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April 13, 2015 

TO:  Persons on the attached mailing list. 

RE: Navasota North Country Peakers Operating Company I, L.L.C./Van Alstyne Energy 
Center 
Permit Nos. 121051 and PSDTX1418  

Decision of the Executive Director. 

The executive director has made a decision that the above-referenced permit application 
meets the requirements of applicable law.  This decision does not authorize 
construction or operation of any proposed facilities.  This decision will be 
considered by the commissioners at a regularly scheduled public meeting before any 
action is taken on this application unless all requests for contested case hearing or 
reconsideration have been withdrawn before that meeting. 

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the Executive Director’s Response to Comments.  A 
copy of the complete application, draft permit and related documents, including public 
comments, is available for review at the TCEQ Central office.  A copy of the complete 
application, the draft permit, and executive director’s preliminary decision are available 
for viewing and copying at the TCEQ Central Office, the TCEQ Dallas/Fort Worth 
Regional Office, and at the Sherman Public Library, 421 North Travis Street, Sherman, 
Grayson County, Texas, and the Van Alstyne Public Library, 117 North Waco Street, Van 
Alstyne, Grayson County, Texas. 

If you disagree with the executive director’s decision, and you believe you are an 
“affected person” as defined below, you may request a contested case hearing.  In 
addition, anyone may request reconsideration of the executive director’s decision.  A 
brief description of the procedures for these two requests follows. 

How To Request a Contested Case Hearing. 

It is important that your request include all the information that supports your right to a 
contested case hearing.  You must demonstrate that you meet the applicable legal 
requirements to have your hearing request granted.  The commission’s consideration of 
your request will be based on the information you provide.  

The request must include the following: 

(1) Your name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, a fax number. 

(2) If the request is made by a group or association, the request must identify: 
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(A) one person by name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, 
the fax number, of the person who will be responsible for receiving all 
communications and documents for the group; and 

(B) one or more members of the group that would otherwise have standing to 
request a hearing in their own right.  The interests the group seeks to 
protect must relate to the organization’s purpose.  Neither the claim 
asserted nor the relief requested must require the participation of the 
individual members in the case. 

(3) The name of the applicant, the permit number and other numbers listed above so 
that your request may be processed properly. 

(4) A statement clearly expressing that you are requesting a contested case hearing.  
For example, the following statement would be sufficient: “I request a contested 
case hearing.” 

Your request must demonstrate that you are an “affected person.”  An affected 
person is one who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty, 
privilege, power, or economic interest affected by the application.  Your request must 
describe how and why you would be adversely affected by the proposed facility or 
activity in a manner not common to the general public.  For example, to the extent your 
request is based on these concerns, you should describe the likely impact on your health, 
safety, or uses of your property which may be adversely affected by the proposed facility 
or activities.  To demonstrate that you have a personal justiciable interest, you must 
state, as specifically as you are able, your location and the distance between your 
location and the proposed facility or activities.  A person who may be affected by 
emissions of air contaminants from the facility is entitled to request a contested case 
hearing.  

Your request must raise disputed issues of fact that are relevant and material to the 
commission’s decision on this application.  The request must be based on issues that 
were raised during the comment period.  The request cannot be based solely on issues 
raised in comments that have been withdrawn.  The enclosed Response to Comments 
will allow you to determine the issues that were raised during the comment period and 
whether all comments raising an issue have been withdrawn.  The public comments 
filed for this application are available for review and copying at the Chief Clerk’s office at 
the address below. 

To facilitate the commission’s determination of the number and scope of issues to be 
referred to hearing, you should: 1) specify any of the executive director’s responses to 
comments that you dispute; and 2) the factual basis of the dispute.  In addition, you 
should list, to the extent possible, any disputed issues of law or policy. 



 

 

How To Request Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s 

Decision. 

Unlike a request for a contested case hearing, anyone may request reconsideration of the 
executive director’s decision.  A request for reconsideration should contain your name, 
address, daytime phone number, and, if possible, your fax number.  The request must 
state that you are requesting reconsideration of the executive director’s decision, and 
must explain why you believe the decision should be reconsidered. 

Deadline for Submitting Requests. 

A request for a contested case hearing or reconsideration of the executive director’s 
decision must be received by the Chief Clerk’s office no later than 30 calendar days 
after the date of this letter.  You may submit your request electronically at 
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/comments or by mail to the following address: 

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk 
TCEQ, MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Processing of Requests. 

Timely requests for a contested case hearing or for reconsideration of the executive 
director’s decision will be referred to the alternative dispute resolution director and set 
on the agenda of one of the commission’s regularly scheduled meetings.  Additional 
instructions explaining these procedures will be sent to the attached mailing list when 
this meeting has been scheduled. 

How to Obtain Additional Information. 

If you have any questions or need additional information about the procedures 
described in this letter, please call the Public Participation and Education Program, toll 
free, at 1-800-687-4040. 

Sincerely, 

 
Bridget C. Bohac 
Chief Clerk 

BCB/ka 

Enclosure

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/comments


 

 

MAILING LIST 
for 

Navasota North Country Peakers Operating Company I, L.L.C./Van Alstyne Energy 
Center 

Permit Nos. 121051 and PSDTX1418 

FOR THE APPLICANT: 

Frank Giacalone, Chief Executive Officer 
Navasota North Country Peakers 
Operating Company I, L.L.C. 
403 Corporate Wood Drive 
Magnolia, Texas  77354 

Bill Skinner, Director of Engineering 
Navasota North Country Peakers 
Operating Company I, L.L.C. 
403 Corporate Wood Drive 
Magnolia, Texas  77354 
 
Jeff Maida, Vice President Asset 
Management 
Navasota North Country Peakers 
Operating Company I, L.L.C. 
403 Corporate Wood Drive 
Magnolia, Texas  77354 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

See attached list. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
via electronic mail: 

Brian Christian, Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Environmental Assistance Division 
Public Education Program MC-108 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

  

 

Amy Browning, Staff Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Environmental Law Division MC-173 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

Sean O’Brien, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Air Permits Division MC-163 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL 
via electronic mail: 

Vic McWherter, Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Public Interest Counsel MC-103 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK 
via electronic mail: 

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Office of Chief Clerk MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 
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TCEQ AIR QUALITY PERMIT NUMBERS 121051 AND PSDTX1418 


 
 
APPLICATION BY 
NAVASOTA NORTH COUNTRY 
PEAKERS OPERATING 
COMPANY I, L.L.C. 
VAN ALSTYNE ENERGY CENTER 
VAN ALSTYNE, GRAYSON 
COUNTY
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BEFORE THE 
 
TEXAS COMMISSION ON 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 


 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 


The Executive Director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the commission or 
TCEQ) files this Response to Public Comment (Response) on the New Source Review 
Authorization application and Executive Director’s preliminary decision. 
 
As required by Title 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) § 55.156, before an application is 
approved, the Executive Director prepares a response to all timely, relevant and material, or 
significant comments. The Office of Chief Clerk timely received comment letters from 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6, the Dallas Sierra Club, the Lone Star Chapter 
of the Sierra Club, and the following persons: Rita Batchelor, David Berry, Rita J. Beving, 
Pamela Boddie, Melvin C. Brown, Christy Bryant, Mark Cuthbertson, Melissa Cuthbertson, 
Jeffrey A. Farley, James Firtos, Emily Franklin, Donna Franus, James L. Gaines, Theresa Green, 
Elisa Hopewell, Brent Kennedy, Virginia Kennedy, Chrissy Marie Koth, Susan Martin, Bobby 
McKee, Martha McKee, Delanna Mitchell, Jules Randall Mitchell, Michael R. Mitchell, 
Christopher Scott Moreno, Brandon Morton, Charles Netherlain, Brittany Nettles, Barry Pliler, 
Cyrus H. Reed, Albert Rodriguez, Rebecca A. Rodriguez, Robbin Short, Velynda Short, Rachel 
W. Smith, Brad Spence, Tracy Spence, Amanda Stromquist, Judith Waldrop, Leonard G. 
Waldrum, Jeff Whitmire, Lori Jean Williams. A request for a public meeting was also received 
from Representative Larry Phillips. This Response addresses all timely public comments 
received, whether or not withdrawn. If you need more information about this permit application 
or the permitting process please call the TCEQ Public Education Program at 1-800-687-4040. 
General information about the TCEQ can be found at our website at www.tceq.texas.gov. 
 


BACKGROUND 


Description of Facility 
 
Navasota North Country Peakers Operating Company I, L.L.C. (Navasota) has applied to the 
TCEQ for a New Source Review Authorization under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA), §382.0518. 
This will authorize the construction of a new plant that contains facilities that may emit air 
contaminants. 
 
This permit will authorize the applicant to construct the Van Alstyne Energy Center. The plant is 
located as follows: from US 75 in Van Alstyne turn east onto Van Alstyne Pkwy and go 0.6 miles 
then turn south onto Waco St and go 0.1 miles then turn east onto Jefferson St and go 0.2 miles 
then turn south onto Sherman Rd and go 0.4 miles then turn east on Ballard Rd and go 1.6 
miles, Van Alstyne, Grayson County. Contaminants authorized under this permit include volatile 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
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organic compounds (VOC), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate 
matter (PM), including particulate matter with diameters of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and 
2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), sulfuric acid (H2SO4), hazardous air 
pollutants, and lead (Pb). 
 


Procedural Background 
 
Before work is begun on the construction of new facilities that may emit air contaminants, the 
person planning the construction must obtain a permit from the commission. This permit 
application is for an initial issuance of Air Quality Permit Number 121051 and Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) Air Quality Permit Number PSDTX1418. 
 
The permit application was received on June 23, 2014, and declared administratively complete 
on July 1, 2014. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain an Air Quality Permit (public notice) 
for this permit application was published in English on July 11, 2014, in the Van Alstyne Leader 
and Herald Democrat. The Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality 
Permit was published on December 26, 2014, in English in the Van Alstyne Leader and Herald 
Democrat. A public meeting was held on January 13, 2015 in Sherman. The notice of public 
meeting was published in English on December 26, 2014 in the Van Alstyne Leader and Herald 
Democrat. The public comment period ended on January 26, 2015. 
 


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


COMMENT 1: Health Effects and Air Quality Issues 
Many commenters expressed concerns about the impact the proposed facilities will have on 
their health and enjoyment of their property. Commenters indicated they have illnesses or 
family members with illnesses such as asthma or reduced lung function and heart conditions 
among other ailments which will be exacerbated by the air pollution from the plant. 
Commenters are concerned about the effect the emissions will have on livestock and plants like 
pecan trees. Commenters note the effects that the various criteria pollutants (CO, NOX, PM, 
PM10, PM2.5, SO2, and Pb) can have on people and property. Commenters were concerned about 
health effects from the emissions of Pb. Many commenters were specifically concerned with the 
impacts of PM, VOCs, CO, SO2 and NOX and requested data on long-term health effects from 
exposure to these contaminates. Commenter requests the TCEQ review the cumulative effects of 
this and other sources in the area. Commenters were also concerned about the corrosive effects 
of emissions, and the potential for rusting of fences, barns, and farm equipment. 
 
RESPONSE 1: 
TCEQ has reviewed the permit application and has found it to be in compliance with all 
applicable federal and state regulatory requirements. 
 
For many permits, potential impacts to human health and welfare or the environment are 
determined by comparing air dispersion modeling predicted emission concentrations from the 
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proposed facilities to appropriate state and federal standards and effects screening levels.1,2 The 
specific health-based standards or guidance levels employed in evaluating the potential 
emissions include the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); TCEQ standards 
contained in 30 TAC Chapter 111, Control of Air Pollution from Visible Emissions and 
Particulate Matter, specifically 30 TAC § 111.151, Allowable Emissions Limits, and 30 TAC § 
112.3, Net Ground Level Concentrations; and TCEQ Effect Screening Levels (ESLs).3 
 
NAAQS are created by the EPA, are defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 50.2, and 
include both primary and secondary standards. The primary standards are those which the 
Administrator of the EPA determines are necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to 
protect the public health, including sensitive members of the population such as children, the 
elderly, and individuals with existing lung or cardiovascular conditions. Secondary NAAQS are 
those which the Administrator determines are necessary to protect the public welfare and the 
environment, including animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings, from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects, including corrosion, associated with the presence of an air 
contaminant in the ambient air. The standards are set for criteria pollutants: ozone, lead, CO, 
SO2, NOx, and PM, including PM10 and PM2.5. These standards are short-term, for example 1-
hour average, and long-term, annual average, and are individually set to be protective for every 
listed averaging period. 
 
For most permit applications, including the applications for this permit, air dispersion modeling 
is performed. After a permit application’s modeling review is complete, in most instances, the 
modeling results are then sent to the TCEQ’s toxicology section to evaluate whether emissions 
from the proposed plant are expected to cause health or nuisance problems such as property 
damage. The toxicology section reviews the results from air dispersion modeling by comparing 
those results to the TCEQ Effects Screening Levels (ESLs). Emission from the combustion of 
natural gas are not expected to cause property damage given the extremely low emissions of acid 
gases which are corrosive. 
 
ESLs are constituent-specific guideline concentrations used in TCEQ’s effects evaluation of 
constituent concentrations in air. These guidelines are derived by the Toxicology Division and 
are based on a constituent’s potential to cause adverse health effects, odor nuisances, and effects 
on vegetation. Health-based screening levels are set at levels lower than levels reported to 
produce adverse health effects, and as such are set to protect the general public, including 
sensitive subgroups such as children, the elderly, or people with existing respiratory conditions. 
Adverse health or welfare effects are not expected to occur if the air concentration of a 
constituent is below its ESL. If an air concentration of a constituent is above the screening level, 
it is not necessarily indicative that an adverse effect will occur, but rather that further evaluation 


                                                      
1 See the document “Air Quality Modeling Guidelines” for details on air modeling at the TCEQ website at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/guidance/newsourcereview/nsr_mod_guidance.html. Also visit the 
agency air modeling page at www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/nav/modeling_index.html. 
2 Documents referenced in this response that are available on the TCEQ website are also available in 
printed form at a small cost from the TCEQ Publications office at 512-239-0028. 
3 To view the ESL list or obtain more information on ESLs, visit the TCEQ website at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list_main.html 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/guidance/newsourcereview/nsr_mod_guidance.html

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/nav/modeling_index.html

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list_main.html
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is warranted. Generally, maximum concentrations predicted to occur at a sensitive receptor 
which are at or below the ESL would not be expected to cause adverse effects. 
 
For this specific permit application, appropriate air dispersion modeling was performed with the 
air quality model AERMOD. The likelihood of whether adverse health effects caused by 
emissions from Navasota’s facilities could occur in members of the general public, including 
sensitive subgroups such as children, the elderly, or people with existing respiratory conditions, 
was determined by comparing each facility’s predicted air dispersion computer modeling 
concentrations to the relevant state and federal standards and effects screening levels. The 
permit reviewer used modeling results to verify that predicted ground level concentrations 
(GLC) from the proposed facilities are not likely to adversely impact off-property receptors. 
TCEQ background concentrations from the geographic area surrounding the site or other 
appropriate background are added to the modeled concentrations to account for additional 
existing sources near the site including mobile sources when applicable. The overall evaluation 
process provides a conservative prediction that is protective of the public. The modeling 
predictions were reviewed by the TCEQ Air Permits Division, and the modeling analysis was 
determined to be acceptable. There is no requirement for an ambient air analysis separate from 
the required air quality analysis prior to construction or after construction in order to apply for 
or be granted these pending air quality permits. 
 
An air dispersion modeling analysis was performed for the following pollutants: PM, PM10, 
PM2.5, SO2, H2SO4, NO2, and CO. 
 
A de minimis analysis was initially conducted to determine if a full impacts analysis would be 
required. Predicted concentrations below the applicable de minimis level for a specific pollutant 
and averaging time will not cause significant deterioration of the ambient air. The de minimis 
analysis modeling results indicate that 1-hr NO2 exceeds the interim de minimis concentration 
and requires a full impacts analysis. The de minimis analysis modeling results for annual NO2 
and all averaging times of CO, PM10, and PM2.5 indicate that the project is below the respective 
de minimis concentrations and no further analysis is required. The predicted values for de 
minimis results are in the table below. 
 
Modeling Results for PSD De Minimis Analysis in Micrograms Per Cubic Meter 
(µg/m3) 


Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


PM10 24-hr 1.195 5 


PM10 Annual 0.02 1 


PM2.5 24-hr 0.9 1.2 


PM2.5 Annual 0.02 0.3 
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Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


NO2 1-hr 29 7.5 


NO2 Annual 0.3 1 


CO 1-hr  265 2000 


CO 8-hr 141 500 


 
The measurement for predicted concentrations of air contaminants in modeling exercises is 
expressed in terms of micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3). One microgram is 1/1,000,000 of a 
gram, or 2.2/1,000,000,000 of a pound (approximately the weight of a dust mite) of air 
contaminant per cubic meter of ambient air. The air volume of a cubic meter is approximately 
the size of a washing machine. 
 
Particulate matter consists of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air. PM10 is referred 
to as “coarse” particles and PM2.5 is referred to as “fine” particles. Sources of coarse particles 
include wind-blown dust, dust generated by vehicles traveling on unpaved roads, and material 
handling. Fine particles are usually produced via industrial and residential combustion 
processes and vehicle exhaust. 
 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that 1-hr NO2 exceeds the interim de minimis 
concentration and requires a full impacts analysis. The full NAAQS modeling results indicate the 
total predicted concentrations will not result in an exceedance of the NAAQS as shown in the 
table below. 
 
Total Concentrations for PSD NAAQS (Concentrations > De Minimis) 


Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


Background 
(µg/m3) 


Total Conc. = 
[Background + 
GLCmax] 
(µg/m3) 


Standard 
(µg/m3) 


NO2 1-hr 13.6 57.1 70.7 188 


 
In addition to the criteria pollutants, the predicted impact for H2SO4 was compared to the TCEQ 
property line standards as found in 30 TAC § 112.41. The modeling results show there will not be 
an exceedance of the H2SO4 property line standards. 
 
Site-wide Modeling Results for State Property Line 


Pollutant Averaging Time 
GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


Standard  
(µg/m3) 


H2SO4 1-hr 0.5 50 
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Pollutant Averaging Time 
GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


Standard  
(µg/m3) 


H2SO4 24-hr 0.1 15 


 
In summary, based on the potential concentrations reviewed by the Executive Director’s staff, it 
is not expected that existing health conditions will worsen, or that there will be adverse health 
effects in the general public, sensitive subgroups, or animal life as a result of exposure to the 
expected levels of PM, PM10, SO2, H2SO4, NOX, CO, or VOC. 
 
In addition to complying with the federal and state standards and guidelines mentioned above, 
applicants must also comply with 30 TAC § 101.4, which prohibits nuisance conditions. 
Specifically the rule states, “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever one or more 
air contaminants or combinations thereof, in such concentration and of such duration as are or 
may tend to be injurious to or to adversely affect human health or welfare, animal life, 
vegetation, or property, or as to interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of animal life, 
vegetation, or property.” As long as the facilities are operated in compliance with the terms of 
the permit, nuisance conditions or conditions of air pollution are not expected. According to the 
facilities’ maximum allowable4


 emission rate tables in the draft permits, the facilities will emit 
approximately 32.4 tons per year (tpy) of PM/PM10/PM2.5, 252.7 tpy of NOX, 9.9 tpy of SO2, 
340.6 tpy of CO, 42.1 tpy of VOC, and 0.9 tpy H2SO4. These emissions are not expected to create 
nuisance conditions. 
 
Natural gas does not contain lead. Any lead emissions calculated are based on exceeding small 
emission factors that represent a test result within the acceptable error margin for the particular 
test method or a product of the normal internal wear and tear of the operating equipment. 
 
Individuals are encouraged to report any concerns about nuisance issues or suspected 
noncompliance with terms of any permit or other environmental regulation by contacting the 
TCEQ Dallas/Fort Worth Regional Office at (817)588-5800, or by calling the 24-hour toll-free 
Environmental Complaints Hotline at 1-888-777-3186. If the plant is found to be out of 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit, it will be subject to possible 
enforcement action. Citizen-collected evidence may be used in such an action. See 30 TAC § 
70.4, Enforcement Action Using Information Provided by Private Individual, for details on 
gathering and reporting such evidence. Under the citizen-collected evidence program, 
individuals can provide information on possible violations of environmental law and the 
information can be used by the TCEQ to pursue enforcement. In this program, citizens can 
become involved and may eventually testify at a hearing or trial concerning the violation. For 
additional information, see the TCEQ publication, “Do You Want to Report an Environmental 
Problem? Do You Have Information or Evidence?” This booklet is available in English and 
Spanish from the TCEQ Publications office at 512-239-0028, and may be downloaded from the 
agency website at www.tceq.texas.gov/ (under Publications, search for document number 278). 
 


                                                      
4 The term “allowable” means the maximum emission rate of a specific pollutant from a given source, as 
specified in the permit. 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
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COMMENT 2: 
Commenters request that the plant not be located near them or in the surrounding area and 
state the plant brings no benefit to the area. Commenters state that electricity from the plant will 
not benefit them, as it is intended to be used elsewhere. Commenters are concerned about the 
effect the proposed facilities will have on their property values. Commenters do not want noise 
and light from the plant to disturb them. A commenter is concerned about security at the plant 
during construction and operation. One commenter is concerned about radio frequency 
interference the new power plant may cause. Commenters are also concerned about the 
construction equipment emissions and the traffic and road damage that will be caused by the 
construction of the power plant. Commenters state that they have had numerous local meetings, 
including meetings with Navasota personnel, that Navasota did not start out by contacting local 
homeowners, and that Navasota had closed-door meetings with local officials. Commenter also 
stated that Navasota would probably sell the plant after it was built, and that it may not have to 
honor commitments. 
 
RESPONSE 2: 
The TCEQ’s jurisdiction is established by the Legislature and is limited to the issues set forth in 
statute. Accordingly, the TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to consider issues unrelated to air 
emissions such as security, noise or light pollution, zoning, traffic, road damage, or effects on 
property values when determining whether to approve or deny an air permit application, unless 
state law imposes specific distance limitations that are enforceable by the TCEQ. Zoning and 
land use are beyond the authority of the TCEQ for consideration when reviewing air quality 
permit applications and such issues should be directed to local officials. Similarly, TCEQ does 
not have jurisdiction to consider radio frequency interference because the TCEQ’s jurisdiction is 
limited to the control of the emissions of air contaminants. The TCEQ cannot consider where 
electricity from the plant may go when evaluating the air quality permit application. 
 
Construction equipment such as bulldozers and portable generators are considered mobile or 
non-road sources and their emissions are not regulated by the TCEQ, but by the EPA. However, 
should additional traffic result in air emissions, nuisance-related regulatory provisions may be 
applied. 30 TAC §101.4 prohibits a person from creating or maintaining a condition of nuisance 
that interferes with a landowner’s use and enjoyment of his property. Additionally, 30 TAC 
§101.5 states that “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 
contaminants, uncombined water, or other materials which cause or have a tendency to cause a 
traffic hazard or an interference with normal road use.” 
 
The ED cannot speak for the applicant or comment on any meetings the applicant may have had 
with local officials. As previously discussed, TCEQ’s jurisdiction is established by the Legislature 
and is limited to the issues set forth in statute. Therefore, the ED can only consider the technical 
merits when reviewing air quality application. 
 
See Response 1 for further explanation of how the air emissions were reviewed relating to the 
safety of the public. 
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COMMENT 3: 
Commenters specifically request that the permit be denied. Another commenter states that once 
a power plant is open, they don’t close down, and that once they start working they will increase 
whatever they are asking for. 
 
RESPONSE 3: 
Air quality permit applications are evaluated to determine whether standards outlined in the 
TCAA and applicable state and federal rules and regulations are met. As part of the permit 
evaluation process, the permit reviewer identifies all sources of air contaminants at the 
proposed plant, assures that the plant will be using BACT, as applicable for the sources and 
types of contaminants emitted, and determines that no adverse effects to public health, general 
welfare, or physical property are expected to result from a plant’s proposed emissions. The 
TCEQ cannot deny a permit if the applicant demonstrates that all applicable statutes, rules, and 
regulations will be met. Special conditions and a maximum allowable emission rates table are 
created to establish guidelines for the operation of the plant. The permit conditions are 
developed such that a plant that is operated within the terms and conditions of the permit 
should be able to operate in compliance with standards outlined in the TCAA and applicable 
state and federal rules and regulations. 
 
Once a permit is issued, the applicant is bound by the conditions of the permit. To increase the 
limits in the permit would require the applicant to go through a permitting process for an 
amendment to the permit. 
 
COMMENT 4: Water Quality and Water Availability 
Commenters are concerned about the effect of the proposed project on water quality. 
Commenters also state that the project will consume too much water. 
 
RESPONSE 4: 
This is an application for an air quality permit. While the TCEQ is responsible for the 
environmental protection of all media (including water), the TCAA specifically addresses air-
related issues. The scope of this air quality permit application review does not include a water 
assessment or consideration of issues involving the quantity of water used at the proposed plant, 
nor the amount of water that is recycled at the proposed plant. Depending on the nature of the 
plant’s operations, the Applicant may be required to apply for separate permits that regulate 
water quality or water usage. It is the Applicant’s responsibility to secure all permits and 
authorizations necessary for operation of the proposed plant. The issuance of an air quality 
permit does not negate the responsibility of an applicant to apply for any additionally required 
authorizations prior to constructing or operating a plant. 
 
COMMENT 5: 
Commenter states that the applicant chose the site because Grayson County is in attainment; 
counties south are not and Collin County, part of the Dallas-Fort Worth nonattainment area, 
begins approximately 1/4 mile south of the planned site. 
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RESPONSE 5: 
EPA designates non-attainment areas according to the Federal Clean Air Act § 107(d). The 2008 
eight hour ozone nonattainment area designated as Dallas-Fort Worth includes Collin, Dallas, 
Denton, Ellis, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, Tarrant, and Wise Counties. 
Nonattainment areas typically are delineated by county lines. The choice of location 
immediately outside a nonattainment area is not against TCEQ or EPA rules. 40 CFR § 
51.165(b)(2) states that a major source will be considered to cause or contribute to a violation of 
a national ambient air quality standard when such source or modification would, at a minimum, 
exceed the listed significance levels at any locality that does not or would not meet the applicable 
national standard. The air quality analysis showed the proposed facilities to be below those 
significance levels for all applicable pollutants and averaging times. 
 
COMMENT 6: 
Commenters are concerned about the existing ambient air contaminant concentrations and the 
effect of the proposed facilities on those concentrations. Commenters request an ambient air 
monitor be located near them to monitor the effect of the power plant on them. 
 
RESPONSE 6: 
The air quality analysis performed by the applicant showed that preconstruction fence line 
monitoring was not required as the predicted impacts were below PSD significant monitoring 
levels. The TCEQ does not have the authority to require an applicant to install ambient (off-site) 
air monitoring as part of an air permit application. In order to obtain an air permit, an applicant 
must demonstrate proposed emissions are protective of human health and welfare. The 
potential impacts to human health and welfare or the environment are determined by 
comparing air dispersion modeling predicted concentrations from the proposed facilities at the 
site to appropriate state and federal standards and effects screening levels. The Applicant used 
TCEQ background concentrations from the geographic region to model predicted values, and 
assumed a worst-case scenario, i.e., all processes at the site operating simultaneously at worst-
case emission rates and worst-case meteorological conditions. The overall evaluation process 
provides a conservative prediction that is protective of the public and the environment. The 
modeling predictions were reviewed by the TCEQ Air Permits Division, and the modeling 
analysis was deemed to be acceptable. See Response 1 for further explanation of that analysis. 
The Air Quality Analysis Audit which is part of the permit file contains the results of the 
analysis. This information can be obtained from the TCEQ permit reviewer, Mr. Sean O’Brien, 
by calling (512) 239-1250. 
 
The siting of ambient air quality monitors is outside the scope of an air permit application 
review. However, the applicant will directly monitor NOx and CO emissions from the permitted 
facilities by the use of continuous emission monitors. 
 
COMMENT 7: 
Commenters are concerned about upsets and catastrophic events at the site and how they would 
be handled. 
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RESPONSE 7: 
30 TAC § 101.201(a) requires regulated entities to notify the TCEQ regional office within 24 
hours of the discovery of releases into the air and in advance of maintenance activities that could 
or have resulted in emissions in excess of a reportable quantity of an air contaminant as defined 
in TCEQ rules (an emission event). This quantity varies based on the air contaminant released. 
These notifications are available to the public upon request and on the TCEQ’s website. In the 
event a citizen is adversely impacted by air emissions from this or any other facility, they may 
register a complaint with the Dallas/Fort Worth regional office (telephone (817) 588-5800, toll 
free 1-800-832-8224). The TCEQ investigates all complaints received. 
 
In the event of an emergency, the Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) and the 
regulated entity have the primary responsibility of notifying any potentially impacted parties of 
the situation. Occasionally, depending on the chemicals handled, the location of the facility, and 
the processes involved, a permit application may require a disaster review. Proposed projects 
which involve toxic chemicals that are known or suspected to have potential for life threatening 
effects upon off-plant property in the event of a disaster, and involve manufacturing processes 
which may contribute to the potential for disastrous events, are candidates for disaster review. 
This application did not require a disaster review. The TCEQ is unaware of a natural-gas fired 
power plant that has caused off-property damage related to fire or explosion. Safety valves 
designed to close when a pipe rupture is detected are typical design features of gas-fired power 
plants. The TCEQ does not have jurisdiction over local fire protection requirements within the 
plant or off-property. 
 
COMMENT 8: 
Commenter is concerned about the amount of greenhouse gases being emitted. 
 
RESPONSE 8: 
This permit application is for non-greenhouse gas emissions and TCEQ therefore cannot 
consider those emissions in its review. A greenhouse gas permit is required and the applicant 
submitted an application for that on June 23, 2014. It is proposed Air Quality Permit Number 
GHGPSDTX119. More information on that application can be obtained from the TCEQ permit 
reviewer, Mr. Sean O’Brien, by calling (512) 239-1250 and by visiting the TCEQ central office, 
the TCEQ Dallas/Fort Worth regional office, or the Sherman Public Library, 421 North Travis 
Street, Sherman, Grayson County, Texas, and the Van Alstyne Public Library, 117 North Waco 
Street, Van Alstyne, Grayson County, Texas to view the application. 
 
COMMENT 9: 
Commenters state they were not notified by the company of the pending application and draft 
permit. Commenters object to the location and time of the public meeting and notice of the 
meeting. A commenter stated that because TCEQ staff returned to Austin instead of staying 
overnight there was a perception that the meeting was inappropriately hurried. One commenter 
stated that the informal comments from the public meeting, including Navasota’s presentations 
and the question and answer portion of the meeting, were not available on the commission’s 
website for the public. The commenter requested that the meeting be negated and rescheduled 
for a better date in Van Alystne. The commenter also requested email addresses for certain 
TCEQ personnel. 
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RESPONSE 9: 
The Executive Director directs applicants to provide public notice as required by commission 
rules, in accordance with statutory requirements. The TCEQ received the applicant’s signed 
public notice verification form stating compliance with those rules on August 18, 2014, for the 
first notice, and on February 5, 2015, for the second notice. 
 
30 TAC § 39.604 requires that signs be placed, at the applicant’s expense, at the site of the 
existing or proposed facility. The sign(s) must declare the filing of an application for a permit 
and state the manner in which the commission may be contacted for further information. The 
applicant must provide verification to the commission that the sign posting was conducted in 
accordance with TCEQ rules. Each sign placed at the site must be located within ten feet of every 
property line paralleling a public highway, street, or road. Signs must be also visible from the 
street and spaced at not more than 1,500-foot intervals. A minimum of one sign, but no more 
than three signs shall be required along any property line paralleling a public highway, street, or 
road. The applicant certified that it met the requirements of the rule. 
 
As part of the public notice, the public is notified of the opportunity to request a public meeting. 
That meeting was held on January 13, 2015 and open to the general public. Notice of the 
meeting was mailed to everyone on the Chief Clerk’s mailing list and notice was published on 
December 26, 2014. Although the public meeting was originally going to be held in December, it 
was moved to a later date to ensure that commenters would have more time to review the draft 
permit and to accommodate persons requesting the meeting who could not meet the earlier 
date. The meeting was held in Sherman because no suitable locations were available in Van 
Alstyne on the suggested date. Sherman is located approximately 15 miles from Van Alstyne, and 
the facility that hosted the meeting was large enough to accommodate the number of people who 
attended the meeting. TCEQ rules require that a public meeting be held on a PSD permit when 
requested; however, the scheduling of the meeting is not specifically prescribed by the rules. The 
meeting was properly noticed and well attended. The public meeting was held open until no one 
present indicated that they had anything further to say. Neither the informal question and 
answer session, or the formal portion of the meeting were cut short, and staff remained available 
for a brief time after the conclusion of the meeting to answer any remaining questions. 
Additionally, there were several days remaining in the comment period for the submittal of 
formal comments after the meeting. Therefore, although staff returned from Austin after the 
meeting rather than remaining locally overnight, that decision had no effect on the length of the 
meeting itself, or the receipt of public comment. 
 
The informal portion of the public meeting is not posted on the commission’s website, however, 
it is available by request from the Office of the Chief Clerk, as was stated at the beginning of the 
meeting. Email addresses of TCEQ personnel are generally not publicly listed; however, the 
agency has email addresses located at 
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/about/directory/emailboxes.html where assistance can be 
requested.5 


                                                      
5 The specific email addresses that the commenter requested are as follows: Steve Hagle, 
steve.hagle@tceq.texas.gov, Mike Wilson, mike.wilson@tceq.texas.gov, and David Brymer, 
david.brymer@tceq.texas.gov. 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/about/directory/emailboxes.html

mailto:steve.hagle@tceq.texas.gov

mailto:mike.wilson@tceq.texas.gov

mailto:david.brymer@tceq.texas.gov
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COMMENT 10: 
EPA commented that the annual operations table, Special Condition No.7 A, included on page 3 
of the draft permit notes that the annual limits provided in the table are combined limits for 
EPNs CTG-1, CTG-2, and CTG-3. When comparing the draft permit annual operations table with 
the applicant's permit application, the following items are unclear and additional information to 
clarify the permit limitation is requested: 
 
a. The combined fuel use limit is noted in the draft permit to be 14,136,600 MMBtu, lower 
heating value (LHV). However, Table H-6 and H-7 have noted a range of heat input values. If 
the heat input value used in Table H-6, (1,613MMBtu/hr per turbine, LHV) is multiplied by 3 
combustion turbines under 2,500 operational hours, the resulting value is calculated to be 
12,097,500 MMBtu/yr. Please provide additional technical information to clarify the derivation 
of the permit limits. 
 
b. The combined fuel use limit table includes a limit for 450 hours of startup and 450 hours of 
shutdown on an annual basis. Table H-3 of the permit application contains the parameters used 
for the calculation of the annual emissions rates. Included in Table H-3 are the parameters for 
startup and shutdown operations. The annual operations per combustion turbine that are used 
in the calculations are 450 events/yr, 10 minutes/event, and 75 hours/yr per turbine for startup. 
The permit application also provides that the number of shutdown hours is 75 hours/yr. If the 
permit application limitations are converted to a combined limit (75 hours/yr/turbine x 3 
turbines) the result is calculated to be: 150 hours of startup and 150 hours of shutdown on an 
annual basis. Please provide additional technical information to clarify the derivation of the 
permit limits. 
 
c. The combined operating hours limit is 2,500 hours multiplied by the number of turbines 
actually installed at the site. If the applicant is planning to install a reduced number of 
combustion turbines, how will the operating limitations be adjusted to demonstrate compliance 
with the annual emissions limits? Is phased construction considered for this proposed project? 
(EPA) 
 
RESPONSE 10: 
To clarify the permit, Special Condition No. 7 has been changed to only allow for 2,500 hours of 
operation per rolling 12-month period for each turbine regardless of how many are installed. 
This is not a phased construction project. The heat input limitation was redundant and less 
restrictive as it was based on full load for 2,500 hours per rolling 12-month which is a theoretical 
maximum and not practically achieved. This is consistent with recently issued permits in Texas. 
The number of hours includes all periods of startup and shutdown. As noted in the MAERT, any 
period of startup or shutdown operation in an hour denotes the hour as a startup or shutdown 
hour. This is why 450 events were considered to be 450 hours. Also, See Response 11 for how a 
representation of the actual number and minutes of startup or shutdown is used for purposes of 
the Table 1a and converted into enforceable permit limits in the special conditions and MAERT. 
 
COMMENT 11: 
EPA commented that Special Conditions No. 9C and 9D define the duration of startup and 
shutdown events as being 120 minutes per event and 60 minutes per event, respectively. The 
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permit application (Table H-3) appears to have relied on an estimate of 10 minutes per event for 
a single startup or shutdown event. Recently issued PSD permits for peak power facilities have 
required a maximum of 10 minutes per startup and shutdown event. Please provide additional 
technical information to support the additional time provided in the draft permit for each 
startup and shutdown event. 
 
RESPONSE 11: 
The applicant provided the following justification in response to this comment: “During startup 
periods, there may be certain abnormal, intermittent conditions that result in longer than 10 
minutes per event for a startup or shutdown. These abnormal conditions that can occur will 
require the operator to check the condition of the gas turbine and make necessary adjustments 
to continue with the startup or go to a controlled shutdown. These situations may entail clearing 
false alarms and permissives in the control system or having a maintenance operator physically 
inspect the unit to ensure safe operations for the equipment and personnel.” The TCEQ accepts 
this justification as it represents what TCEQ has been informed by other power plant operators. 
 
The MAERT MSS pound per hour limit for NOx and CO for the turbines is based on 10 minutes 
of startup and 50 minutes of normal operation. The required CEMS will verify compliance with 
this. The applicant does not gain by unnecessarily extending startup more than is technically 
needed because of the MAERT limit. BACT for MSS and this application is a numerical emission 
standard for MSS and is the pound per hour noted on the MAERT. The ton per year limitation 
for NOx and CO is based on the application representations of 450 startup and shutdown events 
at 10 minutes per event per rolling 12-month period. This is also a numerical emission standard 
as BACT. Special Condition No. 9C and 9D provide a backstop to prevent an applicant from 
claiming a facility is in startup or shutdown when it should have reached normal operation 
already. All other pollutants are based on fuel flow which is already permitted for 100% load. 
MSS for these pollutants is always lower during startup or shutdown. The decision to startup or 
shutdown a power plant is not made by the site operator but rather the grid operator. While the 
company anticipates 450 startup and shutdown events per rolling 12-month period, they may be 
dispatched more or less. BACT is not dictating the business practices of the applicant but the 
applicant must still stay in compliance with the emission limitations contained within the final 
permit. 
 
All emission limits on the MAERT were subject to an air quality analysis and BACT was applied 
to each facility. 
 
COMMENT 12: 
EPA commented that a limitation for the combustion tuning/optimization and rotor burn-in is 
provided in Special Condition No. 9E(2). It is unclear if this limitation is intended to address 
shakedown periods. A shakedown period is defined as the period beginning with initial startup 
and ending no later than initial performance testing, during which the Permittee conducts 
operational and contractual testing and tuning to ensure the safe, efficient and reliable 
operation of the plant. The time period allowed for shakedowns are specified in 40 CFR § 60.8. 
However, on-going maintenance activities are completed in accordance with the specific 
provisions provided by the manufacturer. Please verify the intent of this special condition and 
how this condition may relate to the provision provided in 40 CFR § 60.8 for shakedown 
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periods. For on-going maintenance please provide technical information from the company to 
support the need for 20 hours of maintenance per event. 
 
RESPONSE 12: 
This specific condition does not address shakedown. Shakedown is part of initial compliance 
testing and the number of days allowed by 40 CFR § 60.8 is noted in Special Condition No. 11.E. 
 
The applicant provided the following response in regards to maintenance: “The basic 
tuning/optimization of a CTG6 may take up to 48 hours per event due to the complexity of the 
turbine combustion system and the large number of ancillary components. Tuning/optimization 
of the turbines may occur seasonally (summer, winter) due to the wide ranging ambient 
temperatures prevalent throughout Texas. Additionally, CTG tuning/optimization may occur 
after a unit has incurred a forced outage or other event impacting operations. Furthermore, the 
standard maintenance intervals that include combustion inspections, hot gas path inspections, 
and major overhauls of units require tuning to ensure emissions compliance.” The TCEQ accepts 
this justification as it represents what TCEQ has been informed by other power plant operators. 
 
It should be noted this need is common to all combustion gas turbines in modern power plants 
and is reflected is the MSS conditions of many recently issued TCEQ permits. 
 
COMMENT 13: 
EPA commented that initial and subsequent performance testing is useful to establish the actual 
quantities of air contaminants being emitted into the atmosphere from an emissions unit. 
Special Condition No. 11 establishes that the permittee “... shall perform stack sampling and 
other testing as required to establish the actual quantities of air contaminants being emitted into 
the atmosphere from EPNs CGT-1 [sic], CGT-2 [sic], and CGT-3 [sic] to determine initial 
compliance with all emissions limits established in this permit.” However, Special Condition No. 
11C requires air contaminants and diluents to be sampled and does not mention 
PM/PM10/PM2.5. The applicability analysis contained in the Preliminary Determination 
Summary notes that the proposed project triggers PSD review for PM/PM10/PM2.5. Please 
clarify how the actual initial quantities of PM/PM10/PM2.5 emissions will be verified to 
determine compliance with the emissions limits. 
 
RESPONSE 13: 
Actual stack sampling is not required for every pollutant and every facility to verify compliance 
with a specific numerical emission limit. As noted in the PDS, BACT for PM/PM10/PM2.5 was 
the use of natural gas and combined with use of a fuel flow meter is the method to show 
compliance with the MAERT. The MAERT allowables did undergo an air quality analysis which 
showed acceptable results. There is no requirement in the TCEQ’s PSD rules for a stack 
sampling of every pollutant that underwent a PSD review. Notwithstanding this, the applicant 
agreed to sample for PM/PM10/PM2.5 emissions from the turbines and it has been added to 
Special Condition No. 11.C. 
 
 


                                                      
6 A CTG is a combustion turbine generator. 
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COMMENT 14:  
EPA commented that Special Condition No. 17E requires records to be kept of the NOx, CO, and 
O2 emissions data to demonstrate compliance with the emissions rates listed in the MAERT. 
EPA recommends that the calculation for PM and VOC emissions rates required in Special 
Condition No. 15 are included in Special Condition No. 17E to require the PM and VOC 
calculations and results to be kept available on-site for inspection. 
 
RESPONSE 14: 
Special Condition No 17.E is in reference to CEMS-measured pollutants. General Condition No. 
7 states “The permit holder shall maintain a copy of the permit along with records containing 
the information and data sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the permit, including 
production records and operating hours; keep all required records in a file at the plant site. If, 
however, the facility normally operates unattended, records shall be maintained at the nearest 
staffed location within Texas specified in the application; make the records available at the 
request of personnel from the commission or any air pollution control program having 
jurisdiction; comply with any additional recordkeeping requirements specified in special 
conditions attached to the permit; and retain information in the file for at least two years 
following the date that the information or data is obtained. [30 TAC 116.115(b)(2)(E)].” A 
reference was added as Special Condition No. 17.I. 
 
COMMENT 15: 
EPA commented that the Federal Applicability section of the draft permit states that EPN FP-1 
is subject to 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart IIII and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart ZZZZ. However, the 
draft permit does not appear to contain special conditions to support the applicable 
requirements contained the regulations. Specific consideration should be given to the inclusion 
of requirements for the following: non-emergency hour limitation, EPN operation monitoring, 
annual emissions rate calculation, and recordkeeping. 
 
RESPONSE 15: 
The draft permit is written to require compliance with 30 TAC Chapter 116 and includes BACT, 
monitoring, and recordkeeping for the facilities contained within. While not every applicable 
rule is listed, such as 40 CFR Part 60, 40 CFR Part 63, and 40 CFR Part 75, the applicant is still 
subject to any underlying requirements in those rules. As stated in General Condition No. 10, if 
more than one state or federal rule or regulation or permit condition is applicable, the most 
stringent limit or condition shall govern and be the standard by which compliance shall be 
demonstrated [30 TAC 116.115(b)(2)(H)]. Requirements for recordkeeping to show compliance 
with the permit is located in Special Condition No. 17 and General Condition No. 7. 
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CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENT 


In response to public comment, the Executive Director has changed certain provisions of the 
draft permit. These changes and the reasons for these changes are more fully described above in 
Responses 10, 13, and 14. 
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