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LIST OF ACRONYMS
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NAAQS - National Ambient Air Quality Standards
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NJAC — New Jersey Administrative Code
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USDA - United States Department of Agriculture
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USFWS - United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission (Subgrantee) proposes construction of a
floodwall and on-site standby power system at its 140+ acre regional wastewater
treatment facility located at 600 Wilson Ave., Newark, Essex County, New Jersey.
The purpose of the project is to mitigate against the future risk of storm damage
and consequent risk of service disruption. President Barack H. Obama declared
Hurricane Sandy a major disaster on October 30, 2012. The declaration authorized
federal public assistance to affected communities and certain nonprofit
organizations per Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 4086-DR-NJ
and in accordance with the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5172), as amended; the Sandy Recovery
Improvement Act (SRIA) of 2013; and the accompanying Disaster Relief
Appropriations Act, 2013. The Subgrantee, through the New Jersey Office of
Emergency Management (Grantee), requested public assistance funding from the
Department of Homeland Security, FEMA for the proposed project. The project
worksheet is 4086-DR-NJ-PW-4701.

During Hurricane Sandy a twelve-foot storm surge from Newark Bay inundated
the facility isolating and flooding buildings and destroying vehicles, inventory, and
equipment. Both the main electric power feed and back-up power feed to an on-
site substation were lost during the storm. Floodwaters entered the facility’s
process galleries and utility/infrastructure tunnel system, damaging cabling,
process equipment, dewatering pumps, maintenance equipment, mechanical
equipment, process transmission piping, electrical equipment; and control
equipment. The facility was inoperable for a period of several weeks. The
physical damages resulted in a loss of treatment capability and caused significant
environmental and economic impacts to the region.

Emergency repair operations began immediately. The primary effort involved
repairs to six of the facility’s electrical distribution and motor control centers
(substations) and associated cabling. A complete list of emergency and permanent
repairs completed at the facility and funded by FEMA, appears in Appendix B
Table 1. Each of the Project Worksheets listed in the Table represents a facility,
critical process or building that sustained damage to its structure, equipment, and
conduits/piping or to material stored within.

The Hazard Mitigation Proposal (HMP) for construction of a floodwall and
centralized on-site standby power system would mitigate against a future loss of
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function from similar hazards as experienced during Hurricane Sandy. The
proposed floodwall, constructed around the perimeter of the facility, would protect
critical facility infrastructure. The on-site standby power system would ensure
power to operate during disruption of the electrical power grid. These two
mitigation measures would combine to protect the Subgrantee from storm surge
from Newark Bay and the loss of the main and back-up utility power feeds to the
main electrical distribution substation. By protecting the facility from these
hazards, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce risk from a loss of
function to the Subgrantee’s treatment and process system construction during a
future flood event.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality regulations to implement NEPA (40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508), and the FEMA’s regulations implementing
NEPA (44 CFR Part 10).

FEMA is required to consider potential environmental impacts before funding
federal undertakings. The purpose of this EA is to analyze the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project. FEMA will use the findings in this
EA to determine whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).
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2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this project is to mitigate against the future risk of storm damage to
the facility. The need is to ensure continuity of wastewater treatment to the
Subgrantee’s service area thereby minimizing the potential for deleterious
economic, public health and environmental consequences stemming from a service
disruption.
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3.0 BACKGROUND

The Subgrantee’s regional wastewater treatment facility is located at the
intersection of Wilson and Doremus Avenues in the City of Newark, New Jersey.
The roughly 140+ acre facility is bisected by Doremus Avenue with the wet
process portion of the facility (85 acres) located on the inland portion of the
facility and the dry process portion of the facility (49 acres) located between
Doremus Avenue and Newark Bay. A vehicle maintenance facility, roughly 6
acres, is also located on the west side of Avenue P. The facility is bounded by the
New Jersey Turnpike to the west, Newark Bay to the east and industrial uses to the
north and south (see Appendix A Figures 10, 11 and 12).

The Subgrantee provides wastewater treatment and biosolids management services
for approximately 1.4 million residents, more than 5,000 commercial entities and
200 significant industrial users within its service area. The Subgrantee’s service
area (Service District) encompasses approximately 155 square miles and includes
48 municipalities in parts of Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Passaic and Union Counties
(see Appendix A Figure 13). In addition, the Subgrantee provides biosolids
(sludge) management and Liquid Waste Acceptance (LWA) services to municipal
and industrial entities that transport sludge and wastes to the facility by truck or
barge. The Subgrantee’s trucked-in wastes also include potable water sludge from
New Jersey and New York. In total, the facility treats nearly 25% of the State of
New Jersey’s wastewater and/or sludge and approximately 15% of the sludge
generated in New York City, a service population of over 3.4 million residents.

During Hurricane Sandy, the Subgrantee experienced a twelve-foot tidal storm
surge from Newark Bay, which inundated the facility. Failure of the direct power
connections to the Public Service Electric and Gas (PSE&G) grid caused the
Subgrantee to lose control of their processes and dewatering capabilities. As a
result, a majority of the process facility buildings and support service buildings,
including the Administrative and Security Buildings were damaged by flooding.
In addition, the tidal surge breached the lower level of the facility causing massive
flooding in the process and facility galleries and throughout the interconnecting
utility tunnel system. The Subgrantee was forced to suspend LWA services for 45
days and damage to the facility was such that the Subgrantee could not accept
influent for several days. When flow was resumed, this flow had to be pumped
directly from the intake to the outtake, bypassing standard treatment processes and
substituting a best effort attempt at disinfection. Following the storm, the salt
water tidal surge and sewage mixture was trapped in the lower levels of the facility
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for more than 10 days before it could be pumped out. Twenty-five days after the
Hurricane, on November 23, 2012, enough of the Subgrantee’s treatment systems
had been re-activated for daily effluent quality to return to secondary treatment
standards.

These circumstances caused a disruption to facility operations for several days,
loss of secondary treatment function for over 20 days and a partial loss of
secondary treatment function until July 2013. It is estimated that during the first
four days following the Hurricane, approximately 840 million gallons of raw
sewage was bypassed directly to the Passaic River and Newark Bay. When
effluent pumps were brought back on line on November 3, untreated sewage (with
only a best effort dosing with sodium hypochlorite) continued to be pumped to the
outfall in New York Harbor for another 20 days. The facility has been in
compliance with New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NJDES)
permit requirements since July 2013.

3-2



Environmental Assessment
Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission
Floodwall and On Site Power System Construction

4.0 ALTERNATIVES

FEMA is required under 44 CFR Part 10.4 to consider reasonable alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves conflicts concerning
alternative uses of resources. In addition, because the facility provides a public
health function for which even a slight chance of flooding is too great, alternatives
must be evaluated as a critical action within the context of the 500-year floodplain
(44 CFR Part 9.4).

In order to assure continuity of function potential damage from flooding should be
minimized and standby electrical power should be provided. The alternative
analysis began with separate review of electrical and floodproofing options. Three
alternatives were identified to provide on-site standby electrical power: 1)
Installation of a third utility feeder; 2) Use of individual standby electric power
generators; and 3) Construction of an on-site standby power system. The facility is
currently fed power from PSE&G. PSE&G’s transmission and distribution system
was damaged by the storm and the main substation providing power for the facility
was lost during the storm. Installing a third utility feeder is dismissed as the
viability of this alternative is dependent on the assumed reliability of the regional
power distribution system in another unusually large storm event. A full analysis
of the alternatives assessed for standby electrical power is provided in the Passaic
Valley Sewerage Mitigation Analysis, (Benefit Cost Analysis, FEMA, 2013). Four
alternatives were identified to minimize potential damage from flooding: 1)
Specific component floodproofing; 2) Elevating the entire facility; 3) Relocating
the facility outside the floodplain; and 4) Constructing a perimeter floodwall
around critical facility’s infrastructure. Floodproofing and remaining standby
electrical power alternatives were combined in a logical manner and supplemented
with a No Action alternative for further analysis.

4.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would be a Future without Federal Grant Project
alternative. No federal funding would be available, and the Subgrantee would
likely not upgrade the facility with flood damage risk reduction measures or would
not have the funding to install an on-site standby power system. The No Action
would not meet the project purpose and need.

4-1



Environmental Assessment
Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission
Floodwall and On Site Power System Construction

4.2 Proposed Alternative: Floodwall and Centralized On-Site
Standby Power System Construction

The Proposed Alternative is to construct a floodwall around the facility’s critical
infrastructure, re-work site drainage, construct two stormwater control pump
stations and install a centralized standby power system to run the facility in the
event of a disruption to the electrical power grid. The proposed floodwall would
be constructed at a height of six to twelve feet using cast in place concrete
supported by piles and underlain with a sheet steel cut-off pile wall. There would
be three floodgates within the floodwall. These gates will remain open during
normal conditions and close as floodwaters rise. The floodwall would be designed
to mitigate the impact of a 500-year flood event. Three natural gas fired turbines
would be installed to provide standby electrical power. These turbines would be
installed inside a 200 feet by 160 feet building constructed on a pile supported
structural slab with a standby power system stack (100 feet high). Construction
details are shown in Appendix A, Figures 1- 9. The floodwall would not restrict
access to the Subgrantee’s facilities during a future flood event.

4.3 Other Action Alternative: Component Floodproofing and
Distributed On-Site Standby Power Systems

The facility would be protected from significant flood events and continue to
operate by a combination of raising critical processes and equipment using the
500-year flood event as a design standard, selectively implementing strategies to
reduce flood loss potential to 40 process areas and 56 buildings, installing a
distributed stand-by power system comprised of 34 individual generators located at
16 sites and modifying utility infrastructure as required. See Appendix A Figure
31 for generator locations.

4.4  Alternatives Considered and Dismissed
The Subgrantee identified two additional alternatives that would potentially meet
the purpose and need of the project to protect the facility from future flood
damages, and allow treatment operations during an interruption of the electrical
grid power supply. The two alternatives are:

4.4.1 Elevate

The entire facility would be elevated by raising the grades of the site and adjacent
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roads around the facility with fill in order to prevent the site from flooding. The
effectiveness of this alternative in reaching the mitigation goal would largely
depend on developing a design to effectively retrofit critical buildings and
processes so they could continue to function with a dramatic change in site grade.

There are significant design challenges related to the elevation of 40 process areas
and associated above grade process equipment while maintaining functionality
with and connection to lower level process equipment. There is no single solution
to these design challenges as most of these buildings and processes perform unique
functions and must remain fully operable during the retrofit activities necessary to
implement this alternative. A similar design challenge is presented by required
modifications to the adjacent roadways, which would also have to be accessible
during construction to ensure ongoing facility functioning. Obtaining sufficient fill
material at reasonable cost to complete the elevation would be difficult.

As each building and process is unique, there would be no economies of scale with
the retrofits to the buildings and processes. Retrofitting the Subgrantee’s buildings
and processes as well as raising all site/roadway grades would be extremely
disruptive to daily operations. During construction, important access points to
treatment processes, galleries and buildings would be closed, main thoroughfares
for equipment and personnel would be disrupted and conflicts between
maintenance, storm repairs and construction activities would result. In addition,
the cost associated with raising site grades to protect on-site facilities from
flooding, roughly estimated at $1 billion, greatly exceeds the estimated cost of the
Proposed Alternative.

The alternative to elevate the facility site grades is dismissed based upon design
considerations, operational factors, facility/road access issues and cost.

4.4.2 Relocate

The alternative to relocate the entire facility to a location outside the 500-year
floodplain would have the benefit of allowing the existing facility to continue
operations while a new facility is being constructed, thereby avoiding any loss of
function associated with the mitigation.

The primary issues with this alternative are finding a suitable location, acquiring
the property, and project cost. The existing facility cost roughly $1 billion to
construct in 1979. Using basic cost escalation, a new facility is estimated to cost
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approximately $3 billion.  This cost estimate does not include process
Improvements incorporated in the facility since 1979, or additional costs associated
with infrastructure extensions to the new location. All District collection and
interceptor infrastructure would have to be reworked/redirected, and new pumping
and metering stations would have to be built. Large scale disruption to local
roadways would result from new infrastructure construction. Finding a suitable
parcel of land to construct the 140+ acre facility would be difficult in this densely
populated area. In addition, there would be significant environmental regulatory
issues to be addressed during the development process. Relocating the facility
could meet the project purpose and need, but this alternative is dismissed because
of factors associated with location identification, regulatory compliance and
projected cost.

4.5 Summary of Alternatives

Four alternatives meet the purpose and need of the project. Of these, two - Elevate
and Relocate, are dismissed (see above). The two remaining alternatives are: 1)
Component Floodproofing and Distributed On-Site Standby Power Systems and 2)
Floodwall and Centralized On-Site Standby Power System Construction. The
latter alternative is the proposed alternative and the FEMA preferred alternative.
This alternative achieves the purpose and need of the project at the lowest cost,
with the least complexity and with no, negligible or minor, mitigatable adverse
environmental impacts. Appendix B Table 2 provides a summary of the
alternatives, their impacts, economic aspects and legal constraints.
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5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Appendix B Table 3 lists resources and summarizes impacts related to
alternatives subject to further analysis.

5.1 Physical Resources
5.1.1 Geology and Soils
5.1.1.1 Existing Conditions

The proposed project site lies within the Piedmont physiographic Province in
Essex County, New Jersey. Coastward, lower elevations consist of siltstone and
shale deposits of the Passaic formation. The upper elevations, in the northwest
corner, consist of sandy mudstone facies deposits of the Passaic Formation:
Mudstone Facies (NJ GeoWeb). The project site has a nearly level topography
with slight undulations and localized areas of higher elevation. The elevation
change across the site is roughly 20 feet; generally from west to east. The United
States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
(USDA-NRCS) has prepared a soil survey for Essex County, New Jersey (see
Appendix A Figure 14). This survey indicates there are two soil-mapping units in
the vicinity of the proposed project site. These are:

e Rikers loamy sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes (RkkcA) — This loamy sand
component is found on tidal flats and fills. The parent material consists of
Sandy-skeletal material derived from coal ash. The natural drainage class is
somewhat excessively drained. Water movement in the most restrictive
layer (limiting zone) is high. There is no zone of saturation within a depth
of 72 inches. This soil does not frequently flood or pond. This soil series
does not meet the hydric criteria defined by the NRCS.

e Urban Land, 0 to 8 percent slopes (URBHGB, URDUNB, USDUNB) -
The Urban Land mapping unit consists of areas where industrial plants,
shopping and business centers, and other structures cover more than 80
percent of the surface. These areas are nearly all in highly populated areas.
Most are nearly level to moderately sloping, but there are some areas that
are steep. Fill material has been used in some places to build up wet soils.
Most areas have been excavated or filled with material that is now totally
paved or impervious.
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These soils are not classified as prime or protected farmland soils and the
surrounding area is an urban area, thus none of the alternatives would be expected
to impact prime or protected farmland in accordance with the Farmland Protection
Policy Act.

5.1.1.2 Potential Impacts and Proposed Mitigation

Alternative 1: No Action

The No Action alternative would have no consequences on Geology and Soil
resources.

Alternative 2: Proposed Alternative - Floodwall and Centralized On-Site
Standby Power System Construction

The Proposed Alternative would have negligible short-term and long-term impacts
on soil resources. There would be incidental soil disturbance necessary to
construct the floodwall, stormwater management structures (pipes and pump
stations) and the standby power system. Construction activities disturbing soils
will include excavation for foundation elements, grading and other associated
earthwork. As the excavation activities would be limited to the proposed
improvements mentioned above, general topographic features of the project site
would be maintained and topographical impacts from the project components
would be minimal. The potential for substantial soil erosion impacts from
construction or indirectly via wind and water would be reduced with the
implementation of localized Best Management Practices (BMPs). These soil
erosion control measures are identified in the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection’s (NJDEP) Storm Water Best Management Practices
Manual, and the NJ Department of Agriculture Standards for Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation Control in New Jersey. As it is anticipated that the project would
disturb more than one acre of land, a construction stormwater permit would be
required. This approval requires the preparation of a stormwater pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP), which would include measures to minimize soil erosion
and loss.

Alternative 3: Component Floodproofing and Distributed On-Site Standby
Power Systems
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Elevating facilities and constructing floodwalls around specific buildings would
disturb soils and require implementation of BMPs such as soil erosion and
sedimentation control to minimize temporary impacts during construction (See
detail under Alternative 2). Floodproofing the facility would have consequences
similar to the Proposed Alternative.

5.1.2 Air Quality
5121 Existing Conditions

National and New Jersey Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) have been
adopted in accordance with requirements of the federal Clean Air Act for specific
air pollutants, to protect “public health” (primary standards) with an adequate
margin of safety, and to protect “public welfare” (secondary standards), from the
adverse effects associated with pollutants in the ambient air. The current National
and New Jersey AAQS applicable to the project site are presented in Appendix B
Table 4.

The existing background ambient air quality of the project site can be characterized
by air quality monitoring data collected by the NJDEP. The maximum levels
monitored during 2010, 2011 and 2012 at NJDEP monitoring locations in the
vicinity of the project site and representative of the project site are presented in
Appendix B Table 5. The concentrations of the air contaminants measured at these
locations were below (i.e., in compliance with) all of the applicable National and
New Jersey AAQS except for ozone. Ozone is a photochemical oxidant that is
formed in the atmosphere from volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen
oxides (NO,), called ozone precursors in the presence of sunlight.

Lead (Pb) concentrations were previously monitored by the NJDEP at North
Brunswick (source-oriented monitor). Operation of this monitor was discontinued
after the second quarter of 2005 because monitored concentrations were well
below the applicable 1.5 pg/m3 National AAQS.

Areas meeting the National AAQS for a criteria pollutant are designated as being
in attainment of the standards; areas where a criteria pollutant level exceeds the
applicable National AAQS are designated as being in non-attainment of the
standards. A non-attainment area may be re-designated to attainment, based on
monitoring data demonstrating attainment of the applicable standards. In these
cases the state must implement a maintenance plan to assure continuing attainment.
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The project site is classified as in attainment for sulfur dioxide (SO,), PMyg, PM,5,
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,) and Pb. Maintenance plan
requirements apply to CO and PM,s. The project site is currently classified as
marginal non-attainment for ozone. The existing facility is a Title V major facility
under N.J.A.C. 7:27-22, Operating Permits. Existing equipment emitting air
contaminants includes 15 boilers, two hot water heaters and one air heater;
sewerage processing, dewatering, and odor control equipment; bulk solids material
handling and storage equipment; 2 gasoline tanks; and a paint spray booth.

Air Conformity

Federal actions in nonattainment and maintenance areas are subject to United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) conformity regulations, 40 CFR
Part 93. The air conformity analysis process ensures that emissions of air
pollutants from planned federal activities would not affect the state’s ability to
achieve the Clean Air Act goal of meeting the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act requires that federal
projects conform to the purpose of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), meaning
that federal activities would not cause new violations of the NAAQS, increase the
frequency or severity of NAAQS violations, or delay timely attainment of the
NAAQS or any interim milestone.

Federal highway and transit projects are subject to Transportation Conformity
under Subpart A of 40 CFR Part 93. Other types of federal actions are subject to
General Conformity under Subpart B, unless exempted. Certain actions and
activities are exempted from General Conformity review, including the following:

e Stationary source emissions regulated under major or minor New Source
Review (air permitting) programs;

e Alteration and additions of existing structures as specifically required by
new or existing applicable environmental legislation or environmental
regulations;

e Actions where the emissions are not reasonably foreseeable;

e Actions that have been defined by the federal agency or by the state as
“presumed to conform;”

e Activities with total direct and indirect emissions (not including stationary
source emissions regulated under New Source Review programs) below de
minimis levels. For the Newark area, the applicable de minimis levels are as
follows:
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NO, - 100 tons per year

VOC - 50 tons per year

CO - 100 tons per year

PM, - 100 tons per year

SO, (PMysprecursor) - 100 tons per year

O O0OO0OO0OOo

The de minimis levels for NO, and VOC are applicable to moderate and marginal
ozone nonattainment areas inside the ozone transport region. The de minimis
levels for PM,sand SO, are applicable to PM,snonattainment and maintenance
areas, and the de minimis levels for CO are applicable to CO nonattainment and
maintenance areas.

If the total direct and indirect emissions from a proposed federal action (not
including stationary source emissions regulated under New Source Review
programs) are projected to exceed an applicable de minimis level, conformity may
be demonstrated by one of the following methods:

e Obtain a statement from the state agency that the emissions from the
proposed federal action, along with all other emissions in the area, do not
exceed the budget for those emissions in the SIP;

e Have the state agency agree to include the emissions in the SIP; or

e Mitigate or offset the increase in emissions.

The stationary source emissions shown in Appendix B Table 7 are exempt from air
conformity review, but emissions from construction activities are subject to air
conformity review, unless they are shown to be below the applicable de minimis
levels.

51.2.2 Potential Impacts and Proposed Mitigation

Alternative 1: No Action

During routine operation the No Action alternative would have no impact on
current air quality levels. In the event of a major storm and power outage,
additional emissions would occur from temporary generators, pumps and
equipment used at the facility.

Alternative 2: Proposed Alternative - Floodwall and Centralized On-Site
Standby Power System Construction
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Stationary Source Emissions

The current design for the Proposed Alternative includes an on-site standby power
system consisting of three 19 MW natural gas turbines (only one or two operating
at any time, and one spare) and a 1,250 kW diesel black start engine. A “black
start” engine is a generator used to start the standby power system generators when
there is a power outage. Under normal conditions electrical power would be used
to start the turbines “spinning” prior to engaging the natural gas fuel source.

For permitting purposes, annual operation of the turbines would be limited to the
equivalent of 1,000 hours per year for each of two turbines at 19 MW rated output.
Maximum annual operation of the black start engine is estimated at 250 hours per
year (100 hours for testing and maintenance, 150 hours for emergency operation).
Emission controls for the turbines would include use of Dry Low NO, (DLN)
Combustion Technology to achieve an initial NO, emission rate of 15 ppmvd
(parts per million by volume, dry basis), “Selective Catalytic Reduction” (SCR) for
providing an additional reduction of NO, emissions to achieve a final NOy
emission rate of 2.5 ppmvd, and an oxidation catalyst which would reduce
emissions of CO, VOCs, particulate matter (PM1o/PM,5) and organic hazardous air
pollutants (HAP). Ammonia emissions, ammonia slip, from injection of excess
ammonia to react with NO, in the SCR system would be limited to 5 ppmvd at 3%
O..

Projected emissions from the turbines and black start engine are shown in
Appendix B Table 7. Controlled emission levels from the turbines would comply
with all applicable requirements. Based on the maximum proposed annual
operation of the on-site standby power system, the annual potential to emit (PTE)
for all air pollutants would be below the applicability thresholds for NJDEP “State
of The Art” (SOTA) requirements, N.JA.C. 7:27-18 Emission Offset
requirements, and USEPA “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” (PSD)
permitting, and the proposed on-site standby power system would not require an
air quality impact analysis (dispersion modeling) under NJDEP or USEPA rules.
In addition, facility-wide emissions for the Subgrantee’s site would remain below
the applicability thresholds for USEPA “Maximum Achievable Control
Technology” (MACT) standards for HAPs. The proposed on-site standby power
system would require a modification of the facility’s Title V Operating Permit
(N.J.A.C. 7:27-22).

Net Air Quality Benefit
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A net air quality benefit is projected for the proposed on-site standby power
system, based on the premise that electrical power generated by the facility on-site
standby power system would replace power otherwise purchased from the electric
utility grid, and that emissions from the on-site standby power system, on a
Ib/MWh basis, are projected to be significantly lower than the corresponding
average emissions from the utility grid.

Appendix B Table 8 compares emissions of NO,, SO,s and greenhouse gases
(GHGs) from the proposed on-site standby power system with utility grid
emissions on a Ib/MWh basis and in tons per year, based on operation of two
turbines at the equivalent of 1000 hours per year at their rated output (19 kW
each). Utility emissions of NO,, SO, and GHGs were calculated using data from
the USEPA EGRID database. Emissions of other pollutants are not included in the
EGRID database.

HAP Emissions and Risk Screening

As shown in Appendix B Table 7, controlled emissions of HAPs from the on-site
standby power system are less than the NJDEP de minimis reporting thresholds
specified in N.J.A.C. 7:27-22, Operating Permits, and a “Risk Assessment” for
HAPs is therefore not required. However, HAP emissions have been calculated
and listed in Appendix B Table 9, and a risk screening analysis has been performed
using the NJDEP risk screening worksheet, shown in Appendix B Table 10.

As shown in Appendix B Table 10, the projected total incremental risk (IR) and
total hazard index are below NJDEP risk screening criteria, indicating that HAP
emissions from the Proposed Alternative will not cause significant risks to human
health.

Construction Emissions

The Proposed Alternative includes the construction of floodwalls, new storm
sewers, two new stormwater pumping stations and an on-site standby power
system. The duration of construction is expected to range between about two to
five years. Construction activities would require use of backhoes, loaders, cranes,
concrete trucks, delivery trucks, and air compressors, etc. Pile driving would be
required for the construction of the floodwalls and for the foundations of the
stormwater pumping stations and the on-site standby power system.

Emissions of fugitive dust during construction would be controlled by BMPs.
Construction vehicles and nonroad equipment would comply with applicable
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standards and would use ultra low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel, as required by
USEPA regulations.

Estimated emissions from construction activities for the Proposed Alternative are
shown in Appendix B Table 11. The emissions shown in this table include exhaust
and crankcase emissions from nonroad construction equipment. Exhaust and
crankcase emissions from truck trips to and from the project site are implicitly
included, based on the truck operating hours for construction activities (TAM —
3:30PM). Emissions from construction employee commuting trips were assumed
to be negligible, relative to nonroad equipment emissions.

Emissions of NO, are projected to be below the applicable de minimis levels, and
emissions of VOC, CO, PM,sand SO, are projected to be well below