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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.



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)!. 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.

'U.S. EPA Petition Number VI-2007-01, CITGO Refining and Chemicals Co. L.P. Permit No. 01420,
<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 (NOy), 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, PM o, and PM; 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, SO> 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 SO-
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 SO 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:

e 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.

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

(a) Facility-wide emissions on a 12-month rolling basis for NOx, CO, SOy, VOC, PM, PM,,
PM> s, H2SO4, NH3, HAPs, HCHO, and COxe.

(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.



(i) Amount of sulfur hexafluoride (SFs) 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, PM1o, PM2 5, SO, VOC including HCHO, total HAPs, speciated individual
HAP emissions, H>SOs, and greenhouse gases, expressed as COze. 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, PM 0, and PM; 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 (SFs)
leak detection program to minimize SF¢ leaks as follows:



(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 SFs 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 SF¢ 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, PMio, PM2 5, NO,, CO, COze, and H>SOys; the implementation of LAER technology for NOx and
VOC:; and the acquisition of 357 tons of NOy 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.



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, NO;, and PM-10, and the PSD increment standards for NO, 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 (AQRYV), 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, NO», PM» 5, and SO,. The Greensburg site in Westmoreland County monitors ozone
and PM>s. The Uniontown site in Fayette County monitors ozone, NO2, and PM»s. 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 Ibs/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 Ibs/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 Ibs/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 Ibs/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 Ibs/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 Ibs/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 Ibs/hr limit for Unit 1 over one 1-hour average.

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

04/08/25 — Exceeded CO Ibs/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: [ 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: [ 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, NO,, and PM-10, and the PSD increment standards for NO, 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.

16



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 NOy, 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, PMio (particulate matter
less than 10 microns), and VOC are 303.1 tpy of NOy, 92.2 tpy of PMo, 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 s, and SO,. 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: [ 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 80-89.9" percentile, and is less than 2 miles from an Environmental Justice area with pollution
exposure in the 98" 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 CO»e 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 49 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
(H2S04), PM2.5, PM 10, 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 NOy 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 NOy, CO, VOC, sulfur dioxide (SO»), 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 NOy, 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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e 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.

e 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.

e The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM, PM10, PM2.5,
sulfuric acid mist (H2S0O4), 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 IL.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 Il.a.: Please refer to General Response 2, above.

Comment ILl.a.i.: The Draft Permit Should Require Stack Testing At Least Annually of the Seven
Pollutants for Which CEMS is Not Required.

Response IlL.a.i.: Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above.
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Comment ILa.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 IL.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 IL.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 IL.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 Il.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 Il.c. Please refer to General Response 2, Response 11.a.ii., and Response I1.b., above.
Comment II.d.: The Draft Permit Should Specity 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 I1.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 Il.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 Il.e.: Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above.

Comment ILf.: 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 IL.f.: Please refer to General Responses 2 and 4, above.

Comment IIL.: The Draft Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could
Lead to High Emissions Releases.

Response II1.: 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, PM o, and PM> 5 limits?

Response: Section 7 contained facility-wide emission limits. Cooling tower PM, PMio, and PM; 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 Ib/hr or 6.57 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis.
(b) Total PM10: 0.75 Ib/hr or 3.29 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis.
(c) Total PM2.5: 0.002 1b/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
PMio Best Available Control Technology as well as limits of 1.5 1bs of PM per hr, 0.75 1bs of PMi¢
per hr, and 0.002 lbs of PM> s 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 Ibs” 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 #0135, 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 1bs.”

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
(800°F). 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 PM> s NAAQS, and as “Attainment” for 2006 24-hour PM, s NAAQS.

Department Initiated Changes

e [t 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.

e 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.

e 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:VO(.:
Correlation Factor

ppmyd @ 15% O> (with duct 367

burners) ‘

ppmys @ 15% O, (RACT III)! 3.67

ppmyd @ 15% O» (without duct 6.11

burners) :

The CO:VOC Correlation Factors will be used to calculate Correlated VOC Emissions in
terms of ppmyv @ 15% O 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 Ib/lb/mole) for comparison to the mass-
based emission limit.

Correlated VOC Emissions will be calculated as follows: CO CEMS data (ppmvs @ 15%
02), shall be divided by the respective CO:VOC Correlation Factor to determine the
Correlated VOC Emissions (ppmyq @ 15% O). For example:

CO CEMS Conc.(w /o duct burners)
CO:VOC Corr. Factor (w/o duct burners)

= Corr.VOC Emissions (w/o duct burners)

2.0 ppmvd €O @ 15% 02
611

= 0.3 ppmvd VOC @ 15% 02

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.
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LAW GROUP’ LLC. Scott B, Avolie, Esquite

117 N, Main Street Erio H. Dee, Fsquire
Greensburg, PA 15601 Danie} 1. Hewitt, Bsquire
724.834.1002 Amber R Leochalk, Esquire
Leslie J, Mipkar, Esquire @A, wn

Christopher T, Skovira, Esquire

William A. Brandstettor, II, Esquire A Wv)

AVOLIC

Dominic Ciarimboli, Esquire @A, FL
Of Counsel

June 23, 2025

_ Eric Gustafson, Regionat Director
PA Dept. of Environmental Protection
400 Waterfront Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Emily Greene, SW Regional Coordinator
PA Dept. of Environmental Protection
400 Waterfront Drive

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

RE:  South Huntingdon Township

Dear Mr. Gustafson and Ms, Greene:

Please be advised that this office serves as the Solicitor for the South Huntingdon Township
Board of Supervisors, The Board was recently approached by representatives of the Mountain
Watershed Association and some local residents expressing concerns over the permitting process
and conditions at the Tenaska Gas Plant Facility located in the Township. Residents who spoke
at the May meeting of the Board expressed concerns about potential air quality issues. In my
conversations with representatives of the Mountain Watershed Association and its affiliates, they
expressed concerns about the permitting process for the Tenaska Plant.

At the meeting of the Board of Supervisors held on June 19, 2025, 1 was asked to submit
this letter to the two of you in order to facilitate moving forward with the process of community
involvement which, as explained to me, is already in process.

Please accept this letter as a request from the Board of Supervisors that DEP establish a
stakeholder group, including potentially affected individuals, which would hold scheduled
meetings with DEP staff to better understand the processes that will unfold regarding the current
and future permits for the Tenaska Facility.

The Bourd of Supetvisors has found Tenaska to be a very positive community member,
and the Board would like to see the permitting process be as open as possible to any interested
members of the community,






1 understand that similar requests may be coming from the Mountain Watershed
Association and affiliated advocacy organizations, Please add this request to that list.

Vour consideration of this matter is greatly appreciated.

Very truly youts,
AVOL ROUP, LLC

PanieM. Hewitt
dun@avoliolaw.com 1

DJH/jir
cc: Township of South Huntingdon
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October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns,

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s poltution will impact
our health, safety, and environment,

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act,

a. The Draft Permitis 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 inctude in
the permit itself monitoring requirements that are specific and frequent enough
to show if the facility is complying with or violating the limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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Mr, Eric Gustafson, Regional Director
DEP Southwest Regional Office

400 Waterfront Dr

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Ms. Emily Green, Southwest Regional Coordinator
DEP Office of Envrionmental Justice

400 Waterfront Dr '

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Dear Mr. Gustafson and Ms. Green,

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.

(cont. on reverse)

Sincerely,

/3)‘/\4/1/ A % &/M‘:







Waryanka, Nicholas

From: Gorog, Mark

Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2026 7:37 AM

To: Waryanka, Nicholas

Cc: Joseph, Thomas

Subject: FW: [Externalj Tenaska Title V Air Permit and additional protections

From: Teagan Goforth <teagan.goforth@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, February 14, 2026 10:44 AM

To: Gorog, Mark <mgorog@pa.gov>

Subject: [External] Tenaska Title V Air Permit and additional protections

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open attachments or click links from
unknown senders. To report suspicious email, use the Report Phishing button in Qutlook.

Hello,

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 asthima, | take the air pollution here very seriously. |
purposety limit my time outside when the AQl 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. | would love
to freely enjoy a nice day outside without knowingly damaging my health and life expectancy.

Beyond my personal experience, | have extensive research experience on air pollution and its effect on
human health. Air pollution is known to cause developmentat issues in children, lung and heart
diseases, and premature deaths. It's estimated that the air quality here causes hundreds of deaths per
year, Qur communities deserve protection from these harms.

Again, | urge you to pilease take more protective measures against Tenaska to make our communities
and environment safer and better for everyone.

Thank you for your time,
Dr. Teagan Goforth
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October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2075
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTUR'S OF-FICH:
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REG}ON

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmaoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, 1 am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution taws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficientto
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit faits to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants {(VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), sulfur oxides, or greenhotise gases)
from the two combustion turbines (see p.37) but does not include sufficient
monitoring requirements to assure compliance with the limits.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of alt emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.

Llve v o ET commumily, S et Dyt .
Loawm IWL;DM#PPL \o;/n%% %mulﬁ ppl. LDCML']LLL
'bublt[_ H»nrm we. Asasrue 4n Ko okt 1o
hm) QQ AL ﬁwpmmm
?D.{ u'['lm(][{f’lﬂ!’{"‘\ wend ehandnds Q_;.gf“ b —Hio
Clorercaig act L mans, fpeto ampl ualpl o
oty ﬁaﬁ@c,\ﬁp{ Wow [ DHIQ w5 4n oo Q@ﬁ\u,ud
Qm{*-wf\’ﬁwm* cmoL Ml ooy ble. 125
’hl@, lmb 1L .
)Lo,dm(\‘ m/rmffha\uo’f be. g mmaed 2 ke
WOM,UINHM_, ot e 0logy A Acd.
Tt hoo la_u»w A penrs that yow hane not Aond
Ueu sb ﬁlV}DL /’HDIOLLJL—- b, Qﬂle’fhld (O‘y' ’b /ﬂ/fﬁg
4 w‘jm L1 4p /Mﬁ e e qu,
Vot LLDM(FMV LMM{u 5 hoped.

Name JEA_CEH rm*_ L}ﬂ

Address ] A H[&l’] é )‘LPQ-}-/L)‘QUQ’{ZM PA /'Jd)yq
Phone Number 4]2_ 4)7’ g‘?ﬁ:ﬂ.

Email address J\l} hal lg @ Q,DMHQ$+. ”QT




Waryanka, Nicholas

From: : Jeff and Joanne Hall <jjhall3@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 2, 2025 2:25 PM

To: Waryanka, Nicholas -

Subject: [External] Permit No 65-00990

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from

Comments on Title V Permit No. 65-00990 for Tenaska PA Partners LLC’s Tenaska
Westmoreland Generating Station in Smithton, PA 15479

We would like to comment on the above permit. We believe there should be substantive changes to
the permit based on the following..

The draft permit does not include monitoring provisions sufficient to determine compliance with
emissions limits required by the Clean Air Act. It must include in the permit itself, monitoring
requirements that are specific and frequent enough to show if the facility is in compliance with the
limits of the permit. This permit fails to include this required monitoring.

The draft permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure compliance with NOX,
VOC, and CO emission limits. The permit must be changed to reflect the DEP’s Review Memo that
requires Tenaska to monitor and maintain both the selective catalytic converter used to control NOX
emissions and the oxidation catalyst used to control CO and VOC emissions.

The permit should require monitoring of total dissolve solids from the cooling tower water more
frequently than monthly. Also, 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. :

The permit fails to limit the duration of combustion tuning which could lead to high emission releases.
This permit must be changed to limit duration for combustion tuning. Tenaska must be required to
report to the DEP all emissions monitoring it does to determine compliance with permit limits. Each
source should be required to be reported otherwise DEP and the public cannot access that
information.

This is a new permit for a fairly new facility, and the limits and monitoring should be the best possible
and reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new facility which should include CEMS,
continuous emission monitoring. We live in the Environment Justice Community of West Newton and
are directly impacted by the air pollution from this facility. We are deeply concerned that a public
meeting for impacted EJ communities has not been held as required. We ask that both a public
hearing and a public meeting in the EJ communities be scheduled before any final decisions are
made and the permit issued. There are serious and substantive changes that need to be addressed
in this permit. Residents deserve and should have protections from air pollutants and it is your job to
protect them. They have been operating without a Title V permit for 8 or 9 years which is a tetrible
oversite by your reguiatory agency. Do the right thing and make sure this permit complies with all
aspect of the Clean Air Act and protect the public and the environment.




Respectfully,
Jeffrey and Joanne Hall 412-427-8962

1116 High Street iihall3@comcast.net

West Newton, PA 15089



Comments on Title V Permit No. 65-00990 for Tenaska PA Partners LLC's Tenaska
Westmoreland Generating Station in Smithton, PA 15479

On February 11, 2015, The DEP held a public hearing on the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating
Station’s Plan Approval Application right here in this room. | was here and the room was full. Some
in favor to the plant but many in opposition. Comments, both at the meeting and later written,
numbered 336, mostly from private citizens.

In Aprit of 2015, the DEP issued the Plan Approval and authorized construction and temporary
operation of the generating station, which went online in 2018, Tenaska is considered a major
source of air pollution and is required to apply for a Title V Operating Permit. it never did until now.
You gave them extensions for 7 years. Where were you? Why was this facility allowed to operate
without a Title V permit for all these years? How did this happen? Who will be held responsible?

That being said, here we are again in 2026, and | would like to comment on this permit.
| believe there shouid be substantive changes to the permit based on the following..

The draft permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure compliance with
NOX, VOC, and CO emission limits, The permit must be changed to reflect the DEP’s Review Memo
that requires Tenaska to monitor and maintain both the selective catalytic converter used to control
NOX emissions and the oxidation catalyst used to control CO and VOC emissions.

The permit should require monitoring of total dissolve solids from the cooling tower water more
frequently than monthly. Also, 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. This should be changed.

The permit fails to limit the duration of combustion tuning which could tead to high emission
releases. This permit must be changed to limit duration for combustion tuning. Emissions during
this time is typically higher and there should be limits. Will this be added to the permit?

The draft permit does not include monitoring provisions sufficient to determine compliance with
emissions limits required by the Clean Air Act. it must include in the permit itself, monitoring
requirements that are specific and frequent enough to show if the facility is following the limits of
the permit. This permit fails to include this required monitoring.

Tenaska must be required to keep records and report to the DEP all emissions data and monitoring
it does to determine compliance with permit limits. Each source should be required to be reported
otherwise DEP and the public cannot access that information. Will this be added to the permit?

This is a new permit for a new facility, and the limits and monitoring shoutld be the best possible
and reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new facility which should inctude CEMS,
continuous emission monitoring, There also needs to be a schedule for this facility coming into
compliance with the Clean Air Act. We can’t wait another 7 years for the DEP to act. Will a time line
for this be included in the permit?







| ive in the Environment Justice Community of West Newton and directly impacted by the air
potlution from this facility. Air modeling proves this (See Attached). My husband suffers from
putmonary fibrosis, a progressive, debilitating lung disease that is exasperated by PM 2.5 and other
air pollutants emitted from the power plant. if monitoring and controls are not in place, his
condition will worsen.

You need to do this right this time. You can change the permit and must consider the comments
submitted. There are serious and substantive changes that need to be addressed in this permit.
Residents deserve and should have protections from air pollutants, and it is your job to protect
them, Make sure this permit comptlies with all aspects of the Clean Air Act and protect the public
and the envircnment,

Respectfutly,
Joanne Hall 412-427-8962
1116 High Street jijhall3@comecast.net

West Newton, PA 15089







Modeled Relative Average and
Maximum Airborne Pollutant Levels
from the Westmoreland Power Station

ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH PR@ZJECT

DEFENDING PUBLIC HEALTH SINCE 2012

ri, TomTom, Garmin, SafeGraph, METI/
\ NASA, USGS, EPA, NPS, USDA, LSFWS
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This map shows the modeled
average annual concentration of
primary air pollutants from the
Westmoreland Power Station,

The meteorological data used
covered 5/1/2019-4/30/2020.
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Westmoreland
Power Station

Srmin SafeGraph, METY/
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This map shows the modeled
maximum hourly concentration of
primary air pollutants from the
Westmoreland Power Station over
two years,

The meteorological data used
covered 3/1/2019-5/1/2021.

Modeling was conducted assuming constant emissions uniformly distributed across 25-50m above ground level at 40.175549,

-79.697014.

This map provides an understanding of the geographical distribution of primary poliutants on a relative scale. It does not
provide specific levels of pollutants expected at any location. Secondary poilution formation has not been modeled.

Data Source NOAA High Resolutlon Rapzct Refresh Atmospheric Model

Modeling Conducted by the Southwest Pennsylvania Environmental Heaith' Pro;ect using NOAA HYSPLIT

Contact Nathan Deron at nderon@environmentalhealthproiect.org
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ENVIRONMENTAL
SHEALTH PR2JECT

DEFENDING PUBLIC HEALTH SINCE 2012

The table below is aimed at providing a summary of research about the most comrmon air pollutants and
should not be considered a comprehensive jist of alf toxic exposures. This chart may not include the health
effects of high-level exposures, All the information is from Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Reglstry.
(ATSDR) ToxProfiles. There is a rapldly expanding body of scientific evidence linking air pollution and health
concerns.

Volatile Organic . Varies by chemical (see below) Varles by chemical (see below)
Chemicals (VOCs)

Benzene Headache, dizziness, fatigue, rapid Anemia, leukemia, irregular
heart rate, tremors, confusion, menstrual periods, increased
unconsciousness chance of infection, potentia

impacts to fertility

Toluene Headache, fatigue, confusion, dizziness, Permanent neurological effects,
: weakness, memory loss, nausea, loss of hearing and color vision loss, during
} appetite pregnancy can lead to developmental

effects such as reduced mental
abilities and stunted growth

Ethyl Benzene Eye and throat irritation, dizziness Cancer, irreversible damage to the
inner ear and hearing

Xylene Eye, nose, throat, and skin irritation; Permanent neurological effects
difficulty in breathing and problems with
the lungs; memory difficulties; stomach
discomfort; changes in liver and kidney;
headaches; lack of muscle coordination;
dizziness; confusion; changes in balance

Polycyclic Eye and skin irritation, asthma attacks, Contribute to the development or

Aromatic acute cardiac events, fertility issues, in worsening of pulmonary or cardiac

Hydrocarbons pregnancy higher rates of birth defects diseases; lung, skin, and bladder

(PAHS) and lower body weights cancer

Formaldehyde Nose and eye irritation, increased risk of Asthma, eczema, nasal and throat
asthma and allergies, decrease in weight, cancer

stomach ulcers, liver and kidney damage

Methytene Decreased attentiveness, difficult Chance of cancer was seen in
_; Chloride hand-eye coordination, dizziness, nausea, | animals exposed, unsure still
tingling of toes and fingers, burning and whether it can cause cancer in

redness of skin humans







Hydrogen Sulfide Eye, nose, and throat irritation; difficulty Respiratory distress or arrest
breathing for asthmatics; headaches; if exposed to very high levels,
poor memary; fatigue; balance problems headaches, poor attention span,
poor motor function

Diesel Exhaust Eye, nose, throat, and lung irritation; Worsening respiratory disease,

{contains VOCs and Headaches; dizziness; nausea lung cancer

PM, ;)

Particulate Matter Asthma attacks, acute bronchitis, heart Reduced lung function, chronic

2.5(PM,,) attacks in individuals with cardiac disease | bronchitls, neurodegenerative

diseases

OCzone Chest pain; coughing; throat irritation; Contributes to development
congestion; increased symptoms in of chronic lung disease and
bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma worsens pre-existing bronchitis,

emphysema, and asthma

Radon None l.ung cancer

Carbon Monoxide Decreased exercise tolerance, Decreased exercise folerance,

(CO) decreased vigilance, increased risk for decreased vigilance, increased risk
cardiac ischemia in individuals with heart for cardiac ischemia in individuals
disease with heart disease

Nitrogen Oxides Respiratory symptoms, worsening asthma | Respiratory disease, worsening

(NO,) heart disease

Some sources of shale gas emissions for air pollutants can include well pads, compressor stations, processing
facilities, power plants, impoundments, injection wells, storage wells, landfills, oil refineries, etc. More information

on these types of facilities can be found at lllustrated Stages of Shale Gas Development. For more information on
protecting your health, visit Protecting Your Health from Shate Gas Development.

ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH PRZJECT

DEFEMPIMG PUBLIC HEALTH SHMCE 2012

] www.facebook.com/EnvironmentalHealthProject

i/ @EHPinfo T@ @environmentathealthpraject

Environmental Health Project
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RECEIVED

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution wittimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explain below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Comptiance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H28504), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4, Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Momtormg it Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. This is a new facility with a new permit, and the timits and monitoring should be
the best possible to reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new
facility.
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Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 for the Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station — Testimony from Lisa Riley Presented on February 4, 2026

Lisa Riley ;

718 Miller Avenue i ‘
Sutersville, Pennsylvania 15083 [
Kresovich@gmaii.com R o
412-431-9608 I O

A AL
/ - ’
W

My name is Lisa Riley and | live in Sutersville. |

(/, e i ‘\’ R { A
{ am here because how Tenaska operates its pewer station affects my famlly S and my
community’s health. PR ol

/

Some local residents have stated that they don’t smell or see any pollution from the
facility, but it is actually the pollutants that you don't see or smell that ate most harmful,
The facility has a right to operate, but it must follow all regulations in order to protect our

health.

| am concerned the facility has been in noncompliance with high priority violations of its
permit for the last 12 quarters. Despite this, there has been only 1 enforcement action
in the last 5 years on September 16, 2022, and their fotal penalty paid has only been

$14,097 B o Ao

-3, Ly o E S ‘
M_gf[‘. :'x__f;j ??(' /,F i zt 4;;«.-< g\\j (A

pdiey By

I am asking you to address the detailed; techmcai deficiencies in the draft permit that are
identified in comments provided to @E@ from the Environmental Integrity Project and

«Z.Mountain Watershed Association via letter dated November 3, 2025 on which | was also

a signatory. 4

On a high tevel | want to mention, two items in the draft permltfmust be revised:;

First, it must include provisions to assure all emissions restrictions have not only
sufficient monitoring requirements but, also recordkeeping and reporting
requirements sufficient to assure compllance with applicable limits.

. - ¢ Second, it must include a compliance schedule, since an operating permit in

"7 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”.

: ™, i [ {
b N e

L

Thank you -for allowing us to speak on this important matter.







4, Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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RECEIVED

October 29, 2025
0CT 3 0 2025

Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION
Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smitfiton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s poltution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
poliution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Inctude Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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 1o limit duration for combustion tuning as weil,




Catherine Anderson
2900 Schwirian Dr.
Elizabeth PA 15037

February 2, 2025

Thomas Joseph tioseph@pa.gov

Eric Gustafson egustafson{@pa.gov

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Southwestern Regional Office

400 Waterfront Dr.

Pittsburgh PA 15222

RE: Public Comment on Proposed Air Permit for Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station (65-
00990)

Dear DEP Representatives,

1 am a resident of Elizabeth Township living approximately 6.5 miles from the Tenaska Station. I am
seriously concerned that our community, along with many others in the Monongahela River valley is
dealing with the cumulative effects of many different energy projects of which the Tenaska Station is
only one. For generations our environment has been degraded by mining, gas extraction and
transmission and power plants. This costs all of us in terms of health effecta, quality of life and a
degraded environment,

Although I do not understand what “out of compliance” truly means, I see on the Detailed Facility
Report published by the EPA, that Tenaska has been “out of compliance” for the last 12 quarters with
violations every quarter. Given that as well as the fact that the plant has been operating for nine years
without a permit I strongly recommend substantive changes to the permit including:

MONITORING PROVISIONS sufficient to determine compliance with emissions limits. It must
include monitoring requirements that are specific and frequent enough to determine if it is complying
with limits of the permit.

REPORTING EMISSIONS MONITORING DATA TO THE DEP: all monitoring data must be
reported to the DEP to ensure compliance with permif Himits.

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY must be used to reduce emissions as much as
possible and to reflect state of the art controls for a new power plant.

COMBUSTION TUNING must be limited to curtail high emissions releases,

I also am a signatory to comments provided to DEP by The Environmental Integrity Project and The
Mountain Watershed Association on November 3, 2025. 1 request that you take those comments into
consideration in the Draft Permit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment via this hearing.

Catherine Andetson







HECEIVEL

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

h. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facitity will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 inciude in
the permit itself monitoring requirements that are specific and frequent enough
to show if the facility is complying with or violating the limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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,




4, Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP Al Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannotreadily access that information.

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.
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David Holliday

327 Karen Drive
Elizabeth, PA 15037
dpholiiday@hotmail.com

February 2, 2026

Thomas Joseph: tjoseph@pa.gov

Eric Gustafson; egustafson@pa.gov

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Southwestern Regional Office

400 Waterfront Drive

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

(delivered via email — Feb 2, 2026)

Re: Public Comment on Proposed Air Permit for Tenaska
Westmoreland Generating Station (65-00990)

Dear DEP Representative,

I am writing as a resident of Elizabeth Township, to express serious concerns regarding
the proposed air permit for Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station. Elizabeth
Township is directly affected by the air pollution of this plant. My primary concern is the
potential impact on public health, particularly for vulnerable residents such as children,
older adults like me, and individuals with existing respiratory or cardiovascular
conditions. This plant has been operating under a plan approval construction permit for
9 years which is an injustice to the residents subjected to its air pollution.

The proposed permit would allow emissions of pollutants that are well-documented to
contribute to adverse health outcomes. Qur area is already burdened by unhealthy air
quality by multiple major pollution sources. Even when emissions comply with regulatory
limits, cumulative exposure—especially in our area—can increase risks of:

« Asthma attacks and chronic respiratory irritation

« Cardiovascular stress

« Worsening symptoms for individuals with COPD or other lung diseases
« Increased emergency room visits during high-pollution days

« Long-term risks associated with particulate matter and hazardous air pollutants




Residents in our area already experience higher-than-average asthma rates, frequent
odor complaints, and pollution from muitiple nearby industrial sources. The Tenaska
Westmoreland Generating Station is yet another pollution source impacting our area.
Adding another source of emissions raises serious concerns about whether DEP's
permitting process is adequately protecting public health.

| respectfully request that DEP:

1. Conduct a cumulative impact assessment that considers existing pollution
sources and health burdens in our community.

2. Require the facility to use the best available control technology (BACT) or
more protective alternatives to minimize emissions. This is a new Title 5 permit
for the facility; therefore, the limits and monitoring should be the best possible to
reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new facility.

3. Increase air monitoring, including publicly accessible real-time data, to ensure
transparency and accountability.

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.

5. Require monitoring data to be submitted to the PA DEP: The Draft Permit
does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions data, and all
monitoring that Tenaska collects to determine compliance with permit limits for
each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP and the
public cannot readily access that information.

6. Hold an additional public hearing if significant changes to the permit occur or if
new information becomes available

7. Evaluate operational options that would reduce exposure to nearby residents.

DEP’s mission includes protecting the health and safety of Pennsylvania residents.
Approving a permit without fully addressing the potential health impacts would
undermine that mission. Our community deserves clean air, transparent oversight, and
assurance that industrial development will not come at the cost of our well-being.

Thank you for considering my comments. | ask that you prioritize the health of residents
as you evaluate this permit. Please include this letter in the official public record for
permit number [65-00990].

Sincerely,

David Holliday
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October 29, 2025
0CT 3 0 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTORS OFFICE
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson

DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION
Citizean Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TYOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 itsetf monitoring requirements that are specific and frequent enough
to show if the facitity is complying with or violating the limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. Thisis 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.
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Hello, My name is Zachary Shuster. 166 I\/f‘gw}mﬂ Lecnc

| live on Nightman Lane in Smithton, just a couple of miles from the
Tenaska power plant. My wife Kaleigh and | have two small children, age 1
& 4. We work hard to do our best for them. We give them healthy food.
We limit screen time. We take them outside whenever we get a chance.
Most importantly, we try to teach them to be good people. To be respectful.
To care for others.

As | said, we live within a couple miles of the Tenaska power plant. Our
children will go to school within walking distance of the plant. They will
have recess, play sports, and live the vast majority of their lives within miles

of the plant.

The EPA website states that the plant has been out of compliance for the
last 12 quarters, listing it as a “high priority violation”. This means that for
the last 12 quarters, my family has been exposed to toxins in the air higher
than those established by the clean air act. As far as | understand, there is

no plan or timeline in place for them to come into compliance.

The Title V permit can be written to ensure they are following federal and
state guidelines on air pollution, and it determines what will happen if they
don't. As the Title V permit stands currently, it lacks information about
specific concerns previously highlighted from the DEP’s own review memo,
It lacks specific details on how frequently testing is to occur. It lacks
information about how that testing is to be recorded and subsequently

- ~reported to the. DEP. It lacks information on how the plant will be held




accountable if they are out of compliance, which they have been for the

past 12 quarters.

Please strongly consider these changes before issuing a permit that
could significantly limit our ability to keep our families and communities

safe,

- The permit should, at a minimum, specifically outline the federal
standards, according to the Clean Air Act, on how frequently
testing should be conducted, what the specific pollution limits
are, and how records should be kept and reported to the DEP
and the public.

(Disclosure of their air quality reports to DEP and the public needs to be
explicitly stated to ensure we will have the ability to stand up and protect

our children and our community. )

- Italso needs to include a detailed plan and timeline for

remediation should it fail to meet the standards listed there-in.

| am concerned with the past performance of the plant. Are the operators
not concerned with remaining in compliance with the Clean Air Act

standards? Do they not deem it necessary to provide clean air to our

/ top priority in this document so we retain the ability to protect ourselves

from toxic emissions. "
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| don't have a problem with the plant being there. We need electricity, and

I’'m glad that they've given jobs to some community members.

But | don’t want my family, my children, to have an increased risk of cancer,

asthma, heart disease, and lung disease.

Please, for the sake of my family and the families of everyone living close
to this plant, make the necessary changes to ensure we are breathing
clean air, air that does not have pollutants higher than the thresholds that
scientists and the EPA has decided is safe. We can not protect ourselves
from these pollutants. We can’t control the quality of the air we live in. But
you can. It's your job. Please, | ask you to make sure the air is tested
frequently enough, that the results are reported regularly to the EPA and

o Keep

that effective consequences exist to keep the plant in compllancef" Thank vs

you! %e a[ﬂty







Tenaska Westmoreland Title V Permit

Date of Hearing: February 4, 2026

Citizen Public Hearing on Draft Title V Operating Permit

65-0090

DRAFT TVOP

For Tenaska Pennsylvania

Partners LLC's

Tenaska Westmoreland Greensbhurg Station Located at 446 Smithton Pike, Smithton PA 15479

South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County

Location: Huntingdon Place {Turkeytown Fire Hall), West Newton, PA

Public Testimony by Nancy Ivan, resident of West Newton , PA

"Good evening. My name is Nancy lvan , and | am a resident of West Newton Borough.. | am
here to formally oppose the draft Title V Operating Permit for the Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station.

First, we must address the timeline, Tenaska has been operating on a 'temporary' basis for
nine years, Their initial Plan Approval was issued in April 2015. This ‘shakedown' period has
been extended repeatedly, allowing a major pollution source to avoid the permanent, federal
oversight that a Title V permit requires.

Second, 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 gquarters. 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.

Third, 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.

Ed







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 valiey basin like ours, these aren't just numbers—they are health risks

~ trapped at the street level where our children play and senior citizens live.

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.

Thank you."

Nancy lvan

320 N, Water Street
West Newton, PA 15089

Email: nivan.eatright@qmail.com
412-298-9194
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October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTOR'S (“.'JF"F:("T*E
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facitity’s pollution wiltimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act,

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist {H2S04), 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 timits.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. Thisis 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.
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RECEIVED
October 29, 2025

0CT 3 6 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DEP, SOV T LWESY 2 ION

Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns,

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s poliution willt impact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. The Draft Permitis 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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October 29, 2025 0CT 3 6 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DRECTORS OFFIQE
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00930 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via orai testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We reguest “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act,

a. 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 inctude in
the permit itself monitoring requirements that are specific and frequent enough
to show if the facility is complying with or violating the limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases,

a. The Draft Permit’s section restricting operating hours for “Startups, shutdowns,
and combustion tuning” for the combustion turbines {page 39) are actualty only
limits durations of startups and shutdowns but not combustion tuning. The
permit must be changed to limit duration for combustion tuning as well.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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. - : =y
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HECEIVEL:

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2075
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECT RS e 1
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWES © 17 1oy

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment,

c. \We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. 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.

¢c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. The Draft Permit’s section restricting operating hours for “Startups, shutdowns,
and combustion tuning” for the combustion turbines (page 39) are actualty only
limits durations of startups and shutdowns but not combustion tuning. The
permit must be changed to limit duration for combustion tuning as well.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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REGCKEIVEL

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025

DIRECTORS OFFICE
DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Alr Act.

a. 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 enougn
to show If the facility is complying with or violating the limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), sulfur oxides, or greenhouse gases)
from the two combustion turbines {see p.37) but does not inctude 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and alt monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. Thisis 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
facuity”‘"
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AEGEIVEL

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025

, , . DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office i
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits,

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets {imits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), sulfur oxides, or greenhotuse gases)
from the two combustion turbines (see p.37) but does not include sufficient
monitoring requirements to assure compliance with the timits.

¢. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

" 5. Thisis anew facility with a new permit, and the limits and monitoring should be
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October 29, 2025 ocT 30 2029

Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson

iy AL 'lei;\s.‘v-
DIRECTORS b0 SioN
L .{’\“,’;‘C} . ‘J.%
DEP, SCUTHTE
Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and envircnment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 inctude in
the permit itself monitoring requirements that are specific and frequent enough
to show if the facility is complying with or violating the limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring,.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (YOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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,




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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
facitity.
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AECEIVE!

October 29, 2025 0CT 30 2009
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as ex ined below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, totat PM,

- PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2023
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DlF&EQ‘i@“’%gf‘;‘Ecg‘ oN
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SNULTHWE

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility wilt comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act,

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets {imits on emissions of seven pollutants (YOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
comptiance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.
a. 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,




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.

7

(‘,Oﬂ(,‘,{’ S /é/éfé & %[@ ﬂ/cm £ s e é /A L’,f)mp/:'q ey on
/ ] : //

Wekh Sfhe ﬁum—;/ &l ﬂ'ﬁ et T bade Acardd
jssues (as Ehrra.) anx —L /,[;Lr LA e &«@Lﬁs}/ﬂf
—/f’m as )4 L yﬂ-c’f‘éawar/j feef € /5 ffwm Ll
yp()!/u/fan s ﬁ’f AL/:’; ﬂ/ar»z”.

:7: Aol Gunceryed 45)1, Firg 7{’.’/75, o m. Ao e @ £
//jé’/ /O/mr? f 7_— '—;Q«L»/ fZ’/w:z ZL ’Z‘/P(’-'-— fﬂ{jﬂ"‘é()-’f';{ Lﬁ%@bl /@C_,

be, M e —freg e «’é'.y Gud vy . Langh ALy 5 56?5/5-

7 am /4:0:4/: Lt)mt awqﬁon? /ﬁ T heoe [t

Name ___ /LN. NS ime . .
Address Aoy s £E s éL/, £ /‘/etu tor /% S & 08
Phone Number T AH- 72 - N7

Email address Aot 5 s @B Lot pici,/. €




AEGEIVED

October 29, 2025

0CT 3 0 2025

Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office ) .
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

DEP, SOUTHWEST REGION

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a.

We have been living with the construction and operation of this facitity for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We reguest “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act,

a.

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 limits in the permit, but
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 (H2S04), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to HMigh Emissions Releases.

a.

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 chan to limit duration for combustion tuning as well.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.

/,,__.»a’”' . Q.“—" " —
7 A A e e C)J (A s 7 Aleweron, P2
WK HAS BeeN Lpsvririaun As A

AR ONME T A L DUSTICE A[IFA .

.—Z—.Tlﬁ“zf e =7 _FA (?//;2/36/97*0(\//"7@ Lcn e, ;DC/Q LI
Lleng jog W iep s Rz e\ PN Somrs ppvoea <

wouip UiZe NI L ows o te ﬁﬂa“‘mgg\ R Volcs
The _Ooucsa ius

Name ___<¢ ?Mﬁé . {L;;“’/W £

Address Z;?/ A \ ¥ FEL LT //{/5:157' /)/5'"W70/// S )
Phone Number /707/“ - 5“7’5“3 A
Email address c?/‘m/ﬂ/J 75 & /wf fhoc. con




" :g £y

ECEIVED

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRECTORYS
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, SOUTHE‘V?S(?FFSE%%ON

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15478, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s poltution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

¢. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Inciude Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act,

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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 weil.




4. Tenaslta Must Be Required to Report to DEP AWl Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. This is a new facility with a new permit, and the limits and monitoring should be
the best possibie to reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new
facitity.
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HECEIVED

October 29, 2025 0CT 3 0 2025
Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DEFEJ lg ES?‘) RS CFFICE

) i .
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson AWEST REGION
Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Pariners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b, The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2S04), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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 co stion tuning as well.




. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

. 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.
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Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office DIRE™ i
BN I VA R i I Nou T e
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson DEP, =l ‘

Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so otir concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious cancerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment.,

¢. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

c. The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to ensure
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. The Draft Permit’s section restricting operating hours for “Startups, shutdowns,
and combustion tuning” for the combustion turbines (page 39) are actually onty
limits durations of startups and shutdowns but not combustion tuning. The
permit must be changed to limit duration for combustion tuning as well.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring it Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of alt emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
timits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. This is a new facility with a new permit, and the limits and monitoring should be
the hest possible to reflect the state-of-the-art controls expected of a new
facility.
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Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson Air Guality

DEP Southwest Hegional Office
Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution willimpact
our health, safety, and environment.

c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
potlution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist (H2504), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.

a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

5. Thisis 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.
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Hand-delivered comments to SW Regional Office 0CT 3 0 2025
Attention: Nick Waryanka and Eric Gustafson

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Citizen Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 6 XERBQbIFTHWER] BEfEHbka
Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, tocated at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County.

1. We request a public hearing. As you will see, my comments represent substantive
changes that need to be made to this draft permit and, therefore, | am requesting
the PA DEP hold a public hearing so our concerns can be heard via oral testimony as
has been the case for other such permits.

a. We have been living with the construction and operation of this facility for
almost a decade, and we deserve to have DEP hear our concerns.

b. We have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our heaith, safety, and environment,

¢c. We have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility will comply with
pollution laws like the Clean Air Act.

We request “substantive changes to the permit” as explained below:

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean
Air Act.

a. 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 limits in the permit, but
this permit fails to include this required monitoring.

b. The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfuric acid mist {(H2S04), 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.

3. The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead
to High Emissions Releases.
a. 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.




4. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring It Does to

Determine Compliance with Permit Limits.

a. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions
data, and all monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit
limits for each source should be required to be reported to DEP. Otherwise, DEP
and the public cannot readily access that information.

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.
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ZFanet Roslund Citizen Public Hearing, Comments on Draft Title V Operating Permit
{1007 Thomas Street NO 65-00990 (Draft TVOP) for Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s
[Monongahela, PA 15063 Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446 Smithton
rnmetenaj@gmail.com } . ) _

#52-562-2417 Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township,

Westmoreland County

TO: Department of Environmental Protection
| am writing as a property owner in Elizabeth Township concerned about air guality.

The Tenaska Power Plant proposed Title V Air Permit is especially worrisome to me in two
regards.

First:  The Draft Permit does not have adequate monitoring requirements that would
secure compliance with the emission limits in the permit. Emissions include VOCs, Total
PM, PM10, PM 2.5, CO2, NOx, CO and Sulfuric Acid Mist, ALL with established emissions
limits, but WITHOUT sufficient monitoring that assures compliance with the limits.

Second: The Draft Permit has no requirement for Recordkeeping or Reporting of the
monitored emissions data!

Why Be Concerned:

Each emitted pollutant is detrimental to human and/or environmental health (see the
CHPNY Compendium, October 2023.) Harmful effects are magnified when limits are
exceeded.

Request for Remediation of Deficiencies
| request that the DEP make the following additions to the Tenaska Title V permit.

1} As a new facility, state-of-the-art monitoring equipment shall be installed to
measure each pollutant for which limits have been established. Monitoring should
be continuous.

2) All data that emission monitors collect must be RECORDED and REPORTED to the
DEP. Because of the immediate impact pollutants can have on public health, real-
time reporting to DEP should be enforced.

Respectfully submitted,

Janet Roslund
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Unitarian Universalist Congregation of Snﬁ'ﬁg@%{.@@ OEFICE
P.0. Box 568 DEP, SQUTHWEST REGION

Smithton, PA 15479-0568
Phone: (724) 872-5056 Email: uucofsmithton@gmail.com

PA-DEP
DNty Ncs W'F\\Q)/AMKA

28 October 2025

We are the Unitarian Universalist Congregation of Smithton, Pennsylvania. We are located on
251 Second Street in Smithton, Pennsylvania our building is near the Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station located at 446 Smithton Pike, Smithton.

We would like to address the upcoming pending Title V permit for the operation of the facility.
Title V Permits are legally enforceable documents designed to improve compliance by clarifying
what facilities must do to control air poliution.

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.

Our Unitarian Universalist theological and spiritual grounding guides us to uphold an ethic of
intergenerational justice in relation to access to, use of and preservation of natural resources.
We affirm that all people deserve a healthy and safe environment wherever they live, work,
play, worship, and go to school. Human beings are part of the natural world and are affected
by environmental decisions both unequally and unpredictably.

On Behalf of the members of this congregation:

Rev. Tasha N. Brownfield - Minister Email; tasha.brownfield8383@gmail.com

James A. Sims- UUCS Board President  Email: army379@yahoo.com







UUC of Smithton

P.O. Box 568

Smithton, PA 15479-0568

724-872-5056 uucofsmithton@gmail.com

Department of Environmental Protection
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

February 4, 2026

The Unitarian Universalist Congregation of Smithton (UUCS), a member congregation of the Unitarian
Universalist Association. Our building is located in the borough of Smithton, PA we are located near the
Tenaska Power Plant Facility.

Our congregation would like to voice concern in the upcoming decision for the Tenaska Title V Operating
Permit. The Key points and concerns pointed out by the environmental oversight groups need to be
addressed. We live, work and worship in this community. 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.

As pointed out:

*The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to Determine Compliance with
Emissions Limits, which is required by the Clean Air Act.

*The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lead to High Emissions
Releases.

* Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP All Emissions Monitoring it does to Determine
Compliance with Permit Limits.

*The Draft Permit Impermissibly Fails to Inciude a Schedule for Coming into Compliance with the
Clean Air Act.,

As a Religious Organization the Unitarian Universalists care for our environment so that it may sustain
life for generations to come. The power facility is our neighbor, the greater Smithton area is a “frontline”
community, and these areas are impacted hardest and often have fewest resources to recover.

On behalf of our congregation members and neighbors.

We ask that the fullest protection available be mandated to protect this community.

Rev, Tasha Brownfield
UUCS Minister

James Sims
UUCS Board President







Mayor
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Chief of Police
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West Newion, PA 15089 Noggg 40 ‘;‘E‘@%@h shcielary

(724) 872-6860

. G? ¢ gplaqmumber

 (724) 872-8333
Date: October 21, 2025 ; CEAIEDaY

1
4

Nick Waryanka, P.E., Air Quality Engineer -

Thomas Joseph, P.E., Facilities Permitting Chief, Environmental Engineerlng Manager
Eric Gustafson, Regional Direcior

Southwest Reglonal Office

Pennsylvania Depariment of Environmental Protection

400 Waterfront Drive

Plttsburgh, PA 15222

112 South Water Street

Re: West Newton Borough Council’s Request for a Public Hearing Regarding Draft Title V
Operating Permit No, 65-00990 for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station

Dear Mr. Waryanka, Mr. Joseph, and Mr. Gustafson:

As one of the neighboring communities impacted by emissions from this facHity, West Newion
Borough respectfully requests that the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(“DEP”) hold a public hearing on Draft Title V Operating Permit No., 65-00990 (“Draft TVOP"} for
Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station, located at 446
Smithion Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County (“the
Facility”).

DEP announced its intent to issue this permit in the Pennsylvania Bulletin, 55 Pa.B. 6967
(October 4, 2025), That notice states that any person may request that the DEP hald a public
hearing, and that such hearlngs may be held in accordance with 25 Pa. Code §127.429.

On hehalf of our residents, we respectfully make this request for the following reasons:

1. This is a Title V facility.

2. The Facility’s emissions heavily impact environmental justice areas, including West Newton
Borough,

3. There is significant public Interest in this facillty and this permit,

4, We understand that this facility has operated without a federally required operating permit
for nine years, and our residents deserve the opportunity to be heard by the Department.

We specifically request that the public hearing be scheduled at a time and location convenient
for the affected community. The most suitable venue is the Turkeytown Volunteer Fire Company

www.mywestnewton.com







community meeting facility, located at 90 Supetvisor Drive, West Newton, PA. We request the
heating be held after standard work hours (no earller than 6:00 PM) and that a remofie
participation option be provided to ensure full accessibility.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter and for your continued service in protecting
the health and welfare of Wesimoreland Couniy residents.

Respecifully submitted,

Jason Cooper
Council President

www.mywestnewton.com







Feb. 4, 2026 Kenneth D. Ball

PA DEP Public Hearing 738 Boyds Hollow Road
Tenaska Title V Air Permit PO Box 53
Huntingdon Place Buena Vista, PA 15018
90 Supetrvisor’s Drive “kenball2@aocl.com”
West Newton, PA 15089 (412)427-4297

Good evening. | want to thank the Department of Environmental Protection for holding this
important meeting and for the opportunity to speak.

| am a farmer and | know I’'m supposed to keep personal issues out of this consideration and
stick to the facts as the permit application pertains to meeting DEP and Clean Air Act
requirements. But for me, this is personal. On our farm we raise sheep and beef cattle. Our
beef cattle are grass-fed...an all natural diet...free of antibiotics, steroids, hormones and
pesticides . My wife and | bale the hay it takes to carry our animals thru the winter, So all the
grass they eat, all the water they drink, all the air they breathe is supplied downstream and
downwind from the Tenaska plant.

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. |
also want to respectfully highlight the map modeled by the 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 personai.

According to the EPA's “Enforcement and Compliance History Online” over the past 12
quarters, Tenaska has been in noncompliance with its permit for ali 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.

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?

With Title \, | 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.

Again on a personal note, | traced our farm deed back to 1784 when a grant was issued from
the William Penn family to a Colonel Lewellen Howell and the property was given the name
“Peaceful”. Since then over 7 generations of farmers have upheld that title by serving as
stewards of the land. Please serve as “STEWARDS OF THE COMMUNITY” by thinking 7
generations ahead and considering the cumuiative impact the approval of this permit will have.
Make your grandchildren proud when they ask you what you did to protect the environment.
Thank youl!



Feb. 4, 2026

PA DEP Public Hearing
Tenaska Title V Air Permit
Huntingdon Place

90 Supervisor’s Drive
West Newton, PA 15089

Kenneth D. Ball

738 Boyds Holiow Road
PO Box 53

Buena Vista, PA 15018
“kenball2@aol.com"
(412)427-4297
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February 4,2026 Tenaska Gas Electric Plant-Westmoreland OP#65-00980

Thank you to DEP staff for having this pubtic hearing. Thank you especially to the Mountain
Watershed Association leaders and membership. We only get our “Right to be Heard”
because of you. | have repeatedly requested public hearings on every mining and pollution
permit | have seen. The DEP staff has discretion. | usually get no response.

For the record, | have attached ALL the other permit public notices.

As communities grapple meeting energy demands while addressing pollution, the debate
over gas-fired plants has become increasingly contentious, Yes, natural gas offers a
cleaner alternative to coal, but approving new gas-fired power plants poses serious risks
and harm that outweigh potential benefits.

To me, the most compelling argument against permitting Tenaska’s Title V gas-fired power
plant is their contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and localized air and water
pollution. Our State Constitution prohibits this permit. Although natural gas burns cleaner,
it still emits substantial amounts of carbon dioxide (CO;). Furthermore, extraction,
processing, and transportation of natural gas often result in methane emissions. Methane
is even worse than carbon dioxide. ’

These tocal emissions undermine global efforts to reduce the carbon footprint and timit
temperature increases.

Beyond GHGs, these plants emit nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds, which
can lead to smog and respiratory issues. The water usage and potential contamination of
the Yough with treated wastewater is another problem.

Continuing, this facility in Smithton, | 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?

Tenaska produces energy here, but also (5.2 billion Lbs.) of greenhouse gas pollution.






The impacts of GHG catalyzed global climate change are too numerous to list tonight, but
some inctude extreme weather, increased intensity of tornadoes, hurricanes, cyclones,
wildfires, sea level rise, king tides, loss of biodiversity, drought, loss of arable land, food
insecurity, and increased disease transmission.

Who is this applicant? Tenaska is an independent energy company from Omaha that
developed and manages the facility and owns less than a quarter. This facility is about 75%
owned and controlied by Japanese industrialists-globalists Mitsubishi and Electric Power
Development Corporation. | remind every man in this room that you are obligated by treaty
to protect the Japs from North Korea and China. We protect them and they kill us with
pollution.

While natural gas plants are often promoted as a cost-effective solution for electricity
generation, their long-term economic viability is increasingly questionable. The global
energy landscape is rapidly shifting toward cost efficient renewables like wind, solar,
geothermal, tidal, wave, biomass, and hydro.

Investing in new gas infrastructure in 2026 is wasteful, It risks creating stranded assets—
facilities that may become obsolete before their projected lifespan is reached.

Moreover, public investment in gas-fired power diverts resources from renewables and
energy efficiency measures. The volatility of natural gas markets, influenced by
geopolitical events and supply disruptions, can also expose consumers to price spikes and
undermine economic stability at local and national levels.

Gas-fired power plants are often sited near low-income, rural communities, and
communities of color, exacerbating existing social inequalities.

These populations are disproportionately affected by air and water pollution and the
associated heatlth risks, including asthma, COPD, heart disease, infertility, stroke, cancer,
other respiratory conditions and early death,.

The burden of environmental degradation and health costs falls heavily on these
vuinerable groups, raising serious questions about environmental justice. Additionally, the
focus on fossil fuel-based infrastructure detays the transition to a cleaner and more
equitable energy system.






In conclusion, considering the environmental, economic, and social drawbacks, the
approval of new gas-fired power plants is a step in the wrong direction. Sustainable
alternatives are avallable and affordable. Policymakers and communities should reject
further investment in fossil fuel infrastructure and instead support a transition toward
renewables that protect public health, foster economic resilience, and address the urgent
challenge of climate change.

Please deny this Title V Operating Permit for the Tenaska Weastmoreland Generating
Station on the grounds it clearly violates the PA Constitutional Right to Clean Environment.
Ban Fracking in Pennsylvania.

Thank you.

May God Bless this Commonwealth and All who call her home.

Benjamin John Chiszar MPA, MS
Veteran — US Army M| Corps

Pittsburgh, PA {305)-433-0288 bichiszar@yahoo.com
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- LEGAL NOTICE . ©" e :
n accordance with 26 Pa. Code §§ 127.441, 127:425,:and 127.521, the
Department Is providing notice {hat It Intends to'issue a Title 'V Operating
Permil renewal to General Carbide Corporation for.the continued 'operation
of its fungsten carbide powdered matal and products manufacturing facility
located fn Hempfiald Township, Wastmoreland County, - i o -

o

"he facliily conslsls 'of a powder manwacturing process compiising-af ten (10)
bali mills, ten (10) conicat dryers, one (1) spray dryer; three’(3) condensers, v
a cooling tower, and.a 16,000 aclm baghouse; a powder preparation area, a’

“final fitz preparalion area, and wo (2) tsopress rooms-all controlied by a
15,000 acfm baghouse: a nicke! room and shape room bolh.controlled by.a :
15,000 acim baghotise; a finlshing area contro Iad_by,!hrea:sc&) fuine ‘colléc-
fors raled al 4,000 acfm, 1,600 aclm, and 2,400 achin, respeclively; abrazing .
area, a second shape room controlled by 2:20,000 acim baghouse a 21,222
acim baghouse, and a 3,500 acim fume ‘collector; ‘one ?’1‘) 260-5W dle~ |
selfired emergency generator; one (1} 48-kW natural. gas-fired ‘emergency . 1
generator; nine (9) parts washers of varlous capacities; and iscellanaous - |
sources Including heptane 'storage danks fanging from 3 000: !
capacilies, a 0.6:MMBIu/hi:boller, a 0.63 MMBluhr bolte

. tions, polishing oporations, and two (2) coslingtowors, -

‘ Po.l'én_l‘ié'l amisa'ibris'”[tﬁﬁi 'l'hia_"isoufbes' coversd 'u.ri'de‘:r'_.'t'hlls':f.f;" {5
- 7645 . 10, 36.1 TPY. PM.

vho wish lo'pravide the Department with addilional wriiten fnformation
oy believe sh ke considered priar: 10 -authorization ‘of the Tille'V
ing’ bmil:the:information to.Thomas Joseph;:Enviran- - .
Depariment. of Eavironmental :Protection;:
7 tsbusgh, PA 152

| damorzandum, 'and the’proposed permilare
fe for public review during normal-business hoursat EP's Southwes! - ;
2. Office;-400 Waterrant: Drive, Pittsburgh, PA: 15222 Afileireview.
cheduled:through the. DEP's website al: hlips:/iwwwidep.pa.govi -
-Gl PublicRecords/Pages/informal-Flle-Reviaw.aspx-or by contacling .
-: “Thomas Joseph, Environmental Engineering Manager; direclly.
B96T44(12/9, 710, 4/2B) T R R e

\N STREAMS :LAW, the. PENN: -
ONMENTAL PROTECTION: Hilles - :
ING:-CONSERVATION -and: E%. ;
at

ment

Ivily: Permil: N

0235610 focated. |
14

' The revision requests. a |
(" consisting ‘of ‘approxima

3
toly 2.6 acH
3. conlours temain.as is.and







PUBL[C NOTiCE

Pursuan! to lhe Surface MEnlng
Conservallon and ‘Reclamaion -
Acl”-and ‘the “Clean “Streams .-
Law, ‘notice is hereby given that

BOCA Coal,Inc.,-100 Ofd Pond
Road, Br]dgeville PA15017, has
made apphcation to the Pennsyl -
vania: Department .of Environ-

fotection for ravising s
exislfng ‘Suiface Coal ‘Refuse
Reprogessing Permil and re- ..

: Iaied NPDES: : ;

he -Pennsylvania :Claan S!reams Law, _lhe Pennsyivanin
mantal: Proleciton ‘Rules dnd ‘Regulations, the
afion’ and ﬂeclamallon Acl, and the, BIlumEnous

: 0 revised to:
ele 73,9 acres of the original ,
. 88,8 acres: The reduced Surface -
Mine Perml:b

plication Is ‘avaltable for
intment:at the’Dapariment
Gl lec istrict Minl

} ] S -orf'a'-r'e-'-..
it for public hearing orinfor-
[ on!erence

n
Colnty and js known a8
14279 acies for Stirface Activity Sile
Whealing Creek:and: Unnamsd T

r 35,37, acres ¢

ll ¥ !
trosl; Sulle 520, :
t_;a!lon Is also avallable for publicinspeclo 6 Dep
ronmanial: Biotaction, Californla’ Blsirict:Office, Distrlot: Mlnln
4)Tag:éa’no!ogy Park COaI Cemer, Pennsy!vanla 1542

2 e i
Road, then 17,260°FT southeast 1o a
.lhe inle_rsaclion of Grean ‘Haven ! ._

E _ 19:& point]
i cG oy

ul: lons and requas!s Ior a-publlc: haaring or Infor-
sout may ba submiited to the Dapariment.of . Envlronmental__
RD lhen 5, 050 ET-spuihwasito & i ; i ‘District Office at the ‘above: address;: withi
“the’ntarsaotion:of: ‘McGulfey Road and Walriu V&lle_y' oad, 30) days from. the data of the final publication of this Noti
“FT-wastnorthwesl 1o the point ofetigin. Al distancas and hes 46 the: n's name, -address,” telaphone. numb
WV Clayaville; PA: Vall nature ol hls or her ob]ecl!on

& Mir

BLRa :
west of - lhe !ntarsecilon

._.'=;ap'proximale ‘Porlions; of the: Bethan
WY and West, M[dd!atown, PA'USAS:
. '.!a[ ihe_area descrlbed : :







My name is Larisa Mednis and I'm an Advocacy Coordinator with Clean Air Council. On
behalf of the Council and its members, | am here to testify in favor of stronger emissions
monitoring and limits for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station as the facility applies for
its long-overdue Title V permit. | 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 readings daily. Currently, publicly available information about the Tenaska plant is
hotably 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 Alr Act. It is misleading for the DEP te 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.

According to PennEnvironment, the Tenaska generating station is one of the top 12
largest polluters in Pennsylvania. Out of these facllities, nearly half are located in Southwestern
Pennsylvania. The Tenaksa plant alone emitted over 2.6 million tons of greenhouse gas
poliution in 2020. This level of emissions is comparable to a coal-fired power plant, yet with
nearly all coal-fired plants out-of-commission in Pennsylvania, Tenaska is one of the most
polluting facilities in the state,

As a representative of Clean Air Council and its members, | 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
pollution burdens that we face. The Tenaska facility is located within an Environmental Justice
area in the 80-89.9th percentiie, and is less than 2 miles from an Environmental Justice area
with pollution exposure in the 98th percentile.

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.

in the event the Title V permit is granted, | recommend several changes that would
better protect those living around the Tenaska facility. First of all, | recommend that the DEP
implement more frequent monitoring and stack testing at the plant. Secondly, | 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. | 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.







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







Good evening,

My name is Natalie Davidson and | am here to speak on behalf of PennFuture and
our members in the area. Our organization has joined the community members
and organizations to submit formal comments regarding the necessary measures
needed for the Tenaska Plant Title V operating permit. 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.
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 (H2504}, PM 2.5, 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 with limits for seven
pollutants it is failing to comply with the Clean Air Act and PA Air Pollution Control
Act. We ask that the permit be redrafted to include the proper amount of

monitoring for compliance.

Additionally, the draft permit should also include requirements for recordkeeping
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
exclude this data and resuit 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 recordkeeping

requirements.

Finally, 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 in order 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 plan.

Today | am here to ask the DEP to make changes to ensure this permit is up to the
required standards per federal and state regulation before the issuance of an
operating permit to the Tenaska Plant. This permit is already far too late but we
must ensure it has the best parameters in place to safeguard the community
under all legal standards. As stated in the comments submitted there are many
insufficient requirements included into the permit which should be addressed
promptly to ensure the community is not put at risk. The Tenaska Plant's lack of
proper and thorough plans for monitoring is greatly concerning for the immediate
health of residents in any proximity ;)f the plant. On behalf of residents and the
members of PennFuture we thank DEP for all the work you have done and will do

to ensure this operating permit is as protective as possible.
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Thomas Joseph

Environmental Engineering Manager

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, Southwest Regional Office
400 Waterfront Drive,

Pittsburgh, PA 15222-4745

412-442-4000

Re: Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65
00980

Introduction

The Environmental Health Project (EHP) is submitting this written comment for the Citizen
Public Hearing on Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-0090 (TVOP} for Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC's Tenaska Westmoretand Generating Station, located at 446
Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland Gounty.
EHP is a nonpartisan, data-driven nonprofit organization that has defended public health in
the face of oil and gas development since 2012, We provide frontline communities with
data collection and analysis tools, health and wellness education, and policy and
advocacy resources, Our team of public health professionals, community educators,
analysts, and communications experts is committed to securing health-protective
solutions to reduce harm from exposure to oil and gas pollution. EHP wishes to express
our concerns about the public health impacts of the new Title V facility.

The two-turbine and 940-megawatt natural gas-fired power plant has put undue risk on
community members and the environment for the past decade, the entirety of which the
facility has been operating without a TVOP. The new first-ever drafted TVOP for the facility
requires adjustments to ensure greater protection of the health of community members.
First, the permit sets limits for various pollutants but excludes monitoring provisions
required by the Clean Air Act that are specific and frequent enough to evaluate compliance
with emissions limits. Second, the permit fails to require reporting of all emissions data to
the PA DEP, making the information largely inaccessible 1o regulators and the public. EHP
recommends that the PA DEP reguire that the TVOP include more comprehensive
monitoring provisions that ensure compliance with emissions limits as well as
recordkeeping and reporting of all emissions data to the PA DEP to ensure transparency.

info@environmentalhealthproject.org | 724.260.5504 | environmentalhealthproject.org
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Public Health Impacts

Every stage of shale gas development poses pubtic health risks and is known to emit
hazardous substances that are harmful to human health, including downstream facilities
such as the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station.

Including comprehensive monitoring, reporting, and enforcement requirements in the
TVOP for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Station will ensure compliance with air
quality standards. Without a TVOP, Tenaska altready emits over 2.6 million tons of
greenhouse gases each year'l?l, such as carbon dioxide, and around 300 tons of other toxic
compounds?, all of which are harmful to human health. Below are the health impacts of
these air pollutants:

Carbon Dioxide: climate change-induced health impacts, such as insect borne
diseases, heat-related illnesses, and injuries and deaths from storms, floods, and
a4

Nitrogen Oxides: respiratory irritation and infections; exacerbation of respiratory
diseases, such as asthma®®

Particulate Matter, including Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10).and (most
impactful) Particulate Matter 2.5 (PM2.5): impaired lung function, asthma
exacerbation, irregular heartbeat and heart attacks; can lead to premature death in
those with heart and lung diseases, such as chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
(COPDY,

Ammonium: abdominal pain, nausea, vomiting, skin blisters, burning feeling in the
nose, throat, lungs, and eyes®

Carbon Monoxide: decreased exercise tolerance, decreased vigilance, and
increased risk for cardiac ischemia in individuals with heart 1011,

Sulfur Oxides: Breathing difficulties, particularly during exercise; aggravation of
existing respiratory 1213,

Formaldehyde: Nose and eye irritation, eczema, asthma, increased risk of nasat
and throat 118,

Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs): linked to cancer, neurological damage,
developmental and reproductive harm, and respiratory and cardiovascular disease;
may cause irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat; harm the liver, kidneys, and
immune system; and contribute to premature mortality in exposed populations'®.

info@environmentalhealthproject.org | 724.260.5504 | environmentathealthproject.org
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s Volatile Organic Compounds: varies by compound but most commonly
headaches, fatigue, and irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat?’.

Note: The above list is not exhaustive and does not include other potential pollutants such
as methane or those formed in the atmosphere like ozone.

These health impacts can be worse for vulherable populations. Some populations,
including children, older adults, expecting or new parents, and individuals with chronic
respiratory or cardiovascular conditions, are more sensitive than the general population to
the impacts of air pollution. A quarter of the host community of Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station is above the age 65, and the community also experiences a cancer
(non-skin) rate that is worse than 79% of the U.S. population and high cholesterol rates
that are worse than 89% of Pennsylvania’s population™.

Moreover, there are three schools near the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station.
Figure 1, below, shows the schools as green dots and Tenaska as a dark red dot,
surrounded by a purple circle representing all areas within 5 miles. The three schools
within this radius are West Newton Elementary School and neighboring schools Yough
Intermediate Middle School and Mendon Elementary School. For the past decade, Tenaska
has been operating without a TVOP and jeopardizing the health of these young students.

info@environmentalhealthproject.org | 724.260.5504 | environmentalhealthproject.org
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Figure 1. Schools, hospitals, and point source emitters within & miles of the Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station. Map created by EHP,

Toxic pollutants are emitted from facilities such as the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating
Station in a variety of ways, both directly when shale gas is burned to produce electricity as
well as through auxiliary structures such as cooling towers or through incomplete
combustion. Once emitted, these pollutants can travel significant distances from the site
of emission depending on various factors including weather conditions, wind direction,
and topography.

info@environmentalhealthproject.org | 724.260.5504 | environmentalhealthproject.org
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Figure 2. Modeled relative annual average airborne pollutant levels from the Tenaska Westmoretand
Generating Station. Modeling conducted by EHP.

Figure 2, above, is an analysis conducted by EHP using a NOAA HYSPLIT model to show
how air emissions from the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station disperse in nearby
communities on an annual basis. As indicated in the legend on the right, the purple pin
indicates the highest receptor location, or the location that experiences the highest 1-hour
concentration of primary air pollutants over the course of two years, while the innermost
dark red ring represents areas experiencing at least 50% of the highest annual average
ground-level air pollution concentration from Tenaska. Successive rings moving outward
represent areas experiencing 25%, 10%, and 5% of the annual average concentration,
respectively. Local topography and weather patterns result in uneven dispersion from the
new Title V facility.

Figure 2 demonstrates that pollution affects not only Smithton, the community in which
Tenaska is located, but many of the surrounding communities as well. In fact, as of 2026,
Srnithton and its immediate surrounding communities are all designated Environmental
Justice (EJ) communities by the PA DEP. By doing this, the PA DEP has acknowledged that
these communities experience disproportionate environmental impacts and pollution
burden which are exacerbated by their pre-existing health conditions. |tis vital that the PA
DEP swiftly act in this Title V permit to design measures that best protect the health of
residents of these EJ communities™.

info@environmentalhealthproject.org | 724.260.5504 | environmentalhealthproject.org
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EHP notes that a concern was raised during the public hearing on February 4" about
inaccuracies relating to a different version of this dispersion map included in a postcard
mailer for an October 2025 community meeting, claiming that the map misrepresented the
Tenaska facility to be in Sutersville, about 7 miles away. Figure 3, below, shows this version
of the dispersion map with the modeled relative maximum airborne pollutant levels
(instead of average concentration) from the facility. Like the previous dispersion map, the
purple pin, this time located in Sutersville, indicates the highest receptor location.
Because the map is zoomed into this area of greatest impact, the pin showing where
Tenaska is located is not pictured. This omission ted to the misinterpretation of the purple
pin as the location of Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station. Figure 4, below, shows
the zoomed-out version of the same dispersion map, with the facility now marked in
Smithton with a blue pin and label. Importantly, Figures 3 and 4 show the highest short-
term 1-hour impact observed over two years, revealing higher maximum concentrations of
air pollution in communities farther away suich as Sutersville than those living immediately
next to the facility. This differs from Figure 2, which reflects longer annual average impacts
over an entire year, and reports them closer to the facility. Taken together, these dispersion
maps show that communities more than 7 miles away can experience significant short-
term spikes while nearby communities continually experience sustained long-term
exposure, demonstrating that Tenaska’s pollution impacts are more widespread than
typically acknowtedged.
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Contact Mountain Watershed
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how to write your comment!
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Figure 3. October 2025 mailer that included a zoomed inversion of an EHP dispersion map. This map shows
the modeled relative 2-year maximum airborne pollutant levels from the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating
Station.

0 26 5 i0 16 20
[ e —JOGEE
L S 2-Year Maximum
e Concentration
B % of Highest Receptor
Kl W > 50
B 2
Vs RN
P rS%
L [
+* “Wedtmoreland Highasst Recigtan
;1. ‘pawer Station
e ; g T ot This map shows the modeled
Vaosidgzan. : A maximum hourly corcentration of
R . 5 [ o primary air pollutants from the
T Mg S v ; Westinoretand Power Statlon over
: %ﬁ 2 datgbagay, G Tomlam’ Gaemin, SabeGreph MOV | [wao yoirs,
; L G AASALISES, EPA 1S LA USTS

e ‘the meteorological data used
! covered 3/£/2019-5/1/2021.

Figure 4. Full size version of the 2-year maximum concentration map included in the October 2026 mailer,
The location of the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station is accurately labeled.

In summary, EHP recommends the PA DEP mandate that the new and long-awaited TVOP
for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station be amended in the following ways.

Increased Monitoring Frequency:
¢ |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
» Establish a VOC to CO correlation during VOC stack testing to ensure continuous
monitoring of VOC emissions using CO as a surrogate

Adding emissions control technology:
+ implement Selective Catalytic Reduction for NOx emissions to reduce
environmental impact

Mandated reporting of emissions data:
¢ Specify all monitoring systems for PM10, PM2.5, H2S504, sulfur oxides, and
greenhouse gases, as well as a regular schedule and format forthe reporting of
monitoring data

info@environmentalhealthproject.org | 724.260.5504 | environmentalhealthproject.org
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¢ Require Tenaska to report all monitoring data to the PA DEP

Ensure compliance with legal requirements:
+ Create a schedule to ensure compliance with Clean Air Act as soon as possible

These specifications on monitoring frequency and reporting, as well as emissions control
technology and compliance schedules are needed in the permit to protect residents’
health. As previously stated, this facility is located near EJ communities with vulnerable
populations. For the past decade, Tenaska has been out of comptiance with the Clean Air
Act, putting these communities at higher risk because of the health impacts associated
with the pollutants they emit. These recommendations are designed to ensure regulators
and community members can take preventative measures necessary to reduce emissions
and protect pubtic health.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Santosh Muralidaran

Project Coordinator

Environmental Health Project

4165 Blair Street, Pittsburgh, PA 15207
724.260.5504

§muraiidaran@environmehtaihealthproiect.org

! Mountain Watershed Association. Tenaska Generating Station. https://mtwatershed.com/tenasia/

? National Emissions Inventory {NEi) of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). {2020).
htips://awsedap.epa.gov/public/single/?appid=20230¢40-026d-494e-903f-3f1127614208&shest=5d3fdda7-
14bc-4284-a9bb-cfd856b8348d&opt=cixmenu,currsel

% Centers for Disease Control and Prevention {CDC). (2024, February 29). Effects of Climate Change on Heaith. Climate
and Health. hitps://www.cdc.gov/climate-health/php/effects/indax.html

* Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). (2024, February 29). Effects of Climate Change on
Health. Climate and Health. https://www.cdg.gov/climate-health/php/effects/index htmi

*Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). “Basic Information about NO2 .” (2025, July 10). www.epa.gov/no2
pollution/basic-information-about-no?

® Environmental Pratection Agency (EPA). "Basic Information about NO2 " (2625, July 10). www.epa.gov/no2
pollution/basic-information-about-nc2

7 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). (2022, August 30). Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate
Matter (PM). https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution/health-and-environmental-effects-particulate-matter-pm

® Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). (2024, September 6). Ammonia. Ammonia ] Ghemicat
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USA EPA Region 3 — Philadelphia
Four Penn Center

1600 JFK Boulevard

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Attn: Ms. Amy Van Blarcom-Lackey

PA Department of Environmental Protection.
400 Waterfront Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Subject: Tenaska —a major local source of all types of pollutants.

Dear EPA and PADIP:

For years the Tenaska power plant’s cooling tower has been raining down on my household. But
no one appeats to care about the Rupert family, except us. We live, 1,375 feet from the dreaded
cooling tower, which produces Tenaska’s own fog, rain, snow, and ice. This is just one problem
with the Tenaska site, the second problem is the smells of hydrocarbons, fuels, fumes, and other
foul smells that roll down the hillside into out house. This makes us wonder about all the
chemicals we cannot smell. This is a Google picture of the distance. The Tenaska plant sits on
the hilltop, and we live at the bottom.

VISUAL POLLUTION.

If anyone noticed, this past Sunday, January 18, 2026, early morning. The cooling tower plume
was rolling down the hillside into our house — but the wind catried the cooling tower plume
directly over the Mendon Elementary School. 1 do not think this is good for those children but
thank Gad, it was a Sunday.




Countless days each year the Tenaska cooling tower produces fall out on our home and family
members. This is a common occurrence the wind blows the Tenaska cooling tower plume over
our house, but then and very frequently something else occurs.

Something else works just like this, below, these pictures were taken in December 2025, but this
Jjust routinely occurs. The Tenaska cooling tower plume starts rolling down the hill and right
into our house, our shop, and our property. The gray colored “clouds” are those from the
Tenaska cooling tower rolling in on us. The brighter white clouds are from the Tenaska boiler
stacks (they call them HRSG stacks).

As the Tenaska cooling tower plume continued to roll in over us, we moved to capture a side
view of this rolling in action. This we are told is a localized Eddy. The third picture below,
taken from PA. State Route 31, shows the Tenaska cooling tower plume starting to roll in on top
of our house.

Depending on conditions, this rolling “eddy” current brings the Tenaska Cooling Tower plume
directly info our house. And while others and certainly, Tenaska corporate people may not care
about the few local people, and we are all too familiar with the arrogant plant manager. This
Tenaska plume is not clean and pure. In fact, recently, we would go as far as to suggest that the
noise levels have increased over the years, But what is constantly annoying is the cooling tower
“rain”



For years, the constant operations has impacted the Rupert family, our first grandson was born
shortly before the Tenaska plant started operation. No other person in the Rupert family ever
had cancer, until the Tenaska power plant equipment and its cooling towers started raining on us.
And it is not just the cooling tower,

We were told that the Tenaska cooling tower would have drift eliminators, but as you can clearly
see every day, that tower’s plume rains on our family. The plume works to scrub the plant air of
hydrocarbon, and other equipment vapors and emissions. God only knows what it picks up and
dumps. There should be a complete log of all chemicals used on site, the quantities, and all
emissions sources, including safety valves, diesel tank vents, down to the number and types of
vehicles on site for outages. Diesel fuel oil fumes must be monitored. These seem to roll down
the hillside diesel and lubricating oil vapors and not just float off the site. We were told Tenaska
doesn’t monitor emissions from all sources 24-7 and this is unacceptable. Tenaska, especially its
corporate staff, do not care about the local people, this is why the plant was build in South
Huntingdon Township and not in, say McMurray, PA. This location increased their profits at the
expense of our health, certainly that of my grandson.

Non-Visual Pollution.

There are fumes and odors that we smell directly, and we worty about those chemicals that have
no smell but constantly damage our physical health. Qur grandson, born healthy, developed
cancer, and these past few years have been a difficult period of time for us, as you cannot image.

Having one child and family fight cancer would seem to be more than enough, but the Tenaska
plumes, gas and oil vapors, exhaust flow, directly over the Mendon Elementary and Middle
Schools — exposing each of those kids for an § year period until they move to the Senior High
School. We request that an independent group walk the entire power plant down and record each
piece of plant equipment to document its source of pollution. This then can be compared to a real
air and water permit application. And since Tenaska has waited so long, it is apparent they are
now willing to accept the best known available emissions technology.

We are not power people but have spent time researching technology. Recent power plants are
built with air-cooling-condensers and have no need to use the clean Youghiogheny River water,
returning higher temperature waters back into the river, which now after the Tenaska power plant
is suffering from bacterial growth. We were told the plant would only run in the summer and
winter, but the plant runs throughout the year. These air-cooling towers are known and effective
and commonly used. They are now the choice for new power plants. Tenaska’s permit should
only be awarded contingent on them installing an air-cooled tower in installed to replace the
evaporative plume-manufacturing water cooling tower. The plant will make billions of dollars,
the locals know, it reneged on its promise to pay $1 million per year in property taxes and but
why is public health less important than profits?

Hydrocarbon emissions are a great concern for all children. Would it be correct to assume that
neither the EPA or the PA DEP cares about us older people, we will just be fall-out?

We have heard other discuss that a 3" party medical study needs to be set up to track all forms of
respiratory aihments and cancers from all the children that have attended the Mendon schools and
live within a mile or two radius of the Tenaska power plant. This is a good idea. The community




should discuss whether Tenaska should fund an independent health fund to help any local
community member that contracts any respiratory ailment or cancer.

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 vears, 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 as if they continue polluting us all so they can make private
corporate profifs 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.

If you have any questions, please contact my family directly,. We have to breathe in and live with
all the various outfalls from the Tenaska Westmoreland Power Plant — “our next door neighbor™.

Sincerely,

Lane & Geri Rupert
And the Rupert Family
400 Nichols Road
Ruffs Dale, PA 15679



We appreciate the DEP listening to us and holding this long overdue public hearing.
Allowing community voices to be heard is essential to the permitting process and we
appreciate this opportunity.

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 volatite
otganic compounds, The US EPA’s ECHO data base laheled 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.

| do hope the PA DEP will be instituting internal fact checking to ensure this never happens
again.

After reviewing the draft permit, there remain some serious concerns that the draft permit
the PA DEP Is considering is not fully in compliance with the federal Clean Air Act. To that
end, wa request substantive changes to the permit including the following:

1. The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping 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,

¢ Tenaska must be reguired to report to PA DEP ALL emissions monitoring it dogs to
determine if the facility is in compliance with their permit limits.

e And that data must be accessible to the public through Right to Know requests,

2. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to Determine
Compliance with Emissions Limits, which is Required by the Clean Air Act.

e 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 viotating the permit limits. This permit falls to include this
required monitoring.

o The Draft Permit sets limits on emissions of seven pollutants {VOCs, total PM,
PM10, PM2.5, sulfutic acid mist (H2S04), 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.
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e The Draft Permit must require additional monitoring and maintenance to enssyre
compliance with NOx, VOC, and CO emission limits,

2, The Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which Could Lesad to
High Emissions Releases.

 The Draft Permit’s section restricting operating hours for “Startups, shutdow-ns, and
combustion tuning” for the combustion turbines (page 39) are actually only limits

durations of startups and shutdowns but not combustion tuning. The permit rmuyst
be changed to limit duration for combustion tuning as well.

4. The Draft Permit Impermissibly Fails to Include a Schedule for Coming into
Compliance with the Clean Alr Act.

= The Tenaska Westmoreland facility has been in non-compliance with the Clexan Ajr
Act for all 12 of the last 12 quarters, but the Draft Permit fails to include a sc hedule
for when and how they will comply.

» Acompliance schedule must be included in the permit.

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.

The current draft permit Is not acceptable. It needs important changes thatwill ensure fyl|
compliance with the Clean Alr Act including, more accountability through proper

monitoring and guaranteed transparency for public access to all monitoring data.

The community has a right to these protections, and we are counting on the Depart ment to
"make the necessary changes.

T.ﬁank you,

Lisa Graves Marcucci

PA Community Outreach Coordinator, Environmental Integrity Project
370 Temona Drive

Pittsburgh, PA 15236

412-897-0569

igrnarcucci@environmentalintegritv.org
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November 3, 2025
Via Electronic Mail

Nick Waryanka, P.E., Air Quality Engineer

Thomas Joseph, P.E.,, Facilities Permitling Chief, Environmental Engineering Manager
Eric Gustafson, Regional Director

Southwest Regional Office, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
400 Waterfront Drive

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

nwaryanka@pa.gov

tjoseph@dpa. oy

ceustalsonipa.goy

Re:  Written Comments of Environmental Integrity Project, Mountain Watershed
Association, Health and Environmental Groups, and Residents Regarding
Draft Title V Operating Permit No. 65-00990 for the Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station

Dear Mr. Waryanka, Mr. Joseph, and Mr. Gustafson:

The Environmental Integrity Project (“ETP”), Mountain Watershed Association (“MWA™),
Environmental Health Project (“EHP”), and Yough Communities CARE (“YCC"), and the
additional undersigned groups and individuals (“Commenters™) (public interest groups or nearby
residents to this facility) submit these comments to the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection (“DEP” or the “Department”) on Draft Title V Operating Permit No.
65-00990 (“Draft Permit™) for Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners LLC’s Tenaska Westmoreland
Generating Station located at 446 Smithton Pike, Smithton, PA 15479, South Huntingdon
Township, Westmoreland County (“the Facility™).

Commenters ask DEP to consider each group and individual signatory who has signed at the
bottom of this document as a separate Commenter,

DEP noticed its intent to issue this permit in the Pennsylvania Bulletin,! The comment period
closes November 3, 2025; these comments are therefore timely. Furthermore, that notice states
that any person may request that the DEP hold a public hearing and states that “[a] public hearing
may be held in accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 127.429.7?

Commenters submitted a request for a public hearing for this Draft Permit on October 7,
2025, Commenters have not received a written response to that request.

| 55 Pa.B, 6967 (Oct. 4, 2025),

hitps:iwwwapacodeandbulletin o v/Display/pabull 2ile=/sceure/pabubletin/data/vol55/55-
40/1 350a. himl&search=t & scarchunitkeywords =lenaska,
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This comment letter: 1) sets forth substantive comments regarding legal and technical
deficiencies and substantive changes that need to be made in the Draft Permit, and 2) requests,
again, a public hearing for this Draft Permit given the significant issues with the Draft Permit
and the immense public interest in this first Title V permit for the Facility.
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L. Background - Comumenters

Commenter the Environmental Integrity Project (“EIP”} is a national nonprofit organization
headquartered in Washington, D.C., and with severat full-time staff throughout Pennsylvania.
EIP is dedicated to advocating for more effective environmental faws and better enforcement.
EIP has three goals: (1) to provide objective analyses of how the failure to enforce or implement
environmental laws increases pollution and affects public health; (2) to hold federal and state
agencies, as well as individual corporations, accountable for failing to enforce or comply with
environmental laws; and (3) to help local communities obtain the protection of environmental
laws. www.cnvironmen{alinlcgrity.org,

Commenter Mountain Watershed Association is a non-profit, 501(c)(3) organization with the
mission to protect, preserve and restore the Youghiogheny River watershed and its broader
communities through conservation, recreation, education, and advocacy. Our organization is
unique in that we pursue on-the-ground restoration of past environmental damages while we
advocate to protect the watershed from new sources of pollution, primarily caused by fossil fuel
development, We achieve our mission through a variety of initiatives including abandoned mine
drainage remediation, water quality monitoring, trail development, educational programming,
grassroots organizing, and legal advocacy. hips:/intwatershed.cony/

The additional Commenters are other public health and environmental organizations with a
focus on Pennsylvania and residents who live near the Tenaska Westmoreland Facility.

I1. The Draft Permit Does Not Include Monitoring Provisions Sufficient to
Determine Compliance with Emissions Limits, Which is Required by the Clean
Alr Act.

The Draft Permit is deficient because it does not include monitoring requirements that are
sufficient to assure compliance with the limits in the permit, Pennsylvania’s Title V regulations
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require 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
limits in the permit, stating: “The monitoring requirements shall assure use of terms, test
methods, units, averaging periods and other statistical conventions are consistent with the
applicable requirement.”

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) delegated authority to Pennsylvania to
administer the Title V program of the federal Clean Air Act in 1996. Pennsylvania issues air
pollution permits for major sources of regulated pollutants under the Title V program based on
the regulations at 25 Pa, Code Chapler 127, Subchapter F, which EPA approved and which
incorporate the requirements of Title V of the federal Clean Air Act contained at 42 U.S.C.
Chapter 85, Subchapter V, and implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R, Part 70.

The Clean Air Act requires that “[e]ach permit” issued under the Title V program “shall set
forth inspection, entry, monitoring, compliance certification, and reporting requirements to
assure compliance with the permit terms and conditions.”* Similarly, Pennsyivania’s Title V
regulations require that monitoring must be sufficient to assure compliance, stating, “Title V
permits shall contain the following elements . . . compliance certification, testing, monitoring,
reporting and recordkeeping requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and
conditions of the permit.”

As explained by EPA in a recent Order granting a petition by EIP asking EPA to object to the
Title V permit for U.S. Steel’s Edgar Thomson Plant;

The title V operating permil program . . . does require permits to contain adequate
monitoring, recordkeeping, reporting, and other requirements to assure compliance
with applicable requirements. 40 C.F.R. § 70.1(b); 42 U.8.C. § 7661c(c). One
purpose of the title V program is to “enable the source, States, EPA, and the public
to understand better the requirements to which the source is subject, and whether
the source is meeting those requirements.” 57 Fed. Reg, 32250, 32251 (July 21,
1992). Thus, the title V operating permit program is a vehicle for compiling the air
quality control requirements as they apply to the source’s emission units and for
providing adequate monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting to assure compliance
with such requirements.

However, the Draft Permit fails to include this required monitoring from several sources for
many pollutants and limits. The DEP must make the substantive changes noted below in order
for the Draft Permit to comply with federal and state clean air pollution law requirements.

3 See 25 Pa. Code § 127.511¢a)(2).

142 U.S.C. § 7661c(c).

525 Pa, Code § 127.513(1).

& It the Matter of United States Steel Corporation, Edgar Thomson Plant Permit No. 0051-OP23 Issued by the
Allegheny County Health Department, EPA Order on Title V Petition No. H1-2023-15, at 2 (Feb. 7, 2024),
hilps/Awww.epapovisysienyliles/documents/2024-02 /us-sicel-cdpar-homson-vrder 02-07-2024,pd{ [hereinafier

“EPA Order on Edgar Thomson™},







a, The Draft Permit Does Not Require Sufficient Monitoring {o Assure
Compliance with Applicable Limits for VOCs, Total PM, PMio, PMas,
Sulfuric Acid Mist, Sulfur Oxides, or Greenhouse Gases from the
Combustion Turbines,

The Draft Permit does not include sufficient emissions monitoring requirements {o assure
compliance with applicable limits for seven pollutants (VOCs, total PM, PMis, PMyss, sulfuric
acid mist (H2804), sulfur oxides, or greenhouse gases) for which there are emissions limitations
set for the two combustion turbines,” The Draft Permit’s emissions restrictions for the combined
cycle combustion turbines inctude the following emissions restrictions on ten pollutants that
apply on a 12-month rolling basis®:

Group Name: GO0
Group Description: Combined Cycle Combustion Turbines
Sources included in this group
aaplame: s s e
101 CONBINED CYCLE UNIT #1 (3,147 MVBTUHR)
102 COMBINED CYCLE UNIT #2 (3,147 MBWBTUHR)

. RESTRICTIONS.
Emission Restriction{s). .

# 001 {25 Pa. Cote §127.441)
Operating permit terms and conditions.

Al alt imes, including slarup, shutdown, and combustion tuning, emisslons from each combined cycle combustion lurbine,
Source IDs 101 and 102, shail nol exceed e lotlowing on a 12-month rolling Hasis:

{a) Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): 148.4 tpy

{b) Carbon Konoxde (CQO):. 318.6 tpy

{d) volatite Crgantc Compounds (VOC): 109.6 tpy

{e) Totai Particulate Matter (Ph). 42.5 ipy

{f) Tolal Parlicutate Matier with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM10). 42.5 by
(g} Total Particutate Matter with an aerodynamic dinmeter less than 2.5 micions (PM2.5):42.5 py
{h) Sulfuric Acld bEst(H2504). 7.5 tpy

{c) Sulfur OXdes {SOx): 11.25 tpy

{iyAmmonia (NH3): 96.9 lpy

{}) Greenhouse Gases, expressed as Carbon Diode Equivalent (CO2e): 1,830,976 ipy

However, while the Draft Permit requires continuous emissions monitoring systems
(“CEMS™) for three pollutants with limits (NOx, CO, and ammonia), the permit fails to set
required monitoring methods, calculations, or frequencies for these other seven pollutants. While
the permit states “[s]ources subject o this section shall install, operate and maintain continuous
niirogen 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),” and “(c) Sources subject to this section
shall submit results on a regular schedule and in a format acceptable to the Department and in
compliance with Chapter 139, Subchapter C,”* the permit itself does not include or specify the

? See Draft Permit, at 37.
¥ Draft Permit, at 37,
Y Draft Permit, at 39, Section E.IT1 #1012,






“other monitoring systems,” the “regular schedule,” or the “format” so the permit fails to assure
compliance with the applicable limitations for pollutants without CEMs.

By failing to specify in the text of the permit itself what monitoring is required to assure
compliance with the applicable limits for these seven pollutants, the Draft Permit fails to comply
with the Clean Air Act’s requirements at 42 U.S.C. § 7661¢c(c) or Pennsylvania Air Pollution
Contro} Act regulations at 25 Pa, Code § 127.513(1). DEP must make specific, substantive
changes to the permit to set forth the exact monitoring requirements applicable to Tenaska that
will assure compliance.

i, The Draft Permit Should Require Stack Testing At Least Annually of the
Seven Pollutants for Which CEMS is Not Required.

The Draft Permit should require at least annual stack test testing for the seven pollutants for
which CEMS is not required that have rolling 12-month permit limitations, As stated above,
there are rolling 12-month permit limits for VOCs, total PM, PMio, PMa.s, sulfuric acid mist
(H2S04), sulfur oxides, or greenhouse gases from each of the combustion turbines. 10 The Draft
Permit only requires stack testing of VOCs, formaldehyde, and PM “no less often that every two
years after initial testing,”!! requires stack testing every 25,000 hours (approximately 2.85 years)
for CO2,'? and does not specify the frequency of stack testing for the other pollutants. A single
stack test performed every two years or more is not suflicient to determine hourly or even annual
emissions.

Under Title V, the frequency of monitoring must be reasonably related fo the averaging time
to determine compliance with a limit.'” Pennsylvania regulations are similar, requiring each
permit to “contain...periodic monitoring sufficient to yield accurate and reliable data from the
relevant time that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit,” and stating that
“the monitoring requirements shall assure use of terms, test methods, units, averaging periods,
and other statistical conventions are consistent with the applicable requirement,”

In 2008, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals vacated an EPA rule that would have prohibited
state and local authorities from adding monitoring provisions to Title V permits if needed to
“assure compliance,”'> The court stated that a “monitoring requirement insufficient ‘to assure
compliance’ with emission limits has no place in a {Title V] permit unless and until it is
supplemented by more rigorous standards.” '® In addition, the court acknowledged that the mere

¥ Draft Permit, at 37,

1 Draft Permit, at 39,

12 Draft Permit, at 39, Section E.IIL #011.

13 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(2)(3)1)(B) (“Where the applicable requirement does not require periodic testing or instrumental
or noninstrumental monitoring (which may consist of recordkeeping designed to serve as monitoring), periodic
monitering sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source's
compliance with the permit, as reported pursuant to paragraph (a)(3)(iii) of this scetion. Such menitoring
requirements shall assute use of terms, test methods, units, averaging perieds, and other statistical conventions
consistent with the applicable requirement. Recordkeeping provisions may be sufficient to meet the requirements of
this paragraph (a)(3)(1)(B) of this section.™).

1425 Pa, Code § 127.511(a)(1), (a)2).

15 See Sierra Club v. EPA, 536 F3d 673 (D.C. Cir. 2008).

16 7d, at 677 (citing 40 C.ER. § 70.6(c)(})).







existence of periodic monitoring requirements may not be sufficient. '’ For example, the court
noted that annual testing is unlikely to assure compliance with a daily emission limit."® In other
words, the frequency of monitoring must have a reasonable relationship to the averaging time
used to determine compliance. '’

Since then, EPA has expressly found that annual testing alone is insufficient to assure
compliance with an hourly limit.?® In In re Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority, Order
on Petition No, 111-2019-2 (“NMWDA Order”), EPA found that petitioners demonstrated that the
annual stack testing required to demonstrate compliance with an hourly limit for HCI at
Covanta’s incinerator in Montgomery County, Maryland was insufficient and that the additional
monitoring measures cited by the permitting agency did not cure the deficiency.?! In fact, in the
NMWDA Order, the EPA strongly suggested that even monitoring on a 3-hour basis is likely
inadequate to assure continuous compliance with an hourly standard. 2

In 2024, EPA issued an Order granting to a petition filed by Commenter EIP that objected to
a Pennsylvania Title V Permit for the U.S. Steel Edgar Thomson Plant based on four claims that
the permit had “insufficient periodic stack tests (every two years four years, or five years) . . . to
assure compliance with emission limits that appl[ied] on a much shorter time period (hourly and
any consecutive 12-month period),”*® EPA cited its 2023 Order objecting to U.S. Steel’s Clairton
Coke Works’ Title V Permit, stating:

As a general matter, EPA agrees with the Petitioners that the time period associated
with monitoring or other compliance assurance provisions must bear a relationship
to the limits with which the monitoring assures compliance. See 40 CFR.
§ 70.6(a)(3)(1)(B); In the Matter of Georgia-Pacific Consumer Operations LLC,
Crosseti Paper Operations, Order on Petition Nos. VI-2018-3 and V1-2019-12 at
1819 (Feb. 22, 2023) (Crossett Order); MCRRF Order at 9.%

In the Edgar Thomson Order, EPA explained that: .

7 1d. at 676-71.

¥ 1d. at 675,

19 Id.

2 In ve Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Anthority, Order on Petition No. HI-2019-2, at 9, (Dec. 1, 2020)
(“NMWDA Order™), available af hips://www.epa,pov/sites/detaul /A iles/2024)-

12/documents/montgomiery response2(19.0d1. The Order granted Petitioners’ objections to more than just these
four claims,

Hd.

22 14 at 10—§1, note 10 (“use of a 3-hour block average, even if using a cerlified HCI CEMS, is likely inappropriate
for demonstrating compliance with a I-hour standard.”). '

BInre

United States Steel Corporation, Edgar Thomson Plant, Order on Petition No. 111-2023-15, at 11 (Feb. 7, 2024}
(“Edgar Thomson Order”) (objecting to Permit No, 005 1-0P23 issued by the Allegheny County Health

07-2024.pdl,
M Edgar Thomson Order, at 12, (citing in the Matier of (LS. Steel Corp., Clairton Coke Horks, Order on Petition
Nos, 1H-2023-5 & 111-2023-6 at 10 (Sept. 18, 2023) (“Clairton Order™).
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To assist with these case-by-case determinations, the EPA has described five factors
permitting authorities may consider as a starting point in determining appropriate
monitoring for a particular facility: (1) the variability of emissions from the unit in ﬁ
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, ot 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.?

EPA held in the Edgar Thomson Order that biannual stack testing was insufficient to assure
compliance with annual limits, and ordered the permitting authority, the Allegheny County
Health Department (“ACHD”), to revise the permit, stating: “ACHD must ensute that the Permit
contains sufficient testing, monitoring, and recordkeeping requirements to assure compliance |
with the hourly and 12-month emission limits at issue” for each of the four claims, 2

Similatly, the Draft Permit fails to set forth monitoring requirements that assure compliance
with the rolling 12-month limits in the permit for 7 poltutants from the combustion turbine. DEP
must revise the permit terms to include more frequent and specific monitoring requirements that
are capable of assuring compliance with permit limits in order to comply with Title V of the
Clean Air Act.

In addition, EPA’s Title V Regulations require that the rationale for the selected monitoring
requirements must be clear and documented in the permit record.?” EPA has reinforced and
supported these decisions in multiple orders it has issued in response to Title V petitions.”®

In the Draft Permit, permit monitoring requirements that require stack testing only once
every two years, or that do not specify the method or frequency at all for some pollutants are

25 Edgar Thomson Order, at 12 (citing In the Matter of CITGO Refining and Chemicals Company, L.P., Order on
Petition No. VI-2007-0t at 7-8 (May 28, 2609) (“CITGO Order™)).

% Edgar Thotmson Order, at 17.

2740 C.ER. § 70.7(a)(5); In the Matter of Consolidated Environmental Management, Inc. — Nucor Steel 81. James
Parish, Louisiana Pig Iron and DRI Manufacturing, Order on Petition Nos, VI-201-05, VI-2011-06 and V1-2012-07,
at 46 (Jan. 30, 2014) (referencing In the Matier of CITGO Refining & Chemicals Co., Order on Petition No. VI-
2007-01 at 7 (May 28, 2009)); In the Matter of United States Steel, Granite City Works (“Granite City | Order™),
Order on Petition No. V-2009-03, at 7-8 (Jan. 31, 2011),

% See, e.g., In the Matter of: Wheelabrator Baltimore, L.P, Baltimore Maryland, Order Responding to Petitioners’
Request that Administrator Object to the Issuance of a Title V Operating Permit, Permit No. 24-510-01886 (Apr. 14,
2010) (“Wheelabrator Baltimore Order”) (finding that MDE failed to analyze whether multiple monitoring
requirements sufficiently assured compliance with emission limits and failed to include the methodology for
monitoring to assure compliance with applicable requirements in the Title V permit); In the Matter of: Tennessee
Valley Authority, Bull Run, Clinton, Temiessee, Order Responding to Petitioners” Request that the Administrator
Object to the Issuance of a Title V Operating Permit, Petition No. IV-2015-14 (Nov. 11, 2016) (“TVA Bull Ru
Order”) (finding that the permit did not include sufficient monitoring requirements for an applicable opacity limit
and dirceting TDEC to require PM CEMS to demonstrate compliance with the limit}; /n the Matter of: Kinder
Morgan Crude & Condensate LLC, Galena Park, Harrison County, Texas, Order Responding to Petition Requesting
Objection to the Issuance of Title V Operating Permit, Petition No. VI-2817-15 (Dec. 16, 2021) (“Kinder Morgan
Order”) (where EPA pranted petitioners’ objection that monitoring associated with emissions limits on (wo heaters
failed to assure compliance with emissions limits for VOCs because there was no indication in the permit that there
were nonitoring requirements associated with VOCs).






clearly not sufficient to assure continuous compliance with emission limits that apply
continuously on 12-month rolling bases.

The Department has not identified any other testing or monitoring requirements for these
emission limits in the Renewal Permit or provided a clear and documented rationale for how
biennial stack tests or unspecified monitoring could possibly assure compliance with the
emission limits in the Draft Permit as required by 40 C.F.R. Section 70.6(a)(3)(i)}(B) and 25 Pa.
Code Section 127.511(a).

As such, DEP should require more frequent monitoring that is hourly or, at the very least,
annual stack testing for all pollutants with annual limits from the combustion turbines in order to
comply with applicable Title V requirements.

ii. The Draft Permit Fails {o Specify Monitoring Reqguirements 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,

The proposed permit fails to include any specific requirements for monitoring or calculating
emissions of VOC or formaldehyde from the combustion turbines. The Draft Permit sets a VOC
Jimit of 109.6 tpy for each of the two turbines,” but does not establish a VOC monitoring
method or frequency. As such, the Draft Permit’s monitoring requirements are not sufficient to
assure compliance with permit limits for VOCs from the combustion turbines,

VOCs, including formaldehyde, are emitled from turbines as the result of incomplete
combustion.® Emissions of VOC follow a pattern similar to emissions of CO, with higher
emissions at lower operating loads.>' In addition, the performance of the oxidation catalyst,
which controls both CO and VOC emissions, varies with the condition of the catalyst. While a
catalyst’s life can extend for many years, the performance can deteriorate over time, with
periodic cleaning and eventual replacement of the catalyst required to restore the performance to
the original activity levels.*? DEP should require VOC and formaldehyde monitoring and
emission calculation methods that appropriately document any variability in emissions.

DEP should require Tenaska to establish a VOC to CO correlation during VOC stack testing
fo ensure continuous monitoring of VOC emissions using CO as a surrogate. DEP has required
VOC monitoring using this method at the Birdsboro Power Project in Birdsboro, PA,* which
also operates a natural gas powered combined cycle turbine of similar size to the turbines at
Tenaska, > The permit requires that continuous compliance with the VOC emission limit for the

2 See Draft Permit, at 37,

3 AP-42 Chapter 3.1 Stationary Gas Turbines at 2,

31 AP-42 Chapter 3.1 Stationary Gas Turbines at 4.

3 EPA, Air Poltution Control Cost Manual, Section 3, Chapter 2: lucinerators and Oxidizers, at 18 (Nov. 2017).
3 DEP Title V/State Operating Permit No, 06-05154, available at

htps:/ites. depostte, paus/ AT A TTQually/ AQPostaiFHes/ Permits/PermitDocuments/ 1 2948 1 7] 86-

05154} Issued v2,pdf,

3 The Birdsboro turbine capacity is 3,000 MCF/hr, nearly identical to the 3,026 MCF/hr capacity of the Tenaska
turbines, Coampare Permit No. 06-05154, at 4, Scction A, with Draft Permit, at 4, Seclion A,
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Birdsboro turbine be ensured by establishing a VOC to CO ratio during VOC stack testing,
which is then used to calculate VOC emissions on an ongoing basis while the turbine is in
operation.*® This monitoring method is also already required at other regional Natural Gas Power
Stations, including Kleen Energy Systems in Dayville, Connecticut; CPV Towantic Power
Station in Oxford, Connecticut and the Keys Energy Center in Brandywine, Maryland, ¢ In order
to assure continuous compliance with applicable VOC limits here, the Draft Permit should,
likewise, establish a VOC to CO correlation during VOC stack testing to ensure continuous
monitoring of VOC emissions using CO as a surrogate.

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.

5 permit No. 06-05154 at 24 {Section D, Source 1D 10} #012).

¥ CTDEEP Permit No, 104-0150-TV at 18 (I1.A.4.b.x.), available at Wilps:/portal.clpov/-
imedig/deep/adr/permits/titdev/kleen enerpy/n-10:4-01 50-

v, pd M rey=Te355a 1 F734e4Rd 106947330705 7007 & hash=88ET754AACES 14OFBOI0RTICIO0ALE2102) (stating that
VOC emissions “shall be determined by correlating the VOC emissions to the CO emissions using manufacturer’s
data and tracked using the CO CEMS™); CTDEEP Permit No. 144-0033-TV at 21 (1I1.A.2.c.i{D)), available at
hitps:/rorial.etpov/-imedin/decp/air/perants/Gittev/epy_towantic oxford/p-144-

0033w, pd Prev=7d30:4 17369294 7 (B8 229uad2¢ 78092 b9 & hush = 133916 D34 2 144 CDCIA 302040761 TATI3T]) (stating
that VOC emissions from the turbines are to be “determined by correlating the VOC emissions to the CO emissions
using the results of a diagnostic stack test or vendor correlation data and tracked using the CO CEMS”); MDE
Permit No. 24-033-2737 at 41-42 (Table IV-1:1.3.E), available at

hpsmde maryland, goviprograms/permits/ A irManapement Penmits/Bocumentss Publie-

Review/mew%20Tite% 20 VY2 0public%2 (heview/PSEGUW 20K vys%20ock et 202, pd 1 (stating that “CO CEMS
data shall be used as a surrogate for VOC emissions. A cotrelation shall be developed between CO and VOC
emissions based on an initial stack test. The cmission correlation shall be verified annually by stack test, or a new
correlation estabtished.”).

I Technical Review Memo, at 22.

10







Similar Pennsylvania Title V permits include these requirements, For example, DEP Title V
permits that require monitoring pressure differential and inlet and outlet temperatures include:
the Hummel Station LLC Sunbury Natural Gas Plant,*® Hamilton Liberty,*® and Moxie
Freedom,*® DEP Title V Permits that require monitoring of the ammonia injection rate include
Birdsboro*! and Ironwood, *?

The Permit must be changed to require each of these practices from each of the combustion
turbines in order to require BACT is being achieved and to assure compliance with NOx limits,

¢. 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).

The Draft Permit does not include monitoring and maintenance requirements for CO or VOC
emissions sufficient to assure compliance with applicable limits. Specifically, the DEP’s Review
Memo says that the “Department has determined the appropriate control technology for both CO
and VOC is the use of good combustion practices and operation of an oxidation catalyst,” and
states that “Tenaska is required to™:

1) continuously monitor and record the pressure differential across the oxidation catalyst;

2) continuously monitor and record the inlet and outlet temperatures to ensure proper
operation;

3) conduct maintenance as per the manufacturer’s specifications; and
4) visually inspect the catalyst during planned outages and clean/replace as needed.**

However, the permit fails to include any of these requirements. The Permit must be changed to
require each of these.

I DEP, Title V Permit No. $5-00026 for the Hummel Station 1.1.C Sunbury Natural Gas Plant (issued Nov, 25,
2024) (requiring SCR catalyst monitoring at #012 at 38 and #012 at 43 (required separately for each wurbine) and
also requiring oxidation catalyst monitoring at #014 at 38, 43).

¥ DEP, Title V Permit No. 08-00045 for the Hamilton Liberty LLC Hamilton Liberty LLC Plant Plant (issued Oct,
15, 2023) (with SCR catalyst monitoring at #6016 at 52-33 and oxidation catalyst monitoring is #014 at 52).

40 DEP, Title V Permit No, 37-1751759-1 for the Moxie Freedom LLC Caithness Moxie Freedom Generationg Plant
(issued Aug. 13,2025) (with SCR catalyst monitoring at #011 at 44 and oxidation catalyst monitoring on #010 at 44,
and also requiring maintenance per manufacturer’s recommendations at #002 at 63).

A DEP, Title V Permit No, 37-1779677-1 for the Birdsboro Power LLC Birdshoro Power Project (issued Dec, 31,
2020) (#011 at 24 (which also requires monitoring inlet temp (but not outlet) and pressure differential), and also
requiring maintenance per manufacturer’s recommendation for both SCR catalyst and oxidation catalyst at
requirement #022 at 26).

2 DEP, Title V Permit Ne. 27-1923399-1 for the Helix [ronwood LLC Helix Irenwood LL.C/Lebanon Plant {issued
Aug. 27, 2024) (#001 at 66, #001 at 68 (both condilions also require monitoring inlet temperature)}.

B Technical Review Memo, at 22,
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d. The Draft Permit Should Specify Exactly How Cooling Tower PM Emissions
Must Be Calculated and Should Require Daily Monitoring of Total Dissolved
Selids from the Cooling Tower Water Instead of Monthly Monitoring.

DEP states that PM, PM,q, and PMa s emissions will be recorded “based upon the measured
parameters,”** but fails to specify anywhere in the permit what that means or how such
measurements and recordings will be calcutated. The Draft Permit must specifically set forth, in
the permit itse!f, the method by which PM emissions will be recorded to ensure these emissions
are being recorded in a way that will ensure compliance with permit limits.

In addition, the Draft Permit should require monitoring of Total Dissolved Solids (“TDS")
from the cooling tower on a daily, rather than monthly, basis. The Draft Permit establishes an
emission restriction of 2,000 ppm of TDS from the cooling tower water in addition to setting
emissions limits from the cooling tower for Total PM (limits of 1.5 Ib/hr and 6.57 tpy on a 12-
month rolling basis), Total PM o (limits of 0.75 Ib/hr and 3.29 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis),
and Total PMa s (limits of 0,002 [b/hr and 0.009 tpy on a I12-month rolling basis).*> However, the
Draft Permit requires monitoring of the circulating water TDS content only on a monthly basis as
well as continuous monitoring and recording of the circulating water and make up water flow
rates on a 24-hour average. *®

DEP should require that the sampling of the circulating water TDS content is conducted on a
daily basis (rather than monthly) in order to assure accurate TDS concentrations, DEP should
require more frequent monitoring of TDS - either through direct sampling or through
establishing a TDS-to-conductivity ratio and then monitoring conductivity more frequently, in
order to assure that the monitoring will assure compliance with permit limits. DEP did not
explain how monthly monitoring of TDS will assure compliance with permit limits. There are
numerous examples of permits that require daily monitoring, including the Birdsboro TVOP,
which has daily conductivity monitoring requirement,

¢. 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
Reguired by the Clean Air Act.

The Draft Permit sets limits on NOx, CO, VOC, Total PM, Total PM o, Total PMa.s, H2S04,
and SO2 that apply on a 12-month rolling basis, but fails to require any monitoring or testing
requirements to ensure compliance with permit limits™;

4 Draft Permit at 32.

4 Draft Permit at 32.

14,

41 DEP, Title V Permit No, 06-05154 for the Birdsbore Power LLC Birdsboro Power Project, at 36 (issued Dec. 31,
2020); see also EPA, In the Matter of Valero Refining-Texas, L.P. Yalero Houston Refinery Harris County, fexas
Permit No. 01381, Order Responding (o Petition No, V1-2021-8, at 58-39 (June 30, 2022) {*Valero Order™).

4 Draft Permil, at 25.
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. RESTRICTIONS,
Emlisslon Restriction{s}.

[26 Pa. Code §127.441)
Operating permlt terms and ¢onditions.

The emissions frem the auxliary boiler shall not exceed the foltowing:

(2) NOX 0.011 IbBlu or 5,76 ipyon a 12-month roliing basis.

{b) CO: 0.037 bivBha or 19.85 ipyon a i2-month rolling basis.

{c) VOC: 0.0054 IbAMBIU oF 2. 8% Ipyon & 12-month rolting basls.

{4} Totat PM 0.0076 Ib/AWWBIG or 4.00 ipy on a 12-month rolting basis,

(e} Total PM10: 0.0075 toMBLu or 4,00 Ipyon a 12-month soliing basls.

{1 Total P2 .5; 0.0075 IbAMBLU or 4.00 tpy on a 12-monih rofling basis.
{g} H2504: 9.20E-06 IDARBIU or 4 94 E-03 tpyon a 12-month rodiing basis.
(N)}502: 0.0006 Ioik4BhE or 0.32 ipyon a 12-menth rolling basks.

Compliance with the above emisslon limits ensures compliance wilh 25 Pa. Code §§ 123,11, 123.22, and the applicabte
RACT lll reqelrement of § 129 142{(gK 1))

[25 Pa. Code §127.441)
Operating permit terms and conditions.

The pemitiee shall not altow the emisston inlo Ihe oudoor atmosphere of visible air contaminants in such a manner that
the opacity of the emission Is eliher of the followlng:

{2) Equal to or greater than 10% for a period of penods aggregating more Ihan 3 minutes In any one Rour,
{bY Equal o or grealer than 30% ol anylime.

Throughput Restriction{s).

126 Pa. Gode §127.441]
Operating permit terms and conditions,

Tolai fuel usage of the audilary boiler shall aol exceed 1,062 Muvsctyr on a 12-month rolling basis.

{l.  TESTING REQUIREMENTS.

No addifional testing requirements exislexcepl as provided in other sections of lsis permit including Secllon B (Tile V General
Requirements),

i, MONITORING REQUIREMENTS,

No addiional monioring requirements exist exceptas provided In oler sections of this pemmitinciuding Seclion B (Title V
General Requiremenis).

Title V requires monitoring requirements sufficient to assure compliance with permit limits,*?
DEP must revise the Draft Permit to include specific monitoring requirements, including ‘
frequencies and methods sufficient to assure compliance with applicable permit limits can be
determined.

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.

The Draft Permit sets limits on NOx, CO, VOC, Total PM, Total PMy, Total PMas, and SO2
emissions from the emergency fire pump engine that apply on a 12-month rolling basis, but fails
to require any monitoring or testing requirements (o ensure compliance with permit limits™;

9 See, e.g, 40 C.ER. § 70.6(a)(3)G)(B): 25 Pa. Code § 127.511()(1), (a)(2).
30 Drall Permit, at 30.
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. RESTRICTIONS,
Emlsslon Restriction(s}.

[26 Pa. Code §127.441]
Operating permit terms and conditions,

The emisslons from the emergency fire pump englne shalk nol exceed the following:

{a) NOx 3.30 b/ and 0.82 ipy on a 12-month rolling basis.

(b} CO. 085 bir and 0.21 oy on a E2-month miling basis,
{CYVOC: 6.1 Ibhr and 0.03 lpyon & 12-mondh relling hasis.

{d} Totai PM 0.13 1bMrand 003 ipyon a 12-month roliing Hasis.
{e) Totai PRS10: 0.1 1 Ibir and G.03 tpyon a t2-mondh folling basis.
(f} Tolal PM2.5:G.11 Ibdhr and 0.03 tpyon a 12-month rolling basis.
{g) SO2: 0.007 Ib/mr and 0.002 ipyon a 12-month rolling basis.

Fuel Restrictionis}.

[26 fa, Code §127.441)
Operating permit terms and conditions.

Stilfur content of the diesel fuel combusted bythe fire pump engline shall not exceed 15 ppm.

Operation Hours Restriction(s).

[26 Pa. Code §127.441]
Operating permit terms and conditions.

Operalion of the emergency fire pump engine shall not exceed 500 hours on o t2-menth relling basis.

fl.  TESTING REQUIREMENTS,
No additional lesting requlrements exst exceplas provided in other sections of this permitinciuding Section B {Tille V General
Reguirements} andior Seclion E {Saurce Group Resblctions).

. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS.

No addlfionat monioring requirements exst except as provided in ofher sections of his pemmitincluding Sectien B (Titte V
Genernl Requirements) andfor Section E (Source Group Restrictions).

Title V requires monitoring requirements sufficient to assure compliance with permit limits.>'
DEP must revise the Draft Permit to include specific monitoring requirements, including
frequencies and methods sufficient to assure compliance with applicable permit limits can be
determined from this source.

IiL The Draft Permit Fails to Limit the Duration of Combustion Tuning, Which
Could Lead to High Emissions Releases,

The Draft Permit fails to limit the duration of combustion tuning and it must be revised to do
so in order to assure compliance with emission limits in the permit. The Draft Permit’s section
restricting operating hours for “Startups, shutdowns, and combustion tuning” for the combustion
turbines 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.

A review of previously issued plan approvals for this facility shows that DEP did include
tuning in its section limiting durations of startups and shutdowns previously, but that it was later
removed, perhaps erroneously. In Plan Approval 65-00990F that was issued in 2023, limits on

3t See, e.g., 40 C.FR. § 70.6(a}(3)(1)(BY; 25 Pa. Code § 127.511(a)(1}, (2)(2).
52 Draft Permit, at 39, Operation Hours Restriction(s) #008.
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the duration of combustion tuning were included, stating “I[t]otal startup, shutdown, and
combustion tuning duration for each combined cycle combustion turbine shall not exceed 390
hours in any consecutive 12-month period.* However, when Plan Approval 65-00990C was
approved on Jun 7, 2024 the words “combustion tuning” were removed, with the permit stating
“It]otal startup and shutdown duration for cach combined cycle combustion turbine shall not
exceed 390 hours in any consecutive 12-month period.”** The omission of “combustion tuning”
from the hourly duration restriction was carried over into the Draft Title V Operating Permit,
Excluding tuning events could lead to unfettered emissions, so the failure to limit their duration
makes the permit unable to assure compliance with permit limits. The Dralt Permit should be
revised accordingly.

1V. Tenaska Must Be Required to Report to DEP ANl Emissions Monitoring It Does
to Determine Compliance with Permit Limits,

The Draft Permit does not require recordkeeping or reporting of all emissions data, and all
monitoring that Tenaska does to determine compliance with permit limits for each source should
be required to be reported to DEP. Both EPA and Pennsylvania Title V regulations require that
reporting requirements must assure compliance with permit fimits,> In addition, in the absence
of the facility having to report all emissions data that Tenaska uses to determine compliance with
permit restrictions, neither DEP nor the public would be able to access that information or
determine compliance. The Draft Permit must be revised to assure all emissions restrictions have
not only monitoring requirements but also recordkeeping and reporting requirements sufficient to
assure compliance with applicable limits,

V. The Draft Permit Violates Pennsylvania Regulations Because 1t 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,

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, or the regulations thereunder unless the
operating permit contains “an enforceable schedule requiring the source to attain compliance as
soon as possible,”

According to EPA’s Enforcement and Compliance History Online (“ECHO”) Database, the
Tenaska Westmoteland facility has been in noncompliance with the Clean Air Act for all 12 of

33 DEP, Plan Approval Permit No. 65-00990F for the Tenaska PA Partners Westmoreland Generating Facility, at 14
(issued Nov. 28, 2023) (stating that “a) The durations of starlups, shutdowns, and combustion tuning events shall be
minimized to the maximum exient possible,” and *b) Total startup, shutdown, and combustion tuning duration for
each combined cycle combustion furbine shall not exceed 390 howrs in any consecutive [2-month period,”),

* DEP, Plan Approval Permit No, 65-00990C for the Tenaska PA Pariners Westimoreland Generating Facility, al 36
(issued June 7, 2024),

3% 40 CER. § 70.6(2)(3)(i}BY; 25 Pa. Code § 127.511(a)(1), (a)(2).

%25 Pa. Code §§ 127.445(a), (b), 127.513(3).
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the last 12 quarters, with the compliance status listed as “high priority noncompliance,” the 12
quarters all “quarters with significant violation,” and the victations are labeled “unresolved”>’:
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The Draft Permit does not include a compliance plan as required by the applicable
regulations despite this noncompliance, and therefore does not comply with the Clean Air Acl,
APCA, or implementing regulations. A compliance plan for outstanding violations must be
included in the final permit.

VL The Permit Contains Additional Errors.

The Draft Permit contains additional errors that must be address in the final permit. In
particular, Commenters note that the lettered subparts of Section E.1. #001 are out of order, with

T EPA, ECHO Database, Tenaska Westmorcland, PA0007 16802, hitps://echa.cpa.pov/daetailed-fucility-
report?iid= 1 0060078810 (last visited Nov, 3, 2025),
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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.

VII. Commenters Request A Public Hearing Before A Final Permit Issued Given the
Numerous Substantive Deficiencies in This Draft Permit.

Commenters renew and re-state our request for a public hearing as made in our October 7,
2025 letter requesting a public hearing. A public hearing is warranted for the Draft Permit
because:

1) this is a Title V facility;
2) the Facility’s emissions heavily impact environmental justice areas; and
3) there is significant public interest in this facility and this permit.

Commenters specifically request that the public hearing be held in the host municipality at a
time convenient for the community. Here, the best location is the Turkeytown Volunteer Fire Co.,
at 90 Supervisor Drive, West Newton, PA. We request the public hearing be held after work
hours, commencing no earlier than 6pm, and include a remote participation option.

a, A Public Hearing Is Warranted for this Major Source’s First Operating
Permit,

Residents who live near the Tenaska Westmoreland facility have been dealing with Tenaska’s
operation and breathing its emissions since it was first permitted with a Plan Approval in April
2015, but this is the very first operating permit proposed for this plant, See, e.g., Tenaska
Pennsylvania Partners LLC, Initial Title V Operating Permit Application, at 1 (July 2024)
(“TVOP Application™). This is the first time impacted residents have been able to formally
comment on an operating permit for this major emitter of pollutants despite it being built and
allowed to “temporarily operate” for a decade. A public hearing allowing DEP to hear from the
community about improvements needed for this permit is important, especially given that some
people are more comfortable providing their comments verbally than in writing. Failing to grant
a public hearing to this community would be devastating to concerned community members and
would be, frankly, unkind.

According to Tenaska’s TVOP Application, the Facility is a major source of nitrogen oxides
(“NOx™), carbon monoxide (“CO”), and volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”), and also emits
significant emissions of many other pollutants that can pose risks to health and the
environment:>®

38 TVOP Application, at 5.
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3.0 Potentinl Emissions

Thao Facllity is considered o majoraourss of NO,, CO, and VOC emissions, A surmsary of ncility
potential emissions is provirdad in Tabin 4, Dataited ealoulatinns arn provided in Appendix B,

Jable A - F

scility Potential Erdssions

CO

80,

VOO

PM

PM..

PM, .

Sulturic Acld MHist | 15198
MNH, 193.84
HCHO 8.67

Totol HAPs 22.07
GO, 3,693,644
GHa 1,168,113
NO 6.64
Co,0 N2V

DEP should use its discretion to grant a public hearing because the Facility is a major source
polluter of several pollutants and a significant emitter of other pollutants and the people most at
risk of being harmed by exposure to these pollutants deserve to have their voices heard by DEP
as it is making permitting decisions,

Pennsylvania regulations state that DEP may hold a public hearing for operating permits.?
For major sources of pollution like the Facility that require Title V Operating Permits, there are
additional regulations regarding public hearings. %

b. A Public Hearing is Warranted Because Emissions from This Facility Impact
Environmental Justice Areas.

The Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station is located in an area such that its emissions
disperse into environmental justice areas with high environmental justice scores on
Pennsylvania’s PennEnviroScreen mapping tool. DEP defines an “environmental justice area” as
“[a] geographic area characterized by increased pollution burden, and sensitive or vuinerable
populations based on demographic and environmental data,”®!

% 25 Pa. Code § 127.401(b).

0 See, e.g., 25 Pa. Code § 127.521(e) (DEP “will give notice of a public hearing al least 30 days in advance of the
hearing”).

1 Environmental Justice Office, DEP, Environmental Justice Policy, Doc. No. 015-0501-002, at 3 (Sept. 16, 2023),
htpsfereenportpa, govielibrary/GetDocument?dogid =5600403& DoeName - ENVIRONMENTA L% 2005 TICEY?
OPOLICY.PDF%20M020% 3 espan¥% 2081yl 3 D2 2colororeen? 3% 2 2% 3 c COMM ENTS %20 DU ES200CTORBE
R%2029%20%20202 3% 3 ¢/apan'e e 20% despan® 20t v eV 3 D62 2colar blug% 3 b2 2% 3e Y 2 BN E W9 29% 3e /s
1% 3c (“DEP EJ Policy™).
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While the Facility, marked with a pin in “Map A,” below, is not in a tract with a high
environmental justice score, it is located very near to an area with a very high environmental
justice score of 96%, as displayed in “Map B,” below.%? As displayed on Map B, below, the area
shaded in dark below to the west of the facility received the following scores in
PennEnviroscreen®;

Exposure ogh
Environment Effects; > 99,5

Pollution Burden : > 99 5

Map A: PennEnviroScreen Map Showing Tenaska Westmoreland Facility with Blue
Pinmark.

y et

Environmentel Protection

By § Porrartvasia PennknviroScreen
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82 PennBnviroScreen, https:/gis.dep.pagov/PemniinviroScrcen/ (last visited Oct, 6, 2025).
6 I,
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Map B: PennEnviroScreen Map Showing EJ Characteristics of Community Immediately

West of Tenaska Westmoreland Facility.
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In Map C, the Environmental Health Project overlaid the environmental justice areas around
the Tenaska Westmoreland Generaling Station with the Modeled Relative Average Airborne
Pollutant Levels from the Plant. There is significant overlap between the areas of greatest impact
from airborne pollutants from the Plant and the environmental justice areas, as shown below.
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Map C: Modeled Relative Average Airborne Pollutant Levels from the Westmoreland
Power Station

Modeled Relative Average Airborne Pollutant Levels  ENVIRONMENTAL

from the Westmoreland Power Station fi?'.ﬁﬁ}:m(ﬁEf@'?;f'ﬁ.(?.]:
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Tenaska Westimoreland Power
Station Impact Area

% of Greatest Impact

>50% >10% |7 E) Areas
>25% >5% '

SO

This map shows i Jradeled aversye annust concestration of pHimary ol pollulants from the Westmoretand Power Stalion, The netgorotogicet data used covered
51120104/ 30£2020. Madeting was tonducted assumlog constant emissiens anlformly distribited across 29-50m abave grosid level ot 40.475549, - 79637014,

This map pravides 2n understanding of tha geographical distribution of primary potiutants on a tefative scale, It doos not provide spreific fevels of poifubants
expected at any location, Secondary pollution fotmation has not baen medeled,

© Data Source: NOAA High-Resclution Rapid Refresh Almospheric Madel
"Modeling Conducied by the Southwest Pennsylvanla Environmentat Health Project using HOA HYSPLET
2025 Envlronmental Health Project, All rlghts reserved,

DEP’s Environmental Justice Policy requires enhanced public participation for Title V permit
comment periods in areas with high environmental justice scores on PennEnviroScreen. For an
environmental justice area, DEP must consider and make available additionai public
participation measures according to DEP’s recently updated Environmental Justice Policy.®

Projects in Environmental Justice areas can either automatically trigger (“Trigger” projects)
or opt-in on account of public request or DEP determination (“Opt-In” projects) to Enhanced
Public Participation procedures. The DEP EJ Policy defines Enhanced Public Participation as:

QOutreach activities and other support for EJ communities regarding public
participation Trigger and Opt-In Projects that is in addition to minimum legal
requirements related to municipal or public notice, public meetings, public hearings
and the opportunity for comment on applications or other regulatory decisions

& See DEP B} Policy.
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under review by DEP. Enhanced Public Participation may additionally facilitate
meaningful public comment through technical or other consulting support,

Under DEP’s Environmental Justice Policy, public hearings are expressly discussed as one
example of the type of Enhanced Public Participation that should be made available for an
environmental justice community confronting the permitting of a facility. The Environmental
Justice Policy states that permitting of facilities in environmental justice areas subject to
enhanced public participation procedures means that “[alt a minimum, in addition to regulatory
requirements, the public participation strategy for Trigger and designated Opt-In Projects should
evaluate additional outreach methods to engage the public. This Enhanced Public Participation
can include as appropriate, but is not limited to, notice, one or more public meetings or
hearings (virtual or in-person), and the opportunity for comment that is consistent with
regulatory review timeframes, or other appropriate Enhanced Public Participation.” %

Given the Facility’s close proximity to areas with very high environmental justice scores,
DEP should grant this public hearing request for the Tenaska Westmoreland TVOP Draft permit.
Denying the nearby citizens, especially those residing in EJ communities, any opportunity to
present their comments at a public hearing would circumvent the spirit and purpose of public
participation and public engagement in the permitting process that the Department is supposed to
support,

¢. A Public Hearing Is Warranted Because There is Significant Public Interest
in this Facility, this Permit, and the Emissions from this Large Pollution
Source.

There is already significant public interest in this Facility, this TVOP, and the emissions from
this facility, which further supports the need for DEP to grant a public hearing, The community
has been meeting with organizers from EIP, EHP, and MWA regularty for many months
expressing concerns about this permit and wanting to prepare for a public hearing. The DEP is
well aware of this, as DEP’s Emily Green was present on a virtual meeting that included more
than 30 community members regarding the Tenaska TVOP, held at the Turkeytown VFD
community meeting room on April 30, 2025.

Commenters have serious concerns about how the Tenaska facility’s pollution will impact
our health, safety, and environment,

Commenters also have serious concerns about bringing this Draft Permit’s monitoring
requirements into compliance with the Clean Air Act and the Air Pollution Control Act, which
require monitoring sufficient to assure compliance with applicable limits.

Commenters also have serious concerns about whether the Tenaska facility, without
appropriate monitoring requirements and operating limits will be in compliance with these air
pollution laws,

% DEP EI Policy, at 2-3.
& Id, at 8-9 (emphasis added).
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V1II. Conclusion

The Draft TVOP for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station contains many
substantive deficiencies that must be fixed before the permit is issued, including failing to
require adequate monitoring to assure compliance with applicable pollution limits for several
pollution sources for several pollutants. This is a new facility with a new permit and the limits
and monitoring should be the best possible reflect the state of the art controls expected of a new
facility. Given the plethora of substantive issues and the significant public interest in this permit,
DEP should act swiftly to grant a public hearing for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating
Station’s first operating permit, a Title V Operating Permit that would authorize major source
emissions of NOx, CO, and VOCs as well as emissions of many other pollutants,

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Lisa Hallowell

Lisa Hallowell, Senior Attorney (Philadelphia)
Environmental Integrity Project

888 17" Street NW, Ste 810

Washington, DC 20006
ihaltowell@environmentalintegrity.org

(202) 294-3282

Lisa Graves Marcucci

PA Coordinator, Community Outreach
(Pittsburgh)

Environmental Integrity Project

370 Temona Drive

Pittsburgh PA 15236
[pmarcucci@environmentalinteprity.org

(412) 897-0569

Emilee Hough, Regional Community Organizer
Mountain Watershed Association

1414 Indian Creek Valley Road

Melcroft, PA 15462

cm@miwatershed.com

724-455-4200

Ashley Funk, Executive Director
Mountain Watershed Association
1414 Indian Creek Valley Road
Melcroft, PA 15462
ashley@miwatershed.com
724-455-4200
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Melissa Marshall, Senior Legal Advocate
Mountain Watershed Association

1414 Indian Creek Valley Road
Melcroft, PA 15462
Melissa@amiwalershed.com

724-455-4200

Lawrence Hafetz, Legal Director
Clean Air Council

1617 JFK Boulevard, Suite 1130
Philadeliphia, PA

215-567-4004 x 115
thafetz@eleanair,ony

Yough Communities CARE
1400 Round Hill Road
Elizabeth, PA 15037
Youphecareapmait,com

Alison L, Steele, MBA, Executive Director
Fovironmentad Health Project

4165 Blair Street

Pittsburgh, PA 15207

724-260-5504

astecleacnvironmentathealtiproject, oy

Gillian Graber, Executive Director

Protect PT

3344 PA-130 Suite A, Harrison City, PA 15636
724-392-7023

gillian@protectpt.org







Hilary Starcher O’Toole

Beaver County Marcellus Awareness
Community (BCMAC)

PO Box 31, Ambridge, PA {5003

idogemarcellusawareness.org

Vanessa Lynch

Moms Clean Air Force — PA Chapter

555 12th St NW #400, Washingion, DC 20004
757-277-3729

vivachiedmomscleanairioree.orp

Archbishop Dr, Marcia Dinkins
Founder & Executive Director

Black Appalachian Coalition (BLAC)
marcinfablackappalachiancoalition,orp,

Rev. B, De Neice Welch, Ph.D. - Executive
Director

Pennsylvanian Interfaith Impact Network
1800 Murray Avenue Unit 81563
Pittsburgh, PA 15217

412-952-8829

RevDeNeicelaipiinpa,org

Matthew Mehalik, Ph.D,
Executive Director

Breathe Project

Energy Innovation Center

1435 Bedford Avenue, Suite 140
Pittsburgh, PA 15219
412-514-5008

mmechalikabreatheprojeci.org

Catherine Anderson

2900 Schwirian Dr.
Elizabeth, PA 15037
cathjanderson@@verizon.net
412-302-7014

Kenneth D. Ball & April A, Ball
PO Box 53

738 Boyd’s Hollow Road

Buena Vista, PA 15018
kenball2@@aol.com (412)427-4207
aprilball@aol.con (412)999-7249

Martha Evans

100 Styche Street
Buena Vista, Pa 15018
Ybubbadicomeast.net
4§2-751-5543

Joanne Hall

Jeffrey Hall

1116 High St

West Newton, PA 15089
ithall3gacomeast.net
Joanne 412-327-8962
Jeffrey 412-427-8915

David Holliday

327 Karen Drive
Elizabeth, PA 15037
dpholliday@@hotmail.com

724-444-4437

Nancy Ivan

320 N, Water Sireet

West Newton PA 15089
pivan.catright@email.com
412-298-9194

Dennis McAndrew
327 Karen Drive
Elizabeth, PA 15037
724-444-4434

Dennismeandrew(@yahioo.com

Mary Lou Mills

Janet Roslund

1007 Thomas Street
Monongahela, PA 15063
MImscarlatti@dgmail.com
Mmetenaj@gmail.com
352.552-2417

Lisa Riley

718 Miller Avenue
Sutersville, PA 15083
kresovich@pnail,com
412-476-6505
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Diana M, Steck

850 Linmore Drive

North Huntingdon, PA 15642
dsteel 131 5@email.com

CC.

Via Email

Emily Green, Southwest Regional Coordinator, DEP, empreentapa,poy

Jessica Shirley, Secretary, DEP, jesshivley(pa.gov

Paul Entwistle, EPA Region 3 Title V Permitting, Entwistle. Paulepa.pov
Krystal Stankunas, EPA Region 3 Title V Permitling, Stankunas, Krystaliiepa.poy
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October 31, 2025

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania United States Environmental Protection Agency
Bureau of Air Quality — Harrisburg Washington D.C, — Lee Zeldin
Region V — Pittsburgh Region 3 — Amy Van Blarcom-Lackey,

Catherine Libertz, Bill Jones
Chesapeake Bay Program — Dan Doogan
EPA Region 4 Gulf of America — Marc Wyatt

Ref. Review of Plan Approval Application,
Tenaska Pennsylvania Partner, LLC.
Westmoreland Generating Station
South Huntingdon Township, Westmoreland County
APS 828023 Auth 1001276 PF 716802

Subject: Title V Permit Application Comments
To All Concerned Stakeholders:

Some residents and our local state Representative have requested a concerted review of the
Tenaska Westmoreland Title V permit application. Since it has taken Tenaska several years to
get to its Title V permit application - there should be no rush to process it without proper due-
diligence.

Many Westmoreland County citizens are very concerned due to the increase in asthma cases, the
recent sharp increase in Youghiogheny River E.coli dangerous warnings, crop losses, and the
general lack of concern from the local power plant manager. The primary reason for requesting
our review the application is the increase in asthma cases in Westmoreland County. National
asthma rates have been declining, with asthma-related emergency room visits decreasing by
about 29.8 per 10,000, and the hospitalization rate decreasing to 2.9 per 10,000. Alarmingly, the
Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania, asthma-telated emergency room visits are reported as 34.7
per 10,000, and the hospitalization rate of 6.1 per 10,000,

The data shows Westmoreland County hospital emergency room visits are 116% higher than the
National rate. And the hospitalization rates are 210% higher. Other sources show rates 220 to
240% higher since 2023, compared to the rest of the USA, and only examine the period
following the post-COVID-19 event.

The community and agencies have noticed an increase in Youghiogheny River quality concerns,
and although the power plant may drawl only 2% or so of the watetflow, that is really quite
significant, especially since it discharges back into the river. Major problems are occurring
during low-flow, high-temperature periods and this is exactly when biological stress is the
highest. The Youghiogheny River is a worldwide-known destination place for fishing, canoeing,
swimming, and floating. But as Tenaska pulls water from the Youghiogheny is grossly reduces
riffling and waterdepth critical for trout and fish spawning. The slower water velocities reduce
oygen uptake, increases stagnation, and concentrates pollution and pathogens like E.coli, exactly
what we are now experiencing, Tenaska exacerbates this problem by drawing in cold water from




the Indian Creek withdrawl area and returns warmer water farther down river, creating more
problems from Westmoreland and Allegheny Counties. These slight changes in water
temperature allow for invasive species to overtake native species. For Fayette and
Westmoreland County portion of the Youghiogheny River, all of this is extremely detrimental to
native trout populations and all the successful gains made by the PA DEP and EPA in cleaning
up our waterways look to be reversed by this excess withdrawal of water. Wording is critical
withing permits because cooling tower evaporative losses are not recognized as consumptive
withdrawals, but the water is gone from the Youghiogheny River, negatively impacting aquatic
life and destroying the previous gains made by the PA DEP and EPA. The worst part of all this
is Tenaska’s disdain to address it or mention it and the fact that it has taken several years for
them to be concerned with getting a Title V permit means that great damage will be done and not
prevented. Does Tenaska have a Drought Contingency Plan? What are the drought contingency
triggers? Instead of waiting for irreparable damage to occur, the solution is to no longer permit
the Wet Cooling Tower. The Cooling Tower’s plume causes much Jocal grief and distress as it
is. The practical solution is for Tenaska Westmoreland to upgrade the wet cooling tower to a
hybrid, specifically a wet-to-hybrid and not some half-ass approach, but a conversion that saves
90% of the water and in addition Tenaska needs to install a plum abatement system.

This Title V permit application appears to be an internal document based on information
provided by Tenaska, and it was submitted several years after the power plant began commercial
operations (started generating revenue). It appears that the PA DEP tried try to make the best out
of the bad information provided by Tenaska. Both these systems exist, they are readily available,
and cost-effective. Other power plants have been upgrading the wet systems to a hybrid system
specifically to save water; these power companies have retrofitting costs of around $40 million
for similarly sized power plants. Retrofits are now commonplace and can be achieved within a
short timeframe, Witnessing Tenaska's procrastination practices, this is an area where the EPA
can shut down the facility until it makes the incremental change, Only when Tenaska shares and
feels some pain will it ever care about the locals and the local environment. The $40 million can
be capitalized over a 40-year period, with minimal impact on Tenaska’s cash flow.,

It has taken Tenaska several years to apply for this Title V permit; most power plants submit
their Title V permit application immediately after performance and emissions testing. And while
several years of demonstrated power plant management incompetence may seem trivial, what
will happen when a major accident, ammonia, or gas rupture occurs? Will the community have
to wait months or years to figure out that people have been poisoned?

The information provided by Tenaska has numerous inconsistencies, errors, omissions, and, if
not mistepresentations, on which the DEP relies to generate a Title V permit application,

The onus is on the plant to get proper and accurate information to the PA DEP and US EPA. The
only legal or non-criminal reason why the plant manager has delayed its Title V permit
application could only be to give them time to incorporate new technology into their plant;
otherwise, about seven years of criminal penalties should be charged against the power plant’s
designated felon. The various EPA and DEP penalties can range from $5,000 to $10,000 per
day, resulting in a potential fine of $12,775,000 and possibly 2 or more vears in jail. Some
RCRA penalties can be as high as $50,000 per day. So the suggested EPA penalty should be $25
miltion to $40 million, this can be in addition to Tenaska incorporating a Hybrid Cooling Tower.
This is really very minor compared to Tenaska corporate income of $12.5 billion,

Similar Environmental Permit Penalties,



While a $12.8 million fine may seem substantial, here are a few examples:
1. ALEP and the EPA/DEPs resolved their New Source permit violations with a $15 million
civil penalty and a commitment to spend $4.6 billion on new pollution control equipment.
2. First Energy, the EPA imposed a $15 million civil penalty and imposed $1.1 billion of
improved pollution control equipment.
3. Talen Energy facing various allegations, the EPA imposed a $4.25 million civil penalty
and imposed $200 million in new pollution controls.

It is this enforcement that ensures cleaner healthier lives for local communities, That work does
not go unseen. And to further note, without the EPA and DEP penalties, some of these
companies would not comply, especially without continuous monitoring and multiple controls.
In general, every citizen reported that Tenaska Westmoreland is completely non-responsive and
maybe it will take a $12 or $20 million penaity and management replacements to have a good
neighbor?

To this regard, recommendations, even to convert the Wet Cooling Tower to a Hybrid or to
replace it with an Air Cooled Condenser to conserve water, these are minor issues $100 million
in pollution control upgrades would be capitalized over a twenty year period, or about $5 million
per year,

Tenaska is not a poor company, and can easily afford to pay the penalties and make all the
upgrades:
Tenaska & Tenaska Westmoreland

= Noamlinat rating 9240 MW summer to 1,065 MW winter
+ PIM Power prives (2025 average) $76/MWhr

* Tanaska corporate earnings {(2024) % 12,500,000,000
* Plantincome: 1,000 MW * $76/MWhr * 8250 hy = % 627,000,000
* Yough School & 8.4, Property Taxes combined 3 240,000

Tanaska's 25.year projected Income, + a 2% Inflatlon offaset: $400,600,000,000

How does Tenaska keeps the community poor and impoverished, Yough School District and
South Huntingdon Township payments,
Tenaska Power Plants & Property Taxes

Plont Loeatlon Nameplate MW Yaxas paid
Tanaska Frontler 4$60.8 mHtlon
Genarating Stattan Shien, Grimua Go., TX 030 MW $2.43mnvycas
Tenuwka Oatewny Mt. Entarpriasefiong Bronch, 445 MW $49.2 milllan
Aenecrating Station Ruak Co,, TX 12.08mvy=ar
Tennohna Klnmtahi $07.6 mittlon
Qanorating Statlon Klown, Plitaturg Co., OX 1,220 MW $3.07mmiyaar
Tenaska Virginia $34.0 miltion
GQanarating Statlon Scottaville, Fluvanna Ca., VA 840 MW $1 5t o
Tanaska Wastmaraland Smithton, Woeastraoroland 940 MW $1.7 millon
Qenaraling Stnilon Go., PA $0.24mmdyaar

Tanaeks Wastmeraland 7 Untes {lose

Specific application concerns, as identified by skimming through the reference document.

Page 2 of 58, “Emissions will be controlled at all possible times.” Probably technically
accurate, but it should read “Emissions shall be controlled at all times.” Each year, turbines
experience tens of thousands of failure events, including thermal degradation of combustion




hardware components, burners, controls, ete., This is exactly why the EPA requires continuous
monitoring.

Page 4 of 58. CEMS for engines, are now available and reliable. CEMS are deployed and used
for engines (emetgency generators, diesel fire pumps, etc.) for as small as 100 hp. Tenaska’s
engines are much larger. CEMS helps to ensure compliance, While periodic certifications do
not. The applicant shall install CEMS and retain records.

Page 6 of 58. Applicant desires that the Cooling Tower Emissions (NESHAPS) does not apply.
The cooling tower plume expels hundreds of tons of contaminated water vapor, and the plume
needs to be continually sampled. Technology to do this has been around for many decades.

Page 7 of 58. The applicant states that CAM does not apply, but the paragraph contradicts itself
by stating that Tenaska is required to submit a complete CAM plan. The CAM plan requires a
detailed review by the community. In a later paragraph, Tenaska desires that its “engines will not
be equipped with control devices.” The current BACT is applicable to small engines, and CEMS
for these engines are available and reliable. An operating CEMS will flag when poor or
inadequate fuels are used and when operators attempt to burn off-spec fuels and oils.

Page 7 of 58, The Anhydrous Ammonia Storage Tank Accident Prevention Plan. The accident
prevention and emergency response plan should be shared with the local community and State
Representative Fric Davanzo expressed interest in reviewing and commenting on it on behalf of
the nearby towns of Ruffs Dale and Smithton. The latest NH;3 tank rupture occurred in August
2023, (at another facility) but this event makes this a realistic concern. Based on years of trying
to work with Tenaska and its indifference and non-responsive plant management, citizens will be
left to fend for themselves.

Page 8 of 58. 40 CFR part 72-78. Acid Rain. Tenaska was required to submit a complete Acid
Rain Permit Application 24 months prior to commencing commetrcial operations, Please provide
this permit application for a community review through Rep. Eric Davanzo.

Page 8 of 58. In other projects Environmental Justice’s (E.J.) intent and jurisdiction differs than
what has been stated. The community representatives, local State Representative, and their
attorney base E.J.’s on past cases in which E.J. certainly applies to Low Income Communities.
E.J. does not require a “pre-designation” or to be pre-labeled. E.J. applies to rural and
disadvantaged regions and communities, based on previous cases. These are primary reasons
that Tenaska selected Westmoreland County and specifically South Huntingdon Township. The
plant itself and now the Westmoreland medical records demonstrate that the Tenaska plant is a
true and heavy new burden for this low-income area. Moreso, in that Tenaska refuses to pay
comparable school and property taxes, compared to many other Tenaska projects, keeping the
area even more distressed to leave the local community to bear the increased burden and costs
for road crews, road maintenance, and winter snow removal. Monitoring and clearing of
industrial ice and snow precipitating onto local roads. Tenaska keeps the focal community
impoverished.

Page 8 and 9...continued... The application states the additional modeling, rightfully requested
by the PA DEP, shows as stated: the subsequent modeling... “does exceed the significance level
in the EJ area, The Department’s Office of Environmental Advocate will ensure the enhanced



public participation requirements of the EJ Policy are met.” This means to the community that
they will be heard.

Page 9 of 58. 25 PA Code §123.21. and Code §123.22(a)(2). Need to be amended to include
BACT, emergency generator, and fire pump engine emissions shall be monitored by CEMS.
There is no expectation that the plant will use ULSD fuel, without complete oversight. The years
of management's disregard for the local community, PA DEP and US EPA regulations, mandate
continual oversight and controls. The DEP and EPA have demonstrated higher expectations and
have approved other cleaner fuels, HVO, B100, and GTL. Since GTL has almost no sulfur or
aromatics and significantly reduces NOx, shouldn’t it be the preferred fuel? And even then, its
actual use must be confirmed with CEMS,

Page 10. Pa. Code §123.41 — Visible Emission Limitations. Let’s not omit the cooling tower, a
known generator of fugitive emissions, Tenaska provided information that it uses cooling tower
“drift eliminators.” This is a misnomer and misrepresentation; it is well known and documented
that cooling towers are sources of fugitive emissions that contain Dissolved Solids, Chlorides,
Phosphates, Biocides, Minerals, and Metals. This is especially important in light of the recently
reported asthma attacks, crop losses, and other community complaints. No drift eliminator
manufacturer guarantees zero fugitive emissions. When cooling tower fans are at full speed, and
as drift eliminators foul out, they are no longer effective. Local homeowners have reported that
cooling tower fall-out iands on their homes, vehicles, roofs, and gardens. While the industrial
snow is problematic for these people, it is the biologicals that cause legionella and other public
health issues that they are worried about. Does Tenaska ignore cooling tower fugitive
emissions? There are no public records or submittals could be found for cooling tower health
monitoring, control, and certifications. The community should be presented, as a matter of
public right to know, that Tenaska submit its cooling tower operations and maintenance records,
test resuits, certifications, remediation procedures, water management plan, plume-vapor-fugitive
emissions certification plans, and its legionella ptan. No local resident could find a Tenaska
Westmoreland Water Quality Management Plan. No Title V permit should be granted until the
public can be certain that proper and safe health-conscious practices are in place.

A third-party commumity-approved group to perform a comprehensive O&M and Compliance
Audit.

Page 11 of 58. Pa Code §127.12b(c). REPLACE with wording that clearly identifies the
requirements of Chapter 139, For instance, The PA DEP Code § 127.12b(c) requires
Certification of the plant’s CEMS equipment through independent 3™-party stack testing, using
EPA and DEP approved methods for the initial performance tests shall include NOx, SO, CO,
H2804, NH3, HCHO, VOC, PM, PMio, PMa2 s, and HAPS,; testing shal! be done with and without
duct burners. This independent 3™-party CEMS certification testing shall be performed every
two years. Any out-of-tolerance findings shall be reported, and the previous two years of CEMS
shall be corrected. The purpose of this testing is to certify the CEMS accuracy, and therefore, all
emissions parameters shall be tested, and none shall be excluded. The PA DEP and US EPA
shall require separate testing of PM, PMq, and PMz 5 for all tests and for all CEMS. Continuous
monitoring will be required for all these parameters, and none shall be excluded. For all testing,
including third-party and CEMS, all raw data shall be maintained for each and every parameter.
If any of these conditions or parameters are found to be facking, either the PA DEP or the US
EPA can terminate operations and withdraw the Title V permit. The PA DEP, US EPA, and the




community all recognize that PM o and PMz s are not redundant measurements; they represent
particle sizes with different health and regulatory significance. Apparently, this needs to be
conveyed back to Tenaska, that is, Clarification (1) PMi¢ and PMa s have different health
impacts; it is well known that PM1o drives upper respiratory system ailments, for the plant, this
infers (nose, throat, bronchi), causing irritation, asthma, coughing, and cellular damage. While
PMa s infiltrates deep into the lungs into the alveoli and bloodstream, causing cardiovascular
diseases, heart attacks, and cancers. These behave differently because they are different
pollutants from a health perspective. Clarification 2, PM1g and PMa2 5 come from differing
sources, PM; 5 are from combustion by-products, chemical releases, exhaust fumes, while PMp
comes from incomplete combustion (we see this when combustion burners degrade and fail) the
plant can use this information for predictive maintenance, (being proactive), PMo is generated
by dust, rust, corrosion by-products, in which the combustion process accelerates decomposition
and degradation of its combustion and hot gas path parts. For example, Tenaska is down to
perform what we are told is a $59 million major maintenance overhaul of its hot gas path parts,
these have to be replaced routinely, because the superalloys break down, incur spallation, and get
eroded and corroded, not to mention routine mechanical wear. So YES, we want PM ¢ measured
separately and accounted for. This is good practice because a proactive community-friendly
power plant management team would want to know when the Stacks, HRSGs, and Catalysts are
breaking down, rusting, spalling, getting corroded and exhausting larger particulate into the
atmosphere. These heavy metals are known carcinogens. Clarification 3, the EPA requires
tracking of both PMio and PMy s separately. Clarification 4, PM g may include PMa s, depending
on how it is sampled, but PMq is not equal to PMz s, this matters to the community and
obviously to PA DEP and the US EPA because the course particles from equipment, combustion
turbine, HRSG, catalysts, and stack deterioration are targeted separately, just as cooling tower
drift minerals are measured and now all of this is traceable back to the Tenaska power plant.
Clarification 5: It is not uncommon for a power plant to experience a mechanical breakdown;
one can examine combustion turbine Equivalent Forced Outage Rates {o see that over 10,000
failures occur per year. A short burst and CEMS capture of a PM2s event can identify the exact
time of a failure in a root cause or loss-of-life event. It would be improbable for a human to
capture a brief haze emitted from an exhaust stack, especially in the middle of the night, or on a
hazy-cloudy day in the Pittsburgh area. Equally as important, PM¢ CEMS must be tracked and
monitored because it causes propetty, crop loss, and vegetation damage.

Certifications and CEMS monitoring of PM1o and PMa 5 shall never be comingled.

Page 14 of 58. Table 3 and elsewhere in the application, We should not comingle or combine
PMio and PMa s; for Tenaska, the rest of the power industry would not allow this.

Page 19 £ 58. Table 5 and the Selection paragraph below Table 5, should be reworded to include
ammonia and ammonia slip as continuously measured by CEMS and certified every other year
by a third-party CEMS certification firm,

Page 19 of 58, the last paragraph. Add “CO will be measured, monitored, and managed by the
CEMS.”

Page 21 of 58. Second paragraph. Tenaska provided to the DEP a non-working example from
New Jersey, and desires a 2.4 ppmvd at 15% Oz limitation. The community sees that Seminole,
CPV Towanda, Portland Generating, and Clear Springs are all farge combustion turbine power



plants are successfully operating with VOC 1.0000 ppmvd @15% Oz permit limits. This much
lower limit benefits the local communities.

Page 21 of 58. PM/PM10BACT and PM25s BAT Analys — Powerblocks,

The first paragraph is incomplete and does not cover or address all the PM ¢ particulate sources.
The combustion turbine is comprised of hot gas path parts that burn themselves up, OEMs refer
to these parts as Revenue Sharing Parts. The hotter and/or harder the turbine is fired, the faster
these components degrade; however, this is done purposefully because firing the turbine hotter
and harder increases revenues and cash flows. It is always about money. Power plants will
over-fire and drive a turbine as hard as possible during peak periods, especially when power grid
prices exceed $100/MWh. A turbine can be driven harder by injecting steam, firing duct-burners
to drive the steam turbine, etc. These are just examples that accelerate the degradation and
release of PM10 particles from the combustion partts, the duct burners themselves, the HRSG
tubes, tube fins, HRSG walls, and the exhaust stack. This is why PM:g must be monitored at the
stack exit by CEMS. The operator’s intent appears to be to employ “high operating
temperatures, high exhaust flow rates, fine particulate distribution — so yes, the community
would like PMjo, PMz s, and PM all separately monitored and controlled,

Page 25 of 58, BAT analysis for ammonia — powerblock. Tenaska may have suggested ease of
control. Ammonia Slip BACT is not 5 ppmvd at 15% Oa, it has been 2 ppvind at 15% O2 and for
F/J/H turbine technologies. CPV Towantic successfully operates at 2 ppvind at 15% Oz, PA
DEP set 2ppmvd for Renovo Energy Center and the EPA set 2ppmvd for RBLC for natural gas
combined cycle plants. Tenaska shail met BAT at 2 ppmvd at 15% O,. Tenaska Westmoreland
employs J-technology.

Page 27 of 58. Internal Combustion engines. Tenaska requested that testing will not be
required. CEMS are readily available for small internal combustion engines. We suggest that
Tenaska use CEMS on their engines.

Page 28 of 58. CEMS are readily available for emergency diesel generator sets.

Page 28 of 58. Cooling Tower, Tenaska omits all the sources of particulate matter and fugitive
emissions. On page 29 of 58, Tenaska proposed a rate of 0.0005% drift, BACT ultra high
efficiency plum abatement and drift elimination is permitted and in use down to 0.0001%, five
times cleaner. Furthermore, the Total Dissolved Solids level is no longer 2,000 ppm; it is now
1,000 ppm, half the original amount.

Page 29 of 58. Circuit Breakers. Tenaska previously stated that there is no effective substitute
for the SF6 (sulfur hexafluoride), for 500kV class dead-tank CBs. Since Tenaska has deiayed
getting its operating permit, it should be noted that Siemens and GE both have working 500kV
Circuit Breakers, and after successful testing is completed, the operating permit should require
that Tenaska install them because Tenaska opines that SF6 breakers leak and must be refilled.
The mentioned use of feak detection systems is nothing more than a passive system that tells the
plant “low pressure” meaning that the toxic SF6 has already leaked out into the atmosphere, and
more gas must be added. Sulfur hexafluoride is much heavier than air and accumulates in low
areas. Only a few deaths have been reported to be caused by SF6 asphyxiation, but we are sure
Tenaska has a plan in place to avoid any dangers and request that it be shared with Rep Davanzo.




Page 29 of 58, This can only be known by continuous emissions menitoring and public health
monitoring,.

Page 31 of 58, Sources, Control Devices, & Emissions. A lot of sources have been omitted from
this permit, combustion turbine bearing vapors, steam turbine bearing vapors, deaerator exhaust,
cooling tower evaporation/carry-over, generator bearings, etc. all these add up, even though they
are small, Bearing housing, seals, and vents emit VOC and hydrocarbons (HAPS) — these are
typically reduced by oil mist eliminator (a reduction means) but how do we know these will be
maintained or if they exist? The cooling tower drift will have PM in the form of dissolved solids,
phosphates, chlorides, and biocides — even if there are drifi-“eliminators”. On Page 46 of 58,
Tenaska provides some PM emissions from the cooling tower, PM 6.75 tpy, PMig 3.29 tpy, and
PMa.5 0.009 tpy all this needs to be tracked and monitored. Why so? It is not the normal
emissions that are of great concern; it is excursions, trip events, and mechanical breakdowns that
typically result in massive pollution and contamination releases, and the amount of pollutants
should be measured.

Page 31, and other pages, Tenaska suggests combining all the PMs. And then on Page 32 of 58,
Table 8 shows the PMs as 95.56, 92.26, and 88.98 tons per year. As demonstrated earlier and in
other DEP and EPA sources, the PMs are not the same; so the cumulative PM particulate matter
is 276.80 tons per year. Exceeding 100 tpy now requires additional monitoring and controls.

Page 33 of 58. Conclusions,

Tenaska provided information stating the “proposed facility” will not cause or contribute to air
pollution in violation of the NAAQS. This cannot be known until the plant has been operated
and monitored under tight BACT controls that are in use by other Jarge combustion turbine
power plants, and every single pollutant from all the sources is under CEMS, and that CEMS is
third-party certified every two years.

The community has serious concerns and disagrees with the information Tenaska provided for
this conclusion. We suspect that Tenaska’s inaccurate representations, errors, and omissions are
unacceptable to the PA DEP and the US EPA, .

Special Conditions,
Page 34 of 58. Section 7. Where are the cooling tower PM, PMq, and PMy s limits?
Page 37 of 58. Section 15. Needs to include ammonia and ammonia slip.

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.

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.



Page 42 of 58. Section 42, What are the results of these stack tests? Please provide them to Rep.
Davanzo.

Page 42 of 58. Section 44. Since a CEMS is required, and it measures COa. 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 CO3 and
other emissions testing prior to each combustor and hot gas path shutdown, as weli as
immediately after the combustor and hot gas path rebuild, to ensure true compiiance? Such
testing would help determine how much superalloy materials degraded and were emitted out
through the turbine exhaust stacks.

Page 42 0f 58. Section 45. This section must be rewritten to cover ALL of the poliutants and not
just three.

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.

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.

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.”

On behalf of many local residents.

Thank you,
Rep. Eric Davanzo

Copied:
Walt, Alex, Mark, Kirk, Ralph, et al.
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October 31, 2025

M. Nick Waryanka, P.E.
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest Regional Office — Air Quality Program
400 Waterfront Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15222
Via Email (nwaryanka(@pa.gov)

Re: Draft Title V Operating Permit Comments
TVOP# 65-00990
Tenaska Pennsylvania Partners, LL.C | Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station

Dear Nick;

Tenaska Pennsylvania Parlners, LLC (“Tenaska™) herein provides comments on the draft Title V
Operating Permit 65-00990C for the Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station (“TWGS™)
published in the Pennsyivania Bulletin on October 4, 2025, and the related Review Memo dated
September 23, 2025.

Draft Title V Operating Permit

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,
2. Section A, Site Inventory List, Source ID 109 (Aqueous Ammonia Storage Tanlk)
Tenaska requests the throughput be revised to “228 gal/hr” to reflect the design pump rate.

3. Section A, Site Inventory List, Source ID 110 (Circuit Breakers)

Tenaska requests the capacity be revised to “5598 Tbs” to reflect the total SF6 capacity of the
circuit breakers. A throughput rate is not applicable to these units.

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 i 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.

5. Section C, Condition #015

Tenaska requests this condition be removed as it appears to be duplicative of Section C,
Condition #031.

6. Section D, Source ID 104 (Emergency Fire Pump Engine)
Per TVOP Commeni #1, Tenaska requests the throughout be revised to “19 gal/hr.”
7. Section D, Source ID 109 (Agqueous 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.

8. Section D, Source ID 110 (Circuit Breakers)
Per TVOP Comment #3, Tenaska requests the capacity by revised to “5598 1bs.”
9. Section E, G001, Condition #006(1)(1)

Tenaska requests “@ 15% O2” be added to the ppmvd limit for consistency with other limits in
this Condition.

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 CO» 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 tofal
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

! Since submittal of the application in Fuly 2024, additional VOC, formaldehyde, PM and CO; testing was
completed in October 2024 with results commensurate with prior tests and below permitted limits.







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 CO» 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, '
For these reasons, Tenaska believes reducing the test frequency is watranted and compliance will
be demonstrated through testing, catalyst temperatures, and catdlyst management program (all of
which comprise the CAM plan).

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).

12. Section E, G004, Condition #001

The last paragraph of this Condition references “plan approval™ and should be updated to
“operating permit.”

Review Memo
1. Background, pg. 1

The second paragraph indicates TWGS is a major source of NOy, CO, VOC, and GHG. TWGS is
also & major source of PMg and PMa s.

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,

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 thermocoupies. The thermocouples are on the inlet to the

2 Compliance assurance monitoring (CAM) is intended to provide a reasonable assurance of compliance with
applicable requirements under the Clean Air Act (CAA) for large emission units that rely on pollation conirol device
equipnient to achieve compliance. Monitoring is conducted to determine that control nieasures, once installed or
otherwise employed, are properly operated and maintained so that they continue Lo achieve a level of control that
complies with applicable requirements. The CAM approach estabiishes monitoring for the purpose of: (1)
documenting continued operation of the control measures within ranges of specified indicators of performance (such
as emissions, control device parameters, and process parameters) that are designed to provide a reasonable assurance
of compliance with applicable requirements; (2} indicating, any excursions from these ranges; and (3) responding to
the data so that the cause or causes of the excursions are cotrected. [Source: USEPA CAM Guidauce Document Aug
1998]
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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
(800°F). A revised CAM plan is attached to this letter.

4. Additional Federal Requirements, 40 CFR Part 68, pg. 15
Per TVOP Comment #4, TWGS is not subject to 40 CFR Part 68.

5. Non-Attainment New Souice Review, 40 CFR §81.339, pg, 21
The Memo indicates Westmoreland County is classified as nonattainment for 8-hour ozone,
annual PMy s, and 24-hr PM» s NAAQS; however, per 40 CFR §81.339, both annual PMa 5 and

24-hour PMaj s are in attainment.

Tenaska appreciates your consideration of these comments. Please contact me at 402.758.6229
or azigler@tenaska.com should you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

TENASKA PENNSYLVANIA PARTNERS, LLC
By: Tenaska Pennsylvania I, LLC, Its Managing Member

Austin Ziglegr
Manager, Envitonmental Programs

Attachments

cc:  Robert Mayfield, TWGS (via email)
John Robson, TWGS (via email)
Adam McCool, TWGS (via email)
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Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Plan
Combined Cycle Units #1 and #2 (Source ID 101 and 102)

1.0 Background

1.1 Emissions Unit

Description: Combined Cyéle Combustion Turbine
Source Name: Combined Cycle Units #1 and #2
Saurce 1D: 101 and 102

1.2 Applicable Regulation, Emission Limits, and Monitoring Requirements

Regulation No.: 25 Pa. Code127.12h
25 Pa. Code 129.112(g){2}(iii))(B), Presumptive RACT IlI
Permit Condition; PA 65-00990C, Section E, Group G001, Cendition #002(c)

PA 65-00990C, Section E, Group G001, Conditlon #007

Pollutant: VOC
Emission Limit": 2.4 ppmvd @ 15% O, (with duct burners)
1.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 {without duct burners)
9.4 lb/hr
2 ppmvd @ 15% O3, Presumptive RACT il
Monitoring Requirements: Periodic EPA-method compliance testing
Control Technology: Oxidation Catalyst (41-49% VOC control)

'VOC ppmvd limits are expressed as propane.

Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station
Octoher 2025 !







2.0 Monitoring Approach

The elements of the maonitoring approach for VOC emission are presented helow.

Indicator No. 1

Indicator No. 2

Indicator No. 3

(does not apply during
startup, shutdown, or tuning
events)

Indicator: Oxidation Catalyst Average Catalyst Management VOC emissions
Inlet Temperature Program
Measurement Approach: The oxidation catalyst inlet Routine inspection and VOC concentration is
temperature is measured via | sampling. measured via stack test.
four thermocouples,
Indicator Range: 500-800°F N/A See Emission Limits in

Section 1.2

Performance Criteria:

Data Representativeness:

Verification of Operational
Status:

Quality Assurance and
Control Practices:

Monitoring Frequency:

Datia Collection
Procedures:

Averaging Period:

The average oxidation
catalyst inlet temperature is
measured via four
thermocouples installed in
each HRSG, immediately
downstream of the catalyst,
The thermocouples are
scaled 0-875°F and the
standard tolerance is +/- 1°C
or 0.75% (whichever i3
greater).

Routine inspection and
sampling to verify catalyst
integrity and activity.

Compliance stack tests are
completed in accordance
with EPA approved methods
and the PADEP Source
Testing Manual.

The thermocouples are
instailed in accordance with
manufacturer specifications
and calibration checks are
completed after failure or
repair. Signal monitoring will
be completed by the DCS to
detect quality failure and
reduce the cccurrence of
invalid data.

N/A

N/A

Signal monitering will be
completed by the DCSto
detect quality failure and
reduce the occurrencs of
invalid data. Calibration
checks are completed after
failure or repair,

N/A

QA/QC is completed in
accordance with the
selected EPA-approved
maethod.

Inlet temperature is
measured continuously,

{nspections and sampling
comptletad on a routine basis
in accordance with OEM
recommendations,

Stack tests are completed
once per permit term.

Data is collected and N/A Data is collscted via stack
recordad continuously by the tast vendar as prescribed in
DCS, PADEP approved protocol,
3-hour rolling average N/A 3-hour average of 3, 1-hour

test runs

Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station

October 2025







Tennsia PENNSYLVANIA
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3.0 Monitoring Approach Justification
3.1 Background

The pollutant spacific emissions units {PSEU} consist of two, natural gas-fired combined cycle
combustion turbines {CCCT), each equipped with a heat recovery steam generator (HRSG) and
supplemental natural gas-fired duct burners, collectively serving a single steam turbine generator.

Each CCCT is equipped with Dry Low-NOx (DLN) burners and emissions from each CCCT/HRSG are
controlled by selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and oxidation catalysts prior to being released to
the atmosphere. The SCRs control NOx emissions and the oxidation catalysts control CO and VOC
emissions.

Combined Cycle Units #1 and #2 uncontrolled potential emissions exceed major source thresholds
for NO,, CO, and VOC. The units are also subject to emission limitations or standards for each of
the pollutants identified via PA 65-00990C, NSPS Subpart KKKK, the Acid Rain Program, and the
Cross-State Air Pollution Rule {CSAPR). Compliance with the emission limitations or standards is
met via control by oxidation catalyst, for CG and VOC, and SCR, for NO,.

Howaver, par 40 CFR 64.2(b)(1)(i), (i), {iv), and (vi}, CAM requirements do not apply to emissions
limitations or standards:

. Proposed after November 15, 1990 (i.e., Subpart KKKK),

. Associated with Acid Rain Program requirements

. That apply under an emissions trading program (i.e., CSAPR)

. For which a CEMS is installed to determine comptiance {i.e., NOx and CO]

Therefore, hoth NOx and CO are exempt from CAM requirements.

3.2 Rationale for Selection of Performance indicators

The control efficiency achieved by the oxidation catalyst is a function of temperature. A level of
control efficiency can be expected by maintaining catalyst temperature within the manufacturer-
specified range. Attachment 1 includes manufacturer data on temperature and expected VOC
control efficiency.

Catalyst integrity and activity, via routine inspection and sampling, will be used to provide an
indication of how much of the catalyst useful lifa remains.

Periodic compliance testing will also be contlhued to further demonstrate compliance with VOC
limits.
3.3 Rationale for Selection of Indicator Range

3.3.1 Oxidation Catalyst Average Inlet Temperature

The selected indicator range for catalyst tomperature was provided by the catalyst manufacturer to
ensure design control efficiencies are met as well as ensure the catalyst is not damaged by high

Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station
October 2025 3
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temperatures. Aside from startup, shutdown and tuning events, the catalyst temperature is
maintained within the specified range,

During the most recent stack tests in October 2022, which demonstrated compliance with VOC
limits, catalyst temperatures were within the manufacturer specified range.

i the average catalyst inlet temperature is outside of the manufacturer specified range during
normal operations, the cause will be investigated, and appropriate action taken.

3.3.2 Catalyst Management Program

Catalyst integrity and activity will be monitored via routine inspections and sampling. Results will
be used to determine the remaining catalyst useful life and ensure compliance with permit timits.

3.3.3 VOC Concentration

Compliance stack testing will be completed once per permit term, in accordance with EPA-
approved methods, to demonstrate compliance with VOC emission limits,

Tenaska Westmoreland Generating Station
October 2025 4
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Attachment 1
Oxidation Catalyst Manufacturer Data
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Y% pennsylvania

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION

TO

FROM

THROUGH

DATE

RE

MESSAGE:

MEMO

Alexander Sandy
Air Quality Engineering Specialist
Southwest Regional Office

Darren Lauer, M.S.
Air Quality Specialist
Source Testing Section

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

November 1, 2019

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

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 H>SO4), sulfur dioxide (SO»),
ammonia (NH3), formaldehyde (CH20), 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.
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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 Ibs/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!

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 ! 96 95 95 95

Fa Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710

CH:20 (ppmdv) 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5

CH:O0 (Ibs/hr) 2.64 | 2.83 | 235 2.61 | 0.986
NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, includes CH20) 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3

NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, at 15 % Oz, includes CH20) | 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 1.4
NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH20) 0.201 1.25 | 0.344 | 0.597 9.4

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: 1/9 & 10/19)

Run Number 2 * 3 4 Avg. | Limit
CT Natural Gas (NG) Usage (ksct/hr) 2,881 | 3,164 | 3,166 3,070 !

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (ksct/hr) 293 343 344 3271

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,165 | 3,683 | 3,685 |3,511!

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input ! 89 104 104 99

Fa Factor (dsct/MMBtu) 8,710

FPM (gr/dscf) 0.0002 | 0.0003 | 0.0001 | 0.0002

FPM (Ibs/hr) 2.08 2.38 1.03 1.83

FPM (Ibs/MMBtu) 0.0006 | 0.0007 | 0.0003 | 0.0005

CPM (gr/dscf) 0.0001 | 0.0002 | 0.0002 | 0.0002

CPM (Ibs/hr) 1.09 1.83 1.57 1.50

CPM (Ibs/MMBtu) 0.0003 | 0.0005 | 0.0004 | 0.0004

Total PM (gr/dscf) 0.0003 | 0.0004 | 0.0003 | 0.0004

Total PM (Ibs/hr) 3.17 4.22 2.59 3.33 11.8
Total PM (Ibs/sMMBtu) 0.0009 | 0.0012 | 0.0007 | 0.0009 | 0.0039
Total Sulfur — Fuel Analysis Based (ppmdw, as SO») <1.0 | <10 | <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 (Ibs/hr, as SOz)) <0.304 | <0.307 <0.307 [<0.306| 2.7
Total Sulfur — Fuel Analysis Based (Ibs/sMMBtu, as SO) < 0.0001< 0.0001 < 0.0001 < 0.0001| 0.060
H2S04 / SO3; Mist (ppmdv) 0.011 | 0.004 | 0.231 | 0.082

H2S04 / SO3; Mist (ppmdyv, at 15 % Oz) 0.007 | 0.003 | 0.138 | 0.049

H2S04 / SO; Mist (Ibs/hr) 0.147 | 0.060 | 3.32. 1.18 1.8
H2S04 / SO3; Mist (Ibs/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 !

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (ksct/hr) 338 343 344 3421

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,636 | 3,682 | 3,685 |3,668!

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input ! 103 104 104 104

Fa Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710

H2S04/ SO3; Mist (ppmdv) 0.011 | 0.004 | 0.231 | 0.082

H2S04 / SO3; Mist (ppmdyv, at 15 % Oz) 0.007 | 0.003 | 0.138 | 0.049

H2S04 / SO3; Mist (Ibs/hr) 0.147 | 0.060 | 3.32. 1.18 1.8
H2S04 / SO3; Mist (Ibs/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 !

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (ksctf/hr) 344 344 343 3441

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,686 | 3,686 | 3,683 | 3,685!

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input ! 104 104 104 104

Fa Factor (dsct/MMBtu) 8,710

NOx (ppmdv) 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.8

NOx (ppmdyv, at 15 % O2) 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 2.0
NOx (Ibs/hr) 15.6 143 | 13.7 14.5 | 26.5
CO (ppmdv) <0.1 [<0.1 |<0.1 |<0.1

CO (ppmdy, at 15 % Oz) <0.1 |<0.1 |<0.1 |<0.1 2.0
CO (Ibs/hr) <0.49 | <0.49 | <049 | <049 | 159
NH;3 (ppmdv) 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.0

NHs (ppmdyv, at 15 % O2) 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 5.0
NH; (Ibs/hr) 330 | 321 | 2.75 3.09 | 229
CH20 (ppmdv) 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.6

CH:z0 (Ibs/hr) 2.75 3.09 | 3.77 | 3.20 |0.986
NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, includes CH20) ~ 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.8
NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, at 15 % Oz, includes CH20)~| 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 2.4
NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH20) 560 | 499 | 497 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| Limit
Avgs.
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'!
Total CT and DB Heat Input 3,699 3,668 3,693 3,625 3,166
(MMBtu/hr) /3,143 1
Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input 3,547
(MMBtu/hr)
% of Total CT and DB Heat Input ! 104 | 103 | 104 | 102 |104/103
Fa Factor (dsct/MMBtu) 8,710
FPM (gr/dscf) 0.00024 | 0.00068 * 0.00060 | 0.00051
FPM (Ibs/hr) 2.33 6.52 * 5.74 4.86
FPM (Ibs/MMBtu) 0.00064 | 0.00176 * 0.00159 | 0.00133
CPM (gr/dscf) 0.00010 | 0.00021 * 0.00011 | 0.00014
CPM (Ibs/hr) 1.02 2.05 * 1.02 1.36
CPM (Ibs/MMBtu) 0.00028 | 0.00055 * 0.00028 | 0.00037
Total PM (gr/dscf) 0.00034 | 0.00089 * 0.00071 | 0.00065
Total PM (Ibs/hr) 3.35 8.57 * 6.76 6.22 11.8
Total PM (IbssMMBtu) 0.00091 | 0.00232 0.00187 | 0.00170 | 0.0039
Total Sulfur — Fuel Analysis Based <1.0 <1.0 * <1.0 <1.0
(ppm, as SO»)
Total Sulfur — Fuel Analysis Based <0.032 | <0.032 * <0.032 | <0.032 | 0.25
(grains/100 scf)
Total Sulfur — Fuel Analysis Based <0.305 | <0.306 * <0.300 | <0.304 2.7
(Ibs/hr, as SO2))
Total Sulfur — Fuel Analysis Based <0.0001 [ <0.0001 * <0.0001 | <0.0001| 0.060
(Ibs/MMBtu, as SO)
H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdv) 0.0096 |<0.0013| 0.0036 N/A  [<0.0048
H2SO4 / SO3 Mist (ppmdy, at 15 % O2) | 0.0057 |<0.0007| 0.0021 N/A  [<0.0029
H2S04 / SO5 Mist (Ibs/hr) 0.136 [<0.0179] 0.0498 N/A  |<0.0680] 1.8
H2S04 / SO3 Mist (IbssMMBtu) 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 (ksct/hr) 3,171 | 3,177 | 3,178 |3,175 !

Duct Burner (DB) NG Usage (ksct/hr) 343 343 343 | 343 1

Total CT and DB Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,689 | 3,697 | 3,697 | 3,694 !

Total CT and DB Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547

% of Total CT and DB Heat Input ! 104 104 104 104

Fa Factor (dsct/MMBtu) 8,710

NOx (ppmdv) 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8

NOx (ppmdyv, at 15 % O2) 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.0
NOx (Ibs/hr) 14.7 14.8 | 14.8 14.8 26.5
CO (ppmdv) <0.1 [<0.1 |<0.1 |<0.1

CO (ppmdy, at 15 % Oz) <0.1 |<0.1 |<0.1 |<0.1 2.0
CO (Ibs/hr) <0.49 | <0.49 | <049 | <049 | 159
NH;3 (ppmdv) 1.4 1.1 0.9 1.2

NHs (ppmdyv, at 15 % O2) 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7 5.0
NH; (Ibs/hr) 428 | 340 | 2.65 344 | 229
CH20 (ppmdv) 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

CH:z0 (Ibs/hr) 3.87 | 3.60 | 3.52 | 3.66 | 0.986
NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, includes CH20) 1.7 1.1 0.8 1.2
NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, at 15 % Oz, includes CH20) 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.7 2.4
NMEHC (lbs/hr, as propane, includes CH20) 11.3 6.86 | 437 | 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 !

CT Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,258 | 3,273 | 3,283 | 3,271!

CT Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147

% of CT Heat Input ! 104 104 104 104

Fa Factor (dscf/MMBtu) 8,710

CH:20 (ppmdv) 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7

CH:20 (Ibs/hr) 342 | 3.80 | 416 | 3.79 | 0.986
NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, includes CH20) 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7

NMEHC (ppmdyv, as propane, at 15 % Oz, includes CH20) | 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.5 1.4
NMEHC (Ibs/hr, as propane, includes CH20) 4.92 3.36 | 1.88 3.39 9.4

1

cc: EPA/AKB
Reading File, Source Testing Section

Reviewer calculated or corrected values or averages based upon the reported data.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION
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 (CH20), 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
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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) ! 3,057 | 2912 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!
Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147
% of Nominal Rated Heat Input ! 101.7 97.3 97.0 98.7
Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.05
Formaldehyde (Ibs/hr) 0.27 0.29 0.19 0.25 0.986
NMHC (ppmdyv as propane) * 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2
NMHC (ppmdy as propane at 15 % Oy) * 0.2 0.08 0.07 0.1 1.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) * 1.65 0.80 0.69 1.05 9.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) ** 1.92 1.09 0.89 1.30 9.4

I 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 (ksct/hr) ! 2,974 2,956 2,925 2,952
Duct Burner NG Usage (kscf/hr) ! 343 347 326 339
Total Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) — CT & DB 3,483 3,468 3,445 | 3,465
Total Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547
% of Total Nominal Rated Heat Input ! 98.2 97.8 97.1 97.7
Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Formaldehyde (Ibs/hr) 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.986
NMHC (ppmdyv as propane) * 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2
NMHC (ppmdy as propane at 15 % Oy) * 0.07 0.1 0.08 0.1 2.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) * 0.84 1.57 0.99 1.13 9.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) ** 1.08 1.82 1.24 1.38 9.4

I Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data.

*  Excluding formaldehyde results.
** Including formaldehyde results (reported as formaldehyde, not propane).
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION
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 (CH20), 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,
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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) ! 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
Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,147
% of Nominal Rated Heat Input ! 90.8 92.2 90.3 91.1
Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07
Formaldehyde (Ibs/hr) 0.293 0.352 0.315 0.320 0.986
NMHC (ppmdyv as propane) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
NMHC (ppmdv as propane at 15 % Oy) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 1.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) * 0.0080 | 0.0073 | 0.0071 | 0.0074 9.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) ** 0.301 0.359 0.323 0.328 9.4

1

*  Excluding formaldehyde results.

Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data.

**  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) ! 2,706 | 2,707 2,701 2,705
Duct Burner NG Usage (kscf/hr) ! 338 338 339 338
Total Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) — CT & DB 3,197 3,197 3,192 | 3,195
Total Nominal Rated Heat Input (MMBtu/hr) 3,547
% of Total Nominal Rated Heat Input ! 90.1 90.1 90.0 90.1
Formaldehyde (ppmdv) 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.07
Formaldehyde (1bs/hr) 0.334 0.226 0.368 0.309 0.986
NMHC (ppmdyv as propane) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
NMHC (ppmdyv as propane at 15 % O3) * 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 24
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) * 0.0087 | 0.0092 | 0.0081 | 0.0085 9.4
NMHC (Ibs/hr as propane) ** 0.343 0.236 0.376 0.318 9.4

1

*  Excluding formaldehyde results.

Reviewer calculated averages based on the reported data.

**  Including formaldehyde results (reported as formaldehyde, not propane).
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Tenaska Pa. Partners South Huntington Township Westmoreland
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Westmoreland Generating Station 446 Smithton Pike, Smithton, Pa. 26-4286063-1446
Responsible Official: Mailing Address:
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Annual Compliance Certification Received: [] YES []1 NO X N/A Date Received:

AIMS Report Received: O ves [ nNo N/A Date Received:

Mark (X) All Activities That Apply: EPA Class: A

x| File Review <] | Pre-inspection Briefing x| Exit Interview/Briefing

K| Pre-Inspection Observations [X1 | Check For New/Unreported Sources ]| sample(s) Collected

4| Visible Emissions Observations (1| Verify Operation of CEMS 1| other
Comments/Recommendations: Enforcement since last FCE [X] Yes [] No (If yes, attach summary)

On 3-5-26, D.E.P. Cody Frick conducted an unannounced Method 9 Visible Emission Observation (VEOB). This
particular type of inspection was instigated by citizen concerns regarding smoke emanating from the equipment. The
Method 9 VEOB inspection is designed to confirm adherence to Section E, Group Combined Cycle Turbines (Sources
101 and 102), Condition # 005, which prohibits:

Visible emissions in excess of either of the following limitations:
i. Equal to or greater than 10% for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any hour;
ii. Equal to or greater than 30% at any time

This inspection was for Source 101, Combined Cycle Unit 1.

Compliance Status: PJIn [ Out []Pending [] Awaiting Co. Report Needs a Follow-Up Inspection?| [] Yes | [X] No

Company Representative: Title: Lea c\ Sigpature: Date:

P““LR\\QV\ Caonkeal Room Ofecakod ‘Q-QA-Q A’Dbi\n M- 2b
DEP Representative: Title: Signature: E ) o * Date/Time:
Cody Frick Air Quality Specialist CU"Z’I’ ) ?JU& 3526

This document is official notification that a representative of the Department of Environmental Protection, Air Quality Program, inspected the identified site. The findings of this
inspection are shown above and on any attached pages, and may include violations uncovered during the inspection. Violations may also be discovered upon review of sample
results or from any additional review of Department records. Notification will be forthcoming, if such violations are noted.

eFacts Inspection ID#: 4154035 | Date:3-5-26  Reviewed By: Thomas Norris/TON
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| met with Phil Allen (Lead Control Room Operator), John Robson (Plant Manager), Adam McCool (Operations Manager),
and Ryan Jobe (Plant Engineer). | made them aware of the anonymous complaints regarding smoke and odors (CTS
394891 and 395280). | noted that | had not observed any odors offsite, reviewed some of the daily log observations for
fugitive emissions, visible emissions, and malodors (including for the February 18-19 time period (attached); no issues
were noted and the facility reported no abnormal operation for that time period). While onsite, | did not observe any

fugitive emissions or malodors.

The Method 9 Visible Emission Observation Sheet is attached at the end of this report. During the observation, only steam
was primarily noted, as detailed in the report. Additional observations were also conducted on Source 102 (CCU 2) and
Source 105 (Cooling Tower). Those inspections (eFACTS inspection id’s 4154050 and 4156579) have been linked in the

eFACTS database.
In addition, | conducted a file review of relevant records.

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:

# 001 [25 Pa. Code §127.12b]
Plan approval terms and conditions.

The emissions from the cooling tower shall not exceed the following:
{a) Total PM: 1.5 Ib/hr and 8.57 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis.

{b) Total PM10: 0.75 Ibhr and 3.29 tpyon a 12-month rolling basis.
{c) Total PM2.5: 0.002 Ib/hr and 0.009 tpy on a 12-month rolling basis.

#002 [25 Pa. Code §127.12b}
Plan approval terms and conditions.

Total dissolved solids (TDS) of the cooling tower water shall not exceed 2,000 ppm.

#003 [25 Pa. Code §127.12b]
Plan approval terms and conditions.

The permittee shall sample, analyze, and record the circulating water TDS contenton a monthiy basis.
Records since the last F.C.E. (August 2025) of these items are attached.

Total PM has a limit of 1.5 Ib./hr. and 6.57 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.73 Ibs./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.

Page 2 of 20 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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Total PM10 has a limit of 0.75 Ib./hr. and 3.29 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.36 Ibs./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 Ibs./hr. and 0.009 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.0011 Ibs./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 Ib./hr.

- NOx has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2, and 14.5
Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 14.8 Ib. / hr. Continued compliance with these parameters is determined
by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.

(b) Carbon Monoxide (CO):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 15.9 Ib./hr.

- CO has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded < 0.1 ppmvd @ 15% 02, and <
0.51b. / hr. Source 102 at the same levels.” Continued compliance with these parameters is determined by the CEMS
group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC):

2.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 with duct burners

1.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 without duct burners

9.4 Ib./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 1b. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15 % O2 both with and without duct burners,
and 0.0 1b. / hr.

(c
(1
(2
(3

N et e

(d) Total Particulate Matter (PM):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0029
Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(e) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM10):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.

Page 3 of 20 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0029
Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(f) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 1.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0029
ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(g) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2S04):
(1) 5.74E-04 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 1.8 Ib./hr.

- Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded 0.00031 Ib. / MMBtu and 1.2 Ib. / hr. Source 102 yielded <
0.000018 Ib. / MMBtu and < 0.07 Ib. / 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 Ib./hr,

- Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded <0.31 Ib. / 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 Ib./hr.

- NH3 has CEMS. Initial testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 0.6 ppmvd @ 15% O2, and 3.1 Ib. / hr.
Source 102 at 0.7 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 3.4 Ib. / hr. Continued compliance with these parameters is determined by the
CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.

(j) Formaldehyde (HCHO):
(1) 0.986 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source
101 at 0.235 Ib. / hr. (without duct burners). Source 102 at 0.157 Ib. / 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 Ib. / MW*hr. (with duct burners) and Source 102 at
800 Ib. / MW*hr. (with duct burners).

ppmdv = parts per million volume on a dry gas basis, corrected to 15 percent O2.

ppmdv and Ib./MMBtu limits based upon a 3-hour averaging time.

Page 4 of 20 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit



2700-FM-AQ0023

ponneytaria INSPECTION REPORT

; Department of Environmental Protection Continuved

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Air Quality Program

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.

Enforcement since previous F.C.E.:

Admin Inspection 1D 4143038, dated 10-14-25, details the following violations:

- 4th Qtr. 2022 CO ppm exceedance Unit 2

- 4th Qir. 2022 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qfr. 2023 CO ppm exceedance Unit 2

- 2nd Qfr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd QTR 2624 CO ppm exceedance Unit 1

- 3rd Qtr. 2024 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd Qtr. 2024 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 1st Qtr. 2025 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2

- The compliance case remains pending.

Facility Contact Information:

Responsible Official:

Buck Hunt, Vice President, 402-691-8500, bhunt@tenaska.com

Permit Contact, Firm Plant Contact, Mailing Address:

Larry Carlson, V.P. Env. Affairs, 402-938-1661, Icarlson@tenaska.com

Inspection Contact:

Ryan Jobe, Plant Engineer, 724-405-6324, rjobe@tenaska.com

Fee Administrator(s):

Lane Cummings, Plant Controller, 724-405-6307, lcummings@tenaska.com

- The facility requested that | assign this role to Kim Murtland. The requisite adjustments have been made in

the eFACTS database.

Requests for Determination (RFDs) Since Previous FCE

Date of

Determination Project/Equipment

Determination

Status

N/A
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Source ID | Source Name Comments
031 Auxiliary Boiler (245 Present
MMBtu./Hr.)
101 Combined Cycle Unit #1 Operating
(3,147 MMBtu./Hr.)
102 Combined Cycle Unit #2 Operating
(3,147 MMBtu./Hr.)
104 Emergency Fire Pump Present
Engine (351 Bhp)
105 Cooling Tower Operating
Fire Pump Diesel Storage
107 Tank (572 Gal) Present
Turbine Lube Qil Storage
108 Tanks (6,500, 2 @ Present
7,200 Gal)
109 Agqueous Ammonia Storage | Ammonia is utilized for the
Tank SCR, tank is 30,000 gallons
There are six in total, 2 in
110 Circuit Breakers the CT building, 4 in the
switch yard.
C101A SCR 101 Present
C101B Oxidation Catalyst 101 Present
C102A SCR 102 Present
C102B Oxidation Catalyst 102 Present
S031 Aucxiliary Boiler Stack
S101 Combined Cycle Unit #1
Stack
$102 Combined Cycle Unit #2
Stack
$104 Fire Pump Eng. Stack
Z001 Fugitive Emissions
7105 Fugitive Emissions (Cooling
Tower)
Fugitive Emissions (Fire
407 Pump Diesel Tank)
Fugitive Emissions (Lube
Z108 Oil Tank)
Fugitive Emissions
Z109 (Ammonia Tank)
Fugitive Emissions (Circuit
Z110 Breakers)
NEW/ N/A
Removed
?

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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37543026 140349 AW

i orued  Task Summary tige rois
0 RECURRING Task 430152 Hitinted by System User on 02172026 (001,55
Nama: CPRLITY. FUGITIVE EMISSIONS, MALODOR MONFTORENG INSPECTON

Description

Typa aPS ROUNDS Stk COMPLELE

Priority Scheduled Pate  02/18/2025

Catagry D Date GBI

Qurreer Gyvugs OPERATIONS Srart Dite PENBILGS

Astigned Groupls)  LFERATIONS Comgpletion Dale  02/18/2026 083138
Assigned Personist

Lecation/Asset

Notes
Juramy Hough: on 02182025 0832 AM {COMPLETEY

‘Task Responses
{RACITY MONITORING

OPACITY MONITORING

Faint Value 2 dinkts Alarm Lindta
£71 SOURCE EMITTING UNIT 4 OPERRTION? VES

-CTHARE THERE ANY VISABLE STACK NO LG« S
EMISSOINS? (F QUESTION 1S ANSWERED

YES A METHOD 9 LERTIFED OBSERVER
MUST ACCESS THE QRALITY LEVEL AND
ARNOTATE THE OBSERVATION 1N THE ;
COMMENTS SECTON) i i B

[CTZ SOURCE EMITTING UNT I OPERATIONIIVES

-CTE ARE THERE ANY VISABLE ST»_NCK 'MO A0 W VES
EMIBSOINS? (F QUESTION IS ANSWERED

YES, A MEFHOD $CERTIFIED OBSERVER

MUST ACCESS THE OPACITY EEVEL AND

SANMOITATE TRE OBSERVATION N THE |
'COMMENTS SECTIONS ; 1
COULING TOWER SGURCE EMIT NG AUNKE | ¥ES, HCRIAL

N GPERATION? !

GO0 MG TOWER: ARE THERL ANY VIBABLE  -NO [ 1 "HORMAL

STACK EMESSOINS? dF QUESTIONE 1S :

ANSWERED Y6, A METHOD 9 CERDIFIED

CBSERVER MUST ACCESS THE OPACITY

LEVEL AMD ANNUTATE THE OBSERVATION ;

N THE COMMINTS SECTION) ! !

ALPEBOILER SOURCE EMITTING LINIT IN NU i MNORMAL

OPERATION? |

DIESEL FIRE UM SQURCE EMITTING URIf - NO H PNORMAL 4
1N OPERATION? o L . -

HORMA,
MORMAL

ENCRAAM,
NORRSAL
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Task Summary

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MONITORING

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MONITORING
Palt ‘ Wk £ Units Alarm Umits Cosmments
ARE THERE ANY FUGITIVE EMISSIONS NO L0 = YES

PRESENT? 1

ARE THE EMISSIONS LEAVING THE S1ALION | N8 & - e
PROPERTY? L, i
MALODOR MONITORING

MALODOR MONITORING

Polnt Nnlun/ voits Alasm Liralts Commants
[ ARE THERE ANY MALODORS PRISENTS NG £y = ¥ES

ARE THE MALOBOR EMISSIONS LEAVING  tv/A YO s VES
THE STATION PROPERTY?

’m’” _____

Ne tmages Atrached
Documents
M Dovsments Attached
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87573036 110424 adt

-Tenaswa INESTMORELAND

Geneaanne Sraran TaSk Su mmary Page 1ol 2
i RECURRING Task #30167 fnitigtes by Systert Meer oo 021872026 G01.38
NEms DFRCITY, FUGITIVE EMISSIONS. JALOTOR MO TORING INSPECTION

Pescription

Type LS ROUNDS Shwtug COMPLETE

Priurlty Schedubed Date  02/19/2026

Category Due Date G219/2026

Cwonr Grong OPERATIONS Start Dave BEASMG

Assigned Groupls) CPERATIONS Completion Date  02/19/1048 082645
Azsigead Person(s}

totation/Asset

Notes

Jaramy Hough on 02115/2028 08:28 AR [OOMPLETES

Task Responses
OPALTTY MONITORING

OFACITY MONITORING
;_Pivim e s Vajun / Unis Aar Limts Comments Londitton
Qa SOURCE ENRTTING UKET 1l OPERATION?  YES NERMAL

ICY1: ARE THERE ANY VISABLE STALK MO o - vES NORMAL
EAMISSOINS? {IF QLESTION 1§ ANSWERED i

VES A MEEHOD 9 CERT#IED OBSERVER
MUST ACCESS THE OPACTTY LEVEL AND
ANNOTATE THE OBSERVATION IN THE
CONBMENTS SECTION]

€72 SOURCE EMITTENG UNIT IN CPERATION? 83 NDRMAL
CT2 ARE THERE ANY VISABLE STATK O T I <Y i NORRAAL
EMISSOINS? IF QUESTION (S ANSWERED.

YES, A METHOD 2 CERTIFILD ORSERVER :

‘BAUST ACCESS THE DPACITY LEVEL AND:. !

BNNOTATE THE UBSERVATION 18 THE :

TOMMENTS SECTIONY | )

COHILNG TOWER SOURCE EMITHING BNIT  YES : NORNIAL
N COPERATIONT

COULMEG TOWER: ARE THERE ANY VISABLT NG 10 - VES MURM AL,

STACK EMISSOINS? (IF GUESTION 15 I !

AMSWERED VES, A METHOD O CFRTFRD

‘BIBSEAVER MUST ACCESS THE CRACITY

LEVEL AND ANNOTATE THE OBSIRVATION

4N THE COMMENTA SECTION]

£
H

AUXBOUER SCURCE EMITIING UNIT M NO NORMAL
DPERATENF . :
DIESEL FIRE MM SOURCE EMITHNG U1 NO NGRMAL
e QPERATION? !

Page 9 of 20 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit



2700-FM-AQ0023

Pannsylvania .
Department of Environmental Protection

INSPECTION REPORT

Continued

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Air Quality Program

R Yenasus WesiaraneLang

promnrccarae  Task Summary

Lamments

IS0 110404 Al
Bage 2 od 2

Conditlon
NORMAL

NORMAL

Conditien
NORBAAL
HORMAL

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MORITORING
FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MONITORING
Polnt. Vabas / Units Adarm Limits
ARE THERE ANY FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MO 10: # YES
ARE THE EMISSIONS LERVING THE STATION N/A ;l,O =YES
ki LA A
MALODOR MONITORING
MALODOR MOMNITORING
Point Vadsn } Uivits Adsern timiis
ARE THERE ANY MALDDORS PRESENT?  [NO __o=VES
ARE THE MALODOR EMISSIONS LEAVING  8iA Q. = YES
FHE STATION PROPERTY? i
inages
Mo droages Aftached
Dociments
Pip Brocurnenss Atache’
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CRITICAL
&S CONTROL

EMEASY SERVICES

Section C, Condition 12: Natural Gas Sulfur Analyses

Total Sulfur Analysis Report

Critical Control Energy Services

Bossier City, Louisiang

Report Date: 07512025 4:44:49PM |

Client: TENASKA PENNSYLVANIA PARTNERS LLC ~ Date Sampled: Aug 26, 2025
Client Code: 2585 Analysis Date: Sep 4, 2025
Site: WESTMORELAND GENERATING STATION Collected By: £D PLOWCHA
Field: 160 - CHARLESTON Dats Effedive; Sep 1,2025
Meter: 0001-3 Source Pressure {(FSI): 683.00
Source Laboratory: Bossier City, LA Source Temp P): 60.00
Lab File No: 25651600001-3_BAG1
Cylinder No: Tediar Bag
Anaiysis Status: goad
Sample Type: Spot
Measurement Analyst: CNERANIE R T gt e
Method: GPA-2199
Total Sulfur 0.2 PEMV S
0.012 Grains/100 cu.ft
[Source [ Notes
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Totai Sulfur Analysis Report

Critical Control Energy Services

Sough Charleston, West Virgind -
1740 Union Carbide Drive lr Report Date: Jan 13, 2026 12:25p l
South Chiarleston, WY 25503 _
Client: TENASKA PENNSYLVANIA PARTNERS LLC Date Sampled: Dec 22, 2025
Clent Code: 2565 Analysls Date: Jan 8, 2025 '
Site: SAMPLE POINT 00013 Coliected By: |
Fleld: 160 - CHARLESTON Date Effective: Dec 22, 2025 12:008 5
Mater: 0001-3 Source Pressure (PSI): 688.0
Source Labaratory: Charleston, WY Source Temp (PY:
tab File No: S54697
Cylinder No; BAG
Analysls Status: good
Sample Type: Spot
Moasurement Analyst:
Method: GPA-2199
Total Suffur 04 PPMV S
0.025 Grains/100 cu.ft
[ source | pete | Notes ]
Page 12 of 20 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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August 2025

Section D, Source 105, Conditions 001 to 002; Emissions and TDS; beginning with the 12-month period ending

Cooling tower 12-month rolling totals

12 Month Relling totals H/hr MAX TPY
PMTotal 0.70 2.62
PM,, Emissions 0.35 1.36 o0
PM, ; Emissions 0.0011] 0.0} 0.01
¥ PM Totat PM,, Emissions PM, ; Emissions
Conductivity | DS | OperatingHours | LB/HR ™M LB/HR ™M {ibftir) {tpm)
Septenber 1814 116098 | 0:508373] 0.215414] 0.299186| 0.107707| 0.000898| 0.000323|
October 1903 1217.92]  S488 0,627731] 0.172262] 0.313865| 0.086126] 0.000942| 0.000258
November 2130| 13832 5 | 0.70261| 0.252939] 0.351305| 0.12647| 0.001054] 0.000379
December 1880 12032 0.620144] 0.230693| 0.310072| 0.115347| 0.00093| 0.000346
January 1811 1159.04] Lk’ | 0.597383| 0.222227| 0.298692| 0.111113| 0.800886| 0.000333
February 1787| 1143680 0.500466| 0.198061 0.204733| 6.09903| 0.000884| 0.000297|
March 1709 1083.76] | 0.563737| 0.200719| 0.281869| 0.104858| 0.000848| 0.000315
Aprit 1679 1074.56) | 0.553841] 0.104454| 0.276621| 0.052227| 0.000831| 0.000157
May 1770| 1132.8] 0.583859 0.217198| 0.291929| 0.108599| £.000876| 0.000328]
june 1943| 1243.52) 0.640925| 0.230735| 0.320463| 0.115368| 0.000961| 0.000346
July 1837| 117588f 0.60596| 0.225417 0.30298| 0.112708| 0.000909| 0.000338
August 1964 1256.96| 0.6478582| 0.241004] 0.323926| 0.120502| 0.000972| 0.000362
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Cooting tower 12-month roiling totals

12 Month Rollingtotats | iv/hrMaX | TPY
PM Total 0,70 2.39
PM,; Emissions 035 1.2 0.01
PM, , Emissions 0.0011 K .61
i | PM Total P, Emissions PM. s Emissions
Conductivity | TDS | Operating Hours LB/HR ™M LB/HR | TPM {ibsfry {tpm}
Uctobar 03| 1217820 0827731 0.172252] 0.313865| 0086126 0.000942| 0.000258
|Movember 2130 1363.2 | 070261 0.252839| 0.351305| 0.12647| 0.001054] 0.000379
[December 1880| 12032 0.620144| 0.230683| 0.310072] 0.115347| 0.00083| 0.000346
January 1811 1189.04] 0.597383| 0.222227| 0.298692| 0.111113| 0.000896| 0.000333
|February 1787] 1143.68| 0.580466| 0.198061| 0.294733| 0.08303] 0.000884| 0.000297
March 1709| 1093.76} 0.563737| 0.209719| 0.281869| 0.104859| 0.000846| 0.000315
Aprit 1679| 1074.56 0.553841| 0.104454] 0.276921| 0.062227| 0.000831| 0.000157
May 1770 1132.8] 0.583859| 9.217196| 0.291929| 0.108598| 0.000876| 0.000326
June 1943| 1243.52| | 0.640925] 9.230736| 0.320453| 0.115388| 0.000961| 0.000348|
uly 1837 117568 0.60596| 0.225417| 0.30298] 0.112708] 0.000908| 6000338
August 1964 1256.86) 0.847852] 0.241004] 0323925 0.120502| 0.000872| 0.000362
September 1814| 1160.96) £.508373| 6.088574] 0,299186 0.044287| 0.000898| 0.080133
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Department of Environmental Protection
Air Quality Program

Cooling towet 12-month rolling totals.

12 Month Rolting totats | (b/hr MaY Y
PM Total 0.70| 2.26
PM,, Emissions 0.35]  118| 0.01
PM, , Emissions 0.0031 0.00| 0.01
_ : PM Total PV, Emissions PM, ; Emissions
Conductivity | TDS | OperatingHours LB/HR TPM LB/HR TPM {lbrnn) {tpm)
{Nevember 2130| 1se3z| 720| 0.70261] 0.252039| 0.351305| 0.12647| 0.001054| 0.000379
|December 1880| 1zo32] | 0.620144( 0.230893| 0.310072| 0.115347| 0.00093| 0.000346
January 1811 115604 0.597383| 0.220227| 0.298692| £.111113| 0.000896| 0.000333
|February 1787| 114368 0.589468| 0.198081| 0.204733| 0.09903| 0.000884| 0.000297
[March 1708| 1093.76} 0.563737| 0.209719| 0.281869| 0.104859| 0.000846| 0.000315)
Aprit 1678| 1074.56| - an. | 0.553841| 0.104454| 0.278621| 0.052227| 0.000831| 0.000157
May 1770 11328] 7 0.583858( 0.217198| 0.291929| 0.108598| 0.000876| 0.000326
June 1943| 1243.52] 001 0.640825| 0.230736 0.320463| 0.115368| 0.000961| 0.000346
July 1837 117568 0.60596| 0.225417| 0.30298| 0.112708| 0.000908| 0.000338
August 1964| 1256.96] 744,01 0.647852| 0.241004| 0.323926| 0.120502| 0.000972| 0.060362
September 1814| 1160:96] 288 | 0.588373| 0.088574| 0.299186| 0.044287| 0.000898| 0.000133
{October 1903 1217.92 __ 1250 0.627731| 0.039541] 0.313865| 0.01977| 0.000942| 0.000059
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Air Quality Program

Cooling tower 12-month rolling totals

12 Month Rollingtofats | h/brMAX |  TPY
PM Totat N 298
PM,; Emissions 0.485 143 0.01
PM,; Emissions 0.001t '__:‘?ﬁ 0.0t
1 B o s e PM Total PM,; Emissions PM; ; Emissions
Conductivity | TDS | Operating Mours LB/HR M LB/HR TPM {Ib/hr} {tpm}
Docember 1880 1203.2] ' 744| 0.620144| £.230693| 0.310072| 0.115347| 0.00003| 0.000348
january 1811] 1159.04| 744 0.597383| 0.222227| 0,208682| 0.111113| 0.000896| 0.000333
|Fetiruary 1787] 1143.68| ) 0.589466| 0.198061| 0.294733| 06.09903| 0.000884| 0.000297
March 1709 1083.76) 0.56853737| 0.209715| 0.281869| 0.104859| 0.000846| 0.000315
Aprit 1e79| 107456 @ | 0.553841| 0.104454| 0.276921| 0.052227| 0.000831| 0.000157
May 770 11328 | 0.583859| 0.217198| 0.291928| 0.108598| 0.000876| 0.000326
Sune 1943) 124352) 7200 | 0.840925| 0.230736] 0.320463| 0.115388| 0.000861| 0,000345
huly 1837] 1176.68) : 0.50506] 0.225417| 0.30208] 0.112708| 0.000908] 0.000338
Aogust 1964| 1256.96] - | 0.647852| 0.241004) 0.323926 £.120502| 0.000972| 0.000362
Septernber 1814| 1160.96| | b.3u8373| 0088574 5.209186| £.044287| 0.000898| 0.000133
Octaber 1903 18 128 | 0.827731| 0.089541| 0.313865; 0.01977| £.000842| 0.000059
|November 2130| 1383.2) 720) 0.70261| 0.253287| 0.351305| 0.126644| £.001054| 0.000380
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Air Quality Program

Cooling tower 12-month rolling totals

12 Month Rollingtotals | ®H/rMAX | TRY
PM Total 0.70 2.26
PM,, Emissions 035 113 0.01
PM,, Emissions 0.0011]  0.00| 0.01
. PM Total PM,; Emissions PM, ; Emissions
Conductivity | TDS | Operating Hours LE/HR TPM LB/HR M {ibihr} {tpm)
January 1811 1156.04f : 0.597383| 0.222227| 0.208692 0.111113| 0.000896] 0.000333
[February 1787 114388 87 0.589466| 0.198061) 0.294733| 0.09303| 0.000884| 0.000297
{March 1709| 1083.761 744} 0.583737] 0.209719] 0.281869| 0.104859| 0.000846| 0.000315
April 1679 107456 0.553841] 0.104454| 0.276821| 0.052227| 0.000831 0.000157
|May i770l 11328 | 0.583850| 0.217198| 0.291928| 0.108599| 0.600876| 0.000326
june 1943| 1243.82] 0.640025| ¢:230738] 0.320463| 0.115368| 0.600961 0.000346
tuty 1837| 1175.68| | o.60s96| 0.225417] 0.30298| 0.112708| 0.000909| 0.000338
Augnst 1964 126696 | 0.847852] 0.241004] 0.323926 0.120502| 0.000972| 0.000362
|September 1814] 1160.96| | 0598373 0.088574] 0.299186| 0.044287| 0.000898| 0.000133
|octaber 1903| 1217.92] | 0.627731] 0.039541} 0.313865| 0.01977} 0.000842| 0.000059
[November 2130| 1383.2] 0.70261| 0.253287| 0.351305] 0.126644 0.001054] 0.000380
|vecember 1886 1203.2] 0.620144] 0.230603| 0.310072| 0.115347| 0.00093| 0.000346
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Cooling tower 12-month rolling totals

12 Month Rolling totats | t/hrMAX | TPY
PMTotal 0.70 223
PM,; Emissions 0.35] 1.1 0.01
PM,; Emissions goet1] 0,00 0.01
£ eI LN gl PM Totat PM,, Emissions PM, s Emissions
Conductivity | TDS | Operating Hours LB/HR | TPM WB/HR | TPM fismny | (tom)
[February 1787] 1143.68 Rk 0.589466| 0.198061| 0.294733| 0.08903] 0.000884| 0.000297
|March 1709] 1003761 74403} | 0.563737| 0.209718| 0.281869| 0.104859| 0.000848/ 0.000315
Apri 1679| 1074.56) 2 | 0553841 0.104454| 0.27692%| 0.052227| 0.000831| 0.000157
[May 17706 11328 - | 0.583859| 0.217198| 0.291929| 0.108598| 0.000876| 0.000326
june 1943| 1243.52| | 0.640925| 0.230736] 0.320463] 0.115368] 0.000861| 0.000346
July 1837 1175.88] | 0.60596| 0.225417| 0.30298] 0.112708| 0.000909| 0.000338
August 1964| 1256.96] | 0.647852 0.241004| 0.323926| 0.120502{ 0.000872| 0.000362
|Septernber 1814| 1160.86) | 0.508373] 0.088574| 0.299186| 0.044287| 0.000898| 0.000133
|October 1903| 1217.82f 0.627731| 0.039541| 0.313865| 0.01677| 0.000942| 0.000059
[Movember 2130] 1363.2] | o0.70281] 0.253287| 0.351305| 0.126644| 0.001054] 0.000380
{December 1880] 1203.2 | 0.620144| 0.230693 0.310072| 0.115347| 0.00093| 0.000346
{2anuary 1549| 991.36 | 0.510858| 0.190077| 0.255473| 0.095038| 0.000766| 0.000285
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Cooling tower 12-month rofling totals

12 Month Rolling totats | th/hr MAX 7Y
PM Totat 0.73 227
FM,; Emissions p.38] 114 0.01
PM,; Emissions 00011  0.00] 0.01
PM Total PMyy Envissions PM, c Emissions
Conductivity | TDS | Operating Hours 1B/HMR M LB/HR M {ibihr) ($pm)
[March 1709 1093.76| " 744.03 | 0.583737] 0.200719| 0.281869| 0.104852| 0.000846| 0.000315
April 1679 107456 3772 0.553841| 0.104454] 0.276921| 0.052227| 0.00083%| 0.000157
[May 1770 11828 744,01 0,583858| 0.217198] 0.291926| 0.108598| 0,000876| 0.000326
June 1943 124352) 72001 | 0.540825| 0.230738| 0.320463| 0.115368| 0.000061 0.000346
Tty 1837| 1175.68 744/ 0.505865| 0.225417| 0.30298| 0.112708| 0.000909| 0.000338
August 1984| 1256.96] m 3847852 0241004 0.323926| 0.120502| 0.000872| 0.000362
September 1814 1160.95 - 298 0.598373| 0.088574] 0.299186/ 0.044287| 0.000898| 0.000133
October 1004] 1217920  128¢ 0.627731] 0.020541| 0.313865| 0.01977| £.000842| 0.000058
|November 2130 13832 ?mﬂ 870261 0.253287| 0.351305] 0.126644| 0.001054| 0.000380
|pecember ig80| 12032 744 0.620144| 0.230603] 0.310072| 0.115347] 0.00083| 0.000346
January 1549| 99138 ‘iﬂl _ 0.510959| 0.190077| 0.255479| 0.085038] 0.000766| 0.000285
[February 2194| 1407.36] 672 0.72537| 0.243724| 0.362685| 0.121862| 0.001088] 0.000386
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2700-FM-AQ0023 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Pornsylvanie A -
Department of Environmental Protection I N S P ECTIO N REPO RT Air Quality Program
Date(s) of Inspection: v [0 PA X] | Permit #(s): Expiration Date: Case #: PF ID #:
3-5-26 sM[ GP [ |65-00990 11-28-25 65-990 716802
NM [] MEGA []
Company Name: Municipality: County:
Tenaska Pa. Partners South Huntington Township Westmoreland
Plant Name: Physical Location: Federal ID — Plant Code #:
Westmoreland Generating Station 446 Smithton Pike, Smithton, Pa. 26-4286063-1446
Responsible Official: Mailing Address:
Buck Hunt 14302 FNB PKWY, OMAHA, Ne., 68154-5212
Title: Permit Contact:
Vice President Larry Carlson, V.P. Env. Affairs, 402-938-1661, lcarlson@tenaska.com
Contact(s): Inspection Contact:
402-691-9500, bhunt@tenaska.com Ryan Jobe, Plant Engineer, 724-405-6324, rjobe@tenaska.com
Mark (X) All Inspection Types That Apply To This Inspection:
[1| Full Compliance Evaluation (FCE) [J | Plan Approval Inspection 1| File Review (FR)
[1| Operating Pemit Inspection (Pl) 11| tnitial Permit Inspection (IPI) [1| Complaint Inspection (CI)
| Routine/Partial (RTPT) [J | Follow-Up Inspection (Ref. Date: ) | ]| Sample Collection (SC)
[1| Minor Source(s) Inspection (RFD) []| Stack Test Observation [J| Multi-Media Inspection (MM)
| other: VEOB [J | Announced
Annual Compliance Certification Received: [[] YES [] NO [X N/A Date Received:
AIMS Report Received: [d yes O NOo X NA Date Received:
Mark (X) All Activities That Apply: EPA Class: A
{<| File Review [X | Pre-Inspection Briefing D4 | Exit interview/Briefing
IX]| Pre-Inspection Observations X | Check For New/Unreported Sources 1| sample(s) Collected
| visible Emissions Observations 1| Verify Operation of CEMS (1| other
Comments/Recommendations: Enforcement since last FCE Yes [] No (If yes, attach summary)

On 3-5-26, D.E.P. Cody Frick conducted an unannounced Method 9 Visible Emission Observation (VEOB). This
particular type of inspection was instigated by citizen concerns regarding smoke emanating from the equipment. The
Method @ VEOB inspection is designed to confirm adherence to Section E, Group Combined Cycle Turbines (Sources
101 and 102), Condition # 005, which prohibits:

Visible emissions in excess of either of the following limitations:
i. Equal to or greater than 10% for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any hour,
ii. Equal to or greater than 30% at any time

This inspection was for Source 102, Combined Cycle Unit 2.

Compliance Status: Rin Qou [ Pending [C] Awaiting Co. Report Needs a Follow-Up Inspection?| [ ] Yes | (<] No
Company Representative: Title: L -&vc) Signature: Date:

Pniid AVlen Gaake ol My Qporang 02,90 N sn »30-3o
DEP Representative: Title: Signature: \ _ o N Date/Time:
Cody Frick Air Quality Specialist Cﬂdﬁ" 1] $JU&/ 3526

This document is official notification that a representative of the Department of Environmental Protection, Air Quality Program, inspected the identified site. The findings of this
inspection are shown above and on any attached pages, and may include violations uncovered during the inspection. Violations may also be discovered upon review of sample
results or from any additional review of Department records. Notification will be forthcoming, if such violations are noted.

eFacts Inspection ID#: 4154050 ‘ Date: 3-5-26 Reviewed By: Thomas Norris/TON

Page 1 of 9
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I met with Phil Allen (Lead Control Room Operator), John Robson (Plant Manager), Adam McCool (Operations Manager),
and Ryan Jobe (Plant Engineer). | made them aware of the anonymous complaints regarding smoke and odors (CTS
394891 and 395280). | noted that | had not observed any odors offsite, reviewed some of the daily log observations for
fugitive emissions, visible emissions, and malodors (including for the February 18-19 time period (attached); no issues
were noted and the facility reported no abnormal operation for that time pericd. While onsite, | did not observe any fugitive
emissions or malodors.

The Method 9 Visible Emission Observation Sheet is attached at the end of this report. During the observation, only steam
was primarily noted, as detailed in the report. Additional observations were also conducted on Source 101 (CCU 1) and
Source 105 (Cooling Tower). Those inspections (€FACTS inspection id’s 4154035 and 4156579) have been linked in the
eFACTS database.

The VEOB inspection report for Source 101 (CCU 1) also contains an in-depth record review regarding Sources 101
(CCU 1), 102 (CCU 2) and 105 (Cooling Tower) for the period since the most recent Full Compliance Evaluation (August
2025).

Enforcement since previous F.C.E.:
Admin Inspection ID 4143038, dated 10-14-25, details the following viclations:
- 4th Qtr. 2022 CO ppm exceedance Unit 2

- 4th Qtr. 2022 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO ppm exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd QTR 2024 CO ppm exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd Qtr. 2024 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd Qlr. 2024 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2

- 1st Qtr. 2025 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2

- The compliance case remains pending.
Facility Contact Information:

Responsible Official:
Buck Hunt, Vice President, 402-691-8500, bhunt@tenaska.com

Page 2 of 9 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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Permit Contact, Firm Plant Contact, Mailing Address:
Larry Carlson, V.P. Env. Affairs, 402-938-1661, Icarlson@tenaska.com

Inspection Contact:
Ryan Jobe, Plant Engineer, 724-405-6324, rjiobe@tenaska.com

Fee Administrator(s):
Lane Cummings, Plant Controller, 724-405-6307, lcummings@tenaska.com
- The facility requested that | assign this role to Kim Murtland. The requisite adjustments have been made in
the eFACTS database.

Requests for Determination (RFDs) Since Previous FCE

Page 3 of 9

Date of : . S
Determination Project/Equipment Determination Status
N/A
Source ID | Source Name Comments
031 Auxiliary Boiler (245 Present
MMBtu./Hr.)
101 Combined Cycle Unit #1 Operating
(3,147 MMBtu./Hr.)
102 Combined Cycle Unit #2 Operating
(3,147 MMBtu./Hr.)
104 Emergency Fire Pump Present
Engine (351 Bhp)
105 Cooling Tower Operating
Fire Pump Diesel Storage
107 Tank (572 Gal) Present
Turbine Lube Oil Storage
108 Tanks (6,500, 2 @ Present
7,200 Gal)
109 Agueous Ammonia Storage | Ammonia is utilized for the
Tank SCR, tank is 30,000 gallons
There are six in total, 2 in
110 Circuit Breakers the CT building, 4 in the
swifch yard.
C101A SCR 101 Present
C101B Oxidation Catalyst 101 Present
C102A SCR 102 Present
C102B Oxidation Catalyst 102 Present
S031 Auxiliary Boiler Stack
$101 Combined Cycle Unit #1
Stack
S102 Combined Cycle Unit #2
Stack
$104 Fire Pump Eng. Stack
Z001 Fugitive Emissions
7105 Fugitive Emissions (Cooling
Tower)

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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Fugitive Emissions (Fire

2107 Pump Diesel Tank)
Fugitive Emissions (Lube

2108 Oil Tank)
Fugitive Emissions

Z109 (Ammonia Tank)

7110 Fugitive Emissions (Circuit
Breakers)

NEW / N/A

Removed

?

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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Task Summary

» RECURRING Tak 830152
LIPACHTY. FUGHTIVE EMISSHONS, MALOD0OR MONITORING INSPECHON

Name

Cescription

Type

Priority

Category

Owiiar Grougy
Asgigned Group(s)
Assigned Personis}
Lociktice/ Aseet

CFS ROENDS

ORERATIONS
CHERATIONS

Notes

Stutis
Seheduied Dste
Dua Date

Stact Date
Completion Date

Jarary Hough on 0211812088 DEIZ AR {COMPLETE)

Task Responses
OPACITY MONITORING

OPALIFY MONITORING
Point

£¥1 SGURCE EMITTING UNIT IN OPERATION? ¥E5

CT1 ARE THERE ANY WISABLE STACK
EMISSOINS? dF CRIESTION 1S ANSWERED
YES A METHOD 9 CERTIFIED GBSERVER
MUST ACUHSS THE ORALIRY LEVEL AND
ARNMOTATE THE OBSERVARION 1M THE
CUMENTE SECTON]

CT2 SOURCE EMITTING UNIT I OPERATION? YES
o 10: - a5

(CT2 ARE THERE ANY ASABLE STACK
(EMISSOING? i QUESTION IS ANSWERED
(YES, A METHOD S CERTIFIED OBSERVER

MUST ACCESS THE OPACITY LEVEL AND:
ANBUTATE THE OBSERVATION IN THE
COMMENTS SECTION)

COOLING TOWER SOURCE EMITTING UINIE  YES

R DFERATONY

"CLAOLING TOWER: ARE THERE ANY VISARLE

STACK BIMSSOING? IF QUESTION IS
- ANSWEREL YES, A MLTHUD 3 CERTIFIELY
[OBSERVER MUST ACCESS THE OPACITY

“LEVEL AND ANMOTATE THE DBSERVATION

N THL COMMENTS SECTION)

AU BOILER SOURCE EMITTING UNIT IV
OPERATICN?

LHESEL FIRE #UM® SUURCE EMET 1IN0 UREF

W OPERATON?

Page 5 of 9
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Ve J Uintts Alarm Limits

N LG - VS

o i
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3542026 110349 AR
Page Yo 2

frutiated by Syvtem User an 02/17/2026 000435

COMPLETE
21872028
QENBIIGIS
DENGLARS
Q271872045 0831138

Candlition
NORMAL
MNORMAL

INORMAL
NORMAL

RCRMAL

ROAKAL

MORMAL

NORBAAL
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oo ireml  Task Summary

FUGHIVE EMISSIONS MONITORING

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MONITORING

Falm Vadoe £ Units Alarm Uimis Comments
ARE THERE ANY FUGITIVE EMISSIONS WG Y @ YES

BRESENTY

-ARE THE EMISSIONS LEAVING THE STARON N4 Lo ves

‘PROPERTYT i

MALODOR MONITORING

MALODOR MONITORING

Foint Vidun £ Wnits ez Yol Comementy
M’(ﬁ THERE ANY wm@as PRESENT? N [Ze 3 ’('iS_
'ARE THE MALODOR EMISSIONS EEAVING. - W/& KO = YES
HHE STATION PROPERTY?

imw S

e fmuges Antached
Documents
Mo Laements Atrgched

Page 6 of 9
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Tinaskn WeSTMORELAND
FAERATING SIJI THHA

i+ RECURRING Task #30167
SIPACIY, FRIGHIVE IMIESIONS. MALODOR MON.FORING INSRECTION

Type OFS ROUNDS

OPERATIONS
CPERATIONS

Task Summary

Stk
Scheduied Date
Dus Date

Start Date
Campinsion Daie

Juramy Hough on 0271012025 0B:28 AN {COMPLETES

Task Responses
OPACITY MONITORING
OPACITY MONITORING
Polnt

Value 7 Unis Alsrm Uimite

CTY SOURCE EVHTTRNG UNIT IN OPERATION? VES

{CT1: ARE THERE ANY WISABLE STAUK
ERAISSOINS? 1F ORIESTION 15 ANSWERED
YES, A METHOD § CERTH &1 OBSERVER
MUST ACCESS THE OPACIFY LEVEL AND
ANMNTATE THE ORSERVATION [N THE
COMMENTS SECTION)

MO ‘ o - vES

T2 SOURCE SWTTING UNITIN WRATMN?' : m e

T2 ARE THERE ANY VISABLE STACK
EAISSOINST F QUFSTION {5 ANSWERED
YES, A METHOD D CERTIEILL OUSERVER
MUST ACCESS THE OPAUITY LEVEL AND
ANNOTATE THE DESENRVATION Ib THE
COMMENTS SECTION)

COLUNG TOWER SOURCE ERAITTING UNIT
I CPERATION?

COOLING TOWER: ARE THERE ANYVISARIT NG

CSTACK EMISSOING? (IF QUESTION IS
CANSWERED YES, A METHOD 0 CERTIFED
BSERVER MUSY ACCESS THE DRACTTY
‘LEVEL AND ANNOTATE THE OBSERVATION
AN THE COMMENTS SECTION]

ALK BOILER SOURCE EMITTING UMITIN
DPERATION?

LAIESEE SIRE SLAE BOURCE EMLTERNG U

e PERATIONT

Page 7 of 9

L} L6 vES

YES

HO

8O I

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit

020 110424 AM
Page ¥l 2

Iriftiated by Systars User o 02/ 1872026 000138

COMPLETE
SINT0LE
DRATB/A6
/182026
0271913046 82645

NURMAL
‘NORMAL

INDRMAL
NORMAL

HORMAL

(HURNAL

NORMRL

‘!\loi(ml



2700-FM-AQ0023

i Pannsylvanis .
] . Department of Environmental Protection

INSPECTION REPORT

Continved

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Air Quality Program

Tinasua WesimaneLang 52026 11:04:34 434
Task Summary S
FUGITIVE EMISSIONS MONITORING

FUGHTIVE EMISSIONS MOM?QRWG

Point Valian 7 Unity Alsaw Limilts Lommonts Condition

ARE THERE ANY FUGEIVE EMISSIONS NGO G~ YES RORMAL

ARE THE EMISSIONG EAVING THE STATION  N/A 10 =YE8 HORMAL
MALODOR MONITORING

MALODOR MONITORING

Point Vil 7 Unibts Alarm Uimits Comnwn: Condlition

ARE THERE ANY MALDDORS PHESENT? ‘NG HO=YES CNORAAL

ARE THE MALODCR EMISSIINS REAVING.  BJA 0. = YES NORMAE

THE STATION PROPERTY?

images

Mo iniages Aftached
Documents
No Doguments Attached

Page 8 of 9

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit




2700-FM-AQ0023

Pannsylvania

Department of Environmental Protection Continued

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

INSPECTION REPORT | Deperimentof Environmenta rotectin

Page 9 of 9

~ g“ﬁ' &

THEFRBAGOSS v MIRIE - m‘mwwﬁmnvmmm
P ER M 2
ﬁmw”mngmh ’ BUREAL OF LR mmi SR
' e £ile 11
VISIBLE EMISSION OBSERVATION RECORD
e 1 - 5 e
$rescription of Soures: éﬁ‘i;‘ifjiffrée Obeervers Name:{ ooy Py
Owrnier of Saureei . Yy g -y 1 TAY
T lenusyy . i i =
Location of Souree: |y oo Blgn Dater "{-gong

Time intervah bom {124 w© 114

- PART OF MINUTES o
L2 KARY KD gluivl% LE RN A mm:mmm%bm;e* L %{+

o 10]01 1012 IO ROID | I0IO IOl wind soesd and Drocsan 5,y <

201010l icIAOLOL DIOIO )} sy cordtions: o0y |

2 iols 1010l 210I1OM01 21010 3(A0] Pumecor. 4y,

s D0 =010 0= Dl ODA G pumessbgowne: & o [ rangci)

< DN 100 DH'O u.gio Q O Sketch wits sourse. ooserver, and north indcated:

ol 1V (o) A W7 £ Jigle 010100 ~ 73

¢ |Nloiolo 1010l dloi« olo] o v i

" Ologisizlolololo =000 e

s o joldlo =10 1010l 1= 10101010

s plojolol=lodinlol«lolololo

©i0i0lo 1010101010 110101010

i [0, (o] (0] 0] K1 0) (0] (0] /0] L1 ¥} 6} @] )

2INI0INI0 1201010 01210101010

ot 10, [0 (0] 1 K23 0] '0) o] (sl £23 0] [0} (018

na (0, 0] 0] @)1 Y 10, 12] (0] Kl T0] 6} (0] 0] ¥ty

01010 101* 010 10101=0 101010 o A

() QO 0 3% 00 O}Q 50 QQ (V10|  Osecity  |ino. of Readings | Total Time Minutes

iOblglomilollol=lolofoipl ™ 1239 | 5335

=lolpl0lpl=lolololol=lolololo] =™

=|0IOICI0l={0l0I0IoI= 01010101 . ™™ |

Ther Caowounis' Gne dnssed U fading

£ white - Region 3 Yelow— St [} Pirk — District Office
i

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit




2700-FM-AQ0023

Pannsylvania
d { Department of Environmental Protection

INSPECTION REPORT

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Air Quality Program

Date(s) of Inspection: TV [ PA B | Permit #(s): Expiration Date: Case #: PF ID #:

3-9-26 smMm[ 6P [ |65-00990 11-28-25 65-990 716802
NM [ MEGA []

Company Name: Municipality: County:

Tenaska Pa. Partners South Huntington Township Westmoreland

Plant Name:
Westmoreland Generating Station

Physical Location:
446 Smithton Pike, Smithton, Pa.

Federal ID — Plant Code #:
26-4286063-1446

Responsible Official:
Buck Hunt

Mailing Address:

14302 FNB PKWY, OMAHA, Ne., 68154-5212

Title:
Vice President

Permit Contact:

Larry Carlson, V.P. Env. Affairs, 402-938-1661, Icarlson@tenaska.com

Contact(s):
402-691-9500, bhunt@tenaska.com

Inspection Contact:

Ryan Jobe, Plant Engineer, 724-405-6324, rjobe@tenaska.com

Mark (X) All Inspection Types That Apply To This Inspection:

[1| Ful Compliance Evaluation (FCE) {1 | P1an Approval Inspection 1| File Review (FR)

[1| operating Permit Inspection (PI) (]| initial Permit Inspection (IP1) []| comptaint Inspection (Cl}
| Routine/Partial (RTPT) [1 | Follow-Up Inspection (Ref. Date: y | | Sample Collection (SC)

1| Minor Source(s) Inspection (RFD}) [1]| Stack Test Observation | Muiti-Media Inspection (MM)
{<| other: VEOB ]| Announced

Annual Compliance Certification Received: [] YES [] NO N/A

Date Received:

AIMS Report Received:

O vyes 0 no X NA

Date Received:

Mark (X) All Activities That Apply: EPA Class: A
(3| File Review B | Pre-Inspection Briefing X1| Exit Interview/Briefing
D4| Pre-Inspection Observations Xl | Check For New/Unreported Sources ]| sample(s) Collected
£X1| Visible Emissions Observations 1| Verify Operation of CEMS 1| other

Comments/Recommendations:

Enforcement since last FCE [X] Yes [] No (if yes, attach summary)

On 3-9-26, D.E.P. Cody Frick conducted an unannounced Method 9 Visible Emission Observation (VEOB). This particular
type of inspection was instigated by citizen concerns regarding smoke emanating from the equipment. The Method 9
VEOB inspection is designed to confirm compliance with Section C, Condition # 005, which prohibits opacity of the
cooling tower (Source 105) such that the opacity of the emission is not :

Equal to or greater than 20% for a period(s) aggregating more than three minutes/hour

Equal to or greater than 60% at any time

Compliance Status: [JIn [] Out [] Pending [] Awaiting Co. Report Needs a Follow-Up Inspection?| [ ] Yes | [X No
Company Representative: Title: L~€,.m.<) Sigpgture: Date:
Dniip Aoy o) Qo OQesodad @Q_Pwhf- }-20-20
DEP Representative: Title: Signature: ’ Fad b Date/Time:
Cody Frick Air Quality Specialist CV‘@’ i) ;Ju& 3926

This document is official notification that a representative of the Department of Environmental Protection, Air Quality Program, inspected the identified site. The findings of this
inspection are shown above and on any attached pages, and may include violations uncovered during the inspection. Violations may aiso be discovered upon review of sample
results or from any additional review of Department records. Notification will be forthcoming, if such violations are noted.

eFacts Inspection ID#: 4156579 Date: 3-10-26  Reviewed By: Thomas Norris/TON

Page 1 of 5
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| met with Phil Allen (Lead Control Room Operator).

While onsite, | did not observe any fugitive emissions, visible emissions, or malodors.

The Method 9 Visible Emission Observation Sheet is attached at the end of this report. During the observation, only steam
was noted, as detailed in the report. Additional observations were also conducted on Source 101 (CCU 1) and Source 102
(CCU 2). Those inspections (eFACTS inspection id's 4154035 and 4154050) have been linked in the eFACTS database.

The VEOB inspection report for Source 101 (CCU 1) also contains an in-depth record review regarding Sources 101
(CCU 1), 102 (CCU 2) and 105 (Cooling Tower) for the period since the most recent Full Compliance Evaluation (August
2025).

Enforcement since previous F.C.E.:
Admin Inspection 1D 4143038, dated 10-14-25, details the following violations:
- 4th Qtr. 2022 CO ppm exceedance Unit 2

- 4th Qtr. 2022 CO ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO ppm exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2
- 2nd Qtr. 2023 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 2nd Qir. 2023 CO lb./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd QTR 2024 CO ppm exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd Qtr. 2024 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 1
- 3rd Qtr. 2024 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2

- 1st Qtr. 2025 CO Ib./hr. exceedance Unit 2

- The compliance case remains pending.
Facility Contact Information:

Responsible Official:
Buck Hunt, Vice President, 402-691-9500, bhunt@tenaska.com

Permit Contact, Firm Plant Contact, Mailing Address:
Larry Carlson, V.P. Env. Affairs, 402-938-1661, Icarlson@tenaska.com

Inspection Contact:
Ryan Jobe, Plant Engineer, 724-405-6324, rjiobe@tenaska.com

Page 2 of 5 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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. Department of Environmental Protection

Fee Administrator(s):
Kim Murtland, Plant Controller, 724-405-6307, kmurtland@tenaska.com

Requests for Determination (RFDs) Since Previous FCE

Page 3 of §

Date of N . .
Determination Project/Equipment Determination Status
N/A
Source ID | Source Name Comments
031 Auxiliary Boiler (245 Present
MMBtu./Hr.)
101 Combined Cycle Unit #1 Operating
(3,147 MMBtu./Hr.)
102 Combined Cycle Unit #2 Operating
(3,147 MMBtu./Hr.)
104 Emergency Fire Pump Present
Engine (351 Bhp)
105 Cooling Tower Operating
Fire Pump Diesel Storage
107 Tank (572 Gal) Sesei
Turbine Lube Oil Storage
108 Tanks (6,500, 2 @ Present
7,200 Gal)
109 Aqueous Ammonia Storage | Ammonia is utilized for the
Tank SCR, tank is 30,000 gallons
There are six in total, 2 in
110 Circuit Breakers the CT building, 4 in the
switch yard.
C101A SCR 101 Present
C101B Oxidation Catalyst 101 Present
C102A SCR 102 Present
C102B Oxidation Catalyst 102 Present
S031 Auxiliary Boiler Stack
Combined Cycle Unit #1
101 Stack
Combined Cycle Unit #2
$102 Stack
$104 Fire Pump Eng. Stack
2001 Fugitive Emissions
Fugitive Emissions (Cooling
2105 Tower)
Fugitive Emissions (Fire
2107 Pump Diesel Tank)
Fugitive Emissions (Lube
£108 Oil Tank)

Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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Air Quality Program

Fugitive Emissions
2109 (Ammonia Tank)
Fugitive Emissions (Circuit
2110 Breakers)
NEW/ N/A
Removed
?

Page 4 of 5 Tenaska Westmoreland Generation Unit
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Standard Detail Report

4123/2026 7:40:11 PM Page 10f4

Complaint Information

4500 - EP SW Rgnl Off Pittsburgh

Complaint Id:

County:

Entered By:

Source:

Date Received:
Abbreviated Description:
Long Description:

Site Location:

394891 Related Complaint Id:

Westmoreland Municipality: South Huntingdon Township
TARA PIRRO After Hours (Y/N): Y

Email ER Related (Y/N): N

01/30/2026 Date Acknowledged:

Tenaska power plant
See attached letter.

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 Date/Time Received: 01/30/2026 06:25 PM
RUFFS DALE, PA 15679
Health Impacts: N Contact DOH: N
Responsible Party Information
Name: Home Phone:
Company: TENASKA Work Phone: Ext:
Alternate Ext:
Phone :
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:
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 Description:

Investigation Id: 470472

| 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:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

02/02/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 02/13/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 470774

Type: Other
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

Standard Detail Report

4123/2026 7:40:11 PM Page 2 of 4

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. | have been tasked with conducting odor,
fugitive emission, and opacity observations, as well as reviewing pertinent records relevant to your complaint. |
will provide you a summarization of these items once they are complete.

In addition, | 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:
Inspector:

eFACTS Inspection Id:
Investigation Description:

02/02/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 02/20/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 470968

| 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.

Type: Site Visit

Date Assigned:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/02/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 03/02/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471289

| 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.

Type: Site Visit

Date Assigned:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/02/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 03/05/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471513

| 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). | made them aware of the anonymous
complaints, and stated that | would be conducting some VEOB's. | conducted onsite VEOB's of Source 101
(CCU 1) and Source 102 (CCU 2). Those reports are attached. While onsite, | 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. | noted that
I would also be sending a record request.

Type: Site Visit

Date Assigned:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/02/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 03/09/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471754

| conducted a VEOB of the Cooling Tower (attached). No onsite violations were noted.

Type: Site Visit

Date Assigned:
Inspector:

eFACTS Inspection Id:
Investigation Description:

02/02/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 03/20/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 472345

The below was sent to the complainant, delivery receipt is attached:

Type: Other

| 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. | have conducted multiple unannounced inspections, and have not noted any issues.

3. During the first unannounced inspection, | 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 Ib./hr. and 6.57 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.73 Ibs./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 Ib./hr. and 3.29 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.36 Ibs./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 Ibs./hr. and 0.009 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.0011 Ibs./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 (NOXx):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 26.5 Ib./hr.

- NOx has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% 02,
and 14.5 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 14.8 Ib. / hr. Continued compliance with these
parameters is determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.

(b) Carbon Monoxide (CO):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 15.9 Ib./hr.

- CO has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded < 0.1 ppmvd @ 15% 02,
and < 0.5 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at the same levels.” Continued compliance with these parameters is determined by
the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./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 Ib./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 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15 % O2 both with and
without duct burners, and 0.0 Ib. / hr.

(d) Total Particulate Matter (PM):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at
0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(e) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM10):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at
0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(f) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu




(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at
0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(9) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2S0O4):
(1) 5.74E-04 |Ib./MMBtu
(2) 1.8 Ib./hr.

- Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded 0.00031 Ib. / MMBtu and 1.2 Ib. / hr. Source 102
yielded < 0.000018 Ib. / MMBtu and < 0.07 Ib. / 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 Ib./hr.

- Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded <0.31 Ib. / 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 Ib./hr.

- NH3 has CEMS. Initial testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 0.6 ppmvd @ 15% O2, and 3.1 Ib. /
hr. Source 102 at 0.7 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 3.4 Ib. / hr. Continued compliance with these parameters is
determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.

(j) Formaldehyde (HCHO):
(1) 0.986 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source
101 at 0.235 Ib. / hr. (without duct burners). Source 102 at 0.157 Ib. / hr. (without duct burners).

(k) Carbon Dioxide (CO2):
(1) 1,000 Ibs. CO2/MWh (gross) on a 12-month annual average basis.

- Per the testing conducted in October 2024, Source 101 at 837 Ib. / MW*hr. (with duct burners) and Source
102 at 800 Ib. / MW*hr. (with duct burners).

ppmdv = parts per million volume on a dry gas basis, corrected to 15 percent O2.

ppmdv and Ib./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:
Inspector:

eFACTS Inspection Id:
Investigation Description:

02/02/2026 Date Investigated: 04/21/2026 Type: Other
CODY FRICK Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 473848

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:
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):
Address:

Health Impacts

Call Log Received Sou

02/19/2026 03:07 Web Page

PM

Name:

Company:
Confidential (Y/N):
Email:

Email Response (Y/N):
Address:

Health Impacts

Call Log Received Sou

N

N

N

1414B INDIAN CREEK VALLEY RD
MELCROFT, PA 15462-

Date/Time Received: 02/19/2026 03:07 PM

Contact DOH: N

After Hours Comments

N

rce

| pulled into the south huntington twp building and a large hydrogen sulfide odor was in
the air. There are currently north east winds so | suspected issues at Tenaska may be
contributing to poor air quality.

CATHERINE ANDERSON Seq #: 2

Home Phone: 412-302-7014

Work Phone: Ext:
cathjanderson@verizon.net Mobile Phone:

N

2900 SCHWIRIAN DRIVE
ELIZABETH, PA 15037-9550

Date/Time Received: 02/19/2026 03:18 PM

Contact DOH: N

rce After Hours Comments

02/19/2026 03:18 Web Page N Noticed very strong chemical odors last night and this morning. | live about 6.5 miles
PM from Tenaska generating station and am concerned there could be an issue there.
Responsible Party Information
Name: Home Phone:
Company: Work Phone: Ext:
Alternate Ext:
Phone :
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
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Inspector: CODY FRICK Supervisor: THOMAS O NORRIS
Comments:
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 Description:

Investigation Id: 470969

| 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:
Inspector:

eFACTS Inspection Id:
Investigation Description:

02/20/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 02/24/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471084

Type: Other

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:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/20/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 02/24/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471087

Type: Other

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:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/20/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 02/24/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471094

Type: Other

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:
Inspector:

eFACTS Inspection Id:
Investigation Description:

02/20/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 03/02/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471291

Type: Site Visit

| 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:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/20/2026
CODY FRICK

Date Investigated: 03/05/2026
Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 471514

| 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). | made them aware of the anonymous
complaints, and stated that | would be conducting some VEOB's. | conducted onsite VEOB's of Source 101
(CCU 1) and Source 102 (CCU 2). Those reports are attached. While onsite, | 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. | noted that | would also be sending a record
request.

Type: Site Visit

eFACTS Inspection Id:

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: | 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

Investigation Id: 471666
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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. | have conducted multiple unannounced inspections, and have not noted any issues.
3. During the first unannounced inspection, | 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 | am also in the midst of a record review.

When that is completed, and | have an additional update to provide, | will reach out.

Date Assigned:
Inspector:

eFACTS Inspection Id:
Investigation Description:

02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/09/2026 Type: Site Visit
CODY FRICK Violation (Y/N): N

Investigation Id: 471753
| conducted a VEOB of the cooling tower (attached). No onsite violations were noted.

Date Assigned:
Inspector:
eFACTS Inspection Id:

Investigation Description:

02/20/2026 Date Investigated: 03/20/2026 Type: Other
CODY FRICK Violation (Y/N): N
Investigation Id: 472348

The below was sent to both Complainant # 1 and Complainant # 2, delivery receipts are attached:

| 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, | 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 Ib./hr. and 6.57 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.73 Ibs./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 Ib./hr. and 3.29 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.36 Ibs./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 Ibs./hr. and 0.009 tpy. The highest values noted are 0.0011 Ibs./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 (NOXx):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% 02
(2) 26.5 Ib./hr.

- NOx has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2,
and 14.5 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 14.8 Ib. / hr. Continued compliance with these
parameters is determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.

(b) Carbon Monoxide (CO):
(1) 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(2) 15.9 Ib./hr.

- CO has CEMS. Initial performance testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded < 0.1 ppmvd @ 15% 02,
and < 0.5 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at the same levels.” Continued compliance with these parameters is determined by
the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./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 Ib./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 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at 0.0 ppmvd @ 15 % O2 both with and
without duct burners, and 0.0 Ib. / hr.

(d) Total Particulate Matter (PM):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at
0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(e) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PM10):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at
0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(f) Total Particulate Matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5):
(1) 0.0039 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 11.8 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source 101 at 0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 9.1 Ib. / hr. Source 102 at
0.0029 Ib. / MMBtu and 8.8 Ib. / hr.

(9) Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2S04):
(1) 5.74E-04 Ib./MMBtu
(2) 1.8 Ib./hr.

- Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded 0.00031 Ib. / MMBtu and 1.2 Ib. / hr. Source 102
yielded < 0.000018 Ib. / MMBtu and < 0.07 Ib. / 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 Ib./hr.

- Initial testing in January 2019 for Source 101 yielded <0.31 Ib. / 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 Ib./hr.

- NH3 has CEMS. Initial testing for Source 101 in January 2019 yielded 0.6 ppmvd @ 15% 02, and 3.1 Ib. /
hr. Source 102 at 0.7 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and 3.4 Ib. / hr. Continued compliance with these parameters is
determined by the CEMS group for both ppmvd and Ib./hr.




(j) Formaldehyde (HCHO):
(1) 0.986 Ib./hr.
- Per the performance test in October 2024, Source
101 at 0.235 Ib. / hr. (without duct burners). Source 102 at 0.157 Ib. / hr. (without duct burners).

(k) Carbon Dioxide (CO2):
(1) 1,000 Ibs. CO2/MWh (gross) on a 12-month annual average basis.

- Per the testing conducted in October 2024, Source 101 at 837 Ib. / MW*hr. (with duct burners) and Source
102 at 800 Ib. / MW*hr. (with duct burners).

ppmdv = parts per million volume on a dry gas basis, corrected to 15 percent O2.

ppmdv and Ib./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.
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