,2004 - 7:00 p.m
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The Planning Commission does not take public comment during
worksessions. Decorum s expected at all times. Applause,
shouting, outbursts, demonstrations, name-calling or other
provogative speech or behavior is not helpful to the decision-making
process and may result in removal. The Public is not allowed to
speak, ask quesfions, or express opinions on items which are being
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MEMO

TO: Planning Commissioners

FROM: Denise Blakesle
Administrative Assis

DATE: March 23, 2004

RE: MACTEC Report

Enclosed please find a copy of the report prepared by MACTEC. We wanted to
forward this information to you as soon as we received it. We hope this gives you the

opportunity to review the report prior to the March 25, 2004 Worksession.

MACTEC will make a presentation at the worksession and answer questions from the
commissioners.

:djb



ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSULTING SERVICES
PERTAINING TO THE
NORTHERN LIGHTS PROJECT
1501 MAIN STREET
MANISTEE, MICHIGAN

REPORT PREPARED FOR:
WADE-TRIM, INC.
MR. BRIAN C. SOUSA, P.E.
7985 MACKINAW TRAIL
CADILLAC, MICHIGAN 49601

REPORT PREPARED BY:
MACTEC ENGINEERING AND CONSULTING, INC.
7985 MACKINAW TRAIL, SUITE 200A
CADILLAC, MICHIGAN 49601

PROJECT NUMBER 3293041730

MARCH 22, 2004



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION No. TITLE PaGE No.
1. INTRODUCTION. . ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e teeeeeeeeeesses e nserseee s ee et 1-1
2. PROUECT OBUE CTIVE ittt ettt et e e e e e e e e ettt et e e aereseeses e eeeeeesesanis 2-1
3., P ROUE T RESU LT S ciiitiititiittiit ittt et s e et s e aressraaeaaasaaaeressse e e ssas sttt e e e 3-1
3.7 MAXIMUM GROUND-LEVEL POLLUTANT PARAMETER CONCENTRATIONS. .envivveeeeveesssennns 3-1
3.2 REGULATORY SEPARATION OF PMio AND P ..ot eeee e oo, 3-3
3.3 PROFPOSED STANDARDS FOR MERCURY EMISSIONS. .. .uveeeereesereeeeeeeeseeseeesserssessssnnsesssnns 3-4
3.4 PROPOSED AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION RATES FROM NORTHERN LIGHTS PROJECT ... 3-6
3.5 FLY ASH POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ot eiiiiiieieriestteeseseseeaeesesssssesseessssee s, 3-8
3.6 COMPARISON OF AIR EMISSIONS WITH OTHER LOCAL SOURCES oo 3-9
3.7 ATTAINMENT VERSUS NON-ATTAINMENT FOR MANISTEE COUNTY .neevieeeieeeeeeee e 3-10
3.8 AIR QUALITY IMPACT FROM REGIONAL TRANSP ORT ettt eeee et e eeee e 3-11
3.9 ANTICIPATED FUGITIVE EMISSIONS OF COAL DUST .uveteeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeseeeetst e e e 3-12
3. 10USEPA INTERSTATE AIR QUALITY FRULE ..ot eetet s oo e e eeteeeee e tee e e e seeees e s ees e 3-13
3. T COMMUNITY INFPUT Lt e eeee e e e e e e e e e v eeeesme s et te e s s e s e s e eees ses et eeeees 3-14
3.12POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF WATER DISCHARGE. .- - veeveeeeee e e eeeseeeeseeee e reeesess s eeesns 3-15
3.13POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM MANISTEE LAKE WATER REMOVAL ovvoeeeeeen 3-17
3. 14MERCURY EMISSION CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES vvvvvvveeteeeeeeeeeeeseessesesssssessasses oo 3-20
. SUMMARY Lottt e e e ettt etaeeeereaea et are e e ety 4-1
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A — MAP OF BOILER STACK LOCATION AND 15" HIGH MODELED IMPACT
LOCATION

APPENDIX B -« LOCATIONS OF SOURCES IN MANISTEE AREA
AIR EMISSIONS FROM SOURCES IN MANISTEE AREA
MaPS OF LOCATIONS OF SOURCES IN MANISTEE AREA

APPENDIX C — CoAL HANDLING OPERATIONS UNCONTROLLED FUGITIVE EMISSIONS

APPENDIX D — LIST OF ACRONYMS

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

|
PUNDUSTRIALWADE TRIMIRPTWADETRIM_MANISTEE



j

SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION

1. INTRODUCTION

Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation, located in Houston, Texas, is proposing to construct a
425-megawatt, coal-fueled power plant known as the Northern Lights Project at 1501 Main Street in
Manistee, Michigan. Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation is affiliated with Tondu
Corporation, which is located at the same address. The proposed site for the Northern Lights Project
includes land parcels which were formerly owned by General Chemical Industrial Products, C & E

Enterprises, and Seng Dock & Trucking.

As a part of the Northern Lights Project, Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation has submitted a
Special Use Permit Application to the City of Manistee Planning Commission. The Planning
Commission must review the permit application and evaluate whether a Special Use Permit should be

issued.

Some citizens of Manistee have voiced concerns about environmental issues pertaining to the proposed
Northern Lights Project. Specifically, they have contacted the Planning Commission with numerous
questions regarding potential adverse effects on air quality in the community and the water quality in

Manistee Lake if permits are issued for the proposed Northern Lights Project.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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SECTION 2 - PROJECT OBJECTIVE

2. PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The Northern Lights Project involves very complex environmental regulations and concerns, especially
pertaining to air quality issues. Accordingly, MACTEC was retained by Wade-Trim, Inc., on behalf of
the City of Manistee Planning Commission, to provide an air quality expert and a water quality expert to
address environmental questions pertaining to the Northern Lights Project and to provide detailed answers
to these questions in a report format. In addition, MACTEC’s air quality expert will participate in one
City of Manistee Planning Commission meeting to present the results of the report and to elaborate on the

answers as necessary to assist the Plarming Commission in coming to an informed decision on the permit

application.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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SECTION 3 - PROJECT RESULTS

3. PROJECT RESULTS

The proposed construction of a coal-fueled power plant facility in Manistee, Michigan, has generated
numerous concerns and environmental questions for the City of Manistee Planning Commission and the
local community. In order to provide the technical expertise needed to address these environmental
issues, MACTEC was retained to prepare detailed responses to several questions which summarize the
primary concerns expressed by the Planning Commission and the commmunity. These questions and

answers are presented below.

3.1 MaxiMum GROUND-LEVEL POLLUTANT PARAMETER CONCENTRATIONS

What are the maximum ground-level concentrations of pollutant parameters as determined by a
dispersion model analysis? What is the distance and direction from the stack to the ground-level
location? Indicate the location of the proposed stack and the maximum ground-level concentration

on a map of the area.

As a part of the permit application, the environmental consultant for Manistee Salt Works Develoment
Corporation performed extensive dispersion modeling for various purposes, including an analysis of the
potential PM;q, 8Os, and NO,, emissions from the proposed 400-foot-high stack which will discharge air
emissions from the combustion of coal in the power plant boiler. MACTEC used the emission
concentrations of these pollutant parameters as determined from a portion of the dispersion modeling
analysis and compared these results to the associated National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
threshold. The NAAQS are established by the United States Environmental Protection Apgency (USEPA)
to represent the maximum ailowable pollutant concentrations in the ambient air which are protective of

the public health and welfare,

Currently, the USEPA and the state regulatory agency, the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality (MDEQ), focus on particulate matter having a diameter of 10 microns or less (PM,,) for
regulating particulate matter emissions. The results of the dispersion modeling analysis indicated that the
maximum PM;, ground-level concentration (GLC) for the 24-hour averaging period was 14.64
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’) and for the annual averaging period the maximum PM,, GLC was
0.97 ug/m’. In English measurement units, the maximum PM;y GLC for the 24-hour averaging period
was 9.14x10™" pound per cubic foot (0.000000000914 1b/ft) and the maximum PM,, GLC for the annual

averaging period was 6.05x10”" Ib/f’. These maximum concentrations are far below the established

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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NAAQS for PM;, which allow 150 ug/m’ (or 9.36x10” 1b/ft’) for a 24-hour averaging period and 50

ug/m’ (or 3.12x10™) for an annual averaging period.

For sulfur dioxide (SO,), the NAAQS has three standards based on three separate averaging periods: an
annual period; a 3-hour period; and a 24-hour period. The maximum SO, GLC for the annual averaging
period was determined by the dispersion modeling to be 3.94 ug/m’ (or 2.46x107° 1b/ft°). The maximum
SO; GLC for the 3-hour averaging period was determined to be 180.03 ug/m® (or 1.12x10°* 1b/ft’) and the
maximum SO; GLC for the 24-hour averaging period was determined to be 65.18 ug/m® (or 4.07x10”
Ib/ft’).. These maximum concentrations are far below the established NAAQS for SO, of 80 ug/m’® (or
4.99x10” 1b/ft’) for an annual averaging period, 1,300 ug/m® (or 8.11x10°* Ib/f%) for a 3-hour averaging
period, and 365 ug/m’ (or 2.28x10™ 1b/ft’) for a 24-hour averaging period.

For oxides of nitrogen (NOy), the NAAQS are based only on an annual averaging period. The maximum
NO, GLC for the annual averaging period was determined to be 2.78 ug/m® {or 1.73x107° 1b/ft*). This
maximum concentration is far below the NAAQS for NO, of 100 ug/m’® (or 6.24x10 Ib/f%) for an annual

averaging period.

The dispersion modeling also established UTM coordinates, which are similar to longitude and latitude
coordinates, for the location of the 1* High Modeled Impact (HIMI) for the annual averaging period for
the coal-fueled boiler relative to the coordinates of the stack. The 1™ High Annual HMI represents the
location of the highest coefficient of a pollutant parameter (ug/m’ / gm/sec) based on the average
cumulative dispersion effects of meteorological data, stack height, exhaust gas flow rate and temperature
and other factors on an annual basis. Conceptually, the highest GLC of any pollutant emitted from the
coal-fueled boiler stack would be equivalent to this coefficient times the stack emission rate in units of
grams per second and it would have its highest annual impact at this location. The coordinates for the 1*
HMI were determined by the dispersion modeling analysis to be 555,151 meters East and 4,897,763
meters North. The coordinates for the stack are 555,551 meters East and 4,897,763 meters North. Using
geometric principles, the distance between the stack and the 1% HMI locations can be calculated as 400
meters due west of the stack. In English measurement units, the distance is 1,312 feet or 0.25 mile. A
graphical map (Figure 1) of the Manistee area indicating the general location of the stack and the 1%
Annual HMI is presented in Appendix A.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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3.2 REGULATORY SEPARATION OF PM1g AND PM, 5

Discuss the reasons and implications for the regunlatory separation of PM,; and PM, ;.

Particulate matter (PM) is a type of pollution comprised of very small particles in dust, smoke, soot, or
other similar materials as well as exhaust gas streams from industrial processes. PM can be present in
many shapes, sizes, and compositions, but the USEPA has determined, based on several years of research
and scientific study, that two sizes of PM pose a significant health risk when inhaled. These two types of
particulate matter are known as PM,, and PM,s. The number refers to the size of the particle in
millionths of a meter (microns). For PM,, the particle size has a diameter of 10 microns or less, and
similarly for PM, s the particle size has a diameter of 2.5 microns or less. For perspective, 10 microns is
approximately 1/7" the diameter of a human hair, and 2.5 microns is approximately 1/28" the diameter of

a human hair,

Because of their small size, when these particles are inhaled they can evade the respiratory system’s
natural defense mechanisms and become embedded in the lung’s tissues. The movement of the lungs
increases the irritation and transfer of the particles within the lung’s tissues. Health problems begin as the
body reacts to the invasion of these foreign particles. PM can increase the number and severity of asthma
attacks, bronchitis, or other lung diseases as well as reduce the body’s ability to combat infections.
Although PM poses a risk to everyone exposed, children, the elderly, exercising adults, and people

suffering from asthma or bronchitis are at a higher risk.

The severity of potential health effects depends on the concentration of the exposure. The NAAQS are
established by the USEPA to represent the maximum allowable pollutant concentrations in the ambient
air which are protective of the public health and welfare. Accordingly, the USEPA has established
NAAQS for PM,q and PM,s. The established NAAQS for PM,, are 150 ug/m® (or 9.36x107 1o/ft°) for a
24-hour averaging period and 50 ug/m’ (or 3.12x10) for an annual averaging period. The established
NAAQS for PMa s are 65 ug/m® (or 4.06x10° W/ft%) for a 24-hour averaging period and 15 ug/m’ or

(9.36x10"'%) for an annual averaging period.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, inc.
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Other than industrial activities, primary sources of PM include the following:

e Activity related to, and windblown dust from, construction and agriculture
e Windblown dust from open lands, including beaches and sand dunes

e Qutdoor and agricultural burning, including campfires

e  Wood-burning stoves and fireplaces

e Motor vehicles

3.3 PROPOSED STANDARDS FOR MERCURY EMISSIONS

What are the proposed standards for mercury emissions USEPA presented in the Proposed Rule
for National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for New and Existing
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units? When were the proposed rules issued? When are final

rules anticipated to be issued? How does this pertain to the Northern Lights Project?

The proposed mercury (chemical symbol: Hp) emission standards for new and existing Electric
Generating Units (EGU) vary depending on the type of coal used as a fuel. The proposed standards are as

follows:

For bituminous coa] as the only fuel:

Existing Source: 2.0 Ibs Hg per trillion BTU (input basis)
21 x 10 b Hg per megawatt hour (output basis)

New Source: 6.0 x 107 Ib Hg per megawatt hour (output basis)

For sub-bituminous coal as the only fuel (Powder River Basin Coal):

Existing Source: 5.8 1bs Hg per trillion BTU (input basis)
61 x 10° Ib Hg per megawatt hour {output basis)

New Source: 20 x 10 Ib Hg per megawatt hour (output basis)

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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For lignite coal as the only fuel:

Existing Source: 9.2 1bs Hg per trillion BTU (input basis)
98 x 10°° Ib Hg per megawatt hour {output basis)

New Source: 62 x 10 1b Hg per megawatt hour (output basis)

For coal refuse as the onlv fuel:

Existing Source: 0.38 1bs Hg per trillion BTU (input basis)
4.1 x 10°° Ib Hg per megawatt hour (output basis)

New Source; 1.1 x 10°° Ib Hg per megawatt hour (output basis)

For a blend of coals used for fuel:

The mercury emission limit would be computed as the weighted average of allowable mercury emissions
for the individual components based on the proportion of energy output contributed by each coal type

bumed. The proposed rules provide an equation for this computation.

It is quite apparent by the proposed mercury emission standards that the level of mercury emissions from
the combustion of coal varies significantly with the type of coal used as a fuel. In addition, new power

plants have more stringent mercury emission linits than existing power plants.

The Powder River Basin (PRB) coal, which is proposed to be the only fuel source for the Northern Lights
Project facility, is a sub-bituminous coal. Accordingly, the applicable emission limit standard would be
20x10°° b Hg per megawatt hour. The capacity of the coal-fueled power plant for the Northern Lights
Project is stated as 425 megawatts and the maximum number of annual operating hours is 8760.
Therefore, under the proposed NESHAP Standard, mercury emissions from the Northern Lights Project
coal-fueled power plant would be limited to 0.0085 pound per hour and 74.5 pounds per year. In a permit
application amendment for the Northern Lights Project submitied to Mr. John Vial of the MDEQ on
January 6, 2004, Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation proposed a mercury emission limit of 80
pounds per year. Until the final rule is published (estimated around December 2004), it is uncertain as to
what the compliance requirements will be for the emission limit in the NESHAP Standard (ie.

pound/hour or pounds/month and/or pounds/year).

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, inc.
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In addition, the proposed NESHAP rule requires the owner/operator of a coal-fueled power plant to
continuously monitor mercury emissions to demonstrate compliance with the applicable emission limit.
Accordingly, the owner/operator of the Northern Lights Project facility will be required to install a
continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) in the exhaust stack from the power plant boiler to
monitor mercury emissions on a continuous basis or establish an equivalent parametric monitoring and

record keeping system to verify compliance with the NESHAP Standard.

3.4 PROPOSED AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION RATES FROM NORTHERN LIGHTS PROJECT

What air pollutants are anticipated to be discharged to the atmosphere from the combustion of coal

at the power plant and what will be their associated emission rates?

Based on potential emissions estimates presented in the original air permit application submitted to the
MDEQ on September 10, 2003 and in the amendment submitted on January 6, 2004, the potential
(maximum) emission rates resulting from the combustion of coal at the Northern Lights Project power
plant are presented below. Potential emissions are based on a worst-case scenario with the process
equipment operating at its maximum capacity on a continuous basis, which means 24 hours per day, 7
days per week, and 52 weeks per year (8,760 hours/year). Actual emissions probably will be less as the

boiler will most likely operate for fewer than 8,760 hours per year and at less than its maximum heat input

capacity.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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Original Permit Original Permit Amended Amended
Pollutant Hourly Emissions | Total Emissions | Hourly Emissions | Total Emissions
(Ib/hr) (tonsfyr) (Ib/hr) (tonsfyr)
PMyq 174 71 G5 267
NOy 651 2,666 434 1,777
S0, 1,086 4,444 651 2,666
Cco 851 2,666 651 2,666
VOC 16 61 16 61
Lead 0.10 0.42 0.10 042
Mercury 0.049 0.21 0.009 0.04
Hydrochloric 16 61 16 61
Acid
Hydrofluoric 1.6 8.1 1.6 6.1
Acid

Because the proposed installation of the Northern Lights Project facility is considered a ““major source
modification” under the regulations and because Manistee County is in an “attainment zone” for all
criteria poilutants, it is subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting requirements.
One of the PSD permitting requirements is an evaluation of the feasibility of applying the Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) for each pollutant exceeding the applicability threshold. Based on various
applicability criteria, the applicant concluded that BACT requirements were feasible for addressing sulfur
dioxide (SO,) and oxides of nitrogen (NO;) emissions. The BACT for a specified pollutant is based on
the level of control that equipment manufacturers will guarantee their equipment to achieve under
specified operating conditions. These guaranteed control levels can be incorporated into a permit as an

emissions limitation.

Accordingly, the applicant proposed an SO, emissions limitation of 0.25 pounds per million British
thermal units (MMBTU) to be representative of BACT, based on the manufacturer’s performance
guarantee for the proposed flue-gas desulfurization equipment and the use of low-sulfur coal. In addition,
the applicant proposed an emissions limitation for oxides of nitrogen (NOy) of 0.15 pounds per MMBTU
to be representative of BACT, based on the manufacturer’s performance guarantee for low-NQ, burners
and Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) control technology. The proposed NO, limitation is consistent
with a limitation issued in an Arizona permit in December 2001 for a similar facility using a similar fuel
type to represent BACT. An SO, limitation of 0.60 pounds per MMBTU was issued in the same Arizona
permit to represent BACT.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, inc.
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In their permit application amendment of January 6, 2004, Manistee Salt Works Development
Corporation proposed reduced emission limitations for PM;e, SOs, NO,, and mercury based on new
BACT determinations. The proposed PM,q emission limit was reduced from 0.04 pounds per MMBTU to
0.015 pounds per MMBTU. The proposed SO, emission limit was reduced from 0.25 pounds per
MMBTU to 0.15 pounds per MMBTU. The proposed NO, emission limit was reduced from 0.15 pounds
per MMBTU to 0.10 pounds per MMBTU. The proposed NESHAP Standard for mercury emissions
from utility boeilers for the proposed coal type to be burned equates to a mercury emission limitation of
approximately 80 pounds (or 0.04 tons) per year. The original permit application estimated mercury
emissions to be 420 pounds (or 0.21 tons) per year. The amended permit application proposes to meet the

newly proposed NESHAP standard for mercury emissions.

The permit application also identifies emission rates for several metals and organic toxic air contaminants
(TAC), but their values are quite small. They are presented in the permit application to show that they
will be below threshold screening level requirements, in accordance with Michigan air permitting

regulations.

3.5 FLY AsH POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS

What potential adverse effects will the fly ash create? Does fly ash pose a health concern as an

airborne contaminant?

The chemical composition of fly ash varies somewhat depending upon the types of coal being used as

fuel, but a representative composition is as follows:

Si0, Al,O, F9203 Ca0 MgO Na,O K0 Others
51% 25% 6.5% 4.5% 1.5% 0.5% 1.5% 9.5%

A substantial amount of research has been performed in the Netherlands regarding the occupational health
and safety aspects of working with fly ash. The test results indicated worker exposure levels to be well
below the established threshold safety levels for the individual chemical components of fly ash. The
research further indicated that normal levels of exposure for workers are not likely to cause any
significant health effects. This conclusion was substantiated by the results of epidemiological research.

In researching the potential health effects of hazardous substances, occupational exposures for workers

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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are generally considered a worst-case scenario in that exposures to the general public are expected to be

far lower.

The research also indicated that there is no reason to consider fly ash as a “harmful” dust, but it should be
treated as a “nuisance” dust. Therefore, fly ash should not pose a health concern as an airborne

contaminant if proper nuisance dust standards are implemented and maintained.

The air permit application references a Fugitive Dust Management Plan for addressing fly ash dust and

coal dust. It appears that the facility is proposing to manage fly ash dust as a “nuisance” dust.

3.6 COMPARISON OF AIR EMISSIONS WITH OTHER LOCAL SOURCES

Compare the effects of air emissions from the proposed power plant on the local community with

air emissions from existing sources in the area.

From a regulatory perspective, the proposed installation of a coal-fueled power plant facility is
categorized as a “major stationary source.” To receive a Permit to Install for a major stationary source,
the applicant must demonstrate that the proposed emissions will comply with applicable NAAQS and
PSD regulations for a facility in an attainment area. As mentioned in Section 3.1, the NAAQS are
established by the USEPA to represent the maximum allowable pollutant concentrations in the ambient
air which are protective of the public health and welfare. One of the PSD regulations, the PSD Increment
Concentrations, establishes the maximum increase in pollutant concentrations allowed from any
individual facility. In Michigan, no new source or major modification of an existing source is allowed to

take more than 80 percent of the available PSD increment.

As a part of the permit application, potential emissions from the Northern Lights Project facility were
modeled in combination with the existing air emissions from major sources in the Manistee and Filer City
area (provided by the MDEQ) to determine whether the facility’s proposed emissions would comply with
the NAAQS and PSD Increment Concentrations requirements. The dispersion modeling portion of the
permit application, which was approved by MDEQ modeling specialists, showed that the proposed
emissions will comply with the NAAQS and PSD Increment Concentrations requirements. In addition,
the Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation has amended the permit application by proposing

further reductions in potential PM;,, SO,, and NO, emissions.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, inc.
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The proposed power plant may be the highest emitter of air contaminants for an individual facility in the
Manistee area. However, it is difficult to compare emissions at this time, because the facility’s actual
emissions will probably be less than the amounts stated in the permit application. For comparative
purposes only, MACTEC assumed the facility’s “actual” emissions would be 70 percent of the potential
emissions proposed in the amended permit application. These estimated emissions for the Northern
Lights Project are listed in a spreadsheet along with the actual 2002 emissions reported by other facilities
in the area to the MDEQ. The spreadsheet is presented in Appendix B. A list of the local facilities used
for the emission comparison with their corresponding addresses and maps of the area (Figure 2 and Figure

3) presenting their relative locations are also provided in Appendix B.

3.7 ATTAINMENT VERSUS NON-ATTAINMENT FOR MANISTEE COUNTY

Discuss how an attainment versus non-attainment designation status for Manistee County would
affect the permitting status of the Northern Lights Project and whether the City of Manistee can

influence the attainment status,

A county or geographical region of a State is classified in “attainment” when monitoring data for a
specific pollutant, such as ozone, PM,,, or PM, s, demonstrate compliance on a consistent basis with the
applicable NAAQS. If the monitoring data indicate excursions of the applicable standard exceeding the
acceptable criteria, the county or region will receive a “non-attainment” designation. Cuwrrently, Michigan
is m attainment with all existing NAAQS. However, the USEPA established a new 8-hour averaging
period NAAQS for ozone in addition to the existing 1-hour averaging period standard. Because of the 8-
hour ozone standard, on or about May 15, 2004, several counties in Michigan will be designated in non-
attainment for ozone. As mentioned in Section 3.6, Benzie County and Mason County, which have an
ozone monitoring site within the county borders, are expected to be designated in non-attainment for
ozone. Manistee County does not have an ozone monitoring site and is expected to be classified in

attainment.

The attainment versus non-attainment designation has significant ramifications for air permitting
requirements. An applicant proposing a major source installation or modification in an attainment area
would need to provide Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to the extent that it is reasonable,
practical, and economically feasible to minimize air emissions. For any non-attainment poliutants, a

different category of federal and state regulations apply (PSD does not apply). A part of these regulations

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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require the applicant to provide the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) for the process operation
and equipment currently being demonsirated by any other facility using similar equipment and materials
for the same operation, regardless of cost. In addition, the applicant carmot increase emissions in the area
and, in fact, must show a decrease by providing “offsets” that were generated in the non-attainment area.
The amount of offsets required depends on the severity of the air pollution in the non-attainment area.
For ozone, volatile organic compounds (VOC) and, possibly NO; are the pollutant parameters to be

considered because they are classified as “precursors” to azone.

Michigan’s Air Pollution Control Rule 220 was originally developed more than 20 years ago as a state
regulation to address the non-attainment issues of that time (it hasn’t been needed for many years).
However, its current language is expected to create significant concerns for establishing offsets in non-
attainment areas which will hinder permitting efforts. The MDEQ is working to rescind Rule 220 and to
replace it with an updated rule, but the issue is not expected to be resolved until the summer of 2005.
Meanwhile, several questions remain unanswered regarding major source permitting in non-attainment

areas in Michigan and May 15, 2004 is quickly approaching,

Conceptually, Manistee County could take action to be designated a non-attainment area. The county
would need to have a monitoring site installed to provide the data necessary to establish non-attainment
status (three years of monitoring data are usually used to establish a baseline for non-attainment
evaluation). Presumably, the citizens can petition the Air Quality Division of the MDEQ Cadillac District
Office and the Lansing Headquarters to install a monitoring site citing potential health concerns due to
ozone resulting from regional transport. Winning the support of local State legislators would probably
increase the likelihood and expedite the process. However, it is imperative that the ramifications of this
action be carefully considered, because being designated as a non-attainment area may have substantial

short-term and long-term effects on many aspects of industrial and municipal operations.

3.8 AIR QUALITY IMPACT FROM REGIONAL TRANSPORT

What air quality impact does the City of Manistee currently see from industrial plants outside the

area?

Historically, Manistee County has remained in attainment with all of the ambient air quality standards.
However, on or about May 15, 2004, the USEPA is expected to designate certain areas in Michigan to be

In non-attainment with the new 8-hour ozone standard. Benzie County and Mason County are expected

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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to be designated as non-attainment areas, but Manistee County and Oceana County are expected to be
designated as attainment areas. Benzie County and Mason County have ozone monitoring sites which
have recorded incidents above the new 8-hour ozone standard resulting in the non-attainment designation.
However, the incidents are believed to be due to regional transport of ozone from the Chicago and

Milwaukee metropolitan areas.

Manistee County is expected to be designated in attainment with the new 8-hour ozone standard in 2004.
However, there is no ozone monitoring site in Manistee County to obtain data to confirm or refute this
designation. Given the relatively close proximity of Benzie County and Mason County, counties which
have shown to be affected by regional transport of ozone, it is our opinion that Manistee County is likely

affected in a similar manner but there are no data to demonsirate these effects.

3.9 ANTICIPATED FUGITIVE EMISSIONS OF COAL DusT

What are the anticipated fugitive emissions of coal dust associated with coal transfer from

freighters to coal pile and loading from coal pile te vehicles or conveyors on an annual basis?

The air permit application identifies coal transfer operations as being transfers between ships and coal
receiving hoppers and transfers between the main overhead coal conveyors to the coal storage pile. It also
stipulates that coal handling operations will be “curtailed” when winds are greater than 30 miles per hour
(mph). The uncontrolled fugitive coal dust emissions estimated in the permit application are 1.07 pounds
per hour and 2.17 tons per year. The uncontrolled emissions were derived by using an average wind
speed of 11.6 mph, an average moisture content for the coal of 4.5 percent, and an annual coal throughput
of 2,019,618 tons. The permit application further stipulated that the coal transfer operations would be
controlled, and the control efficiency would be 90 percent. Accordingly, the controlled coal dust

emissions from the transfer operations are estimated to be 0.11 pounds per hour and 0.22 tons per year.

For comparative purposes, MACTEC used the same formula to calculate uncontrolled fugitive coal dust
emissions based on variances in wind speed and moisture content in the coal for each transfer operation.
Five values of wind speed were used varying from 5 mph to 25 mph, and five values of moisture content
were used varying from 0.5 percent to 4 percent. Emission factors for the 25 variable combinations were
calculated as well as an average emission factor. An annual coal handling throughput of 2,000,000 tons
was assumed for the calculation of uncontrolled fugitive coal dust emissions. A spreadsheet containing

the results of the calculations is presented in Appendix C.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc,
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The worst-case scenario for uncontrolled fugitive coal dust emissions would be when the coal is at its
driest and the wind speed is at its highest. Accordingly, the parameters used to estimate the worst-case
scenario included the moisture content being 0.5 percent and the wind speed being 25 mph. Under these
conditions, an estimated 63.21 tons per year of uncontrolled fugitive coal dust would be released for each

of the two coal-transfer operations (a total of 126.42 tons per year).

The best-case scenario for uncontrolied fugitive coal dust emissions would be when the coal has the most
moisture and the wind is calmest. For this scenario, MACTEC assumed the coal’s moisture content to be
4 percent and the wind speed to be 5 mph. Under these conditions, an estimated 0.42 tons per year of
uncontrolled fugitive coal dust would be released for each of the two coal-transfer operations (0.84 tons

per year total).

If an equal amount of all 25 parameter conditions, as presented in Appendix C, occurred throughout the
year, an estimated 11.28 tons of uncontrolled fugitive coal dust emissions would be released for each
operation or a combined 22.56 tons for the two operations. While this value may appear high, it may be
helpful to put this amount in perspective: 22.56 tons represents approximately one-thousandth of one
percent of the 2,000,000 tons handled. In addition, dust-control activities implemented during coal-
transfer operations would further reduce the amount of fugitive dust emissions. Assuming 90 percent
control efficiency, as proposed in the permit application, the coal-transfer operations would produce 2.26

tons of fugitive coal dust emissions.

3.10 USEPA INTERSTATE AIR QUALITY RULE

How does the USEPA’s proposed Interstate Air Quality Rule for NO, and SO, reductions affect the

Northern Lights Project? How will it affect mercury emissions?

On January 30, 2004, the USEPA published in the Federal Register the proposed “Interstate Air Quality
Rule” which is designed to dramatically reduce and permanently cap emissions of SO, and NO, from
electric utilities. The proposed rule focuses on 29 “eastern” states, including Michigan, in which power
plant emissions significantly contribute to fine particulate and ozone pollution in downwind states.

Accordingly, the Northern Lights Project will be subject to these proposed rules.

The flue gas desulfurization technology that is required by the proposed rule to reduce SO, emissions will

also reduce mercury emissions. Similarly, selective catalytic reduction (SCR) conirol equipment is used
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for the reduction of NO, emissions, but it also reduces mercury emissions. Combining these two types of
air-poliution control technologies is often the most cost-effective way for electric utility power plants to
reduce emissions because it not only addresses both SO, and NO, but it controls mercly £missions as a

“bonus.”

The Northern Lights Project facility is proposing to utilize both flue gas desulfurization and SCR control
equipment. In doing so, the owner/operator apparently will be addressing the proposed Interstate Air

Quality Rule, the proposed NESHAP Standard mercury emission limitations, and BACT requirements.

Coal-fueled power plants in Indiana, Illinois, and Wisconsin will also be subject to the proposed Interstate
Air Quality Rule. These facilities will also be required to reduce NO, and SO, emissions, which should
reduce the amount of air pollutants such as ozone that are transported to Manistee County from downwind

areas.

3.11 CommunITY INPUT

Will the community have amy input or recourse regarding the air permit conditions for the

proposed power plant?

Yes, the community will have opportunities to voice its concerns regarding the pending air permit
conditions for the proposed Northern Lights Project. The proposed construction of the coal-fueled power
plant facility is a major source which is subject to a New Source Review (NSR) permit. The NSR process
includes a public-comment period where the draft permit is available for review by the community,
usually for 30 days. At the end of the public-comment period, a public hearing is held, if requested by
interested parties, to provide a forum for addressing issues related to the proposed project before a
construction permit is issued by the MDEQ. The interests of the community can be reflected in the

project-specific conditions that the MDEQ incorporates into each permit.

The regulations require a notification for a public-comment period or a public hearing to be published in
the local newspaper having the largest circulation in the area. However, the regulations do not stipulate
where in the newspaper it must be published, and the notification may go unnoticed. Accordingly,

public-comment period and public hearing notifications can be obtained from the MDEQ by accessing the

DEQ Calendar via the agency’s Web Site at www.michigan.gov/deq then click on “Information & News”

then on “Calendar.” The Calendar will provide a contact person and phone number with a brief

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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description of the issue. These notifications can also be obtained by contacting the MDEQ Lansing
Headquarters at (517) 373-7917 and asking for the Air Quality Division, Permitting Section or the MDEQ
Cadillac District Office at (231) 775-3960 and asking for the Air Quality Division.

If granted a “Permit to Install” by the MDEQ, most power plants are also required to obtain a Renewzable
Operating Permit (ROP). A public-comment period and public hearing, if requested by interested parties,
is also a part of the ROP process. The terms and conditions of the Permit to Install will be incorporated
into the ROP as well as any other monitoring, reporting, or recordkeeping conditions the regulatory
agency deems appropriate for compliance purposes, or to address any new applicable rules implemented

since issuing the Permit to Install, such as NESHAP Standards,

The MDEQ has established and implemented a new pilot program known as Promoting Leadership in
Environmental Decision-making to Grow our Economy (PLEDGE) to facilitate and expedite the
permitting process. One of the key points of the PLEDGE Program is for the permit applicant to provide
“early notification and involvement of local governments, citizens, and environmental groups” into the

permit application process.

3.12 POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF WATER DISCHARGE

Please discuss any potential effects of warm water discharge on the receiving waters. What adverse
effects may result from the addition of corrosion protection chemicals, biocides, chlorine, or other

water treatment additives?

Thermal pollution caused by the discharge of cooling water can result in significant changes to the aquatic
environment. Most aquatic organisms are adapted to survive in a specific temperature range. As
temperatures increase cold water organisms could be replaced by warm water species, or species may
become stressed and be more vulnerable to toxic compounds, parasites, or diseases. Thermal pollution
can indirecily affect ecosystems by lowering the amount of dissolved oxygen in a water body. Cooler
water can hold more oxygen than warmer water, and low oxygen levels can cause oxygen-sensitive

species to die,

Higher water temperatures increase photosynthesis and plant growth, and subsequently more decaying
vegetative matter as the plants die and decompose. Bacteria that decompose the organic matter further

consume oxygen which can result in a drop in dissolved oxygen levels.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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The metabolic rate of fish and aquatic organisms also increases with higher water temperatures requiring
additional oxygen for respiration. The life cycles of aquatic insects may be accelerated due to higher
water temperatures. Migratory birds that depend on aquatic insects emerging at specific times during the

year could be at risk if the insects no longer emerge during migratory flights.

Manistee Lake is a migratory route for anadrous salmonids, especially King salmon. Tt is designated a
coldwater lake but can support both cold water and warm water fish. Manistee Lake also supports a

population of Lake Sturgeon which is an endangered species.

Part 4 of Public Act 451, Public Acts of 1994, the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act;
specifies temperature standards which must be met for inland lakes such as Manistee Lake. The rules for
Part 4 state that an inland lake shall not receive a heat load which would increase the temperature of the
“thermocline” (i.e., the layer of water marking the boundary between the warmer surface zone and the
colder deep zone) or the “hypolimmion” (i.¢., the deepest noncirculating layer of cold water at the bottom
of a thermally stratified lake). The rules aiso state that the heat load shall not decrease the volume of
water in the thermocline or the hypolimmion. In addition, the temperature increase of the receiving water
at the mixing zone cannot increase by more than three degrees Fahrenheit above natural water
temperature. Rule 72 states that the heat load shall not increase the temperature of the receiving water at

the edge of the mixing zone to temperatures greater than the following maximum temperatures:

Jan. Feb. | March | April | May | June July | Aug. : Sept. Oct. | Nov. | Dec.

45 435 50 60 70 75 80 85 80 70 60 50

Because Manistee Lake is a principal migratory route for trout, salmon, and Lake Sturgeon, a heat load
from cooling water discharge could not be added during periods of migration at locations and in such a

manner that would adversely affect the salmon migration.

Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation must obtain existing data or collect new data that
characterizes the thermal stratification of Lake Manistee, the migratory times and locations of migratory
fishes, and the potential effects of the proposed cooling water discharge on the aquatic life in the lake,

including endangered species such as Lake Sturgeon.

MACTEQC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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Water treatment additives can also adversely affect the aquatic organisms in Manistee Lake if the
discharge is mot in compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements. The MDEQ has data on the acute and chronic toxicity of numerous water treatrment

additives and they approve the use of specific water treatment additives on a case-by-case basis.

For example, cooling systems can use chlorine as a water treatment additive to reduce biotogical growth
and “fouling” of the cooling water piping system. The MDEQ requires facilities that use chlorine to meet
discharge standards that are protective of aquatic life. A cooling water system can continuously discharge
no more than 38 parts per billion (ppb) of chiorine to a surface water body. Higher concentrations of
chlorine are permissible in the discharge if chlorine treatment is intermittent. If the duration of the
chlorine dose is 120 minutes or less per day, then the concentration of chlorine in the discharge can be as
much as 200 ppb. If a facility cannot meet these discharge limits for chlorine then dechlorination of the

cooling water is required prior to discharge.

3.13 POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM MANISTEE LAKE WATER REMOVAL

What adverse effects may result from pumping 6 MGD of water from Manistee Lake?

A 6.0 MGD water intake can disrupt the thermocline and hypolimnion and adversely affect native
organisms in a lake as well as migratory species. If an intake is not properly located and designed, it

could cause a high mortality for fish and shellfish that could be drawn into the intake.

Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act identifies requirements applicable to cooling water intake
structures for new facilities. The requirements would apply to the Northern Lights Project as a new
facility that has a design intake flow preater than 2 MGD. New users must comply with Paragraphs
125.84 (b) (1) and (2) of Section 316 (b), or for a facility with an intake flow less than 10 MGD (Northemn
Lights Project) propose alternatives which demonstrate comparable levels of achievement as these

paragraphs. Paragraphs 125.84(b)(1) and (2) of Section 316(b) require:

® Paragraph 125.84(b)(1): a new user to reduce the intake flow, at a minimum, to a level
commensurate with that which could be attained by a closed-cycle recirculating cooling water

system,
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e Paragraph 125.84(b)(2): a new user to design and construct each cooling water intake structure to

a maximum design intake velocity of 0.5 feet per second.

The Northern Lights Project would be required to perform and submit the results of a Comprehensive
Demonstration Study (Study), as part of the submittal of an NPDES permit application. The Study would
characterize the source water baseline in the vicinity of the intake structure, and confirm that the
technologies proposed at the intake structure reduces the impact to fish and shelifish comparable to those
that would be achieved if the facility implemented the requirements in Section 125 B4(b)}1) and (2). The
Study would also be required to demonstrate that the proposed technology would reduce both
impingement mortality and entrainment of all life stages of fish and shellfish to 90 percent or greater
compared to what would be achieved through the implementation of the requirements stipulated in

Paragraph 125.84(b)(1).

A plan must be submitted to the USEPA that details how information would be collected to support the
Study. The plan must include a description of proposed technologies to be evaluated; a list and
description of any historical studies characterizing the physical and biological conditions in the vicinity of
the proposed intake; any pubic participation or consultation with Federal or State agencies used in
developing the plan; and a sampling plan for data that will be collected using actual field studies in the

lake.

The Study must also include a “Source Water Biological Study”, evaluation of the potential effects of the
cooling water intake structure, evaluation of proposed restoration measures, and a menitoring plan to

verify that the impacts are acceptable.

The Source Water Biological Study will contain taxonomic identification and characterization of aquatic
biological resources including: a summary of historical and contemporary aquatic biological resources;
determination and description of the target populations of concern; and a description of the abundance
and temporal/spatial characterization of the target populations based on a collection of multiple years of
data to capture seasonal and daily activities (e.g. spawning, feeding and water column migration) of all
life stages of fish and shellfish found in the vicinity of the cooling water intake structure. This source
water study will also include an identification of all threatened and endangered species that might be
susceptible to impingement or entrainment by the proposed cooling water intake structure, and a

description of additional chemical, water quality, and other anthropogenic stresses on the lake.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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‘The Northern Lights Project must also complete an evaluation of potential cooling water intake structure
effects. This evaluation will include calculations of the reduction in impingement mortality and
entrainment of all life stages of fish and shellfish that must be achieved by their selected technology. An
engineering estimate of the efficiency of the proposed technology to minimize impingement mortality and

entrainment of all life stages of fish and shellfish would also be completed.

If the Northern Lights Project proposes to use restoration measures such as fish stocking to maintain the
fish and shellfish populations, then they would be required to show that they have coordinated with
appropriate fishery management agencies. The project developer would also be required to provide a list
of the measures to be implemented to ensure that restoration measures will maintain the fish and shellfish

in the lake to a substantially sirmlar level as would be achieved under Paragraphs 125.84(b)(1).

A verification monitoring plan would also have to be provided at the time of submission of an NPDES
permit application. The monitoring plan would include, at a minimum, two years of monitoring data to
verify full-scale performance of the proposed technology operational measures, and to conduct

monitoring of restoration measures if these measures were proposed.

After construction of the power plant, the owner/operator will be required to monitor specified parameters
to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Part 316 (b) of the Clean Water Act. Monitoring will
include biclogical monitoring for both impingement and entrainment of the commercial, recreational, and
forage base fish and shellfish identified in the Study. Sampling to monitor for impingement rates must be
completed no less than once per month. Sampling for entrainment must be completed no less than
biweekly during the primary period of reproduction, larval recruitment, and peak abundance identified in
the Study. The head loss or velocity across the intake screen system would be monitored at least
quarterly, and visual or remote inspections to ensure that the intake is functioning properly would be
required weekly. These monitoring frequencies would be required for at least two years, after which time

the owner/operator of the facility could request a reduction in the monitoring frequency.

In addition to potential adverse effects to the aquatic life, a concern was expressed regarding the potential
hydrological effects of pumping 6.0 MGD of water from Manistee Lake. The Manistee River flows into
Manistee Lake from the northeast, and the Little Manistee River flows into Manistee Lake from the
southeast. Other significant water sources undoubtedly flow into Manistee Lake. Historically, the

average flow rate for the Manistee River entering Manistee Lake is approximately 2,000 ft*/sec (or 1.29
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billion gals/day) and the average flow rate for the Little Manistee River is approximately 165 ft'/sec (or
0.11 billion gals/day). Accordingly, the proposed pumping of 6.0 MGD from Manistee Lake represents
an estimated 0.4% of the average volume of water that flows into the lake from the Manistee River and
the Little Manistee River. In considering the mass balance of water volume for Manistee Lake, the
pumping of 6.0 MGD would affect the volume of water flowing from Manistee Lake to Lake Michigan
(outilow) not the water level in Manistee Lake (inflow), and the net effect would likely be in the tenths or

hundredths of a percent range.

3.14 MERCURY EMISSION CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES

Identify mercury emission control technologies and discuss their applicability to the Northern

Lights Project.

Mercury is a difficult air pollutant to control, because it is present in the flue gas as a vapor, in elemental
and multiple-ionic form, and as particulate matter as a constituent of the fly ash. Low concentrations of
mercury in the flue gas from coal-fueled power plants increase the difficulty of emission control.

However, by combining control technologies, significant mercury reductions can be achieved.

Several types of control devices are available for the Northern Light Project to provide some level of

mercury control efficiency. They are identified below with a brief description of each device.

Coal Cleaning is a pre-comtbustion process to remove materials from the coal to reduce the amount of
mercury-containing fly ash generated during combustion. This process is used primarily on Eastern and

Midwestern bituminous coals to reduce sulfur. It is rarely used for Powder River Basin coal.

Electrostatic Precipitators (ESPs) are used to control fly ash emissions. Although they have low energy
requirements and operating costs, ESPs are very limited in removing mercury in vapor form in the flue

gas and generally have lower removal efficiencies than other particulate control devices.

Fabric Filter Baghouses are also used to control fly ash emissions. The flue gas passes through the
tightly woven fabric but the fly ash particulate is removed. Fly ash dust will form on the filters and act as

an adsorbent material which can potentially reduce elemental and ionic mercury emissions.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
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Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) or “Scrubbers” are installed to remove SO, from power plant flue
gas. Wet scrubbers are normally more efficient than dry scrubbers and have demonstrated a higher
efficiency in removing ionic mercury from utility boiler flue gas than dry scrubbers. Wet and dry

scrubber systems can be used simultaneously to remove SO, and trace metals, including mercury.

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) is used to reduce NO, emissions from the power plant flue gas.
Although SCR can reduce NO, emissions up to 90 percent, the catalyst material is vulnerable to
interference from particulate matter. For a coal-fueled power plant, a baghouse may be needed ahead of
the SCR. The SCR technology has been found to increase oxidized mercury downstream, which can

increase removal efficiency by a scrubber to as much as 80 percent.

Carbon Injection involves the direct injection of activated carbon into the flue gas exhaust stream from
the power plant boiler. The carbon is collected in a downstream particulate control device (e.g.,
baghouse). The mercury removal efficiency depends on several variables including the amount of carbon
used, the flue gas temperature, mercury speciation, flue gas composition, as well as the type of activated
carbon used. However, mercury emission reductions have averaged 80 to 98 percent by using carbon

injection.

Carbon-circulating, Fluidized Bed Scrubbers are used for removing SO. and mercury emissions.
Although this technology has seen limited application in the U.S., it has been used in several power plants
n Germany and Japan for 8O, emission control and has achieved more than 90 percent mercury control

as a bonus.

Mercury Capture using a Noble Metal Sorbent is a control procedure based on the ability of some
metals, gold in particular, to readily form alloys with mercury. The alloy formation is reversible, and the
mercury can be recovered from the sorbent material so both materials can be reused. Lab tests of
alumina-supported gold sorbent material achieved 95 removal efficiency of gaseous mercury, regardless

of its chermical form.

In addition to utilizing add-on control technology to reduce mercury emissions, new technology has been
introduced to the electric utility industry as a replacement for the conventional pulverized coal-fueled

boiler for reducing emissions, including mercury. These new technologies would be a replacement for
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the boiler design and be independent of the add-on controls discussed above. The two new boiler

technologies are discussed below.

Integrated Gasification Combined-Cycle and Pressurized Fluidized-Bed Combustion are two new
methods of “clean coal technology” that combust the coal in a different manner than in a conventional
pulverized coal-fueled boiler. These technologies can dramatically reduce mercury and other emissions

from coal-fueled power plants such as the proposed Northern Lights Project facility.

There are two integrated gasification combined-cycle (IGCC) units currently generating electricity
commercially in the U.S. One is near Tampa, Florida and the other is near Terre Haute, Indiana. The
Terre Haute facility has been called the “cleanest coal-fired plant in the world” by Phil Amick, a vice
president with Global Energy, Inc. Published reports for IGCC claim 99 percent removal of sulfur from

the flue gas.

There are approximately 130 circulating fluidized bed boilers operating in the U.S. out of the estimated
1,100 coal-fueled generating units. The boilers operate at a lower temperature to minimize NO,

emissions and they contain limestone to absorb the sulfur from the coal.
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4. SUMMARY

The proposed installation of the Northern Lights Project facility will result in a significant source of air
ernissions, probably the largest source in the area. However, new power plants are subject to numerous
permitting and other regulatory requirements that are designed to ensure that air quality, water quality,
and other environmental impacts are reduced to levels that are protective of public health and the
environment. At each step in the permitting process, there are opportunities for public input. The
apencies who issue these permits have the ability to incorporate limiting conditions to address legitimate

environmental concerns expressed by the affected community.

The dispersion modeling results provided by the developer with the air permit application indicated that
the location of the 1™ High Modeled Impact for the annual averaging peried for the coal-fueled boiler
stack emissions is located 400 meters west of the stack location. These results appear inconsistent with
conventional wisdom as the prevailing winds in the area tend to come from a westerly direction.
Accordingly, it would seem reasonable to assume that the impact location would be east of the stack. The

Planning Commission should request an explanation for these results from the developer and the MDEQ.

The Northern Lights Project facility is proposing to combine two state-of-the-art air pollution control
technologies, flue gas desulfurization and selective catalytic reduction, to reduce sulfur dioxide (SO,) and
oxides of nitrogen (NQ,) emissions. In doing so, the owner/operator expects to meet the proposed
Interstate Air Quality Rule, the proposed NESHAP Standard mercury emission limitations, and BACT
requirements. The potential air emissions from the proposed coal-fueled power plant facility also will
comply with the current National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and with the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) Increment Concentrations requirements, which take into account the
combined effect of air emissions from other “major” facilities in the area. Utilizing carbon injection or a
circulating-carbon, fluidized-bed scrubber instead of the dry flue gas desulfurization scrubber would be
expected to further reduce SO, and mercury emissions. The circulating-carbon, fluidized-bed scrubber is

expected to achieve higher mercury removal efficiency than carbon injection.

The permit application includes a Fugitive Dust Management Plan which provides control programs and
procedures for minimizing fugitive dust emissions from the management and handling of fly ash and coal.
During a public comment period or meeting with MDEQ permitting personnel, a recommendation should

be made that the implementation of an approved Fugitive Dust Management Plan become incorporated as
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be made that the implementation of an approved Fugitive Dust Management Plan become incorporated as
a condition in a permit to install. In doing so, it would make the plan provisions enforceable by the
regulatory agencies and subject the applicant to associated compliance requirements. Accordingly, failure
to comply with the provisions of the plan would be a violation of the permit condition and subject the

owner/operator to potential fines and penalties,

The new NAAQS for ozone is expected to become effective on or about May 15, 2004, and the new
standard is expected to cause several Michigan counties to be designated in “non-attainment” status with
regard to the standard. Benzie County and Mason County, which have ozone monitoring sites, are
expected to be designated as non-attainment areas, most likely due to the regional transport of ozone from
the Chicago and Milwaukee metropolitan areas. Manistee County is expected to be designated as an

“attainment™ zone.

Mr. Brian Myers of the MDEQ, Water Quality Division at the Cadillac District Office informed
MACTEC that the developer had not submitted a water discharge permit application as of February 25,
2004. Accordingly, it is difficult to determine the potential adverse effects that the proposed facility may
have on Manistee Lake. Before issuing an NPDES permit for water discharges from the proposed power
plant, the MDEQ will presumably analyze the potential impacts and establish permit requirements that
will protect the ecosystem of Manistee Lake. However, the developer must provide specific information
with the water discharge permit application specifying how the facility will protect the aquatic community

and the ecosystem.
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PROPOSED FACILITY LOCATION

Manistee Saltworks Development Corporation
1501 Main Street
Manistee, Michigan 49660

EXISTING LOCAL MAJOR EMISSION FACILITY LOCATIONS (2002)

TES Filer City Station
700 Mee Street
Filer City, Michigan 49634

General Chemical Industrial Products, Inc.
1501 Main Street
Manistee, Michigan 49660

Morton Salt Performance Chemical
180 Sixth Street
Manistee, Michigan 49660

Merit Energy Company
Manistee 15 CPF
Schoedel Road
Manistee Township, Michigan 49660

Merit Energy Company
5704 Collins Road
Manistee, Michigan 49660

Shell Western EP, Inc.
Manistee Sulfur Plant
4000 Fisk Road
Manistee, Michigan 49660

Aztec Producing Company, Inc.
335 Washington Street
Manistee, Michigan 49660

Martin Marietta Magnesia Specialties, LLC
1800 Eastlake Road
Manistee, Michigan 49660

Packaging Corporation of America
2246 Udell Street
Filer City, Michigan 49634
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APPENDIX C
CoAL HANDLING OPERATIONS
UNCONTROLLED FUGITIVE EMISSIONS
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

PM, s — Particulate matter having a diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns.
PM,( — Particulate matter having a diameter equal to or less than 10 microns.
SO, — Sulfur dioxide.

NO, — Oxides of nitrogen.

USEPA — United States Environmental Protection Agency.

MDEQ — Michigan Department of Environmental Quality.

GLC - Ground level concentration.

NAAQS — National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

HMI - High modeled impact.

NESHAP — National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.
EGU — Electric generating unit.

BTU - British thermal unit.

MMBTU — Million BTU (M — Roman numeral for 1000).

CEMS — Continuous emission monitoring system.

PRB - Powder River Basin (coal).

PSD — Prevention of Significant Deterioration (attainment area).
BACT — Best Available Control Technology (attainment area).

LAER — Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (non-attainment area).
SCR - Selective Catalytic Reduction.

TAC - Toxic air contaminants.

NSR - New Source Review.

ROP — Renewable Operating Permit.

NPDES — National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.

MGD - Million gallons per day.



Items forwarded to the
City of Manistee Planning Commission
at the March 25, 2004
Worksession relating to the
Manistee Saltworks Development Corporation

Letter from John Gretzinger dated 3/18/04 RE: Planning Commission [ssues

Letter from John Gretzinger dated 3/18/04 RE: Environmental Impact of Tondu Application

Correspondence:

Testimony of Williams Brooks, 385 River Street, Manistee

e-mail from Charles O’Brien, 15400 Coates Hwy., Brethren

Letter from Daniel W. Behring, 3695 Lakeshore Drive, Manistee

Barbara Bernier, 2520 Manistee Street, Manistee

Jim Sluyter, 3480 Potter Road, Bear Lake

Copies of Post Cards in Support submitted by Meagan Kempf 3/23/04

David Kamaloski, 483 Oxford Ct, Manistee w/attachment

Kurt Edenburn, 2857 Old Maple Road, Manistee

Douglas R. Jackson, 3211 Applewood, Midland

Elaine McWatt, 730 Harbor Drive, Manistee

e-mail from Meagan Bobier Kempf

Michael Bajtka, 2405 Nelson Street, Manistee

Jim Maturen, Michigan Wild Turkey Hunters Association, 4111 Wild Turkey Trial, Reed City

Environmental Issues of Concem with Regard to Construction and Operation of the Northern Lights
Power Plant; Powell & Associates, Robert Powell



NANTZ, LITOWICH, SMITH & GIRARD

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELOQORS

A Professional Corporation
2025 East Beltline, S.E., Suite 600, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49546 » (616) 977-0077 e Facsimile (616} 977-0529

JOHN H. GRETZINGER

Direct Dial: (616) 954-2546 COMMURITY DEVE! DPMENT
Email: john@nlsg.com BUILOING QET

1

March 18, 2004 MAR 22 2004

Mr. Jon Rose CITY OF MANI TEE

Community Development Director
City of Manistee

70 Maple Street, P. O. Box 358
Manistee, Mi 49660

Re:  Planning Commission lssues
Dear Mr. Rose:

The Manistee Planning Commission is composed of nine members. Under Section
3.5 of the By-Laws of the Manistee City Planning Commission, “Five members shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of business and the taking of official action for all
matters except for the adoption of a master plan, or any part of a master plan. Under this
provision, action can be approved by a majority vote of those present when a quorum of
five is present. This is consistent with the general rule that a majority vote of members
attending a meeting at which a quorum is present can transact business in the absence of a
specified higher vote requirement. See, 1977 OAG No. 5238 (November 2, 1977).
Accordingly, it will take three votes to approve an action if 5 members are present; 4 votes
if 6 or seven members are present; and 5 votes if 8 or 9 members are present. In the event
that a member abstains, that member will be counted as being present for purposes of a
determining if a quorum is present but not for determining if a majority has approved a
particular action.

If you have any further questions regarding this issue, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

NANTZ, LITOWICH,
SMITH & GIRARD

b Qe

John H. Gretzinger

JHG/ A



NANTZ, LITOWICH, SMITH & GIRARD

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

A Professional Corporation
2025 East Beltline, S.E., Suite 600, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49546 (616} 977-0077 » EFacsimile {616) 977-0529

JOHN H. GRETZINGER

Direct Dial: (616) 954-2546

Email: John@nisg.com QOMMgSéL%p?ﬁ%%@{PMENT

March 18, 2004
MAR 2 2 2004

Mr. Jlon Rose
Community Development Director

CITY OF MANISTEE

City of Manistee
70 Maple Street, P. O. Box 358
Manistee, Ml 49660

Re:  Environmental Impact of Tondu Application
Dear Mr. Rose:

The City of Manistee Planning Commission is presently considering a special use
permit to allow the Tondu Corporation to construct a coal-fired power plant. Under
Section 8609 B, one of the standards to be considered is whether the proposed use is
“reasonable and designed to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community.”
Section 8610 further provides that special use permits may be granted with additional
requirements imposed by the commission, provided that these additional requirements are
rationally related to a valid permit criteria. One of the common concerns raised in the
public comments is that mercury emissions from the proposed coal fired power plant may
adversely impact the health of individuals living in the City of Manistee and surrounding
areas." You have requested our opinion regarding whether the City of Manistee can
impose environmental restrictions as a condition of the approval of this special use permit.

As a general rule, “where state law expressly provides that the state’s authority to
regulate in a specified area is exclusive, municipal regulation in the same specified area is
preempted. People v Llewellyn, 401 Mich 314 (1977). Michigan has adopted thce Natura!
Resources and Environmental Protection Act (NREPA} which regulates many aspects of
environmental concern. Part 55 of the NREPA is a comprehensive air pollution control
statute which authorizes the DEQ to issue rules to establish standards for ambient air
quality and to issue permits to regulate permissible emission standards. Section 5542(1)

provides however that:

{1) Nothing in this part or in any rule promulgated under this part invalidates any
existing ordinances or regulation having requirements equal to or greater than the
minimum applicable requirements of this part or prevents any political subdivision
from adopting similar provisions if their requirements are equal to or greater than
the minimum applicable requirements of this part. MCL 324.5542(1).

' The current permit issued for the Filer City plant has no restrictions on mercury emissions,
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This section makes it clear that state regulatory provisions regarding air pollution were not
intended to be exclusive. See,1998 OAG 6992 (August 13, 1998) where the Attormney
General held that “federal and state air pollution control laws preempt local air pollution
ordinances only to the extent that such ordinances are less stringent than corresponding
federal and state requirements. The area of air pollution control is therefore different from
water pollution control, where the state intends to have exclusive control. See, City of
Brighton v Township of Hamburg, _ Mich App 2004 (Case No. 234703, January 15,
2004).

In view of these factors, it is our opinion that the City of Manistee is not prevented
from regulating air pollution as long as its standards are more stringent than those required
by the state or federal government. This regulation can take the form of a condition to a
special use permit, if the Planning Commission considers that such a condition is
reasonable and designed to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community. The
basis for any standards imposed would however be required to be supported by
appropriate record evidence. As an alternative, it could also rely upon the current DEQ
permitting process to create such protections. In this regard, it should be noted that while
power plants are permitted uses in the area under consideration, power plants come in
many different types with coal fired, oil fired and natural gas fired plants all having
different levels of environmental risks.

It should be noted that there are no current state or federal standards for the
emission of mercury, which was defined in a regulatory finding of the EPA published on
December 20, 2000 as being “highly toxic, persistent, and bioaccumulates in food chains.”
This regulatory finding noted that “Fish consumption dominates the pathway for human
and wildlife exposure to mercury.” See, 65 FR 79825. As a result of this finding, the EPA
determined to regulate coal and oil fired electric utility steam generating units for mercury
emissions.

On January 30, 2004, the EPA issued a notice of proposed rulemaking under
Section 112 of the Federal Clean Air Act (CCA) to set national emission standards for
mercury for new and existing coal fired electric utility steam generating units. That
proposed rule would require these plants to meet certain hazardous air pollutant emissions
standards, because exposure to mercury “above identified thresholds has been
demonstrated to cause a variety of adverse health effects.” Coal fired plants for which
construction begins on or after January 24, 2004 will be required to meet more strict
standards than existing plants. These standards also differ based upon the type of fuel
source to be burned (Bituminious, subbituminious, liginite, IGCC or coal-refuse fired).

* There are different levels of risk within coal fired plants depending upon the type of coal to be burned.
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These rules are presently in a comment period through March 30, 2004, and a final rule is
expected to be implemented prior to December 15, 2004.

These proposed rules also confirm that a state can adopt more stringent standards if
that state determines that such regulations are necessary. The proposed regulation also
addressed the concern that “Mercury emissions from power plants sometimes are
deposited locally nears the plant. Nearby lakes may be a source of fish consumption for
recreational/subsistence fisherman, and thus local Hg deposition in nearby lakes could be
a source of what are called hot spots. In this discussion, we are assuming that a power
plant may lead to a hot spot if the contribution of the plant's emissions of Hg to local
deposition is sufficient to cause blood levels of highly exposed individuals near the plant
too exceed the Rfd.” The EPA assumed that the states would have the ability to address
local health based concerns. in this regard, the Michigan DEQ has in place permitting
procedures that will take into consideration health-based screening and is requiring Tondu
to submit information on this issue as part of the permitting process. Reliance upon this
permitting process may adequately protect City interests.

If you have any further questions regarding the authority of the Planning
Commission to impose conditions to the special use permit relating to air quality issues,
please contact me.

Very truly yours,

NANTZ, LITOWICH,
SMITH & GIRARD

QLu. Vs

John H. Gretzinger

JHG/ A



To the Manistee City Planning Commission and
Manistee City Council

Testimony of William Brooks, 385 River Street, Manistee, MI 49660
Re: Application for Special Use Permit by Manistee Saltworks Development Corporation

Thank you the opportunity to present written testimony addressing the Special Use Permit
requested by the Manistee Saltworks Development Corporation to construct a 425 megawatt coal-
fired plant on the former General Chemical site in the City of Manistee.

I again want to especially thank the Commission members for the diligence and patience you have
demonstrated in addressing the issue before you and for taking the time to listen to countless
hours of testimony during this public hearing process.

Because of its sheer size and complexity, the Project before you is probably the most important
decision the City of Manistee has faced in several decades. As the City’s Master Plan recognizes,
the City is at a cross-roads in its development and this Project - again, because of its size and
complexity - has the potential to alter and define the character of the City of Manistee for some
time.

Like you, I have spent literally hundreds of hours gathering and reviewing documents, including:
* Documents provided the Applicant to the Commission (i.e. Application for Special Use
Permit; Environmental Assessment; responses to questions posed by the Planning
Commission or its consultants); :
Documents prepared by the Applicant which have only recently been provided tothe
Commission or its consultants (i.e. Application for Air Permit);

* Documents discussing the nature of the applicant’s relationship/negotiations with other
entities in connection with this Project that were obtained pursuant to Freedom of
Information Act Requests to various public entities (i.e. negotiations between the
Applicant and the City of Manistee regarding Community Service Fee; Phase I Business
Plan prepared by Tondu Corporation for the Northern Lights Project; contractual
agreements and reports describing the Applicant’s relationship with the Michigan Public
Power Agency (MPPA) and Michigan South Central Power Agency (MSCPA)),

* Documents referenced (but not provided) in the Applicant’s Environmental Assessment
detailing environmental/contaminant issues on the General Chemical site (Phase I
Environmental Assessments; Baseline Environmental Assessments);

* Other environmental reports not identified and studies relating to environmental controls
and impacts of emissions from coal fired electric power plants (i.e. EPA Proposed
Mercury Regulation; background information at www.epa.sov/mercury: Draft Wisconsin
Mercury Sourcebook; Consumers Energy “Report on First Periodic Fish Contaminant

Page 1 of 14



Monitoring for Au Sable, Manistee and Muskegon River Hydroelectric Projects -
Summary of 2000/2001 Data and Comparison with 1990 License Application Data”);
* Reports prepared by the Little River Band’s biologists and consultants.

Over the last several months as I've tried to understand the issues related to this Project, [ have
had the benefit of being able to consult with numerous experts, including environmental scientists,
biologists and environmental attorneys. Even with all of those resources, our efforts to obtain
documents from relevant agencies, review and analyze that information and draw any conclusions
related to this Project have been taxed. If anything, our review of this information has only raised
more questions. I can only imagine that the Planning Commission is facing similar concerns as it
attemnpts to carry out its responsibilities within the time remaining within which you are required
to render a decision on the current application before you.

A, THRESHOLD LEGAL QUESTIONS THAT MUST BE ANSWERED FOR THE
PLANNING COMMISSION.

Before discussing the specific reasons why, based upon the record before the Planning
Commission, this applicant has failed to meet its burden of demonstrating that the conditions for
granting a Special Use Permit are met, I want to address a number legal questions which I believe
must be answered for the Planning Commission as a matter of record in rendering its decision
on this Application.

First, aitorneys for Citizens for Responsible Development have raised the issue of whether
approval of this Project, which will become part of the infrastructure for municipal utilities
requires amendment of the City’s Master Plan.

It is has been suggested that no amendment is needed because power plants are authorized vses
under the Industrial Zoning classification.

However, the requirements of the Municipal Planning Act recognize that there is a critical
distinction between private, industrial projects and public utility projects. To put this issue in
context, I'd ask the Commission to consider what their answer to this question would be if, for
example, the Michigan Public Power Agency put its name on the application (as opposed using a
private, developer as a proxy) or if another municipality was proposing to build a regional waste
water treatment plant in a location not identified in the Master Plan?

We believe the Planning Commission must, in rendering its decision, on the record, on the
following questions:

1. Would a power plant owned in whole, or in part, by the Michigan Public Power Agency or its

constituent municipal utilities, constitute public utility facilities as defined in the Municipal
Planning Act?
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2. Would approval of such a project require amendment of the Master Plan in accordance with
the Municipal Planning Act?

Second, attorneys for Manistee Citizens for Responsible Development have provided the Planning
Commission with a letter which cites legal authority which mandates that the Commission
independently evaluate the environmental impacts associated with this Project and to apply
community specific standards - both with respect to the Commission’s determination as to
whether the “use is reasonable and designed to protect the health, safety and welfare of the
community” and by imposing conditions in any Special Use Permit which may impose more
protective standards than those required under applicable Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and federal standards - or whether the Commission will defer to the determinations and
standards of the DEQ or other permitting agencies.

The answer to this question is critical to guide the Planning Commission in several important
areas: (1) how much contamination will the Applicant actually clean-up and remove from the
General Chemical site?; (2) given the fact that mercury emissions are not currently regulated at
the DEQ and EPA level - the EPA regulations cited by the Applicant are only “proposed”
regulations and it will likely be several years before any final standards are adopted - will the
Planning Commission require the Applicant to demonstrate and attain the 80% reduction in
mercury emissions that the Tondu Corporation’s representatives are claiming they are “committed
to”? .

B. THIS “USE” DOES NOT MEET THE STANDARDS FOR ISSUANCE OF A SPECIAL
USE PERMIT?

While only certain aspects of this project are what triggered the Special Use Permit (SUP)
requirement, your task is to determine if the proposed “use” - meaning a 425 MW coal plant -
meets the standards for issuance of a SUP.

5609. Special Use Permit Standards

1. A. Within sixty (60) days following the receipt of a complete application (unless a formal extension is mutually
agreed to between the applicant and Comunission), the commission shall either grant or deny the application. The
decision shall be in writing and reflect the reasons for the decision.

B. The general standards for determining if a Special {/se Permit is granted or not are:

1. Is the use reasonable and designed to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community,

2. Is the use consistent with the intent and purpose of the Land Use District,

3. Is the use compatible with adjacent land uses,

4. Is the wse designed to insure that public services and facilities are capable of accommodating increased loads

caused by the land wse or activity, and
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5. Does the use comply with afl applicable regulations of this Ordinance.

6. Does the use comply with all specific standards found in the respective Land Use District, Section 1601 et. seq.,
and

As the Planning Commission is aware, it is the Applicant for a Special Use Permit who bears the
burden of proof and who must produce the documentation demonstrating that its proposed “use”
meets the standards prescribed in the Ordinance.

With a project of this magnitude, one would expect an applicant to produce volumes of
documentation to assist the Planning Commission in making this determination. Detailed
documentation and analysis is also essential to permit the Commission to impose
appropriate conditions on any SUP that is approved - conditions which assure that the “use
is reasonable and designed to protect public health, safety and welfare” and the “use is
designed to insure that public services and facilities are capable of accommodating
increased loads”.

1t appears that this Applicant has played what can only be described as a game of hide-and-seek
with the facts. This Applicant has failed to provide the Planning Commission with critical

information that the Commission would need to properly carry out its responsibilities under the
City’s Zoning Ordinances with respect to a project of this size with such broad-ranging impacts.

A more cynical person could surmise that the Tondu Corporation was attempting to withhold
information that would assist the Planning Commission in its effort to identify the
questions/issues it should be concerned with and, if permit approval is warranted, to impose the
appropriate conditions on the issuance of that permit. While that strategy certain makes business
sense for the Applicant, it handicaps the Planning Commission in its ability to prescribe
conditions on the SUP approval which may increase the Project costs for the Applicant.

I have had the benefit of receiving chronological responses to Freedom of Information Act
requests and so I know what documents have been part of the Planning Commission’s records on
this application.

1t is quite disturbing to me that, despite the large number of questions submitted by
Planning Commission to this applicant - including a request for an environmental
assessment, this applicant has provided very little information - or at least, incomplete/non-
responsive or misleading information to the Commission.

Much of this information, like the Phase I Report Mr .Tondu prepared for the City of Holland, the
Application for Air Permit and other environmental reports, have been available since November
2003 or before but are only now being provided to the Commission and its staff and consultants.
In addition, much of the information contained in these souice documents contradicts the
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statemnents Mr. Tondu has made to the Planning Commission.

I don’t know if the Planning Commission and its staff have had the opportunity to review and
digest this information; however, a review of the actual documents, as opposed to the conclusory
statements and assurance provided by the Tondu Corporations n its power point presentations,
raise serious questions which should be addressed and which must adequately answered in order
approve this application.

Focusing just on just a few examples pertaining to two criteria for issuance of a Special Use
Permit, I'd like to discuss why this applicant has failed to present an “complete application”
which would permit the Commission to approve this application. At a minimum, the Planning
Commission should deny this Application on the grounds that this Applicant has failed to carry its
burden of producing sufficient documentation to permit.the Commission to make an informed
decision as to whether this Project meets the standards for issuance of a SUP. Perhaps more
importantly, Commission members comments at the first Work Session to review this Application
confirm that the Applicant’s failure to provide detailed responses to questions previously raised by
members of the Commission and public, will make it impossible for the Planning Commission to
prescribe appropriate (and enforceable) conditions that might be included in any SUP that might
be approved by the Commission.

L Is the Use Designed to Insure that Public Facilities are Capable of Accommodating
Increased Loads Caused by the Land Use or Activity?

The Tondu Corporation has continued to skirt the whole issue of whether the project, when
completed will be owned by tax-exempt entities. Even at the Feb. 19® hearing Mr. Tondu
continued to claim that he’s shopping the power from this project to utilities/users all across the
state.

In fact, documents obtained from the Michigan Pubiic Power Agency demonstrate that Tondu has
had an agreement to develop this project on behalf of municipal utilities and that this project
would be wholly owned by the municipalities. A summary report prepared for the Holland Board
of Public Works on November 17, 2003 note: “It is intended that the unit will fully owned by the
participating municipal agencies. Tondu will not have an ownership interest in the plant. Rather,
Tondu will have a thirty-year purchased power contract for two hundred megawatts.” (Source:
Holland Board of Public Works, Power Resources Department, “Base Load Resource Options
Report”, November 17, 2003) Other documents confirm note that: “According to Tondu’s
attorney, the current ownership structure will not require the Project to pay property taxes. ....
Tondu does not intend to discuss this issue with the local government officials until the MPPA
and MSCPA. have finalized their agreement with Tondu.” (Northern Lights Project Independent
Engineering Review of Phase I Project Development Activities, R W. Beck, Inc., 11/12/03)

You have heard testimony from others concerning the are significant, unanswered questions about
the extent to which City public services (fire; emergency; wastewater; roads) will be impacted by
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this project and the additional costs that will be incurred by the City: while it is up the to the City
to negotiate the amount of the community service fee it is this Planning Commission’s
responsibility to determine if the level of services that can be provided by those fees are
reasonable (and whether the impact on public health, safety and welfare acceptable) given this
projects anticipated impacts.

In a December 29, 2003 letter to the Tondu Corporation, City Manager, Mitch Dietsch, noted -
and I quote: “By its nature and size, the proposed Northern Lights Project will impact every
department in the City of Manistee, along with all of the City’s environs and citizens. These
impacts will be both short and long term.”

Tn recent days, Tondu representatives have indicated that the project will offer a community
service fee in the $1 to $1.5 Million Dollar range. More recently, the Tondu Corporation issued 2
Press Release promising a payment of $2 Million Dollars and other enticements - but no
enforceable commitments - attempting to sway public opinion (do doubt including the opinions of
members of this Commissian).

The Planning Commission should be aware that City officials have investigated the community
service fees paid by other municipally-owned utilities in the State of Michigan. The payment
proposed by the Applicant represents only about one-fourth of the amount City officials have
requested. The analysis conducted by Manistee officials indicates that the average community
service fee paid by comparable municipally-owned power plants is $12,577.00 per megawatt,
which would translate to a community service fee for Northern Lights Project of $5,345,225.

Presumably the community service fees negotiated in other communities - while variable - reflect
the measured analysis of the impact facilities such as these have on local services. Given the
huge impact this facility will have on the future of this community, the City of Manistee should
not accept less.

Commissioners are reminded that no impact analysis has been done to measure the actual burden
this facility will place on City services (roads; bridges; fire department; emergency services) and
what the cost will be to the City to provide/maintain the level of service this facility requires.
The potential increased costs to the City’s Fire Department and emergency response capabilities
alone should give one pause.

If it has not done so to this point, the Planning Commission should request, and require,
disclosure of the anticipated costs that the City’s Fire Department would be required to absorb in
order to adequately respond to risks associated with the huge amounts of coal and hazardous
chemicals that would be stored at this facility. Mr. Tondu recently testified that the westemn coal
he proposes to use at the Northern Lights facility “spontaneously combusts much more easily so
you have to have higher safety requirements.” (Deposition of Joseph Tondu, August 30, 2002,
T.E.S. Filer Citv Station v. Township of Filer) City officials have explored the risks associated
with ths project and have received information other jurisdictions which the Planning
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Commission should require be part of the record and considered in developing conditions for any
SUP it may grant. Reportedly, City officials have been informed that the increased costs to the
fire department alone will be approximately $1 Million dollars.

Other impacts which may not have been considered relate to the huge volumes of waste steam
from the plant’s cooling towers. During winter months, steam from the cooling towers will
increase icing on local roads near the plant, which will require additional sanding and other
maintenance activities by the City and County Road crews.

The direct impact on the City’s ability to accommodate increased loads to City services and
facilities caused by the Northern Lights Project does not consider the possibility that any
community service fees received from this project will also be offset by declines in property
values.

Accordingly, the Planning Commission must deny this request for Special Use Permit because the
Applicant cannot meet its burden of demonstrating that its proposed “use [is] designed to insure
that public services and facilities are capable of accommodating increased loads caused by the
land use or activity”. For the same reason, the Commission must deny this Special Use Permit as
the Applicant has failed to demonsirate that the “use [is] reasonable and designed to protect the
.... welfare of the community.”

IL The Applicant Has Failed to Demonstrate that the Northern Lights Project Is “Reasonable
and Designed to Protect the Health, Safety and Welfare of the Community.”

Since its November 20, 2003 Hearing, the Planning Commission has faced the monumental task
of requesting, compiling and digesting a mountain of technical and other data related to the
Northern Lights Project. The Planning Commission has submitted numerous questions to the
Applicant, including requesting preparation of an environmental assessment. Incredibly, despite
the massive size of this Project and numerous environmental issues raised by the Planning
Commission, the Tondu Corporation produced only a thirteen (13) page “environmental
assessment” document.

For the most part, the “assessment” submitted by the Applicant consists of self-serving,
conclusory statements which did not respond to the questions raised by the Planning Commission
in any meaningful way. Although the Applicant’s response acknowledged that more detailed
information was available from other sources (i.e. Air Permit or other DEQ files), the Applicant
chose not to provide those documents to the document and, in nearly every case, failed to provide
the Commission with even a summary of those documents ,

The Planning Comimission’s decision to retain independent consultants to evaluate some (but not

all) of the environmental impacts associated with this project is landable; however, it appears that
the Planning Commission has only recently received critical documents detailing the
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environmental impacts that have received so much attention.

This information is absolutely critical to the Planning Commission (and to the citizens who wish
to provide input on this project) for 2 reasons: '

First, this information is essential to permit the Planning Commission to decide ifa
Special Use Permit should be issued based on he standard which requires the Commission
to determine if the proposed use is “reasonable and protects the public health, safety and
welfare of the community”, including the environmental and aesthetic values that define
the City of Manistee.

Second, this type of documentation provides the Planning Commission with the
information it needs to prescribe appropriate conditions on any Special Use Permit
granted.

A Speaker at February 5% Public Hearing quoted the eloquent language which this Commission
approved in Manistee’s Master Plan, which speaks of preserving the environmental gualities and
small town characteristics which define Manistee’s identity.

A critical issue, which is raised in a letter from MCFRD’s attorney to the Planning Commission is
the extent to which the Commission intends to make independent judgments about these issues or
the extent to which the Commission will simply defer judgments to the DEQ or other permitting
agencies. We have referred the Commission to specific legal authority which mandates the
Commission to independently evaluate all of these issues and to set standards and conditions that
reflect community specific standards that may be stricter than those set by the DEQ.

The Planning Commission must remember that the DEQ/EPA standards represent compromises
that are meant to apply state-wide. In reviewing this project, the Commission must ask whether
the same emissions standards or other impacts that would be acceptable for a project in Detroit or
Grand Rapids are appropriate in Manistee, in light of the Master Plan’s emphasis on preserving
Manistee’s small town, victorian character and protecting the environmental qualities - which
have greatly improved in recent years - that currently define Manistee,

The Planning Commission cannot simply condition the Special Use Permit on Tondu’s
receipt of various DEQ/EPA permits. The Commission has the right and obligation to
impose conditions above and beyond those set forth in those permits in the exercise of its
discretion to assure that community standards, as defined in part, in the zoning ordinance
and Master Plan are met.

The Tondu Corporation’s failure to provide the Planning Comrmission with vital information has
impaired the Commission’s ability to make an accurate and informed determination as to whether
-~ this project meets the standards for a Special Use Permit. Perhaps more critically, the Tondu
Corporation’s failure to provide this information to the Planning Commission makes it impossible
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for the Comrmission to place appropriate conditions on any Special Use Permit.
A couple of examples will illustrate this point:

a. The Tondu Corporation has consistently promoted this project on the grounds that
they will clean up the contamination on this site and eliminate this *brownfield”
site.

Clean-up of the contaminants on this site has clearly a major concern of the Planning
Commission. The Commission has every right to expect that this Applicant will improve the site
and not leave the City with a different kind of “brownfield” in 40 years. The Planning
Commission has, on several occasions, asked the Applicant to describe what existing
contaminants/environmental conditions exist on the site, and what clean-up activities the
Applicant proposes to take. (See, e.g. Question #3 from the Planning Commission’s
Environmental Assessment Request)

Rather than provide the Commission with the information it requested, the Applicant merely
referenced documents on file at Michigan DEQ. Notably, in response to the Planning
Commission request that Applicant describe the type and level of contamination it was proposing
to clean-up, Applicant provided no response except to admit that “numerous and specific
environmental conditions do exist” on the site.

To date, the Applicant has provided no enforceable assurances to the Planning Commission
that it will, in fact, clean up the contamination on the General Chemical site other than
demolition of buildings/structures and removal of demolition waste. Statements made by
representatives of the Tondu Corporation seem to confirm that the Applicant does not intend to
clean-up most of the contaminated soil and groundwater contaminants that present the greatest
environmental risks, and which limit the re-development potential of this site.

It is important for the Planning Commission to understand that the DEQ will not require the
Applicant to remediate or clean up most of the existing contamination on this site. The Applicant
has indicated that intends to conduct a Baseline Environmental Assessment (BEA) after it
receives the Special Use Permit. The purpose of a BEA is to identify contamination to protect a
new owner from having to assume clean up costs for pre-existing contamination. In all
likelihood, the DEQ will allow the Tondu Corporation to leave most of the existing contamination
on-site without Hability.

Much of the contamination that makes the General Chemical site a Brownfield will still be there
when this power plant reaches the end of its useful life in 30-40 years. Absent a letter of credit or
establishment of a reclamation fund to require Tondu and the Municipal owners to fully reclaim
this site following closure of this Project (including demolition of the 20 story power plant,
cooling towers, 400 foot stack and other equipment) this site will pose a much larger
redevelopment challenge.
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Consistent with the Planning Commission’s charge to ensure that a propose use is “reasonable and
protects the public health and safety”, the Planning Commission has the authority to require the
Applicant or any assignee of the Applicant’s interest to take actions to actually remove
contaminants from the site as a condition of the SUP.

The Planning Commission also has the authority to require the Applicant to take specific
measures to prevent the release of contaminants during construction and during the time Project
operates occupies the site; however, the Planning Commission can do neither without having all
of the relevant information describing the nature of contamination existing on site and an analysis
of the exposure/release pathways and risks associated with the activities the Applicant is
proposing. I would urge the Planning Commissioners to review the list of issues and more
detailed recommendations that have. or will be. provided by Robert Powell.

This Applicant has chosen not to conduct its own Baseline Environmental Assessment and has
failed to provide the Planning the Commission with the DEQ documents that are available
(despite a very clear requests for that information), leaving the Planning Commission without the
information that would be necessary to impose appropriate conditions necessary Lo protect the
public health, safety and welfare during the construction and operation of the Project. In addition,
absent enforceable assurances from the Applicant that it will, in fact, resolve many of the
contamination problems on this site, approval of the this SUP for this use is not “consistent with
the intent and purpose of the Land Use District” or the City’s Master Plan, which encourage
industrial development which is more compatible with mixed use land use patterns.

b. Secondly, the Applicant has provided incomplete or misleading information to the
Planning Commission regarding air quality impacts.

As the Planning Commission is aware, the Applicant originally estimated that the mercury
emissions from the Northern Lights Project would be approximately 420 pounds per year. That
estimate is supported by documents contained in the Applicants submission to the DEQ. (See
attached Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation PC Boiler Trace Metals Emissions). The
Applicant has recently claimed that it is committed to meeting the emissions standard proposed by
the EPA and claims that it will reduce its mercury emissions by 80% to a projected 80 pounds per
year.

This 80% reduction in mercury emissions to 80 pounds per year was emphasized by the Tondu
Corporation’s consultant, Mr. Del Rector of NTH Consultants, Ltd., during his February 19®
presentation to the Planning Commission. Mr. Rector also made a number factual assertions
regarding the anticipated impact the emissions from this project would have on the health of local
citizens and the environment.

Having had the benefit of reviewing the documents submitted by the Manistee Salt Works

Development Corporation to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, as well as
reports prepared by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and other agencies/organizations,
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the statermnents made by the Applicant only raise more questions that I hope the Planning
Commission and its consultants will review:

For example, despite the Applicant’s unqualified assertion that it’s mercury emissions will be
reduced by 80% to only 80 pounds per year, the Applicant’s supplemental submission to the DEQ
in Fanuary 2004, states: o '

Earlier in December 2003, the EPA released the draft MACT standard for mercury
emissions from Utility Boilers. The proposed emission limitations are based
primarily on the type of coal that is used. The proposed emission limitation for the
MSWDC project is equivalent to an emission rate of 80 pounds per year -
excludine the potential mercury contribution from the reagents used to reduce SQ2
levels. This represents a potential mercury emission rate reduction of 340 pounds
per vear, compared to our initial estimate. MSWDC understands the need to meet
the MACT standard and is committed to do so. This proposed emission limitation
cannot currentlv be met using available control/reagent technology (as expressed in
EPA’s draft MACT proposal). and these technologies mav or may not be available
before this facilitv begins construction. In the event the proposed MACT
emissions levels for mercury become less siringent in the final rule, as additional
research data are generated and analyzed, MSWDC reserves the right to amend the
issued Permit to Install for the mercury emission limitation consistent with the
final rule.

Why does the Applicant state that it will achieve emissions reductions of 80% when its own
documents state that those emissions “cannot currently be met”?

Why does the Applicant state that it is “comumitted” to meeting these emissions limits when its
own application “reserves the right to amend” its Permit for “less stringent” emissions limits?

In fact, in documents submitted to the DEQ, the Applicant acknowledged that the very
control/reagent technologies which the Applicant’s consultant represented as meeting the new
MACT standard - implying that these controls will achieve the 80% reduction in emnissions to 80
pounts - will only achieve a 25% reduction in mercury levels.

The mercury removal achieved of the proposed new PC boiler will largely be
dependent upon the combined performance of the SCR, FGD and fabric filter.
These performances will be dependent on the flue gas chemistry generated by the
sub-bituminous coal. Fuel mercury and chlorine composition for this power plant
cannot be precisely determined over the life of the power plant at this time, but it
has been estimated that the proposed combined control system will achieve 25%
mercury removal efficiency.

(See, Permit to Install Application For One (1) 425 MW, Coal Fired Utility Power
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Plant, Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation, September 10, 2003,
Section 7.3.3.5, pg. 39)

Tt should be emphasized that the Applicant’s original estimate of 420+ pounds reflects this 25%
reduction. (See document entitled “Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation PC Boiler,
Trace Metal Emissions” and Meeting Notes from MDEQ Permit Review file)

Why was the Applicant and its consultant so unequivocal in their representations regarding
mercury emissions when their own documents to the DEQ suggest that they will not meet the 80%
emission reductions claimed, nor are they committed to those reductions.

Mr. Rector also cited a number of reasons why he believes the Planning Commission should not
concern itself with the mercury emissions from the Northern Lights Project:

1. Mercury levels in fish most commonly caught and eaten by local anglers - citing walleye
as an example - are below health advisory levels.

Tn fact, more recent data collected by Consumers Energy Company indicates that, in
contrast to every other type contaminant measured (i.e. Dioxin, PCB'’s), mercury levels in
most fish species tested on the Manistee River system - as well as other rivers in the
Michigan - are increasing. In fact, although Mr. Rector is correct in stating that mercury
levels in walleyes tested by MDEQ in the late-1990's were below the health advisory level
of 0.5 ug/g, the walleye tested by Consumers Energy in 2000/2001 tested at or above the
0.5 ug/g level. (See, Consumers Energy Company Fish Contaminant Study Comparison of
Contaminant Concentrations, 1990 vs. 2000/2001)

M. Rector also claimed that very little of the mercury emissions from the Northern Lights Project
could be expected to present local health risks because 90-98% of 90-98% of emissions will be
elemental mercury vapor as opposed to divalent mercury which would deposit locally. Mr. Rector
also stated the elemental mercury emissions would harmlessly become “part of the global mercury
cycle”, seemingly implying that this represents something that should not concern the Planning
Comrmission.

In fact, NTH Consultant’s own submission to the DEQ acknowledges that EPA’s Mercury Study
Report to Congress requires that modeling analyses of local impacts for coal fired boilers of the
size proposed for the Northern Lights Project, assume that 30% of the mercury ernissions will be
mercury in its divalent form. EPA’s guidance documents require impact modeling to assume that
only 50% of mercury emissions will be in the elemental vapor form.

NTH Consultants also acknowledges “should be more readily deposited in a local area through
both the dry and wet deposition.” Higher rates of deposition of the divalent vapor form of mercury
is probably reasonable since the Applicant has previously acknowledged that the reagents used to
reduce sulfer dioxide emissions will contribute the oxidation of elemental mercury to its divalent
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form. Additionally, studies have shown that oxidation of elemental mercury to the divalent form
also results from exposure to ozone and that the rate of oxidation of elemental mercury is higher
when emissions occur over or near water bodies. Manistee County is known to be in a region
with some of the highest recorded ozone levels.

These local environmental conditions are more important because the Applicant apparently
requested, and received from the DEQ), a waiver from pre-construction air quality monitoring. To
keep the magnitude of this project in perspective, it is worth pointing out that this single project

will increase the total level of ozone causing NOx emissions and other criteria pollutants

emissions from all industrial sources in Manistee County by an estimated 50-67%. Unfortunately,
the is no baseline air quality or meteorological data specific to Manistee County or the City of

Manistee with which to accurately estimate the impact this Project will have on local air quality.

Conclusions

You have been given the impossible task of having to make a decision based on incomplete, non-
responsive and misleading information provided by this Applicant. Based on the information you
have been provided by this applicant, I don’t know how you can determine that this project meets
the standards under the Zoning Ordinance. While it appears that the Commission was provided
some of the more detailed environmental documents (i.e. Air Permit), the Applicants actions have
left you with very little time to analyze that information. Additionally, other critical information
concerning the type, amount and location of contaminants on the former General Chemical site
and in the sediments that would be disturbed during dredging operations have still not been

provided to the Commission. gf’%%
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The magnitude of this project and the broad-ranging, long -fEtmm: mpabts i Eyzell et wil have on
the community - for better or worse mandates that the Commission B”*e»g%én moge complete
information and analysis. This is a $700 Million Dollar project. Itis only re E&;&Ig to require
the developer/proponent of a project of this magnitude to spend a few hundred thousand dollars to
assure that local planning officials have all of the information they need to evaluate and weigh the
impacts - both positive and negative - from a project of this magnitude. There are also companies
out there - such as RW Beck, who did an analysis for the City of Holland - who can assist you in
evaluating the information the Applicant provides you and can give you an unbiased assessment
of impacts and assist you in developing appropriate conditions (if necessary) to mitigate any
negative impacts.

Because the Applicant has not seen fit to provide you with the kind of detailed information one
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would expect for a Project of this magnitude, the Applicant has not given you (or your
consultants) enough time to properly evaluate the impacts associated with this Project. More
importantly, the Applicant’s failure to provide you with the necessary documentation that a
project of this magnitude warrants, has severely limited your ability to develop clear,
technically appropriate and legally-binding conditions that would be necessary to assure
that this Project can be developed consistent with the standards for approving a Special Use
Permit and in accordance with the long-term vision for the City of Manistee described in the
Master Plan.

For these reasons, I urge you to deny the Manistee Salt Works Development Corporation’s (a/k/a
Tondu Corporation) request for a Special Use Permit. :

To echo the words of one of the final speakers at last Thursday’s Public Hearing, if the Michigan
Public Power Agency does indeed want this project in Manistee, they will be back even if you
deny the application submitted by the Tondu Corporation. Deny this application and require this
Applicant or the Municipal power agencies behind this Project to come back with the kind of
detailed information that you and the residents of this City need to make a truly informed
decision. You deserve better and the City of Manistee deserves better.
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C. 0P nvIEs e
Mitch Deisch

From: Jerry Q'Brien [grampob@tc3net.com]
Sent:  Friday, March 19, 2004 3:46 PM

To: Mitch Deisch

Cc: Jerry O'Brien

Subject: Northern Lights Power Plant Propasal

My name is Charles O'Brien, | have a home in Brethren, and | am opposes to allowing a coal fired power plant,
or any other coal fired plant in the area.

I am not anti growth, and wouldn't object to a gas fired or oil fired power plant, something that wouldn't emit the
pollutants into the air.

Pleas take into consideration the harm that would be daone to this beautiful area by allowing this proposal to go
forward.

Respecifully

Charles ['M Brien
15400 Coates Hwy.
Brethren, Mich
49619
Phone: 231-477-5435
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SOMMURITY DEVELOPMENT
BUILDING DEPT.

TO: The City of Manistee Planning Commission

FR: Daniel W. Behring, Ph.D. A

CC: City Council of Manistee WAR 22 2004
Little River Band of Odawa Indians
Manistee Citizens for Responsible Development CITY OF MANISTEE

Aurora Association

After observing the last two work sessions, it appears to me, and by your own
admission, you believe you do not have the data you need to address some of
the questions that have been raised in your deliberations and that you require to
be able to make a decision on the special use permit. Often the questions you
raised, for example, asking for a reason for the height of the structures in the
proposed plan, or asking for the procedures that will be used in the restoration of
the General Chemical site, are questions that should have been raised and
answered before the Planning Commission accepted the consultant's
recommendation that the application was complete.

Other questions that you raise about length of bridge openings, the nature of
chemicals stored on site, the frequency of coal fires, the latest technology for the
control of mercury, the impact on property values, the potential threat of cooling
water on the fishery, etc. have all been studied and addressed by citizens at your
public hearings. They are resources that can be used for answers or for directing
the members of the commission to the reputable sources from which data was
retrieved.

It is apparent fo me therefore, that a number of members of the planning
commission may not have been able to digest and synthesize the amount of
material and implications that the complexity of this application requires. By the
chairperson's and Mr. Fortier's comments, both of whom have indicated that the
task is just too complex, we may see why there has been so much deference to
the consultant for direction, explanation and interpretation. The consultant, who
is not a member of this community nor a member of the planning commission
should not be involved in interpreting, summarizing, clarifying or negating the
discussion of the planning commission, which has been done on a regular basis,
It is the responsibility of the commission to demonstrate that they understand the
issue and that they have fully addressed all the data that is before them. It also
is not the responsibility of the consultant to attribute to the applicant what the
applicant might do in situations the planning commission raises as concerns
without knowledge of how the applicant would respond. This has been done
regularly.

Because it appears to me while | observe the process and listen to the comments
of the members of the commission that the commission is not prepared to make
a thoroughly explored and considered decision by April 1, 2004, | ask that you
immediately ask the applicant for an extension of the sixty day period of
deliberation and that under the provisions of your by-laws, Section 4.3 Citizen



Committees, you immediately form an advisory committee from among the
citizens of Manistee, to provide the knowledge and expertise you need to
address this complex application. Personally, | would be willing to serve on such
a committee and would be able to provide you with recommendations for
qualified persons who have studied coal-fueled power plants, mercury controls,
criteria air pollutants, the environmental load already on our air and water,
economic impact issues, tax law, financial structuring of businesses, property tax
revenue, etc.

Because of the seriousness of this decision that is before you and because of the
concerns which | have expressed above, and because of my recommendation, |
ask that | be informed of your action on my request.

Thank you for your consideration.
Daniel W. Behring

3695 Lakeshore Drive
Manistee, Ml 49660



SOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
BUILDING DEPT.

March 20, 2004
79004
MAR 22 2004 Barbara Bernier
2520 Manistee Street
GITY OF MANISTEE Manistee, MI 49660

Manistee City Planning Commission
70 Maple Street
Manistee, MI 49660

RE: Tondu Northern Lights Coal Burning Power Plant

Manistee Planning Commission:

Enclosed is a copy of a “letter-to-the-editor” that I sent to the
Manistee News Advocate. It was published on Friday, March 19, 2004.

Although we are residents of Filer Township, my family and I will
certainly be affected by the enormous amounts of pollution produced by
the proposed Northern Lights coal burning plant. Since this plant will
negatively impact not only our entire community, but neighboring
counties as well, I feel you have a greater responsibility on your
shoulders than you realize.

For the health and safety of the people of Manistee and the
surrounding area, and of children yet unborn, please do not allow this
plant to be built in Manistee.

Sincerely,
Barbara Bernier
Cc:

Fred LaPoint, Citizens for Responsible Development
Gerard Grabowski, Aurora Association
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Bernier

From: "Bernier" <bernier@manistee-net.com>
To: <dlbarber@pioneergroup.net>

Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2004 12:43 PM

Subject: Northern Lights

March 16, 2004

Barbara Bernier

2520 Manistee Street
Manistee, Mi 49660
Phone: 231-723-4823

Dear Mr. Barber;

| hope that Mr. LaPoint and the Citizens for Responsible Development have the same
opportunity to visit Connie Josvai's fifth grade class as Mr, Tondu was given. And, when that
happens | hope the News Advocate gives their visit front page coverage.

It is a shame that Mr. Tondu is allowed fo use our children's innocence for his own means. ltis
a downright lie that the pollution spewed by a mammoth coal burning plant won't hurt them or
the people of Manistee. Jim Tondu and Megan Kempf know they can make these statements
because time is on their side. It will take time for the insidious effects of this assault on
Manistee to become apparent. The minute particles that escape pollution control devices are
breathed in and bury themselves deep within the lungs where they accumulate waiting to do
their damage years from now.

We don't seem to see the connection between the diseases our loved ones acquire and the
environmental pollution we live with. It is a shame that our air is not monitored here in
Manistee, that would have ended this discussion, but what we don't know doesn't hurt us,
right? Unfortunately, |1 believe that concern over lung disease and mercury poisoning will take a
back seat to the one power we cannot deny - the power of the Almighty Dollar. Money talks!

My prediction is that the city planners will accept Tondu's proposal "with conditions." Mr.
Tondu knows that a list of conditions, and all that it promises, will eventually end up in a file
drawer where no one will pay much attention to it in the future. He also knows that the EPA's
guidelines are no real problem for him. What we need to realize is that they are so lax they
offer no real protection to us.

If that were not enough, we should be aware that the DEQ is so understaffed, because of their
own budget restraints, that once they rubber stamp this project, they won't have time or
personnel to keep tabs on the day to day operations of this plant.

It has been said that the "activists" in Manistee are against everything. | believe that

the "activists" are not against positive development and progress. It just seems, however,
that Manistee is the dumping ground for every negative project that no other community
wants. As | said, money talks. In our desperation it is easy to make mistakes. | hope the
Manistee Planning Commission proves me wrong.
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Sincerely,
Barbara Bernier
Phone: (231) 723-4823

]
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JIM SLUYTER

3480 Potter Rd
Bear Lake, MI 49614
. ...-231-889-3216 « Email csafarm@jackpine.com . . ...
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 Maen 19,200

Manistee Planning Commission
PO Box 358

Manistee, MI 49660

Good Day:

At the Planning Commission work session last night 1 heard one of the consultants suggest that
in a conversation with the DEQ he was told thar there is no better technology than that proposed by
Tondu for burning coal for electricity in the Northern Lights Plant. In a conversation with Richard
Smith, Traverse City Power and Light this morning on the radio program Points North, Interlochen
Public Radio, he talked about circulating fluidized bed technology. This will allow for considerable
reduction in pollutants and offers the option of burning multiple fuels in addition to coat (up to 30%
biomass; or wood chips). This is a technology that, according to the European Network of Energy
Agenéie's',‘- f‘thé'technology is close to commercial availability for ordinary (world-traded bituminous)
coal” and _fgifthermpre that “In North America, the 170 units operating in 1995 have a total capacity of
6,000 MW.” With this technology available, or soon to be, the question of a better way seems to have

o dan ax'lﬁsw:ér';'_b__i""ﬂ“yés;f’_'at an added cost of about 10% according to Smith I urge you to look into the
. allegation from your consultant that there is no better way to design this plant..

Sincerely,

Jim Sluyter

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
BUILDING DEPT,

MAR 22 2004

GITY OF MANISTEE




support the development of the Norfhern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million
investment will: .

##°Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
o Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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su’pport the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

s -t

umvestment will:

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.

° Provide millions of dollars in added revenves for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Tichigan citizens.
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- support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

investment will:

® Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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e Creafe much needed, high paying, ,t;:r;*rmcmeniL ,'obs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for f5cal businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive; environmentally sound local asset.

e Bé the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Mrch.'gan cifizens.
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o support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

o t will:
e investment w

v ( Create much needed, high paying, permcmenf jobs and many more.
o Prowde millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

© .. Transform an unused, confaminated sife info a producﬂve, enwronmentaﬂy sound local assef

® Be the cleanest coal povver plant ever built in Michigan.
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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support the development of the Northern Lights Progect here in Manistee. This $700 mllhon

investment will:

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
¢ Provide.millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

o Transform an unused, confaminated site info productive, environmentally sound local asset,

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
* Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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mvestment will:

kS

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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Robert Lindeman

: support_ the development of the Northern L:ghfs Pro|ect here in Mcnlstee This $7OO million

. investment will:

® Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.

® Provide millions of dollars in added revenves for local businesses and local public services.

s Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

® Provide, clean, reliable, and aoffordable energy for M.'chxgan citizens.
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K uch N> ded high. paymg, permarne-niL lobs ancimcmy more.
‘ illishs of dollars in added revenues for Tocal businesses and local public services.

o Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
o Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

° Provide, clean, rehable and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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NAME: . ADDRESS: PHOINE MUMBER:

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.

e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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.2 Greate'ritich needqd higirpaying, pe ahenﬂlﬁg and many more.
- <e-Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for Jocal businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan. )
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy For Michigan citizens.
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.l Cgmgfe much needed h:gh paying, permanelgi%({g/ qnd—m&ny’ more.
EProvide millioris of do”c:rs in added revenues for local businesses and focal public services.
° Transform an wnused, confaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
© Bé the cleanest’ ¢oal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Prowde clean;, rehable and affordable énergy for Michigan,citizens.
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o Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses.and local publ.'c services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive,. environmentally sound local asset.

o Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizeris.
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supporr the deveiopment of the Northern nghts Project here in Manistee. This $700 million
investment will:

° Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
» Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses-and local pubhc services.

o Transform an unused, contaminated sife into-a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
¢ Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 millior

investment will:
® Creale much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more. - -
¢ Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
@ Transform an unused, contaminated site into-a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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NAME:

ADDRESS: Manis.‘_& | MI quwo PHOINE NUMBER:

® Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more. . ..

® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services,

® Transform an unused, confaminated site into o productive, environmentally sound local asset
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan. , - '

® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens, -
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investment will:

5
e Creafe much needed, high paying;ésermanent jobs and many more.
o Pravide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
o Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
s Be the clednest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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4 support the development of the Northern. Ltghl‘s Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

investment will: R

e Create much needed, high pay.-ng, permanent jobs and many more. _
e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

o Transform an unused, confaminated sife info productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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) .l_nvestmenf will:

. Creafe much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
"o Provide millions of dollars in added revenués for local businesses and local public services.

o Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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' support the developmenr of the Northern i.ights Pro;ect here in Manlstee This $700 mﬂl:on

! lnvesfmeni WI”

® Creafe ‘much needed h.'gh paying, permanent jobs and many more.
e Provide millionis of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local publu: services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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| é support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million
7 il investment will: .

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many mare. .

® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

® Prov.-de clean, rehable and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.

® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, confaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million
investment will:

e Creafe much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
@ Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local pubhc services.

@ Transform an unused, contaminated sitetinto a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built.in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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upport the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

B

nvestment will;

° Create much needed high paying, permanent jobs and many more..
e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local pubhc services.

o Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.

COMMENTS:

b Aot o5 Mk B B 4775

5




support the, development of the Northern Lights Project here in Mcmlsfee This $7OO million

N investment will: /’ .

ey
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ﬂeai‘e much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and rm\ ‘

g’rowm of dollars in added reverves-fortocal-businessasand local publjmb /

Transform™an unused, contaminated site info a a pro oduchive, erronmentaMy sound loc@
¢ B€ the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan >
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Mich:gan cifizens:
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, supporf the development of the Northern nghts Pro]ect here in Manistee: This $700 million |

mvesfmem‘ Wl”

. Creafe much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

® Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for M.'ch.-gan citizens,
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support the development of the Northern Lights Pr0|ecr here in Manistee. This $700 million
investment will:
e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.

e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

o Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Mlch:gan citizens.
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; support the development of the Northern L:ghts Project here in Mamstee This $700 million
investment will:

e Creafermuch needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

¢ Transform an unused, confaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

o Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan. |
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million
investment will:

e Creale much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and r more.

® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local bi©  -es and local public services.

¢ Transform an unused, contaminated site into a produc...«, enwronmenfa”y sound local asset.
e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in MIChngﬂ

® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energgfor Michigan citizens.
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NAME: Gustad & Perkins 1761 Olson Road, Manistee PHOINE NUMBER:

e Crecn‘e much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
e Transform an unused, confaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
* Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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supp_br’r the development of the Nsrthern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $706" million
| _ﬁ@ir__nenf will: ' ' ' :

¢ Create m;ch needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.

® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.

COMMENTS:

30l ThiRad ST 723 -30c/|

ADDRESS: PHOINE NUMBER:

NAME:

Ka n.a\}/ ch)\emcm

support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

investment will:

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenves for local businesses and local public services.

® Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local assef.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

e P vide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigar cititens.
| ’ o
: ‘ ¢ / B

- ™ /y = /

[/ :

[=23/-9 23

PHOINE NUMBER:

\AME: . ADDRESS:
Lawrence White



. support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Mamsfee This $700 I'TII”IOI'I
nvestment will:

e Create much needed, hlgh paying, permcmem‘ jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local pubhc: services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a Pl‘OdUCn’VE} environmentally sound local asset.

° Be the cleanest coal power plant ever builtin MJ ~igon.
* Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energ: e, M.'ch:gcm citizens. -
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- stpport the clevelopmenr of the Northern Lights Pr0|ecf here in Manistee. Thls $7OO million
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e Crémte Tiuch needed high paying, permanenf jobs and many more.
© Provide millions of doflars i in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

e Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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supporf the development of the. Non‘hern ngh’rs Pro;ect here in Manistee. This $700 million
investment will: o S .

o Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
e Transform an unused, contaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
® Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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NAME: ADDRESS: PHOINE NUMBER:

upport the developrnent of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

investment will:

e Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and many more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
o Transform an unused, contaminated site into'a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever bwlf in Michigan.
e Provide, clean, rehabfe, and affordable energy for M:ch:gan citizens.

>

COMMENTS:

pASTer A
PHOINE NUMBER:

NAME:

. .,LAQR/}/ é//umzzf\ TH




. support the development of the Northern Lights . Pro;eci here in.Manistee. This. $7OO million

investment will:

o Create much needed, high paying, permanent jobs and mary more.
® Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.
e Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
® Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
e Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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ADDRESS:

. support the development of the Northern Lights Project here in Manistee. This $700 million

’ :nvestment will:

® Creafe much needed h:gh paying, permanent ;obs and many more.
e Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses and local public services.

e Transform an unused, confaminated site into a productive, environmentally sound local asset.

* Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.
@ Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for Michigan citizens.
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T e

afe n much needed high paying, permanent jobs and many more.,

» Provide-millions of doflars in added revenues for local businesses and Jocal public services.

» Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
» Be the cleanest coal power plant ever built in Michigan.

» Prowde, clean, rehable cmd Fordable energ ,g)r Michigan cifizens. ..
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/. Mary Tiefenthal 255 1st, Manistes

supporf the developmenf of the Norfhern nghis Project here in Momstee This $?OO miilion
investment will: '

» Create much needed, high paying, permahen?'jobs and many more.

' Provide millions of dollars in added revenues for local businesses cmd local public services.

' Transform an unused, contaminated site info a productive, environmentally sound local asset.
+ Be the cleanest coal power plant ever builf in Michigan.
' Provide, clean, reliable, and affordable energy for M:ch:gan citizens:
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' BY FRED KLANCNIK AND
TINA LASSEN

- Is it still possible to create successful
developments along the waterfront?
The answer is a resounding ves. The
key is to look in unexpected places.

As railroads and highways steadily
replaced waterways, cities laree and
small slowly tumed their backs on
waterfronts, leaving behind a clutter of
ramshackle warehouses, derelict ports
and other industrial remnants. Today,
timited access, dilapida ighbor-
hoods, déleriorated marine structures,
and overall neglect characterize many
of these sjies.

Despite_the obstacles. these former
industrial waterfronts present great
opportunity. They not only offer avail-
able shoreline for redevelopment; suc-
cessiul walerfront projects can become
the catalysts for sreater improvements
in an enfire area.

Racine: From ghost fown
1o phenomenon

In Racine, Wisconsin, for example,
declines in Great Lakes shipping had
left much of the city’s Lake Michigan
waterfront a ghost town of vacant
warehouses and rusting gas tanks. In
the early 1980s, a waterfront master
plan reinvented Racine's harbor area
with a 921-slip marina and a two-acre
festival plaza/park that links the water-
front to downtown,

It was a plan that has withstood the
test of time. For more than two decades
now, the response to development —
encompassing Racine County’s lake-
front park, Reefpoint Marina and the
city’s Festival Park—has been nothing
short of phenomenal. The marina con-
linues o operate at a high permanent
ccupancy rate, and offers transient
boaters a place to spend the weekend,
frequenting local restaurants and other
businesses.

Boaters return again and again, pour-
ing more than $20 million into the local
economy each year. Festival Park—
which includes a 25 000-square-foot
multi-purpose center and  400-foot
colonnade —is perennially booked with
community events, trade shows, and
summer festivals. In-water boat shows
have become major regional tourism
events.
¢ The $25 million spent in. public and

_‘private funds for the project served as
valuable seed mMOoney, spurring more
than $200 milton in private develop-
ment along the Racine waterfront. New

housing now flanks Festival Park, sev-
eral historic buildings have been reno-
vated for business use, and the Case
I-H corporate headquarters and other
office complexes have been built with-
in walking distance of the marina,
More retail and service businesses have
resulted in turn.

“The whole thing came together in
an  absolutely magnificent way,”
remarks Sam  Johnson, Chairman
Emeritus of 5.C. Johnson Company of
Racine, and a major catalyst for the
downtown’s redevelopment. “This is
what can be done when dedicated
members of the public and private sec-

lors come together on a single objective
and then go ahead and accomplish it.”

Racine dramatically exemplifies the
new frontier for waterfront develop-
ment. Rather than looking at blighted,

brownfield waterfronts as 4 hmdrance,
urban_planning_ prolessionals should
learn to view them as redevelopment

diamonds 1 the rongh.

A new priority for states

It takes a shift in thinking to get past
tradittonal definitions of what is and is
not a viable site for a new marina. Most

of the “good” waterfront is gone— nat-

ural harbors and- other enviroamentally
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those deemed “undevelopable.”

suitable shorelines already have been
developed for commercial, residential
and recreational puorposes. Today
y  developers must consider lands previ-
© ously thought to be undesirable or even

The good news is many of these sites
are becoming more feasible for rede-

velopment. Cities such as Milwaukee
and Cleveland are realizing that, in
order to survive, they need to focus on
opportunities for adaptive reuses of
their formerly industrial waterfront
sites. Federal and state agencies, too,
are beginning to understand they must
address the cleanup of these areas. Asa

result, reclamation of blighted urban
waterfronts is now a top priority in
many states.

More government entities are
addressing the development deadlock
created by overlapping governmental
jurisdictions, complex permit require-
ments, and fragmented land ownership.
They are aiso relaxing the extremely
tough clean-up standards for non-
residential uses, and sometimes,
they’re offering financial incentives o
€ncourage property owners to take
action in waterfront revitalization.

The challenge now is to take these
sites and create waterfront develop-
ments that can be built and operated as
profitable on their own. In many cases,
well-designed marinas serve as car-
alytic projects that can make a differ-
ence in how a waterfront is perceived
by the public. With a good plan, strong
demand for waterfront recreation, and
sophisticated design solutions, it can
indeed be done. '

Commumity is key

Since it's never wise to develop any
project in a vacuum, it’s perhaps most
important to involve the community in
waterfront redevelopment. Recent his-
tory has shown that people really care
about their waterfronts.

Even when faced with obstacles such
as poor access, and few attractions,
people still seek out waterfront settings.
This was exactly the case in San Pedro,
California, a metro-Los Angeles port
city that was the subject of a 2002
Urban Land Institute (ULI) advisory
services panel report. “That visitors

find their way there in the face of con- .

fusing access, poorly maintained phys-
ical structures, and virtually no atten-
tion to grounds maintenance is a testa-
ment to the powerful draw of the water-
front,” the panelists noted.

“This is a community that could real-
ly capitalize on its role as a gateway to
the waterfront,” adds Ed Freer, a ULI
panelist and principal designer with
SmithGroup JR, LLC. “With its histo-
ry as a fishing village and commercial
port, San Pedro is an example of a city
that could build on its heritage with an
expanded marina, and adjacent residen-
tial and commiercial development.”

To move forward successfully with a
waterfront project, the design muost pro-
vide for plenty of public access, even in
high-density areas. In Honolulu, the
1,100-acre Ocean Pointe Community
includes plans for nearly 5,000 residen-
tial units. It also incorporates oceanside



public promenades, a 20-acre park, a
small-craft harbor with launching facil-
ities, and public parking. It is all cen-
tered around the community’s focal
point: a 1 .000-slip marina.

Along with strong visual and physi-
cal access lo the water, development
plans should also link community resi-
dents to a waterfront project through
early involvement in the planning
process. Focus groups and stakeholder
interviews serve a valuable role. As
part of the conceptual framework for
redeveloping an eight-mile stretch of
Cleveland’s downtown lakefront, pub-
lic workshops drew more than 3500
atiendees in three neighborhoods—a
testament to the value of that site to the
city. For Ocean Pointe, the permitting
and public-hearing process streiched
out for more than 10 years, involving
dozens of community meetings and
appraval from city, county, state and
federal entities. It's wise, thercfore, to
build plenty of flexibility into water-
front master plans.

“Even after a decade of permitting,
the Ocean Pointe planning and ap-
proval process has proven flexible
enough to meet today’s demands for a
major recreation facility,” acknowl-
edges Nelson Lee, Executive Vice
President for Haseko {Ewa), Inc.,
Honolulu, Hawaii, and the master
developer for Ocean Pointe. “It’s a
NI SRAESY 1 Gl St & progect
could ever be replicated again in
Hawaii.”

Community involvement provides a
better understanding of local assets,
needs and issues. It also empowers res-
idents with a sense of ownership and
involvement, turning them into allies
for waterfront projects. Supportive
local residents will be among the first
to take a chance on a blighted area, by
opening retai] establishments, frequent-
ing public spaces and adding invalu-
able life and vitality to a long-forgotien
site—providing the momentum neces-
sary to encourage further investment by
the private sector.

Public/Private Partnerships

Community support and clear commu-
nity benefits provide a strong founda-
tion for public financing of marinas.
With the expense required to clean up
waterfront brownfield sites, public dol-
lars are a key component of these praj-
ects. There is a trend toward combining
the benefits of civic leadership and
public funding available to municipal
and state governments with the finan-

cial strength and flexibility of the pri-
vate seclor to produce a first-rate,
large-scale project that has a positive
effect on the surrounding community,

It is important fo examine every
potential source of funding. In many
cases, public moneys fund infrastruc-
ture improvements like harbor and
shoreline protection and roads, while
private funding is spent on things like
boat slips that can become & source of
revenue. 1f properly structured, for
each dollar spent by the public sector,
more investment dollars can be used by
the private sector for profitable real
estate development. Once a project is
operating, much of the original cost of
public improvements can be recouped
by project-related financing. This can
include lease payments for land to the
government entity and tax-incremental
financing.

Under this public/private scenario,
the shoreline typically remains open to

the public: Waterfront walkways often
provide public access to the water's
edge, and parks or plazas serve as pub-
lic pateways to the project. Plans
should incorporate creative solutions
(such as gating, keyed entrances or par-
allel shoreline walkways) to delineate
between public spaces and private
areas in marinas.

Successful waterfront developments
require careful cooperation between the
design of public improvements such as
parks, roads and promenades, and the
design of privately financed projects
such as marinas, housing, restaurants
and shops. The architectural design of
the individual projects should be har-
monious with the rest of the develop-
ment and, if possible, also respect the
character of the surrounding neighbor-
hood. In Bay Harbor, Michigan, the
Bay Harbor Resort Community blends
into the century-old Little Traverse Bay
resort area by mimroring the area’s

Location
Main entrance channel
Access ajsles

Berthing Area
Fagt ey
30 9
40 12
50 15
Maxi

Typical basin dredge depths {below mean low water)
for harbors serving power and sail boats,

Dredge Depth

Feet -Meters
100 20 3.0106.0
10 to 15 3.0104.5

reet Weters:

8 2.5

10 3.0

12 3.5

15 4.5
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Victorian-style architecture and making
extensive use of native landscaping.

Understanding
Specific User Meeds

Once the demand for a marina has been
determined, it’s important to under-
stand what kinds of boat traffic can be
expected. This will help to determine
the boat basin’s appropriate size,
amenities and exact Jocaticn,

Typically, metropolitan marinas tend
10 serve more powerboats, thase inter-
ested in fishing excursions and touring
the shorelines, and those who patronize
local shops and restaurants. Rura] mari-
nas, sitnated in scenic bays and inlets,
are more Ifrequented by sailboars. A
good example of this is the Waterford
on the Bay development, located on
Lake Superior near the Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore. The marina com-
plex provides vacation housing, dock-
age and boater support facilities for the
Twin Cities sailing community who
frequently spend long weekends sailing
among the Apostle Islands.

Local demographics are key in deter-
mining the appropriate number and mix
of boating slips. The Great Lakes area
remains the leader in recreational boat-
ing, accounting for one of every five
boats registered in the nation. The
Pacific is the fastest growing region,
with a nearly five percent increase in
boater registrations in 2001. In
California and Hawaii, a simple ack of
suitable, environmentaily acceptable

coastal sites has prevented the con-
struction of new marinas; waiting lists
for existing slips continue to grow.
Here, any new walerfront projects will
likely rely extensively on dry-stack and
on-trajler land storage.

Boats are getting larger. Recent slip
projects accommodate a range from 30
to 150 feet, with the majority in the 35-
to 40-foot category. Although some
states permit marina developers to sell
docking rights at individual slips fee
simple, other states prohibit this prac-
tice. These “dockominiums” provide a
way for developers to recoup initial

capital expenditures. Long-term leases |

of 50 to 99 years are another option,
Because state laws vary, marina devel-
opers should check local regulations
regarding permitting, zoning and enti-
tlements.

Transient dockage facilities are also
becoming .important compenents of
waterfront projects. Many marinas are
reserving five percent of their slips for
short-stay traveling boaters. These
boaters provide a steady source of rev-
enue in dockage fees and by frequent-
ing local shops and restaurants.

SmithGroup JJR has designed two
new marinas—in Traverse City, Mich-
igan and Sheboygan, Wisconsin—with
these markets in mind. What's more,
both the state and federal governments
also are helping to fund these projects:
The new Federal Boating Infrastructure
Grant program has already provided
more than $32 million to states to pro-
vide facilities for transient, non-trailer-
able boats 26 feet or more in length.

Marina basin configuration sheuld
follow time-proven standards for har-
bor entrance and channeis, dockage,
breakwaters, shore protection and suffi-
cient maneuvering space. (See charts).
Floating docks provide a major advan-
tage in areas where significant water
level fluctuations exist. Whether the
choice is a floating system or a pile-
supported, fixed-elevation dock, all
utifities (water, electricity, lighting, fire
protection, etc.) should be integrated
into the system.

A successful marina ptan must include
a variely of basic boater services: fuel, a
ship's store, restrooms and showers,
laundry facilities and maintenance areas.

Marina planning ratios (to convert to metric:
' 1 acre U.S. = 0.4 ha)

ftem Density
Wet Slips 15 to 25 boats/
acre {water)
Dry Stack 80 to 100 Boats/
acre {land)
Auto-Trailer 25 to-30 Auto
Parking ~ Trailers/acre {land)

Auto-Only Parking
gcre (land)

Winter Storage
acre (land)

80 to 100 Cars/

55 1o 65 Boats/

Asswmmption
Includes entrances,
aisles, turning areas
(3540 F[10.5 10 12 m]

Includes buildings,
maneuvering, and parking

Inciudes parking,
maneuvering, and
minimal landscaping

Includes parking, aisles, .
and landscaping

Includes storage, aisles,
and maneuvering (3540 f
[10.5 to 12 m] Average
Boat Length
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Typical schedule for boat siip dimensions in Typical boat slip arrangement.
. feet (source: SmithGroup MR, LLC) {courtesy of: SmithGroup JIR, LLC)

{to convert to metric: 4 ft U.S. = 0.305 m) E s _

-5 Single Siip Double Siip e

Slip length “Clear Width Clear Width l o
25 13 26 - PR i
30 14 29 vausss —— L
35 16 33 i — .
40 18 36 T £
45 19 39 pon = E
50 20 41 - [ e
55 22 44 , = |
60 23 46 i b oo e =L

In addition, today’s increasingly sophis-
ticated boating community is demand-
ing more amenities. Restaurants, SWinm-
ming pools, health clubs, and upscale
shopping areas are becoming cormmon.
Although the marina will serve as the
visual focal point, these other recre-
ational facilities within the complex
may become the activity center.

Technical Challenges

The very nature of waterfront sites
makes them uniquely challenging: The
destructive potential of wind, waves

d currents demand protective meas-

.es. Couple that with the aforemen-
tioned detritus of former industrial
areas and all their problems, and it’s a
wonder anything gets bailt on these
sites at all.

On the positive side, many former
waterfront industrial areas were wisely
sited locations —protected areas with
good access, natural harbors and deep,
navigable waters. In many cases, prop-
erty that has been historically used for
maritime activities is less costly to
develop. In general, the site that
requires the least amount of extra work
and bureaucratic finagling will proba-
bly be the preferred site for marina
development. .

Even some of the most complicated
projects can become a waterfron
dream. Today, the Bay Harbor Resort
Community along northwest Michi-
gan's “Gold Coast,” is a thriving 1,200-
acre freshwater resort community with
two busy harbors, a 27-hole champi-
onship golf course, a 400-slip yacht
club, a 120-slip marina, popular shops
and promenades, a grand Victorian-
style inn, and a neighborhood of luxury

‘omes, many of them along the water
with private dockage. Yet only a decade
ago, the site was an industrial waste-
land, scarred with the remnanis of an
old cement plant and abandoned quarry.

The Bay Harbor project certainly
presented several imposing environ-
mental challenges, from an 80-foot-
deep quarry with a loose face of rock,
to piles of kiln dust threatening to leech
or slump into Lake Michigan. Yet with
careful environmental and engineering
analysis, coupled with a little creativity,
those challenges became blessings.
Rock was removed between the old
quarry and Little Traverse Bay, creating
a 90-acre deep-water harbor with 9,000
feet of shoreline and thriving fish pop-
ulations that migrate freely back and
forth to Lake Michigan. The worrisome
kiln dust piles were capped with layers
of limestone from the guarry, where
they would slowly solidify from
groundwater moisture. Though not
appropriate for building foundations,
they provided spectacular rolling
topography for some of the waterfront
holes of the Bay Harbor Golf Club.

“Bay Harbor not only capitalizes on
the beauty of Little Traverse Bay, it
enhances it,” suggests Bernie Fekete,
principal engineer for SmithGroup JJR.
“It’s a great example of adaptive
reuse —providing both sorely needed
environmental protection and desirable
recreational amenities.”

Many waterfront projects call for
sophisticated science. Some firms are
employing specialists, including fish-
eries biologists and water resource
engineers, 1o address the complexities
inherent in these projects. Hydraulic
modeling can be a valuable tool to test
engineering and design ideas. The
physical modeling undertaken by
SmithGroup JJR—done by replicating
jake bottom topography, shoreline con-
tours and proposed structures in a 100-
foot by 100-foot wave tank--has
proven both invaluable and cost-effec-
tive in the development of several
Great Lakes projects.

“The tangible nature of physical

models provides a physical perspective
on the performance and integrity of
shore protection structures,” explains
Bill Brose, principal engineer for
SmithGroup JJR. “We can measure and
quantify wave data, analyze the use of
Incally available material and minimize
the geometry of costly coastal protec-
tion structures.”

In Traverse City, infrastructure
improvements to the 30-year-old
Clinch Marina raised concerns that
structures designed to mitigate wave
action - would block views of Grand
Traverse Bay. Physical modeling
offered proof that low-crested breakwa-
ters would sufficiently protect the boat
basin. In Milwaukee Lakeshore State
Park, this system helped design shore-
line protection structures that addressed
the concerns of waves striking the
foundation of a proposed Great Lakes
Schooner Education Buoilding and mar-
itime basin,

There are many unceasing challenges
in waterfront redevelopment projects.
But by setiing aside traditional ways of
thinking and engaging in some creative
approaches, it's possible to turn the
tide. Marinas and other waterfront
improvements can be the catalysts—
indeed, the shining stars—of urban
redevelopment. We turned our backs on
these sites a half-century ago. It’s time
io turn around and embrace them.
There are shorelines everywhere ripe
for a waterfront renaissance.

Fred Klancnik, PE., EAS.C.E., is
president of SmithGroup JIR, LLC, a
national consulting firm in Madison,
Wisconsin specializing in waterfront
design and is the editor/co-author of
the American Society of Civil
Engineers Manual 50 Planning and
Design Guidelines for Small Craft
Harbors. Tina Lassen is a Hood River,
Oregon-based freelance writer.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENRT
BUILDING DEPY.

March 7, 2004 gﬁ%g‘ﬁ 2 34;’

CITY OF MANISTEE

Dear Planning Commissioners:

| am writing in support of the proposed Northern Lights power plant. Some
people have really tried to downplay the jobs this facility will create in our comnunity.
In addition to around 60 permanent jobs, the amount of contract work that large,
industrial facilities such as this create is very significant. For the last 35 years, I have
worked in area plants — PCA, Morton’s, Martin Marietta, TES F iler City and Hardy Salt —
not as an employee, but providing services when needed as a subcontractor. The wages
and benefits | have earned have been spent here in the community - paying for groceries,
health care, gas and entertainment, thus creating another round of employment
opportunities.

While [ am not a direct employee of any of these facilities, I"ve made my living
from their existence here in our community. I’ve raised my family in Manistee, only to
watch my four children choose to move away because of the lack of opportunities that
exist here.

Many people have expressed concerns about the environmental issues of bringing
in 2 new power plant. 1am concerned about the health of our community too, but having
worked in newer facilities, I've also witnessed the evolution of the technology used to
control emissions. This project will be held to a higher standard than its predecessors. [
see many of the illnesses that opponents to this project blame on the current industry as
being self-inflicted. Lung cancer, heart disease, obesity, diabetes and alcohol related
illnesses plague our community, but most of them can be attributed to the choices people
make on their own. Manistee County has a smoking rate of nearly 50%; almost double
that of the rest of the state. :

In order for older plants to be shut down, or taken offline and retrofitted with
updated environmental equipment, there has to be power available to replace what these
older facilities have been providing. With the shortage of power that exists in Michigan,
this hasn’t happened. We need this plant for Michigan’s long-term energy needs and
stability. We need this plant for Manistee — for the jobs, the revenues it will provide to
the city and county and to keep the old Hardy Salt site active and viable.

Sillcere[yj n f
B b

'Kurt Edenburn

12857 Old Maple Road
' Manistee, M1 49660

| 7232551
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RE DEFE, Douglas R. Jackson, M.D., P.C.
Fellow of American Academy of Orthopaedic Surgeons
MAR 24 2004
March 21, 2004
GITY DEMANIS - . o
DEA  Tanistee Planning Commission,

I have for many years enjoyed your wonderful waterfront community as a
summertime fisherman and enjoyed the fine Manistee area restaurants.

I am concerned for your community as I read the following news items.

1. There is a proposal to build a 42'5':'1i15;egaWatt generator on Manistee
Lake which will not be required to have emission controls equal to
other non-utility industries.

2. The developer has made a deal with cities outside of Manistee to sell
the completed project so these outside municipalities could claim
ownership and thus make the facility exempt from paying ANY local
taxes.

3. This project would put an additional strain on your water and sewer
system and require additional expenditures, while the project makes
little or no contribution to the expenses incurred by the community.

4. The project developer is already 12 years in arrears for real estate
taxes on a smaller project in your community.

5. The DNR already has Mercury Advisories on fish caught in Lake
Michigan (and other areas), and the leading problems with coal fueled
generation plants is the mercury that is put into the water, atmosphere
or area landfills.

This deal smells very bad for Manistee residents. You will get some short
term construction jobs then some low wage operational jobs if the plant
becomes operational. It will also become well known as the most
contamninated, polluted and short sighted towns on Lake Michigan. Can the
community afford to loose a large portion of the fishing population to other
area communittes? Does the community want to loose a large number of the
new retirees moving into northwest Michigan? People have many choices on
where to live and you have done a splendid job with the River Walk and
such, please don’t take a short sighted decision that will move to make your
community like the area surrounding Gary and Hammond, Ind1ana

3211 Applewoad ¢ Midland, Michigan 4864

Phone (5%7) 835-1556  Fax (&FF) 837-1288
i G55






730 Harbor Drive
Manistee, Ml 49660

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
March 22, 2004 BUILDING DEPT.
MAR 24 2004
Editor CITY OF MANISTEE

Manistee News Advocate
75 Maple Street
Manistee, M| 49660

Neither the Planning Commission nor the City Council has taken any
action to determine the true “attainment status” of our local air quality.
This is very disturbing to me. Both Mason and Benzie County’s are
“non-attainment” areas as proven by the EPA air monitoring systems.
I continue to wonder how Manistee can be between those counties
and not have that same air standard. The proposed Northern Lights
power plant could not be sited in those counties without impacting
public health.

Manistee County does not contain EPA air quality monitoring
equipment and is therefore classified as an “attainment” area by
default. It is absolutely essential that our community leaders require
that the EPA determine our true air quality classification.

if that is not done, our community leaders, (Planning Commission and
City Council) will be risking public health by allowing plant
construction. Lack of this information is no excuse for allowing this
project to go forward.

Lack of “attainment” status along with many other valid reasons fully
justifies the denial of a Special Use Permit by the City Council and
the Planning Commission.

Sincerely
5&0;%/ %%{ / z;,"a/&

Elaine McWatt
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Jon Rose
From: WMeagan Bobier Kempf [mbk@chartermi.net] T SEVELOPHENT
Senit:  Thursday, March 18, 2004 11:30 AM BHILDING DEPL
To: Jon Rose; Mitch Deisch
Ce: Jim Ford; Jim Tondu; Joe Tondu; Beverly Baker AR 2 4 9004
Subject: Questions on CFB's & Carbon Injection Systems

CITY OF MANISTEE

Mitch & Jon -

We are currently in the process of updating our website.

Questions have come up regarding two different types of technology as they relate to the design of the
Northern Lights plant — the activated carbon-injection system for mercury control, and the circulating
fluidized-bed boiler (CFB).

I would like to take the opportunity to provide you with answers to these questions as they will appear
in the Frequently Asked Questions section of the website. Please share this information with the
Planning Commission and consultants.

Will carbon injection be used to meet the new mercury emission liniis?

The best answer for now is maybe. The current plant layout has allocated the necessary spacing to
install activated carbon injection should it be determined that this is the best option for mercury
control in the Northern Lights plant.

Mercury control technology is still evolving and more testing data is becoming available every month.
While carbon injection systems appear to be an effective way of reducing mercury emissions, some of
the data is indicating that carbon injection may not be the most effective choice for the type of

coal this project is using. When the project moves into final design, the engineers will recommend

the most effective mercury control technology based on all the latest information.

Why aren't you using CFB fechnology?

There are a number of good reasons:

e The largest commercial circulating fluidized-bed boilers (CFB) in the U.S. range between 200
and 350MW. A 425 MW unit would be considered experimental. An arrangement that used two
smaller boilers would make the project prohibitively expensive.

e CFBs use limestone as the fluid bed material. This results in double the amount of solid waste
generated in comparison to the proposed Northern Lights project — which would in turn double
the amount of truck traffic and reduce the amount of landfill life.

e CFBs have higher construction costs, higher annual costs, are slower to start-up and less
responsive to changing output levels on demand.

o CFBs are justified when burning poor quality fuels, especially fuels high in sulfur content.
Northern Lights will use low sulfur, Powder River Basin coal which is not typically burned in a

3/18/2004
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CFB boiler.
o It is important to note that the permitted emission fimits would not change if CFB technology
were utilized in place of a pulverized coal boiler system in the Northern Lights project.

The City of Holland is currently looking at CFB technology if they build another plant. The main
reasons for this selection have nothing to do with emissions. They have selected a CFB system
because they plan on co-firing the wastewater treatment plant sludge with the coal and want to do
it with little or no drying. This cannot be done with a pulverized coal unit. Additionally, they have
very little space available on their site for the new plant and the CFB unit is more compact since it
eliminates the need for a scrubber.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you or any of the Planning Commissioners have any
further questions or concerns.

Meagan Kemp{
T U Corporation
231.723.5310 office
231.723.5303 fax
mbkzicharlermi.net
www.tonducorp.com

3/18/2004
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}Michigan Wild Turkey Hunters Association . -
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Jon Rose

Manistee Planning Commission
P.0. Box 358

Manistee, Mi. 49660

Dear Mr. Rose:

On bhehalf of our organization, I am responding to the
issue of the establishment of the Northern Lights Power
Plant. Although our state wide organization was established
to insure the continued success of Michigan's Wild Turkeys,
we are a very active conservation organization who are
involved in many varied issues.

We know that you are aware of the toxic chemicals,
compounds and poisonous metals that would be emitted from
that coal burning facility so we will not list these at this
time.

Por a number of years the Michigan Department of

) Community Health has issued a special advisory for all

’ inland lakes in Michigan due to Mercury. They warn of the
health effects from eating fish from these 1lakes. The
largest source of Mercury pollution is from coal burning
power plants.

buring the recent controversy over burning shredded
tires at the Cadillac co-generation power plant, a high
ranking employee of the U.S. Forest Service testified at a
public hearing of the devastation to the hardwood forests
and the 1lakes of the eastern United States from acid rain.
Again, the major contributor of acid rain is coal burning
power plant emitting Sulfur Dioxide.

Scottville is Manistee's nearesgt neighbor to the south.
This small town has been listed by the EPA as one of the
most air polluted cities in Michigan, not because of heavy
industry here, but rather pollution coming across Take
Michigan. How can it be justified to add to their air
quality problems from a pollution belching Northern Lights
power plant?

Electric producing co-generation facilities have been
established throughout northern Michigan. They were
established on the premise of creating electricity by
burning supposedly waste wood. Now most are burning scrap
tires and are emitting the same toxic chemicals, compounds
and metals as coal burning plants do, with devastating
consequences to the health of our citizens, wildlife, water,

] forests and land. To permit the proposed plant to be
' established within northern Michigan is unacceptable.
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Our organization and membership stand opposed to the
coal burning, pollution belching Northern Lights Power Plant
and we highly recommend that it die a sudden death at the
local level.

Wild Turkey Trail
Reed City, Mi. 49677
(231) 832-2575

President

Pere Margquette Chapter
Michigan Wild Turkey Hunters
Association

Member - Board of Directors
Michigan Wild Turkey Hunters
Association

T EOMMUNTY DR
BUILDINGG Gy e

GITY OF MANISTES
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Environmental Issues of Concern with Regard to Construction and
Operation of the Northern Lights Power Plant;

Including a Brief Assessment of the MPC Role in the Process of
Considering the Tondu Corporation Special Use Permit Application to
the City of Manistee Planning Commission (MPC)

Monday, March 22, 2004

REFERENCE: Powell & Associates Document # MPC-001-02-25-2004, Addressing
Qutline Section 2, “Environmental Issues (acute and chronic
impacts).”

FROM: Robert M. Powell on behalf of the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
Dear Chairperson Yoder and Members of the Manistee Planning Commission:

Environmental contamination dominates the issues involved with construction and
operation of the Northern Lights Power Plant. In that regard and as a former Mayor
myself as well as an environmental scientist (not an environmental activist but a research
scientist) and after having spent 10 years in state government and 11 years working in a
USEPA facility, I want to initially address my opinion of your responsibility and
capabilities with regard to the approval of this project. I will then address specific
environmental concerns that are far more than sufficient in fofo to warrant rejection of the
Special Use Permit application.

Community Standards, Local Government and the Planning
Commission

Many states have regulations that are stricter than those of EPA; cities can and do take
the same progressive approach to protect the health of their citizens. The MPC and the
City Council have the capability to reject projects that are not in the best interest of the
community, especially if said project approval will result in degradation of human health
and the environment. No matter what is said to the contrary, the NLPP project will
absolutely degrade environmental health in an already highly contaminated area. This is
a facility that will have emissions of all sorts. Please realize that USEPA and MDEQ
regulations are not based entirely on science or the highest attainment of human and
environmental health but are highly politicized and strongly impacted by well-financed
companies and/or individuals and their influence over various political bedies; influence
that is wielded via a number of mechanisms. The MPC and City Council are the first line
of defense for quality of life, safety and protection of human health and the environment
for the Citizens of Manistee. In this instance your protection will extend both regionally
and globally because of the widespread impacts of a coal-fired power plant.
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The MPC is ultimately responsible to the citizens of Manistee, not to corporations,
especially not to those from outside the state. I implore you to understand that your
capability in this process goes beyond having to approve this permit or to approve it with
conditions. You have every right and power to reject this permit application outright and
you have been provided the scientific basis needed to back up this decision from myself,
numerous citizens groups, and by a multitude of your constituency. We will be by your
side should your decision be to reject this application.

It is my understanding that the consultant to the MPC, Williams and Works, has been
indicating that you cannot or should not impose environmental requirements that are
stricter than those of MDEQ or USEPA. I entirely disagree and, in fact, would like to
point out that Williams and Works is an engineering company that does precisely the
types of infrastructure developments and repairs that will be required by the City of
Manistee should the NLPP go forward. This resulis in the appearance of a conflict of
interest. More importantly, contrary to the consultant's assertion that the MPC and the
City Council are precluded by law from imposing stricter regulations, that is not what is
at issue. The Ordinance requires the MPC to make findings that the NLPP project is
designed to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community; and these findings
are independent of the issue of environmental regulations.

Environmental Issues

Insufficient Site Characterization and Inadequate Environmental Understanding

The site under discussion for the NLLPP has been undergoing industrial usage and
processes for over 1.5 centuries and has supported processes such as hide tanning. To my
knowledge, and I have checked the records at the Cadillac office of the MDEQ, there
have been no true characterizations of this site with regard to its hydrogeologic properties
or the contaminant loading of its sediments and underlying groundwater. There have been
wells drilled and some sediment samples collected but at no time has a full site
characterization or environmental impact study been done for this site. There have been
several baseline environmental assessments (BEAs) performed as the property changed
hands but these are by their nature superficial studies that attempt to justify the proposed
activities and show that they will minimally impact the environment rather than being
fully cognizant reports on the environmental status of the site. However, even within
these limited assessments are found hints that this site is much more contaminated than
would be desirable.

I am considered an expert on environmental characterization, groundwater sampling, and
the chemistry of pollutant metals and inorganic chemicals in the subsurface and it is my
opinion that no further activities should be licensed or permitted on this property until a
full environmental characterization is performed by an independent consultancy or
governmental investigative or research team.
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Demolition/Construction Process Environmental Issues

The City of Manistee must be aware that issues with environmental contamination will
begin the moment that destruction of the current infrastructure of the General Chemical
plant site commences. Granted the old infrastructure will have to be removed eventually
anyway but, when this is done, removal in an environmentally conscious manner should
be the priority, not the afterthought.

The BEA done in 2000 indicates that contamination by various salts, particularly NaCl, is
very prevalent at the site in the soils. Even the skins of the buildings on the premises are
filled with salt. The toxicity of the salt is not very high but it will have to be carefully
managed to minimize dust releases to the air and to avoid further contamination of Lake
Manistee that has already been severely degraded by salt intrusions.

An issue of major concern during construction will be the potential release of
contaminants, which have been bound to the shallow soils and sediments, into the
groundwater underlying the General Chemical site. There could be a significant impact to
the groundwater from penetrating these contaminated soils and sediments during
construction of support piers for the NLPP. These penetrations could serve as
contaminant conduits directly from surface/near-surface contamination zones to the
groundwater. The contaminants could be either dissolved contaminants (re-dissolved due
to the change in geochemical conditions) that move with the water or be transported on
mobilized soil or mineral particles upon which they are precipitated or adsorbed. Again, a
thorough site characterization is critical.

A related issue is the dredging of the shoreline and lake botiom sediments to reconfigure
them for the coal transport barges. The lake bottom sediments are highly contaminated
with chromium, copper, lead, other metals and various organic compounds.' Although
not properly characterized it is likely that the shoreline soils and shallow sediments are
contaminated as well. Dredging and exposure of these geologic materials could result in a
significant change in the geochemical equilibria that have maintained the contaminants
on the soil surfaces and in the soil/aquifer material pore spaces, potentially releasing them
via dissolution and desorption into the lake water.

One construction issue that has not been addressed is the disposition of the many
monitoring and other wells that currently exist on the property. The construction of the
NLPP would require major reforming of the surface of the General Chemical site.
Information needs to be clear and specific about how these wells will be sampled

! Rediske et al. 2001. “Preliminary Investigation of The Extent of Sediment Contamination in Manistee
Lake.” AWRI Publication # TM-2001-7. Great Lakes National Program Office, #385906-01. U. 5.
Environmental Protection Agency. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Powell, R. M. 2003. “Exploratory Analysis of Data from: Preliminary Investigation of The Extent of
Sediment Contamination in Manistee Lake.” Powell & Associates.
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managed/ protected/ secured/or retired before and during construction. Related to these
concerns is the ultimate disposition of sampling, monitoring and potentially remediating
the contaminants under the surface of this site. Site landforming, building construction,
landscaping, and creating massive coal impoundments essentially creates a barrier to
further assessment or remediation of site contaminants. This should not be allowed until a
thorough site characterization and contaminant assessment confirms that a remediation
project is unnecessary.

Inadequacies of the Tondu Environmental Assessment (EA)

The Environmental Assessment provided to the MPC by Tondu Corp. is completely
inadequate and does not fulfill either the needs of the MPC or the spirit of the request for
the EA by the MPC. This will not be re-addressed in detail here because two evaluations
of this EA have already been made available to you that expose its deficiencies.’
Subsequent to these two evaluations the SUP applicant came forward with slightly more
information. It is my opinion that these supplementals were primarily boilerplate with
almost no specificity.

In fact, what specificity was to be found in the EA was merely a rehash of the
information from previous BEAs that, as mentioned previously, were inadequate to
answer the more difficult questions asked by the MPC and are required for a response
that indicates even minimal comprehension of the environmental conditions at the site.
These BEAs themselves hint at the possibility of significant contamination of the site by
metals such as arsenic without ever properly exploring the nature, concentrations, or
extent of the contamination. This deficit should be corrected before further industrial
activities are approved at this site.

Increased Air and Water Pollution in an Already Contaminated Milieu

The NLPP will increase contaminant loading of both the air, water, and land surfaces in
Manistee and the surrounding vicinity. This will result in added ozone and other pollution
to the air in Manistee County, which should clearly be designated non-attainment for
ozone. Although Manistee County is not currently considered a non-attainment county
this is only due to technicalities (no current air monitoring stations) and reasoned analysis

? Powell, R. M. 29 January 2004. “Evaluation of the Tondu Corporation Envirenmental Assessment for the
Northern Lights Power Plant Project as Submitled to the City of Manistee Planning Commission on
12/17/2003.” Powell & Associates.

Sagady, A. J. 30 January 2004, “Tondu Environmental Assessment, Northern Lights Project.” Sagady &
Associates.
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clearly shows that a non-attainment designation is well deserved.? In addition to oxides of
nitrogen and resultant ozone, sulfur oxides will be released that are the precursor
compounds to the formation of acid rain. Acid rain is responsible for lowering the pH
(i.e., increasing the acidity) of poorly buffered lake waters in the northeast, harming the
ecosystem, as well as causing damage to infrastructure because of its corrosive
characteristics. Particulate emissions will also be increased in the Manistee area,
escalating the inhalation burden for the population and impacting the health of everyone
but particularly asthmatics and those with other existing respiratory conditions.

Mercury, heavy metals and radionuclides will also be released to the environment from
the NLPP, some via atmospheric injection and some from releases of ash during transfer
and transport as well as from ash leachate after landfilling. The mercury issue has been
thoroughly documented for the MPC. It will not be further addressed here except to say
that even if no other issue or accumulation of issues is sufficient for the MPC to choose
to deny the Tondu SUP, the health and ecological impacts of increasing the mercury
loading of the environment around Manistee should alone suffice to support the denial. In
addition to mercury and other heavy metals, radionuclides are present in coal and
available to the environment during coal combustion and byproduct (ash) disposal.
Recent calculations have shown that as much as 28 Ibs of uranium per year could be
emitted from the NLPP', not including the disposed ash contents, and uranium is not the
only radioactive element in coal ash.

Any of the chemicals that are emitted to the atmosphere from the stack of the NLPP can
eventually be deposited on the earth’s land and water surfaces, resulting in increased
pollution of both. Direct deposition, erosion and surface runoff all result in increased
contaminant concentrations in our rivers and lakes. Infiltration from rainfall and
snowmelt can carry contaminants into the groundwater that will eventually impact these
surface water bodies or water supply wells. Contaminants such as mercury are taken up
by organisms at the lowest trophic levels (e.g., algae, plants, simple bottom dwelling
benthic organisms) that are subsequently ingested by organisms at higher trophic levels
(e.g., fish, then eagles or humans). At each step up the food chain the mercury becomes
more concentrated, or biomagnified, and increasingly damaging to the physiological
systems of the host organism.

Coal pile dust from the storage of massive quantities of pulverized coal on the land
surface will occasionally be a health, aesthetic and environmental issue. Although coal
piles currently exist around Lake Manistee the scale of the NLPP storage will be much

3 Sagady, A. J., Sprague, L. A., Brooks, W. and I. Mitchell. 06 February 2004. “Petition and Revised
Recommendations to the Regional Administrator United States Environmental Protection Agency - Region
V Concerning Designations for Ozone Air Pollution in the Shoreline Counties of the Northwest Lower
Peninsula of Michigan pursuant to the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7407.” Little River Band of Ottawa
Indians; Sagady & Associates. _

* Powell, R. M. 10 December 2003, “Brief Evaluation of Tondu Responses to the Manistee Planning
Commission Questions.” Powell & Associates,
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larger. Strong winds will scatter the coal dust about Manistee even if proper and
approved control conditions are in place. This will result in more coal contamination of
the lake as well as issues with coal dust deposition on cars, homes, buildings, etc., not to
mention inhalation of the dust.

NLPP water use creates other major potential environmental issues, both with regard to
water uptake from Manistee Lake, wastewater generation, and thermal discharge into the
lake. Tondu proposes to remove 4200 gallons/minute of water from Lake Manistee. This
will create a significant current towards the intake in its vicinity and potentially result in
the uptake or trapping against the intake screens of fish and fish fry. This could have an
impact on Manistee Lake fish populations, especially since the NLPP also proposes to
dump its thermal emissions into Lake Manistee. The increased heat from this dumping of
hot water in such large volumes into the lake can impact the life cycles of the lake
organisms, including the fish, possibly to the extent of changing the species structure in
the most heavily impacted portion of the lake. Chemical reaction rates will approximately
double for each 10 degrees centigrade increase in the temperature as well, including
natural reactions, contaminant reactions, and biological processes.

Conclusion

The issues that I have addressed to you in this document and its precursors barely scratch
the surface of the issues that will be created should the NLPP be constructed and, because
of the format, do not attempt to fathom the details of these issues. If you would like
further information or to discuss these issues in general or with regard to individual
specifics, feel free to contact me at your convenience. My information is provided below.

As a consultant on behalf of the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians and as a citizen of
the State of Michigan, I request that you deny this permit application for the reasons cited
above and many others that have been delineated for you both by myself (Powell &
Associates Documents # MPC-001-02-25-2004 and MPC-002-02-27-2004) and by
numerous other citizens and organizations.

Thank you for your consideration, . GD@Q%M gﬁ%mﬁé 'Eﬁﬁﬁ%m
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Robert M. Powell

Powell & Associates Science Services for the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
P&A Office Phone; 248-620-1398

R. Powell Cell: 702-524-5213

Email: rpowell @powellassociates.com



Late Submittals (after 12:00 noon)
handed out to the Planning Commission
at their March 25, 2004 Worksession

Letter from Julie Beardslee, City Assessor to Roger Yoder, Chairman Planning Commission dated
3/25/04

Letter and Memorandum from Meagan Kempf, Tondu Dated 3/24/04 RE: New Jobs Created by the
Northern Lights Project

Correspondence:

Robert T. Hensel, MD, Manistee, Michigan
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March 25, 2004

Roger Yoder, Chairman
Planning Commission
City Hall

PO Box 358

Manistee, MI 49660

Dear Roger,

This correspondence is offered to the Planning Commission in response to the application for a
Special Use Permit by Manistee Saltworks Development Corporation. Tt is a reply to the question
posed in the Manistee City Zoning Ordinance, “Is the use designed to insure that public services and
facilities are capable of accommodating increased loads............ ’

Section 8609 Special Use Permit Standards of the Manistee City Zoning Ordinance, states:
B. The general standards for determining if a Special Use Permit is granted or not are:

4. [s the use designed to insure that public services and facilities are capable of
accommodating increased loads caused by the land use or activity, and...

Section 8610 Special Use Permit Conditions:

A, Special Use permits can be granted with conditions, limitations, or additional requirements
imposed by the commission. Any conditions, limitations or requirements upon which
approval is based shall be:

7. Designed to insure that public services and facilities affected by a proposed land
use or activity will be capable of accommodating increased service and facility
loads caused by the land use or activity.

The Northern Lights Project Draft Phase [ Summary under Forecasted Financial Performance states
that no property taxes will be required. It appears that Manistee Salt Works Development
Corporation believes that the proposed Northern Lights Facility, a coal fired electrical generating
plant, is exempt from the payment of real and personal property taxes, based on the ownership by
governmental units or a “joint agency,” under Michigan Compiled Laws Section 460.801.



If the application is approved, initial research indicates that a partial assessment of the property
should be made based on the megawatts produced and retained by the Tondu Corporation. If this
initial research regarding tax status is confirmed, the Northern Lights Facility will be responsible
for property taxes under Michigan Compiled Laws Section 211.181, Taxation of Lessees or Users
of Tax-Exempt Real Property; business conducted for profit.

If the application is approved, a complete appraisal of the entire facility would be made in order to
determine the taxable portion and the exempt portion of the plant. The cost of the appraisal would
be in the $100,000 range. A consultant experienced in energy economics would need to be retained,
as a consultant to the appraiser, at a cost in the range of $25,000. An assessment administrator, acting
as Deputy City Assessor would need to be hired at an estimated cost of $50,000 for wages and
benefits.

The County of Manistee and Filer Township from 1993 to the present, has expended an estimated
$895,963.96 in defense of the assessed and taxable values of the TES plant in Filer Township, a
Tondu affiliation. The City of Manistee spent an estimated $200,022.74 and significant staff hours
unsuccessfully defending the assessed and taxable values of the General Chemical plant from 2001
through 2003. The City was unable to defend the value after the plant closed. The Martin Marietta
plant in Stronach Township is currently under appeal with the Michigan Tax Tribunal.

The cost of defending industrial tax appeals statewide is staggering, it is essential that local units of
government consider the cost of the appeal process, if the appeal can be anticipated. An expert
defense of tax appeals is crucial for the budgetary stability of state and local governments and school
districts.

If'the Special Use Permit is issued and litigation occurs, the estimated cost of attorneys to defend the
assessed and taxable values and the potential right of the City to tax, is estimated at $75,000 per
year. The City Assessors office would need a certified Level I assessor, to fulfill clerical and
paralegal duties associated with litigation. The cost is estimated to be $40,000, for wages and
benefits.

It is my belief that the issuance of the Special Use Permit and the subsequent construction of the
plant will severely impact the workload of the City Assessor’s office. The cost to operate the City
Assessor’s office would increase by an estimated $290,000. The 2003-2004 budget for the City
Assessor’s office is $175.327.

Sincerely,

CITY OF MANISTEE
ulie Beardslee

City Assessor



March 24, 2004

Jon Rose, Community Development Director
City of Manistee

PO Box 358

Manistee, Michigan 49660

Dear Jon:

Attached please find a memo in response to your March 19, 2004 letter to Jim Tondu with an
explanation for the discrepancy in the number of jobs at the proposed Northern Lights facility. have
also included some additional information regarding employment during the construction phase of the
project.

Should you have any further questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

7/ ﬁé}’%&*"fﬁ!—fﬁ/ / @

Meagan Kempf
Public Affairs
Tondu Corporation

TOMBY QORPORATION
1470z ST MARY'S LANE
SUITE 625

HOUSTON, TX 77671
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feox 18320 3754333




MEMORANDUM

TO: Jon Rose, Community Development Officer
FROM: Meagan Kempf
DATE: March 24, 2004

RE: New Jobs Created by the Northern Lights Project

Several questions were raised at the March 18, 2004 Planning Commission work session
concerning the number of construction and permanent jobs to be created by the Northemn
Lights Project. This project has been in development for nearly three years, and as with any
proposed project, the size, location, timeline, number of jobs and other factors have changed
hased on different assumptions. This information reflects the most recent estimates and the
current proposal for a 425 MW coal-fueled power plant on the General Chemical site in the
City of Manistee.

CONSTRUCTION JOBS

The construction of the Northern Lights Plant will take approximately 42 months and require
about 3 million man-hours of work. The current estimate for the cost of construction labor is
approximately $130 million.

Union labor will be used for the construction of the Northern Lights Plant. A Project Labor
Agreement was executed in the fall of 2003 with 15 Michigan construction craft unions. The
greater Manistee area has many union tradesmen who frequently travel outside of the area for
work. It is the intent to hire as many local tradesmen as possible for the construction of the
Northern Lights Plant.

The final number of construction jobs will not be determined until a contractor is selected to
build the plant and the headcount will vary depending upon the time of year.

TOHDY CORPORATION
#J701 5T, MARY'S LANE
SUTTE fiz3

HOUSTON, TX 77070
83257022z

fase 18320 370-4353



PERMANENT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE JOBS

The operation and maintenance of the Northern Lights Plant is estimated to require up to 60
full-time employees.  These jobs include positions in administration, operations and
maintenance. Some of the positions will require college degrees and/or previous powerhouse
experience. However, many jobs will be entry-level positions with on-the-job training. Wages
will range from $13.80 to $27.60 per hour in 2008 dollars, with the average being approximately
$22 per hour. All full-time positions will provide a comprehensive benefits package.

The current projected headcount for administration is 10 and includes a general manager, a
business manager, two administrative assistants, a bookkeeper, two engineers, chemist and two
technicians. Up to 16 positions will be in the maintenance department including a manager,
materials manager, clerk, five mechanics, three electricians, three technicians, and two helpers.
An estimated 25 positions will be needed for the operations department including a manager,
day laborers and operators for the plant and fuel supply. The projected annual payroll and
benefits for these 51 employees is approximately $4 million in 2008 dellars.

Additional positions for security, as well as ash and lime handling, will also be created and are
aot included in the above totals. It is estimated that these services will require about nine
additional full-time people. These positions may be contracted to local companies or they may
bhe direct hires to work full-time at the plant.

In summary, it is estimated that the operation and maintenance of the Northern Lights Plant
will create up to 60 new, permanent jobs. These will not replace any existing jobs, so the
number of local jobs will increase. The final staffing requirements will not be determined until
the plant begins commercial operations and these numbers may vary depending on the actual
operation of the Northern Lights Plant. The construction and operation of the Northern Lights
Plant will not have an impact on the existing positions at the TES Filer City Plant.



March 24, 2004
Manistee Planning Commission and the City Manager, Mitch Deisch:

I know this power plant is not the right thing to do to Manistee at this time. I will try to
make this clear to you in the next few paragraphs. When a deal is right, people
instinctively know it. The various entities see the risks and benefits clearly and the
various players are transparent in their dealings. I don’t feel the present developer has
been transparent in his dealings with Manistee and T don’t feel he will be in the future.
It’s just not in his best dollar interest. Millions of dollars are at stake, particularly if he
can slip this plant in under the wire and get it zoned before this area is considered non-
attainment or the EPA and/or the MDEQ come up with decent guidelines requiring
adequate control of mercury emissions and other emissions affecting air quality. These
mercury emissions fall under MACT (maximum achievable control technology) for
HAPs (hazardous air pollutants). Other pollutants fall under BACT (best achievable
control technology), which covers particulate matter, ozone, acid rain, NOX< 802, and
lead. The proposed plant is not the cutting edge technology that we need.

Presently our local environment (lakes, rivers, city and county) is under significant
assault from all of the above pollutants because of 5 coal burning facilities on Lake
Manistee as well as that coming across and up Lake Michigan from other in-state and
out-of-state sources. It would clearly be a mistake to add another point source, which is
larger than all the rest combined, to this mix. This plant should be turned down unless
the people of the city of Manistee and Manistee county can guarantee future generations
that we have carefully done the best job possible in protecting the environment now and
into the future. Presently the EPA and MDEQ have left a gaping hole in the control of
mercury emissions from coal-fired utilities. They need to get their act together before we
can give this plant permission to come here. At present I am not sure when they will
come up with a decent mercury control proposal. We as a community need a very striet
standard because it is going to be right in town and if not well controlled will put
everyone’s health at risk, particularly children and women of child-bearing age. If not
from the mercury the other pollutants (ozone, nitrous oxide, sulfur dioxide, and small
particle emissions) will be a significant problem for many in the community because of
increased respiratory problems like asthma and acute exacerbations of emphysema or
heart disease.

The developer and the city manager have told us that Manistee because of its port
facilities, industrial zoning, and its location in the state relative to the electrical grid is a
prime place for a power plant. Those facts are not going to change over the next few
years. It is possible that legislation could cause greater pollution control to be required in
this area because of current levels of pollution and make this area not as attractive for
such a plant. If that becomes apparent then it was correct to put it off, not a mistake.

Right now Manistee needs to turn this deal down and appoint a committee that would
agpressively weigh the long-term benefits and risks to this community. Such a
committee would report their findings to the planning commission and those on the



planning commission that wanted to be part of this committee would be on it
automatically. All meetings would be open to the public with appropriate time for public
input. It will take more than 60 days, probably even a year, to come up with decent
decisions. The EPA and MDEQ have been toying around for well over 10 years with this
set of problems and have written thousands of pages and still don’t have all the answers
that are needed. They certainly haven’t come up with good answers for a small
community that is faced with a huge power plant that wants to locate in the living room.
Don’t feel obliged to say “Yes™ just say “We aren’t ready because the community’s
health is at risk in our opinion.”

[ have written this letter to you only after reading perhaps 2000 pages of information. I
can prove everything I have said and there are many significant health risks with the
present proposal. If you want to discuss this call me at 889-0021 and I will meet with
you at your convenience.

‘/\MH«U%_ j %LAW/UQ D
Robert T. Hensel MD
Manistee, Michigan



January 29, 2004
For Immediate Release

Environment
and Health
Program

Contact:

Nadia Khatchadourian,
202-478-6187 or
Daniel J. Weiss,

202-478-6307

New Mercury Rule Fails to Protect Kids,
Say EPA’s Own Child Health Advisors

Letter to Administrator Leavitt Urges Tougher Standards for Power Plants

WASHINGTON —- As the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares to formalize its
proposal to establish mercury pollution limits for power plants, the EPA’s respected Children’s Health
Protection Advisory Committee (CHPAC) sent a letter to EPA Administrator Michael Leavitt this week
in an unprecedented move urging him to significantly strengthen the proposed rule to reduce the threat of
mercury to children. EPA’s proposed rule, expected to be published in the Federal Register on F riday,
January 30, 2004, would postpone major mercury reductions from power plants until 2018 or beyond,
allowing as much as 650,000 pounds of excess mercury to be released into the atmosphere. In addition,
the proposed rule would remove mercury from power plants from EPA’s list of hazardous (toxic) air
pollutants. :

The EPA’s Children’s Health Protection Advisory Committee (CHPAC) found that the mercury proposal
“does not sufficiently protect our nation’s children.” alhe CHPAC includes dogtors, nurses and other

. child and public health experts from academia, state agencies, industry, and the public sector, all of whom
were appointed by the current administration. The letter marks the first Bme that the CHPAC has ever

formally objected to an EPA proposed rule-making for its failure to protect children’s health.

The letter adds, “While cost effectiveness is important, the priority should be to protect children’s health
in a timely manner.”

“EPA’s mercury rule ignores sound science and our children’s health,” said Susan West Marmagas,
M.P.H., Director, Environmental & Health Programs, Physicians for Social Responsibility, and a member
of the CHPAC, : '

“We know that mercury can damage our children’s intellectual and emotional development. [t is
unacceptable that EPA’s proposal allows power plants to pump out excess mercury for another fifteen
years, contaminating our air, water, food, and our children,” Marmagas noted.

Children, infants and women of child-bearing age are particularly vulnerable to MErcury exposure.
Mercury can harm fetal development and impair children’s cognitive growth, including motor skills,
learning capacity, and memory, along with other symptoms of neurological damage. Currently, about 8
percent of women of child-bearing age—literally millions of American women—have blood mercury
concentrations higher than the level considered safe by the EPA, New research made public by EPA
scientists this week indicates that as many as 600,000 children annually may be adversely affected.

Women and children are commonly exposed to mercury when they eat contaminated fish. Late last year
the U.S. Food and Drug Administration began developing new guidelines for fish consumption indicating
that children and women of child-bearing age should limit their consumption of tuna and other common



fish species as a result of unsafe mercury levels. Forty five states have so far issued 2,140 specific fish
consumption advisories due to mercury contamination, a 138% increase from 1993 to 2002.

The EPA has determined that coal-fired power plants are the largest emitter of mercury in the United
States, responsible for more than one-third of all industrial mercury pollution. Airborne mercury
eventually deposits in water bodies and has contaminated 10.2 million acres of lakes, estuaries, and
wetlands and 415,000 miles of streams, rivers, and coastline. This pollution becomes concentrated in the
food chain, particularly in fish.

In addition to the proposed delay in the mercury reductions, CHPAC is also concerned about EPA’s
proposal to allow power plants to ‘cap-and-trade’ their emissions. According to CHPAC, the “cap-and-
trade’ approach “may not address existing hot spots and may create new local hot spots for mercury,
disproportionately impacting local communities.”

Since mercury is a toxic and accumulative pollutant, the cap-and-trade model proposed by EPA is likely
to impact communities with particularly high levels of toxic mercury pollution relative to other
geographic areas. '

Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR) is a leading public policy organization with nearly 30,000

members representing the medical and public health professions and concerned citizens, working together
for nuclear disarmament, a healthy environment, and an end to the epidemic of gun violence.

#H#

For a copy of the CHPAC letter, please contact Nadia Khatchadourian at 202-478-6187 or
nadiaki@mrss.com.
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MICHIGAN MERCURY ELECTRIC UTILITY WORKGROUP

Mercury has been identified as a significant environmental poliutant for decades. While mercury is
naturally occurring in the environment, it is also released through a variety of man-made sources
because of its wide use in producis utilizing coal and some minerals. Air em|35|ons of mercury
contribute fo the global cycling of mercury and mercury deposmon near. the sources

For Michigan, the largest industrial source of mercury..ai emlss;ons is coal-fred power plants.

Governor Granholm has expressed concern for this problem. and has directed the’ DEQ to pursue the
reduction and phase-out of mercury emissions from coal-fired power ‘plants, along with reductions of
S0,, NOx, and carbon dioxide (COg) The, DEQS AQD'has snltlated _|ch|gan Mercury Electric
Utl![ty Workgroup to evaluate thrs |ssue ' .«

workgroup is also evaluatung the EPA‘S recently' proposed: optlonal approaches to significantly reduce

mercury emissions from power plants as well as other: potentlai aCtIOFIS

i nﬁén_datio’ns'of"the workgroup will
: "..-._eductson “strategies for Michigan in
consideration of the’ current power plant fleet,

:current and developing mercury emission control
technologies, current and . future regulatory
requirements, the cost o __he consumer  and
.mdustry, and the enwron entai and economic
henefits to the general wpublic.  ~ The mercury
y reductron strategy will. also outline an approach to
: achleve timely..and - measurabte __'goals to reduce

current and = de
technologies.
development; 'a__r
workgroup. |
switching, new energy ar
and renewable energy.

ration technoiogses:-: . the s;'i"rmg:_ef;,_zdd_ﬁf’.':'_"::Ca"rj'\)ernqr:‘Granh"_o.'lm has stated
hich would ‘lead to.a | |that she will work to implement an approach, such

reduction in mercury  emissions. Regulatory' . |as a cap and trading policy, which sets firm limits

policies being considered for mercury control are and timetables while giving utilities the ability to

an emission limits-based approach, technology- incorporate  pollution  control  into  long-term

based control, cap and trade, and voluntary investments and to capitalize on market incentives

programs versus regulatory mandates. to reduce emissions cost-effectively.
P (- = ) S N

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIODS FOR EPA’'S TWO PROPOSED
RULES ON REDUCING POWER PLANT EMISSIONS

The EPA’'s Region 5 held a two-day public hearing on February 25 and 26, 2004 to solicit public
comment on the proposed Interstate Air Quality Rules (IAQR) and the Utility Mercury Reductions
Rules. These proposed federal rules, originally announced by EPA in December 2003, are aimed at
achieving significant reductions in air pollutant emissions from power plants. The public comment
period for the proposed IAQR ends March 30, 2004. Multiple requests regarding the proposed Utitity
Mercury Reductions Rule have prompted EPA to schedule another public hearing for March 31, 2004
in Denver, Colorado, and extending the proposed Utility Rules' publfic comment period to April 30, 2004
to provide additional opportunity for the public to submit comments and supporting information. For
more on the proposed rules, along with instructions on how and where to submit commenis, visit the
EPA websites at: www.epa.qov/interstateairguality and www.epa.gov/mercury.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Manistee Planning Commission

FROM: Brian Sousa %

DATE: March 25, 2004

SUBJECT:  Northern Lights Project
Estimated life of proposed haul-route roads

This memo is being submitted to outline our findings of the expected life of the proposed haul-
route roads in the City of Manistee as it relates fo the proposed development traffic.

With the proposed development being located on the south side of the City, only 2,200 feet (.42
miles) of the haul route are actually located in the City limits. This route encompasses south
Main Street, from the project location, south to the City limits near Forrest Avenue. For the
discussion, | would like o break the road into two sections.

Main Street from 13" to 15™ Street

This section of the road is displaying high severity fatigue cracking. Due to this, there are
maintenance issues that should be addressed immediately. Currently the road is receiving
cold-patch treatments each spring. There is approximately 5 years of life left in this section.
The proposed site plan shows an emergency entrance/exit at 13" street. This portion of the
road would most likely be fully deteriorated due to all of the construction traffic proposed for the
project, assuming they are to use this portion of the road.

Main Street from 15" Street south to the City Limits

Main Street was improved in 1997 from 15" street to the City limits by using a method known
as overlayment. The old road, prior to re-construction, was constructed out of concrete rather
than asphalt (except the section from 15" street to 16™ street). Overlaying asphalt on a road
basically involves removing approximately 2" of the existing pavement then placing new
asphalt over an existing roadbed. All of Main Street was overlayed with approximately 3 Y2
inches of asphalt from 15" street south to the city limits.

The overlayed asphalt pavement section in front of proposed Tondu plant location

is exhibiting symptoms of low severity rutting, low severity fatigue cracking, and moderate
severity longitudinal cracking. The pavement did not exhibit noticeable amounts of transverse
or block cracking. The expected life of that pavement with maintenance such as crack sealing
and patching the pot holes that would eventually occur would be approximately 10 to 15 years
of additional service. The additional traffic of the proposed plant would effect the pavement
directly in front of the proposed entrance potentially causing increased rutting and shoving of
the existing asphalt. If this area is reconstructed when the entrance to the plant is built the
additional truck traffic added to the rest of this section of road would be minimaily impacted.

The overlayed concrete section from the south of 16™ Street is exhibiting symptoms of jow
severity rutting, low to high severity fatigue cracking (high severity fatigue cracking is very
localized on the west side of main street near the gutter pan on the steep hill between 16" and

Enginearing = Landscape Archileciure = Planning * Sciences = Surveying

7985 Mackinaw Trail » Cadillac, Ml 496801 = 231.775.9754 « BC0.96B.6660 = FAX: 231.775.1771 » www.wadelrim.com




park streets, and moderate fatigue cracking between park and the southern city limits), and
moderate severity longitudinal cracking low severity transverse cracking. The expected life of
this pavement would be approximately 10 to 15 years of additional service as long as proper
maintenance is performed such as crack sealing and filling potholes that are likely to occur.
Placing additional truck traffic on this section of road will have minimal effect on the life of the
pavement as a whole. If the isolated areas such as the one along the gutter pan are not fixed
the increase in truck traffic will have a significant impact on the service life of this section of
road.

In conclusion, the expected life of the road as it is now is 10-15 years with crack sealing and
maintenance. As mentioned, the roadway in front of the plant is showing some signs of
distress and should be replaced if the development is allowed. There is also a small section of
Main Street between 16™ and Park Streets that should be addressed with replacement.

It should be noted that crack sealing and maintenance is very important to roads which have an
asphalt overlay on an existing concrete pavement. If cracks are not sealed on this type of
overlay then moisture can cause the asphalt to separate from the concrete.

MAN 1063-03C-001
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City of Manistee A 1 oe 1 546

70 Maple Street = P.O. Box 338 ¢ Manistee, Michigan 49660

March 26, 2004

Jim Tondu Hand Delivered
Manistee Saltworks Development Corporation

14701 St. Mary’s Lane, Suite 625

Houston, TX 77079

Dear Mr. Tondu:
The City of Manistee Planning Commission hereby requests an extension to the 60 day period for

a decision regarding your request for a Special Use Permit. Under Section 8607 of the Zoning
Ordinance an extension can be granted if mutually agreed to between the applicant and Commission.

The Planning Commission will need a response prior to the April I, 2004 meeting. Thank vou for
your consideration.
Sincerely,

CITY OF MANISTEE

Jon R. Rose
Community Development Director

TRR:djb

cc: Planning Commissioners
City Council



