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CHAPTER 4

4.0 COMMENT LETTERS FROM FEDERAL AND STATE
AGENCIES

Comment Letters from Federal Agencies

USACE Nashville District Comments to TVA IRP DEIS

1. Discussion of cumulative impacts is almost nonexistent. The EIS would
benefit from a Cumulative Impact Analysis under the 11 step process from
the CEQ Manual: "Considering Cumulative Effects under the National
Environmental Policy Act." It is understood this is a programmatic
document, but the analysis can be from a commensurate level.

2. There is no Environmental Justice determination under Executive Order
12898. The EO is merely mentioned in a Table. As with cumulative
impacts, a full analysis depends on the details, but a Determination at a
commensurate level with the rest of the document should be made.

3. Suggest adding a table for comparisons discussed in Chapter 6 for
Strategies B, C, and E.

4. Will TVA consider environmental impacts from energy sources where TVA is
purchasing from the private sector and use that information in its
purchasing decisions?

5. On 19 Oct 2009 USACE provided comments during the scoping period. We
understand site specific issues associated with construction and operation
of power facilities is not addressed in this programmatic DEIS, but will
be addressed in site/action specific evaluations. Therefore, USACE
resubmits the following comments to be addressed relative to potential
issues related to the USACE Programs and/or Operations in the Tennessee
and Cumberland River Basins:

e Any major changes to commercial navigation traffic patterns on the
two rivers that are related to energy production.

e Cooling water discharges at the Gallatin and Cumberland Steam
Plants. 1Is consideration being given to adding cooling towers in
lieu of or in conjunction with the use of river water for cooling?
This would become more limiting if climate trends in air and river
temperature continue to rise.

e Corps hydropower operations would still be subject to existing water
management plans or these plans would have to be modified, including
NEPA coverage, if they are proposed for modification.
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Natural Resources Conservation Service Michael J. Hinton, ASTC-Easements & WR
4407 Bland Road, Suite 117 Fax: (919) 873-2103
Raleigh, North Carolina 27609 Fax: (919) 873-2156

Email: mike.hinton@nc.usda.gov

September 30, 2010

Mr. Charles P. Nicholson

NEPA Compliance Manager
Tennessee Valley Authority

400 West Summit Hill Drive, WT 11D
Knoxville, TN 37902

Dear Mr. Nicholson:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Integrated Resource Plan for Tennessee Valley Authority.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service does not have any comments at this time.

If you need additional information, please feel free to contact me at (919) 873-2103. Also, in the
future please address all correspondence to Mr. J. B. Martin, Jr., State Conservationist.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Hinton
Assistant State Conservationist for Easements & Water Resources

Helping People Help the Land

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
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TVA’s reliance on renewable energy sources. Encouraging the timely and responsible
development of renewable energy, while protecting and enhancing the Nation’s water, wildlife,
and other natural resources, is one of the Department’s highest priorities. The DEIS identifies
three of the five alternatives for further consideration: (1) Baseline Plan Resource Portfolio (the
“no-action” alternative); (2) Diversity Focused Resource Portfolio (Strategy C), and (3) Energy
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Efficiency and Demand Response and Renewable Focused Resource Portfolio (Strategy E).
TVA will identify a preferred alternative in the final IRP and EIS.

We note that Strategy E appears to minimize environmental impacts in several important
categories, including:

e emissions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, mercury, carbon dioxide;

e volume of water used and consumed by thermal generating facilities;

e coal consumption, coal ash production, and related fuel cycle impacts resulting from
mining, processing, and transportation;

o nuclear fuel cycle impacts.

Accordingly, we believe Strategy E would likely have the least impacts to resources of concern
to the Department. Due to its greater reliance on solar and wind energy; however, Strategy E has
the greatest land requirements of the three alternatives selected for further consideration, but all
three strategies involve a commitment of several thousand acres of land for new generating
facilities. For this reason, we encourage close coordination between TVA and the bureaus of the
Department in finalizing the IRP (see comments below on Endangered and Threatened Species),
and thereafter in project-specific environmental reviews.

Endangered and Threatened Species

The DEIS does not contain a Biological Assessment with TVA’s determination of effects on
resources protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). All of the alternatives considered
would involve constructing new power generation facilities of various types and associated
transmission system upgrades within the TVA region, which could affect listed species and
designated critical habitats. Anticipated impacts to ESA-protected resources are not specifically
addressed in the DEIS; instead, TVA acknowledges the need to consult with the Fish and
Wildlife Service during facility siting and review processes (DEIS section 7.2). We appreciate
the difficulty of undertaking this task in advance of identifying a preferred alternative and its
associated facilities and upgrades; however, we believe some level of consideration of
endangered species impacts should inform the selection of a preferred alternative. Therefore, the
Department recommends that TVA consider a programmatic ESA consultation with the Fish and
Wildlife Service as part of its further evaluation of the alternatives in the final IRP and EIS. A
programmatic consultation, even if limited to an evaluation of the preferred alternative, would
prepare TVA and the Department for project-specific consultations that would occur as the IRP
is implemented. If TVA determines that it lacks sufficient information about the effects of the
alternatives on ESA-protected resources at this time to support a general programmatic
consultation, we recommend that the final IRP and EIS describe in greater detail when and how
programmatic and project-specific consultations would occur in the future.

Specific Comments
Section 4.9; Wildlife Population Trends. The DEIS states that “Over 30 species of birds

breeding in the TVA region are considered to be of conservation concern (USFWS 2008).” The
final EIS should identify these species, and in a corresponding section in Section 7 (Anticipated
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Environmental Impacts), describe the potential impacts of implementing the IRP to these species.
In addition to breeding birds, this section should also address migratory birds in the TVA region.

Section 4.10; Endangered and Threatened Species. The final EIS should include tables that
list the species that compose the following categories that are described in this section:
o “Thirty-seven species of plants, one lichen, and 109 species of animals in the TVA region
area are listed under the ESA as endangered or threatened species or formally proposed
Jfor such listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. An additional 31 species in the
TVA region have been identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as candidates for
listing under the ESA. Several areas across the TVA region are also designated under
the ESA as critical habitat essential to the conservation of listed species.”
o “Thirty-seven species listed under the ESA occur in the immediate vicinity of the TVA
reservoir system and are potentially affected by its operation.”
o “TVA transmission lines also cross many streams supporting listed aquatic species.”

The final EIS should also identify potential impacts to these species as a result of implementing
the IRP.

The scientific name for the pink mucket mussel is given as Obovaria retusa -- the correct name
is Lampsilis abrupta.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the IRP DEIS. Let me know if you
have questions or concerns about our comments. I can be reached on (404) 331-4524 or via
email at gregory_hogue@ios.doi.gov.

Sincerely,

Gregory Hogue
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Jerry Ziewitz - FWS

Mary E. Jennings — FWS
OEPC - WASH
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November 8, 2010

Mr. Charles P. Nicholson

NEPA Manager

Tennessee Valley Authority

400 West Summit Hill Drive WT 11C
Knoxville, TN 37902

Subject: EPA NEPA Review Comments on TVA’s DEIS for the “Integrated
Resource Plan, TVA’s Environmental and Energy Future”; General
Tennessee Valley (TN, AL, MS, KY, GA, NC, VA); CEQ No. 20100379;
ERP No. TVA-E09815-KY

Dear Mr. Nicholson:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
subject Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) in accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
The IRP provides options (future condition scenarios, alternative planning strategies, and
resource planning portfolios) for TVA’s future generation of electricity to sustainably
supply the Tennessee Valley’s projected need for power with a 15% reserve margin.

In the mid-1990s, EPA had provided comments on TVA’s last energy planning
IRP EIS (Energy Vision 2020: EV2020). Once final, the new IRP would supersede
the adopted portfolios of EV2020 through 2029. We commend TVA for its overall
development of a comprehensive energy plan and EIS and, specifically, for strategic
planning that de-emphasizes conventional coal and pursues less polluting power
generation strategies. We also appreciate TVA’s introduction of the EIStous in a
presentation at our EPA offices in Atlanta on July 13, 2010.

Accompanying the IRP DEIS was a separate Draft IRP document. While we have
concentrated on the NEPA review and comment of the DEIS, we have also provided
some review comments on the Draft IRP. Our comments are provided for TVA’s
consideration during its development of the Final EIS (FEIS) and the Final IRP.

Overview
Currently, TVA’s 2010 power capacity of 37,000 MW primarily consists of
coal-fired and nuclear energy resources. Within the next few years, TVA plans to bring

online the 880-MW John Sevier Combined Cycle (CC) plant and the 1,180-MW Unit 2
of the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant. Coal-fired generation capacity would be reduced for all

Internet Address (URL) « http:/Awvww.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper {Minimum 30% Posiconsumer)
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Five planning strategy alternatives were also considered: A) limited change
in the current resource portfolio; B) baseline plan resource portfolio (No Action);
C) diversity focused resource portfolio; D) nuclear focused resource portfolio; E) EEDR
(energy efficiency and demand response) and renewables focused portfolio. These were
evaluated under the retained Scenarios 1, 2, 3 and 7 (Tables 6-4 to 6-6). Although TVA
did not identify a preferred alternative strategy, alternatives A and D were eliminated,
while B, C and E were further considered.

For each scenario of a planning strategy alternative, a 20-year resource plan
(portfolios) was developed. A total of 35 portfolios were prepared to find an optimum
resource option to meet the power generation needs over the 20-year planning period.

EPA agrees with the TV A elimination of a strategy with only limited change
(Strategy A), since it would likely not be effective enough over the next 20 years since
renewables and other emerging technologies would not be sufficiently emphasized.
Similarly, the current baseline plan (Strategy B) would likely also not be adequate but as
the No Action Alternative, would be carried forward in the EIS consistent with NEPA.
The TVA-eliminated nuclear focused strategy (Strategy D) may also be too oriented
toward one generating technology. We further agree that TV A-retained strategy planning
action alternatives E and C both have attributes for long-term implementation since they
both reduce conventional coal generation and increase renewables, natural gas and
nuclear capacities. We note from Tables 6-5 and 6-6 that Strategy E proposes a
cumulative reduction of 4,730 MW of fossil fuel layups and elevated capacities for
renewables (to 1,157 MW) and EEDR (to 6,043 MW), while Strategy C proposes such
elevation:;3 at a lower capacity (3,252 MW (layups); 954 MW (renewables); 4,638 MW
(EEDR)).

Air Quality Impacts

Air quality impacts from GHGs, criteria air pollutants and HAPs are addressed in
detail in the enclosed Detailed Comments. Specific EPA recommendations regarding air
quality impacts are provided in this enclosure and are also summarized below.
EPA Recommendations

Our recommendations for the Final IRP and FEIS consist of an overall NEPA

recornmendation for alternatives (planning options) and several recommendations
specific to air quality.

* The FEIS should disclose the percentage of TVA’s grid capacity generated from renewables for
Strategies B, C and E. We note that states having adopted a Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) require
that a range of 8-40% of their electricity be generated by renewable sources. Although there currently is
no Federal RPS, EPA would support an aggressive TVA emphasis on renewables for the IRP planning
period.
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DETAILED COMMENTS

Air Quality Comments
DRAFT INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN (IRP) COMMENTS

1. Figure 5-2, Key Uncertainties. While discussed in more detail in the DEIS,
we recommend that Figure 5-2 in the Final IRP include, as a key uncertainty, the
impact of a changing climate on TVA’s ability to provide low-cost reliable energy
into the future. For example, how will increasing surface temperature affect
summer peak demand (and thus, the prediction of resource needs)?

2. Page 91, Monte Carlo Simulation. The document describes the Monte Carlo
analysis as having employed only 72 iterations to describe the uncertainty
associated with each of the portfolios. A Monte Carlo analysis typically requires
a much larger number (usually in the thousands) of iterations to develop a stable
distribution of values. What is the basis for limiting this analysis to only 72
iterations?

3. Section 5.5.2.1 and Appendix A, Air Impact (and the corollary discussion in
the DEIS Section 7.6). We recommend making a stronger argument for using
carbon dioxide (CO,) as a surrogate for emissions reductions for other air
pollutants (sulfur dioxide or SO;, nitrogen oxides or NOy, and mercury or Hg)
in out years. Specifically, it would be helpful to provide additional detail on
the underlying assumptions used to estimate emissions in out years. These
assumptions are critical to the resulting conclusion that CO; can act as a surrogate
for emissions reductions for other air pollutants. In addition, it would be helpful
to point out that in the IRP Section 5.5.2.1 and Appendix A, the four future
“scenarios” are not explicitly displayed (whereas they are in the DEIS, Section
7.6). In other words, the discussion of emission trends in the DEIS shows a more
detail view (by breaking out four future “scenarios”) than is illustrated in the
comparable graphs in the IRP. For the reader, this can cause some confusion,
particularly when comparing the CO; graphs between the IRP (i.e., Figure A-1)
and the DEIS (i.e., 7-6). It is also not clear from the discussion for any pollutant
whether the emissions estimated in any year are only direct emissions from
sources producing electricity or full life-cycle emissions associated with the
production of electricity. An explicit statement to that effect would be helpful.
Presumably, they are only direct emissions, although we would encourage TVA
to include significant associated indirect emissions as well (e.g., CO> emissions
associated with processing uranium for nuclear power, criteria pollutant emissions
associated with mining, processing, and transporting coal, etc.)

4. Section 5.5.2.1, Air Impact. The Final IRP (and FEIS) should explicitly state

why this suite of pollutants (SO, NO,, Hg, and CO,) was selected to represent air
pollution issues associated with power generation. The discussion should also
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Editorial Comments

1.

Page 59. The last part of the last sentence of the first paragraph is broken away
from the remainder of the sentence by an intervening paragraph.

Page 186. Second paragraph, last sentence, last phrase (after the semicolon)
seems to be an incomplete statement.

Page 203, Section 7.7. First sentence appears to be a mistake (the adoption of an
alternative strategy has no environmental impacts). All realistic altemative
strategies will have some environmental impacts.

Page S-13. The table key for this summary table could have defined “EEDR” as
the “Energy Efficiency and Demand Response™, as defined in the DEIS-appended
Glossary, Acronyms and Abbreviations (pg. 232).

Pages 158-160. We note that Tables 6-5 and 6-6 (Strategy C and E) use the
heading “Fossil Layups” while Table 6-4 (Strategy B) uses “Coal Layups”. Was
there an intended difference? Would Strategy C and E also decommission natural
gas plants in addition to coal plants?

Page iv. Tables 6-4 to 6-6 are not listed in the Table of Contents (List of Tables).
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