CT Unit No. 1 testing was not conducted, 

during the March 20, 2019 CT Unit No. 2 retesting, because of the reported unavailability of CT Unit 

No. 1.  This revised test report was submitted to address the original test report deficiencies, noted in 

this reviewer’s April 8, 2022 memo.  The testing was performed under two operating conditions: duct 

http://www.dep.pa.gov/
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burners on and duct burners off.  EPA Methods 1, 2, 3A, 4, 25A, and 320 (for formaldehyde, methane, 

and ethane) were used during testing to satisfy the applicable plan approval conditions and limits for the 

retest.  The results shown in the tables are acceptable to the Department of Environmental Protection 

(DEP) as representative of emissions at the operating conditions during testing and may be used for 

compliance determinations. 

 

 

Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine No. 2 (ID 102) - Duct Burner Off - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 3/20/2019) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Power Output (MW) 336 317 316 323  

CT NG Usage (kscf/hr) 1 3,057 2,912 2,907 2,959  

Duct Burner NG Usage (kscf/hr) off off off off  

Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,202 3,062 3,054 3,044 1  

Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147 

% of Nominal Rated Heat Input 1 101.7 97.3 97.0 98.7  

Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.05  

Formaldehyde (lbs/hr) 0.27 0.29 0.19 0.25 0.986 

NMHC (ppmdv as propane) * 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2  

NMHC (ppmdv as propane at 15 % O2) * 0.2 0.08 0.07 0.1 1.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) * 1.65 0.80 0.69 1.05 9.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) ** 1.92 1.09 0.89 1.30 9.4 
1 Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data. 

* Excluding formaldehyde results. 

** Including formaldehyde results (reported as formaldehyde, not propane). 

 

 

Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine No. 2 (ID 102) - Duct Burner On - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 3/20/2019) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Power Output (MW) 324 320 318 321  

CT NG Usage (kscf/hr) 1 2,974 2,956 2,925 2,952  

Duct Burner NG Usage (kscf/hr) 1 343 347 326 339  

Total Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) – CT & DB 3,483 3,468 3,445 3,465 1  

Total Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547  

% of Total Nominal Rated Heat Input 1 98.2 97.8 97.1 97.7  

Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05  

Formaldehyde (lbs/hr) 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.986 

NMHC (ppmdv as propane) * 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2  

NMHC (ppmdv as propane at 15 % O2) * 0.07 0.1 0.08 0.1 2.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) * 0.84 1.57 0.99 1.13 9.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) ** 1.08 1.82 1.24 1.38 9.4 
1 Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data. 

* Excluding formaldehyde results. 

** Including formaldehyde results (reported as formaldehyde, not propane). 

 



 

Bureau of Air Quality 
Rachel Carson State Office Building | P.O. Box 8468 | Harrisburg, PA  17105-8468 | 717.787.9483 | www.dep.pa.gov 

MEMO 
 

 

TO Thomas Norris 

 Air Quality District Supervisor 

 New Stanton District Office 

 

FROM Darren Lauer, M.S. 

Air Quality Specialist 

Source Testing Section 

 

THROUGH Charles J. Zadakis, P.E. 

 Environmental Program Manager 

 Division of Source Testing and Monitoring 

 

 Richard P. Szekeres, M.S. 

 Environmental Group Manager 

 Source Testing Section 

 

DATE September 28, 2023 

 

RE Source Test Audit Review 

Tenaska PA Partners, LLC., Westmoreland Generating Station 

Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Turbine Unit No. 1, ID 101 

 Selective Catalytic Reduction 101, ID C101A 

 Oxidation Catalyst 101, ID C101B 

South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County 

Plan Approval No. 65-00990C 

eFACTS ID No. 3493837 PFID No. 716802 

eFACTS Inspection Result: NOVIO 

 

 

MESSAGE: 

Tenaska PA Partners, LLC operates two, natural gas (NG)-fired, Mitsubishi Hitachi Power Systems 

(Model 501J) combustion turbines (CTs) and heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs), with associated 

duct burners, at its Westmoreland Generating Station.  Each turbine and its associated duct burner have a 

nominal rated heat input of 3,147 and 400 MMBtu/hr, respectively.  The effluent from each turbine is 

routed to individual selective catalytic reduction (SCR) units, then to individual oxidation catalyst (OC) 

units prior to being discharged to the atmosphere through individual circular exhausts. 

 

On May 22-23, 2019, Air Hygiene International, Inc. (Air Hygiene) performed retesting to determine the 

total hydrocarbons (THC), formaldehyde (CH2O), and volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions 

from CT Unit No. 1.  The previous test results (January 2019), which exceeded the limit, were 

challenged by Tenaska, claiming they were invalid.  Note that CT Unit No. 2 retesting was conducted on 

March 20, 2019.  This revised test report was submitted to address the original test report deficiencies 

per the previous memo dated April 8, 2022.  The testing was performed under two operating conditions: 

duct burners on and duct burners off.  EPA Methods 1, 2, 3A, 4, 25A, and 320 (for formaldehyde, 

http://www.dep.pa.gov/


Tenaska PA Partners, LLC - 2 - September 28, 2023 

Westmoreland Generating Station 

methane, and ethane) were used during testing to satisfy the applicable plan approval conditions and 

limits for the retest.  The results shown in the tables are acceptable to the Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) as representative of emissions at the operating conditions during testing and may be 

used for compliance determinations. 

 

 

Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine No. 1 (ID 101) - Duct Burner Off - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 5/23/2019) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Power Output (MW) 287 286 286 286  

CT NG Usage (kscf/hr) 1 2,721 2,704 2,707 2,711  

Duct Burner NG Usage (kscf/hr) off off off off  

Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 2,857 2,903 2,843 2,868 1  

Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147 

% of Nominal Rated Heat Input 1 90.8 92.2 90.3 91.1  

Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07  

Formaldehyde (lbs/hr) 0.293 0.352 0.315 0.320 0.986 

NMHC (ppmdv as propane) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001  

NMHC (ppmdv as propane at 15 % O2) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 1.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) * 0.0080 0.0073 0.0071 0.0074 9.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) ** 0.301 0.359 0.323 0.328 9.4 
1 Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data. 

* Excluding formaldehyde results. 

** Including formaldehyde results (reported as formaldehyde, not propane). 

 

 

Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine No. 1 (ID 101) - Duct Burner On - Test Summary 

(Test Date: 5/23/2019) 

Run Number 1 2 3 Avg. Limit 

CT Power Output (MW) 286 286 286 286  

CT NG Usage (kscf/hr) 1 2,706 2,707 2,701 2,705  

Duct Burner NG Usage (kscf/hr) 1 338 338 339 338  

Total Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) – CT & DB 3,197 3,197 3,192 3,195 1  

Total Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547  

% of Total Nominal Rated Heat Input 1 90.1 90.1 90.0 90.1  

Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.07  

Formaldehyde (lbs/hr) 0.334 0.226 0.368 0.309 0.986 

NMHC (ppmdv as propane) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001  

NMHC (ppmdv as propane at 15 % O2) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 2.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) * 0.0087 0.0092 0.0081 0.0085 9.4 

NMHC (lbs/hr as propane) ** 0.343 0.236 0.376 0.318 9.4 
1 Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data. 

* Excluding formaldehyde results. 

** Including formaldehyde results (reported as formaldehyde, not propane). 
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Complaint Information

4500 - EP SW Rgnl Off Pittsburgh
Complaint Id: 394891 Related Complaint Id:

County: Westmoreland Municipality: South Huntingdon Township

Entered By: TARA  PIRRO After Hours (Y/N): Y

Source: Email ER Related (Y/N): N

Date Received: 01/30/2026 Date Acknowledged:

Abbreviated Description: Tenaska power plant

Long Description: See attached letter.

Site Location: 

Investigation Information

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 02/05/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 470472

Investigation Description: I conducted an offsite odor observation from near the Rustique Antiques store, neat the residence of the 
complainant, commencing at approx. 10:00 A.M. No odors were noted.

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 02/13/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 470774

Responsible Party Information

Name: Home Phone:

Company: TENASKA Work Phone: Ext:

Alternate 
Phone :

Ext:

Permit #: Mobile Phone:

County: Municipality:

Address: RUFFS DALE, PA  15679 Primary: N

Response Information

Priority: 3 # of Documents: 3

Program: Air Quality

Complaint Type: Air Contamination Date Referred:

Date Response Assigned: 02/02/2026 Referred To:

Date Response Due: 03/16/2026 Date Resolved: 04/23/2026

Date First Response: 02/05/2026

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Supervisor: THOMAS O NORRIS

Comments:

Complainant Information

Name: LANE & GERI RUPERT Seq #: 1

Company: Home Phone:

Confidential (Y/N): Work Phone: Ext:

Email: gerirupert@gmail.com Mobile Phone:

Email Response (Y/N): N

Address: 400 NICHOLS ROAD
RUFFS DALE, PA  15679

Date/Time Received: 01/30/2026 06:25 PM

Health Impacts: N Contact DOH: N
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Investigation Description: As the complaint did not list any telephone numbers, the below was sent to the email address provided by the 
complainant:

Hello,

     The Department is in receipt of your air quality complaint concerning the Tenaska facility in South Huntingdon 
Township, and has commenced an investigation into the matter. I have been tasked with conducting odor, 
fugitive emission, and opacity observations, as well as reviewing pertinent records relevant to your complaint. I 
will provide you a summarization of these items once they are complete. 
     In addition, I believe that upper management in air quality will be providing you a more comprehensive 
response to the items listed in your complaint. That response should be forthcoming.

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 02/20/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 470968

Investigation Description: I conducted offsite odor observations from both Albright Road, as well as near the entrance to the facility, 
commencing at approx. 7:40 A.M. No odors were noted.

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 03/02/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471289

Investigation Description: I conducted an offsite odor observation, commencing at approx. 10:10 A.M., at the Bible Alliance Church, near 
where a recent odor complaint had been alleged. Wx. conditions were overcast, with light winds. Odors were not 
noted.

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 03/05/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471513

Investigation Description: I went onsite to the facility and met with Phil Allen (Lead Control Room Operator), John Robson (Plant Manager), 
Adam McCool (Operations Manager), and Ryan Jobe (Plant Engineer). I made them aware of the anonymous 
complaints, and stated that I would be conducting some VEOB's.  I conducted onsite VEOB's of Source 101 
(CCU 1) and Source 102 (CCU 2). Those reports are attached. While onsite, I also reviewed the daily 
observations, including those for February 18 and 19, as per an associated complaint. No issues were noted, 
and the facility stated that they did not have any abnormal operation during that timeframe. No odors or fugitive 
emissions were noted. Some visible emissions, which did not exceed the regulatory limit, were noted. I noted that 
I would also be sending a record request.

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 03/09/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471754

Investigation Description: I conducted a VEOB of the Cooling Tower (attached). No onsite violations were noted.

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 03/20/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 472345

Investigation Description: The below was sent to the complainant, delivery receipt is attached:

I just wanted to provide an update on the status of your complaint:

1. I have conducted offsite odor and fugitive emission observations, but have not yet noted any issues of non-
compliance.

2. I have conducted multiple unannounced inspections, and have not noted any issues.

3. During the first unannounced inspection, I made the facility aware of the anonymous complaint. They did not 
report any abnormal operations during the complaint time period. 

4. Inspections included opacity observations on each of the combined cycle units, as well as the cooling tower. 
These observations indicated compliance with the requisite limitations detailed in the Plan Approval. 

5. I have also conducted an in-depth record review. Those findings are detailed at the bottom of this email.

6. The facility is regulated by the Department and has received, and will continue to receive, inspections, both 
announced and unannounced, for compliance with the regulatory requirements.

Per Section C, Condition # 012 of the Plan Approval, the facility is required to conduct annual sulfur content 
analyses of the utilized natural gas. However, the facility conducts this on a monthly basis. Representative 
samples of recent monthly natural gas sulfur content analyses are attached. Per Section E, Group G001, 
Condition # 006: Average fuel sulfur content shall not exceed 0.25 gr/100 scf natural gas on a monthly basis. 
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Review of monthly measurement data since the last F.C.E. (August 2025) shows that the highest measured 
amount was 0.046 gr./100 cu. ft. This was for the measurement which was taken on November 21, 2025.

Regarding the Cooling Tower, (Source 105), the facility is limited by Plan Approval, Section D, Source 105, 
Conditions 001-003. These limitations are as follows:

 

 

Records since the last F.C.E. (August 2025) of these items are attached. 

Total PM has a limit of 1.5 lb./hr. and 6.57 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.73 lbs./hr. for the 12-month period 
ending February 2026 (March 2025 through February 2026) and 2.52 tons for the 12-month period ending August 
2025.

Total PM10 has a limit of 0.75 lb./hr. and 3.29 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.36 lbs./hr. for the 12-month 
period ending February 2026 (March 2025 through February 2026)  and 1.26 tons for the 12-month period ending 
August 2025.

Total PM2.5 has a limit of 0.002 lbs./hr. and 0.009 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.0011 lbs./hr. for multiple 
12-month periods, and less than 0.00 tons for multiple 12-month periods.

TDS also has a limitation of 2,000 p.p.m. Per the attached records, the highest value noted was for 1,407.36 
p.p.m., as measured in February 2026.

The combined cycle units also undergo routine performance testing. As per Section E, Group G001, Condition # 
002 of the Plan Approval:

During normal operation, emissions from each combined cycle combustion turbine, Source IDs 101 and 102, 
shall not exceed:

(a) Nitrogen Oxides (NOx):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 26.5 lb./hr.
      - NOx has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2, 
and 14.5 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 14.8 lb. / hr. Continued compliance with these 
parameters is determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and lb./hr.

(b) Carbon Monoxide (CO):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 15.9 lb./hr.
       - CO has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded < 0.1 ppmvd @ 15% O2, 
and < 0.5 lb. / hr. Source 102 at  the same levels.” Continued compliance with these parameters is determined by 
the CEMS group for both ppmvd and lb./hr.

(c) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC):
(1) 2.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 with duct burners
(2) 1.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 without duct burners
(3) 9.4 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 with duct burners, 0.0 
ppmvd @ 15% O2 without duct burners, and 0.0 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15 % O2 both with and 
without duct burners, and 0.0 lb. / hr.

(d) Total Particulate Matter (PM):
(1) 0.0039 lb./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 9.1 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 
0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 8.8 lb. / hr.

(e) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM10):
(1) 0.0039 lb./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 9.1 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 
0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 8.8 lb. / hr.

(f) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5):
(1) 0.0039 lb./MMBtu



(2) 11.8 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 9.1 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 
0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 8.8 lb. / hr.

(g) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2SO4):
(1) 5.74E-04 lb./MMBtu
(2) 1.8 lb./hr.
      - Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded 0.00031 lb. / MMBtu and 1.2 lb. / hr. Source 102 
yielded < 0.000018 lb. / MMBtu and < 0.07 lb. / hr.… Only initial testing was required. Continued compliance with 
emissions limitations are met by verifying sulfur content in the fuel by analysis.

(h) Sulfur Dioxide (SO2):
(1) 2.7 lb./hr.
        - Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded <0.31 lb. / hr. Source 102 yielded the same 
level…Only initial testing was required. Continued compliance with emissions limitations are met by verifying 
sulfur content in the fuel by analysis.

(i) Ammonia Slip (NH3):
(1) 5.0 ppmvd
(2) 22.9 lb./hr.
        - NH3 has CEMS. Initial testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 0.6 ppmvd @ 15% O2, and 3.1 lb. / 
hr. Source 102 at 0.7 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 3.4 lb. / hr. Continued compliance with these parameters is 
determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and lb./hr.

(j) Formaldehyde (HCHO):
(1) 0.986 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source
101 at 0.235 lb. / hr. (without duct burners). Source 102 at 0.157 lb. / hr. (without duct burners).  

(k) Carbon Dioxide (CO2):
(1) 1,000 lbs. CO2/MWh (gross) on a 12-month annual average basis.
      - Per the testing conducted in October 2024, Source 101 at 837 lb. / MW*hr. (with duct burners) and Source 
102 at 800 lb. / MW*hr. (with duct burners).
        

ppmdv = parts per million volume on a dry gas basis, corrected to 15 percent O2.

ppmdv and lb./MMBtu limits based upon a 3-hour averaging time.

In addition, the combined cycle units are equipped with CEMS (Continuous Emission Monitoring System) for 
NOx, CO, and NH3. Compliance with the requisite limitations are monitored via the CEMS Group in Harrisburg. 

Date Assigned: 02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 04/21/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 473848

Investigation Description: Final responses to both the complainant and U.S. E.P.A. will be addressed as part of the permitting comment 
and response process.

SSRS_CTS00110 Ver 1.1
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Complaint Information

4500 - EP SW Rgnl Off Pittsburgh
Complaint Id: 395280 Related Complaint Id:

County: Westmoreland Municipality: South Huntingdon Township

Entered By: TARA  PIRRO After Hours (Y/N): N

Source: Web Page ER Related (Y/N): N

Date Received: 02/19/2026 Date Acknowledged:

Abbreviated Description: Odor

Long Description:

Site Location: 

Responsible Party Information

Name: Home Phone:

Company: Work Phone: Ext:

Alternate 
Phone :

Ext:

Permit #: Mobile Phone:

County: Municipality:

Address: Primary:

Response Information

Priority: 3 # of Documents: 3

Program: Air Quality

Complaint Type: Odor Date Referred:

Date Response Assigned: 02/20/2026 Referred To:

Date Response Due: 04/03/2026 Date Resolved: 04/23/2026

Date First Response: 02/20/2026

Complainant Information

Name: ERIC HARDER Seq #: 1

Company: MOUNTAIN WATERSHED ASSOCIATION Home Phone: 262-716-7151

Confidential (Y/N): Work Phone: Ext:

Email: eric@mtwatershed.com Mobile Phone:

Email Response (Y/N): N

Address: 1414B INDIAN CREEK VALLEY RD
MELCROFT, PA  15462-

Date/Time Received: 02/19/2026 03:07 PM

Health Impacts: N Contact DOH: N

Call Log Received Source After Hours Comments

02/19/2026 03:07 
PM

Web Page N I pulled into the south huntington twp building and a large hydrogen sulfide odor was in 
the air. There are currently north east winds so I suspected issues at Tenaska may be 
contributing to poor air quality. 

Name: CATHERINE ANDERSON Seq #: 2

Company: Home Phone: 412-302-7014

Confidential (Y/N): Work Phone: Ext:

Email: cathjanderson@verizon.net Mobile Phone:

Email Response (Y/N): N

Address: 2900 SCHWIRIAN DRIVE
ELIZABETH, PA  15037-9550

Date/Time Received: 02/19/2026 03:18 PM

Health Impacts: N Contact DOH: N

Call Log Received Source After Hours Comments

02/19/2026 03:18 
PM

Web Page N Noticed very strong chemical odors last night and this morning. I live about 6.5 miles 
from Tenaska generating station and am concerned there could be an issue there. 
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Investigation Information

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 02/20/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 470969

Investigation Description: I conducted offsite odor observations from both Albright Road, as well as near the entrance to the facility, 
commencing at approx. 7:40 A.M. No odors were noted.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 02/24/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471084

Investigation Description: The below was sent to Complainant # 1:

The Department is in receipt of your complaint, and has commenced an investigation into this matter. An update 
will be provided to you when one is available.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 02/24/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471087

Investigation Description: The below was sent to complainant # 2:

     The Department is in receipt of your complaint, and has commenced an investigation into this matter. An 
update will be provided to you once one becomes available.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 02/24/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471094

Investigation Description: Review of annual emissions reports for the facility shows that while they are not emitting hydrogen sulfide, as 
described in the complaint, the facility does have sulfuric acid emissions.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/02/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471291

Investigation Description: I conducted an offsite odor observation, commencing at approx. 10:10 A.M., at the Bible Alliance Church, near 
where Complainant 1 alleged an odor. Wx. conditions were overcast, with light winds. Odors were not noted.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/05/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471514

Investigation Description: I went onsite to the facility and met with Phil Allen (Lead Control Room Operator), John Robson (Plant Manager), 
Adam McCool (Operations Manager), and Ryan Jobe (Plant Engineer). I made them aware of the anonymous 
complaints, and stated that I would be conducting some VEOB's.  I conducted onsite VEOB's of Source 101 
(CCU 1) and Source 102 (CCU 2). Those reports are attached. While onsite, I also reviewed the daily 
observations, including those for February 18 and 19. No issues were noted, and the facility stated that they did 
not have any abnormal operation during that timeframe. No odors or fugitive emissions were noted. Some visible 
emissions, which did not exceed the regulatory limit, were noted. I noted that I would also be sending a record 
request.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/09/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471662

Investigation Description: I received the following from Complainant 1:

Hi Cody,  
Any update regarding the complaint?

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/09/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471666

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Supervisor: THOMAS O NORRIS

Comments:
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Investigation Description: The below was sent to Complainant 1:

     The complaint investigation remains ongoing, but here is what has occurred thus far:

1. I have conducted offsite odor observations, but have been unable to replicate the odor which you alleged.

2. I have conducted multiple unannounced inspections, and have not noted any issues.

3. During the first unannounced inspection, I made the facility aware of the anonymous complaint. They did not 
report any abnormal operations during the complaint time period.

As noted above, the complaint investigation remains ongoing, and I am also in the midst of a record review. 

When that is completed, and I have an additional update to provide, I will reach out.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/09/2026 Type: Site Visit

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 471753

Investigation Description: I conducted a VEOB of the cooling tower (attached). No onsite violations were noted.

Date Assigned: 02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/20/2026 Type: Other

Inspector: CODY  FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

eFACTS Inspection Id: Investigation Id: 472348

Investigation Description: The below was sent to both Complainant # 1 and Complainant # 2, delivery receipts are attached:

     I just wanted to provide an update on the status of your complaint:

1. I have conducted offsite odor observations, but have been unable to replicate the odor which you alleged.

2. I have conducted multiple unannounced inspections, and have not noted any issues.

3. During the first unannounced inspection, I made the facility aware of the anonymous complaint. They did not 
report any abnormal operations during the complaint time period. 

4. Inspections included opacity observations on each of the combined cycle units, as well as the cooling tower. 
These observations indicated compliance with the requisite limitations detailed in the Plan Approval. 

5. I have also conducted an in-depth record review. Those findings are detailed at the bottom of this email.

6. The facility is regulated by the Department and has received, and will continue to receive, inspections, both 
announced and unannounced, for compliance with the regulatory requirements.

Per Section C, Condition # 012 of the Plan Approval, the facility is required to conduct annual sulfur content 
analyses of the utilized natural gas. However, the facility conducts this on a monthly basis. Representative 
samples of recent monthly natural gas sulfur content analyses are attached. Per Section E, Group G001, 
Condition # 006: Average fuel sulfur content shall not exceed 0.25 gr/100 scf natural gas on a monthly basis. 
Review of monthly measurement data since the last F.C.E. (August 2025) shows that the highest measured 
amount was 0.046 gr./100 cu. ft. This was for the measurement which was taken on November 21, 2025.

Regarding the Cooling Tower, (Source 105), the facility is limited by Plan Approval, Section D, Source 105, 
Conditions 001-003. These limitations are as follows:

 

 

Records since the last F.C.E. (August 2025) of these items are attached. 

Total PM has a limit of 1.5 lb./hr. and 6.57 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.73 lbs./hr. for the 12-month period 
ending February 2026 (March 2025 through February 2026) and 2.52 tons for the 12-month period ending August 
2025.

Total PM10 has a limit of 0.75 lb./hr. and 3.29 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.36 lbs./hr. for the 12-month 
period ending February 2026 (March 2025 through February 2026)  and 1.26 tons for the 12-month period ending 
August 2025.

Total PM2.5 has a limit of 0.002 lbs./hr. and 0.009 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.0011 lbs./hr. for multiple 
12-month periods, and less than 0.00 tons for multiple 12-month periods.
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TDS also has a limitation of 2,000 p.p.m. Per the attached records, the highest value noted was for 1,407.36 
p.p.m., as measured in February 2026.

The combined cycle units also undergo routine performance testing. As per Section E, Group G001, Condition # 
002 of the Plan Approval:

During normal operation, emissions from each combined cycle combustion turbine, Source IDs 101 and 102, 
shall not exceed:

(a) Nitrogen Oxides (NOx):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 26.5 lb./hr.
      - NOx has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2, 
and 14.5 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 14.8 lb. / hr. Continued compliance with these 
parameters is determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and lb./hr.

(b) Carbon Monoxide (CO):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 15.9 lb./hr.
       - CO has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded < 0.1 ppmvd @ 15% O2, 
and < 0.5 lb. / hr. Source 102 at  the same levels.” Continued compliance with these parameters is determined by 
the CEMS group for both ppmvd and lb./hr.

(c) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC):
(1) 2.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 with duct burners
(2) 1.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 without duct burners
(3) 9.4 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 with duct burners, 0.0 
ppmvd @ 15% O2 without duct burners, and 0.0 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15 % O2 both with and 
without duct burners, and 0.0 lb. / hr.

(d) Total Particulate Matter (PM):
(1) 0.0039 lb./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 9.1 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 
0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 8.8 lb. / hr.

(e) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM10):
(1) 0.0039 lb./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 9.1 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 
0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 8.8 lb. / hr.

(f) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5):
(1) 0.0039 lb./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 9.1 lb. / hr. Source 102 at 
0.0029 lb. / MMBtu and 8.8 lb. / hr.

(g) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2SO4):
(1) 5.74E-04 lb./MMBtu
(2) 1.8 lb./hr.
      - Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded 0.00031 lb. / MMBtu and 1.2 lb. / hr. Source 102 
yielded < 0.000018 lb. / MMBtu and < 0.07 lb. / hr.… Only initial testing was required. Continued compliance with 
emissions limitations are met by verifying sulfur content in the fuel by analysis.

(h) Sulfur Dioxide (SO2):
(1) 2.7 lb./hr.
        - Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded <0.31 lb. / hr. Source 102 yielded the same 
level…Only initial testing was required. Continued compliance with emissions limitations are met by verifying 
sulfur content in the fuel by analysis.

(i) Ammonia Slip (NH3):
(1) 5.0 ppmvd
(2) 22.9 lb./hr.
        - NH3 has CEMS. Initial testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 0.6 ppmvd @ 15% O2, and 3.1 lb. / 
hr. Source 102 at 0.7 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 3.4 lb. / hr. Continued compliance with these parameters is 
determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and lb./hr.



(j) Formaldehyde (HCHO):
(1) 0.986 lb./hr.
      - Per the performance test in October 2024, Source
101 at 0.235 lb. / hr. (without duct burners). Source 102 at 0.157 lb. / hr. (without duct burners).  

(k) Carbon Dioxide (CO2):
(1) 1,000 lbs. CO2/MWh (gross) on a 12-month annual average basis.
      - Per the testing conducted in October 2024, Source 101 at 837 lb. / MW*hr. (with duct burners) and Source 
102 at 800 lb. / MW*hr. (with duct burners).
        

ppmdv = parts per million volume on a dry gas basis, corrected to 15 percent O2.

ppmdv and lb./MMBtu limits based upon a 3-hour averaging time.

In addition, the combined cycle units are equipped with CEMS (Continuous Emission Monitoring System) for 
NOx, CO, and NH3. Compliance with the requisite limitations are monitored via the CEMS Group in Harrisburg. 

SSRS_CTS00110 Ver 1.1
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