Y 4 2T
.P 9]0
94-H 41

GOVERNMENT , i

W
HEATING PLANT RENOVATION AND UPGRADING\K

Storage

4 -J'“: r;-'-”_'umw;ri‘-‘-
'HEARING

BEFORE THE

MITTEE ON BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

OF THE

MMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS
UNITED STATES SENATE

NINETY-FOURTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

on
/

R

AllLLO0O0 754kkLE

ON

A PROPOSAL TO RENOVATE AND UPGRADE TWO GSA
HEATING PLANTS

JUNE 18, 1976
SERIAL NO. 94-H47

Printed for the use of the Committee on Public Works

&

.S, GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON : 1976




COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS
JENNINGS RANDOLPH, West Virginla, Chairman

EDMUND 8. MUSKIE, Malne JAMES L. BUCKLEY, New York
JOSEPH M. MONTOYA, New Mexico HOWARD H. BAKER, Tr., Tennessee
MIKE GRAVEL, Alaska ROBERT T. STAFFORD, Vermont
LLOYD M. BENTSEN, Texas JAMES A. McCLURE, Idaho
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, North Dakota PETE V. DOMENICI, New Mexico
JOHN C. CULVER, lowa

ROBERT MORGAN, North Carolina

GARY HART, Colorado

M. Barrgy Mever, Chief Counsel and Chief Clerk
BAILEY GUARD, Minority Staff Dircctor
LeEoN G. BiLLixgs and Ricuarp D, GrRUNDY, Senior Professional Staff Members
JoHN W. YAGo, Jr., Assistant Chief Olerk; PHILIP T. CuMMINGS, Assistant Chief Counsel
HairoLp H. BRaYMAN, Senior Professional Stafl Mem ber (Minority)

Projfessional and rescarch staff: KarrL R. BRAITHWAITE, James W, Case (Assistant Coun-

sel), PavL CHiMEs, TrExTON Crow, KaTHERINE Y. CupLiee, PavL F, EBerLroFT, Jr.,
Georce F. FExTON, Jr., RaxporeH G. Froop, KarHateex R, E, Forcus, ANN GARRA-
BRANT, RicHanp T. Greer, RicHarp M. HARrIs (A istant Counsel), WeEsLey F.
HavpEN, RicHanp E. Herop (Assistant Counsel, Minority), VERONICA A. HOLLAND,
RoNALD L. Karz, Jupy F. Parexte, Joax B. PURINTON, Jr.,, JAMES D. Raxce, W. Lee
RAWLS, CHARLENE A. STUrBITTS, E. STEVENS BWAIN, Jr., SALLY W. WALKER, and HAVEN
WHITESIDE

SUBCOMMITTEE oN BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
ROBERT MORGAN, North Carolina, Chairman

MIKE GRAVEL, Alaska HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., Tennessece
JOHN C. CULVER, Iowa JAMES A. McCLURE, Idaho

(II)




CONTENTS

Morgan, Hon. Robert, U.S. Senator from the State of North Carolina,
opening statement of - o ______

LIST OF WITNESSES

Wendehack, Fred, Deputy Assistant Commissioner for Buildings Manage-
ment. Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration ;
accompanied by Wolfgang Zoellner, Director, Repair and Alteration Divi-
sion: Ken Ward, Manager, Heating, Operation, and Transmission ; John
Galuardi, Regional Administrator, Region 3; and Arnold Hespe, Legal
Counsel, Region 3..

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL
Comparison of 40 plants____ ______

Prospectus 'wececeeeee

Page

1







HEATING PLANT RENOVATION AND UPGRADING

FRIDAY, JUNE 18, 1976

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Coaryrrree oN Pusric Works,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:08 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 1114,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert Morgan (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Morgan and Gravel.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT MORGAN, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Senator Moreax. We will call the meeting to order.

For the record, we are meeting today to discuss GSA’s proposal to
renovate and upgrade their two heating plants downtown which fur-
nish the steam for most of the Government buildings.

We are advised that the District has filed a lawsuit against GSA
because of the fact that the two plants are violating—according to
their allegations—air and water pollution laws and regulations.

In recent weeks the Congress has been severely criticized by the
press and even the courts because GSA has told them that the prob-
lem cannot be corrected unless we authorize more money. GSA is
asking for $23.4 million.

Both the District Government and General Accounting Office con-
{end this amount is not necessary, and that work required to eliminate
pollution and comply with the law would cost less than half a million
dollars, which GSA could spend without approval.

I just wanted this to be a matter of record before we proceed, and
some of my questions will be addressed along this line.

[The prospectuses being discussed follow :]

(1)




PROSPECTUS NUMBER: PDCOO0023
BUILDING NUMBER : 0C0002%Z

PROSPECTUS FOR PROPOSED ALTERATION
UNDER THE PUBLIC BUILDINGS ACT OF 1959, AS AMENDED

WEST HEATING PLANT WASHINGTON, DC

1:

This prospectus provides for repairs and alterations which should be
undertaken at this facility for its continued use in providing adequate
heating and hot water services to the Federal agencies in the Washington, OC,
area utilizing the optimum fuel for energy and complying with the local
and Federal environmental requirements. Major items of work include the
conversion of two boilers from oil only to multi-fuel including coal
capability; installation of a new dry ash removal system; installation
of three additional precipitators; and replacement of a manual elevator
with a new automatic elevator. The above items will be programmed to be
completed within five years after approval of this prospectus. This
project does not include (1) the day-to-day preventative maintenance and
recurring maintenance repairs, including painting and pointing, which
must be undertaken annually to keep the plant in operating condition,
and (2) repairs and improvements which may be occasioned by an emergency
or breakdown which interrupts use of the plant.

2.  ESTIMATED MAXIMUM COST:
Authorization requested $3,100,000
3. DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFIC

At the present time, two of the five operational boilers at this plant
are oil-fired. These two boilers (i.e. #3 and #5) will be converted to
multi-fuel capability in order to utilize coal as a fuel.

The new dry ash-handling system will be capable of removing all particulate
matter and conform to the District of Columbia anti-pollution codes.

The installation of three additional precipitators for re 1] of particulates
from the flue gases will bring this plant into conformance with the

Federal and District Clean Air Requirements. This will provide one
precipitator per boiler, in lieu of one precipitator per two boilers.

The freight elevator is hazardous for both personnel and equipment, and
cannot be repaired to acceptable safety standards. This project will
replace the existing manual elevator with a new automatic elevator.




PROSPECTUS NUMBER: PDC00023
BUILDING NUMBER : DCO002ZZ

The West Heating Plant in conjunction with the Central Heating Plant
provides steam for heating and hot water to Government buildings in the
downtown area of Washington, DC. This plant is structurally sound and
is essential to providing these services to 112 present locations and
all future Federal buildings to be located in this area of the city. It
has an occupiable area of 109,000 square feet and houses 80 General
Services Administration employees.

[\

a. Replace the facility with a new modern structure.
The present value cost of constructing and maintaining an equivalent
building for a comparative period is $68,095,300. The present value
cost of altering and maintaining the present building is $34,978,000.

The cost effectiveness ratio of constructing to altering is

.95 (Constructing)

a similar amount of space in a modern leased facility.
There is no leased space in the Washington, area comparable to the
West Heating Plant facility. The cost ratio this altern
available or applicable.

Proceed with the repair and altera

Because of the above construction cost ratio, 1 is more economical to
proceed with the proposed alteration project.

CURRENT HOU

Occupiable Area

109,000 sq.ft

*This cost is ed an 112 buildings served by this system.
6. COMPRE

This is basically a repair and alteration project and will not affect
the housing of Federal agencies in Wash C: therefore, the

comprehensive housing plan only reflects the housing plan for thi
building.




PROSPECTUS NUMBER: PDC00023
BUILDING NUMBER : DCOQ02ZZ

See attached Exhibit B.
7.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

In the development of this project, studies were made to determine that
the project would be accomplished in strict compliance with the purposes
and intent of Executive Order 11514 "Protection and Enhancement of
Environmental Quality" and would comply with the requirements of Section
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-
190), as amended, and the guidelines prescribed by the Council on
Environmental Quality.

8.  STATEMENT OF NEED:

It has been determined that the implementation of this project will
provide necessary heating for the Federal buildings from a central
source at maximum efficiency, thereby, conserving valuable energy
resources and effecting substantial cost savings to the Government.
has been further determined that it is in the best interest of the
Government to retain this plant to provide this service.

MAR L § 1976

Submitted at Washington, DC, on ___

=i 3
Recommended: A _“:WE_L..-.P‘_."“":\_ \1.:(%2__&-—]1;__._
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
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Senator Moreax. Who is going to present the case this morning #

Mr. Wexpenack. I am, sir,

Senator Moreax. If you would, for the record, please identify your-
self by name and position, and also those with you. I think that would
be the better way to proceed. :

STATEMENT OF FRED WENDEHACK, DEPUTY ASSISTANT COMMIS-
SIONER FOR BUILDINGS MANAGEMENT, PUBLIC BUILDINGS
SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION ; ACCOMPANIED
BY WOLFGANG ZOELLNER, DIRECTOR, REPAIR AND ALTERA-
TION DIVISION; KEN WARD, MANAGER, HEATING, OPERATION,
AND TRANSMISSION; JOHN GALUARDI, REGIONAL ADMINISTRA-
TOR, REGION 3; AND ARNOLD HESPE, LEGAL COUNSEL, REGION 3

Mr. WeNpeEnAck. My name is Fred Wendehack. T am Deputy As-
sistant Commissioner for Buildings Management. On my left is Mr.
Wolfgang Zoellner, Director of the Repair and Alteration Division.
Central Office. On my direct right is Mr. Ken Ward who is the Chief
of the Plants in the Washington, D.C.. area. On his right is Mr. John
Galuardi who is Regional Administ rator for region 3 and who has the
responsibility for the entire Washington area and surrounding terri-
tory. On his right is Mr. Arnold Hespe who is the Legal Counsel for
region 3, in case there are any legal questions that come up.

Senator Morcan. Are you going by a prepared statement ?

Mr. Wenpenack. I could make a few opening remarks as to what
the projects entail, if you would like. sir.

Senator Moraan. All right; if you would.

Mr. WexNpenack. Would you like me to address both plants or just
the central plant at this time ? They are tied together. I could address
both of them at the same time.

Senator Moraax. Why don’t you do that.

Mr. WexbEnack. The prospectus for the central heating plant, as
we mentioned, requested authorization to replace two 42-year-old
coal-fired boilers that we can no longer depend on with two multifuel
boilers designed to burn either pulverized coal or oil. or possibly in
the future any energy source that might be developed to meet the
emergencies of the period.

The replacement of the boilers is necessa ry, first, to meet the steam
load requirements of the 112 buildings in the Washington, D.C., area
and to maximize the use of coal-burning capacity, the most readily
available fuel that we have at this time.

In addition, electronic precipitators will be installed to remove pol-
lutants from the smokestacks, and a dry ash system to collect the ashes
from the boilers will be installed. This is to prevent the Potomac from
being polluted. :

Both of the latter pieces of equipment are necessary to bring the
plants in compliance with the Clean Air Act and Water Act of 1970.

The prospectus for the west heating plant requests authority to con-
vert the two oil-fired boilers to multifuel, so that we will be able to burn
more abundant fuel. Also, three additional precipitators and a dry ash
system will be installed to bring it into compliance with the Clean Air
Act and Water Act.
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The two plants combined are connected by a 6-mile steam route that
conneets the two plants together and provides steam to 112 buildings
in the Washington, D.C.,, area.

The central heating plant has been in operation since 1934, and the
west heating plant since 1948.

Senator Moreax. Where are they located ?

Mr. WexpeRACK. The central plant is located right beside the Agri-
eulture Building on 12th and D. The west plant is over in the George-
town area, along the Rock Creek area.

Senator Moraan. You say they are tied together by 6 miles of line?

Mr. WenberAck. There is 6 miles of steam tunnel that ties the plants
together and ties into the 112 buildings.

Senator Moreay. The 6 miles include the tunnels going to the
buildings ?

Mr. Wexspeuack. That is correct.

Senator Morcay. Can you give us details of the D.C. Government’s
lawsuit against GSA resulting from alleged air and water pollution
by these plants?

Mr. WexpEHACK. On June 5, 1975, a lawsuit was brought against
GSA by the District for failure to meet the Clean Air Act standards.
We are in noncompliance with those acts.

Senator Morcan, In what way?

Mr. WeNDERACK. In terms of the particulate matters that are going
into the atmosphere and in terms of the bottom ash that is going into
the Potomac.

Senator Moreax. What have you done in recent years to improve
the pollution emissions?

Mr. Wenpenack. We have gone through a long series of steps on
these plants. Actually, back in 1968 we got started on trying to do
something on two aspects.

One was to try to take care of the fact that four of our boilers were
reaching the end of their useful life. These are four old coal-fired
boilers. stoker-fired burners, which are extremely dirty, and the pre-
cipitators do not take care of the pollution into theair.

Second. we are aiming at, as I say, getting rid of the pollution. The
Clean Air Act of 1970, of course, was passed, and this expedited our
efforts to try to take care of the two problems.

As a result, in 1970 a prospectus for conversion to oil and gas was
approved by the Congress. At this time, of course, we were yrimarily
aiming at trying to clean up—Dby using the oil—clean up rfw atmos-
phere and also the pollution to the Potomac.

In 1971, Congress appropriated the first money for this conversion.

Senator Morcax. How much wasthat ?

Mr. Wexperack. For the central plant, $11.4 million, the total of
two prospectuses. And the west plant was $8.6 million.

In July of 1972, a contract was awarded for the bulk of the work
necessary in the central and west plants to take care of the environ-
mental requirements and also to take care of our needs for the capacity
of the plant.

We estimated at that time. by 1976, .June of this year, that we would
be in compliance with the Clean Air Act and also have the necessary
capacity that we needed. ¢
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Unfortunately, in 1973, our conversion project, like many of the
projects across the country, was interrupted because of the fact that
the oil embargo was on and there was heavy emphasis placed on the
country to conserve oil.

As a result, we stopped the conversion, at a point two-thirds of the
way through the project, we stopped the conversion to oil.

Initially under these prospectuses, at the central plant we were going
to install six 200,000-pound boilers—a total of 1,200,000 pounds. That
was approved by that prospectus.

During the design phase, it was determined it would be more efficient
and better operationally if we installed three 400,000-pound boilers—
again a total of 1,200,000 pounds.

Since we stopped the project two-thirds of the way through, we only
installed two 400,000-pound boilers. That left us short in capacity by
400,000 pounds. Of these two boilers, one eame on line in December of
1975——

Senator Morcan. Is that burning oil ?

Mr. WeNnpenack. It is burning oil. The second one is in the process of
being finally accepted by the Government. The contractor has not yet
turned it over to us. That one will also burn oil.

At the west plant, two of the boilers there were converted to oil.

Senator Morean. How many boilers do you have at the central
plant ?

Mr. Wexpenack. We have six boilers at the central plant. Four of
them are 42 years old ; the old stoker-fired boilers.

At the west plant there are five boilers; two are oil and three are coal.

Senator Morean, What exactly do you propose to do that is covered
by this prospectus ?

Mr. WexpEmack. At the central plant we will be installing two new
multifuel boilers which, as I mentioned, will give us a capability to
burn whatever fuel is most economic in value to the country.

Senator Moreax. Including coal ?

Mr. Wenpenack. Including coal. It will be blown-in coal. The coal
will be crushed and blown in. It will be a lot more efficient boiler. The
oil could also be used if we had to. The boilers eventually could be used
for burning trash, if we had to, or possibly other fuel. such as alcohol,
or whatever became available on the market. So we have a wide range
of latitude as to what types of fuel we can use depending on the needs
for the country at the time.

We intend to burn coal because, it is cheaper; particularly the fact
we can go to the pulverized coal now, which 1s cheaper than the
stoker coal. Of course, it will save the oil,

We anticipate that by maximizing the use of these multifuel boilers
and the coals that are at the west plant we should be able to save in the
neighborhood of about 27 million gallons of oil per year in lien of
burning oil full time,

Senator Morcan. What is going to happen to the other two boilers
that are 42-yearsold ?

Mr. WenpEnack. They will remain in place. They, as I mentioned,
have reached the end of their useful life. We can’t plan on their relia-
bility beyond another 5 years. They will remain in place. They will
be put into standby. However, they do not meet the pollution reguire-
ments either, and their use would just be in an extreme emergency.
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Senator Morgan. What are you going to do at the west plant ?

Mr. Wenpenack. At the west plant, we are converting the two oils
to dual fuel, again, so that we have the capability of burning coal. We
will be putting in three additional precipitators.

Those three additional precipitators will be placed on the three coals
that are in existence now to meet the Clean Air Act st andards.

We will also be installing a dry ash handing system so that we do
not. pollute the Potomac. Those are the prime projects.

Senator Morean. Let’s go back to the lawsuit a minute. What spe-
cifically does the District of Columbia allege in their lawsuit? What
did they say yon were not doing?

Mr. Wesbemack. I would like to ask Mr. Hespe to answer since he
is thoroughly involved in this.

Mr. Hesee. Actually, there are three counts in the lawsuit, The first
count is we are polluting the air by the particulates going into the air.
That is the first count.

The second count is that we have our coal stored outside; and with
the rain and water coming down on the coal, certain acids or minerals
oo into the water and that pollutes the water.

The other complaint is that the wet-ash system that we use, the water
sloughs go from the plant into the Potomac.

So we are polluting under three counts. Actually, we have to admit
that.

Senator Moreax. How much coal do you burn a day?

Mr. Wexpemrack. I beg your pardon ?

Senator Moreax. How much coal do you burn a day; how many
tons

Mr. Wexpenack. Mr. Ward ¢

Mr. Warn. It depends really on the weather conditions and how
cold a winter it is. We have burned as much as 209,000 tons per year.
During the past year—we were burning oil besides coal therefore the
figure was drastically reduced.

Qenator Moreax. What are your plans for sheltering the coal you
burn onece you complete this work ?

Mr. Wexpeaack. That is part of the prospectus, to cover the coal,
so we don’t have that problem.

_ Senator Moreax. That wonld be a relatively inexpensive job, would
1t not ¢

Mr. WexpEmACK. Yes, sir. T am not sure of the exact cost, but we can
}:l‘u\‘itlt‘ the exact cost for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

Further review of the problem reveals that a more practical method for han-
dling the small amount of acid run off from the coal is to divert this run off to
the plant water sump system where the acid will be neutralized, This can be
done for approximately £7,500.

Senator Moreax. Let’s assume you did not have an environmental
problem. What would be the condition of the six boilers? I believe you
said there are six at the central plant.

Mr. WexbEHACK. Six at the central plant.

Senator Moraax. Four of them you say are extremely old, 42 years
(‘]li’.’ i v ; '

Mr. Wespemack. That is right.

Senator Moreax. Are the other two new ¢
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Mr, WexpEHACK. Yes, sir, they are.

Senator MoreaN. You are just going to bring two new ones on line?

Mr. Wexpenack. That is right. The two new ones that will be com-
ing on line will be 220,000 pounds per hour of steam, a total of 440,000
pounds of steam. This will in effect complete the original capacity that
was proposed and approved under the prospectus of 1972. In other
words, we will end up with approximately 1,200,000 pounds total capa-
city at the central plant.

Senator Moreax. Is this what you set out to doin 1972¢

Mr, WexpenACK. That is correct, sir,

Senator Morean. How much money was spent then and what was the
projected cost?

Mr. Wenspesack. For the central plant, the authorization was
approximately $11.4 million. Part of that amount was obligated. How-
ever, because of stopping the conversion about two-thirds of the way
through, we are in the process of receiving credits from the contractor.
The exact amount we do not know as yet. It is dependent on the
amount of work he did and so forth. But we are receiving credits
against that,

Senator Moreax. Would you estimate you spent, half of it?

Mr. Wexpenack. I would estimate that we have spent more than
that because we did do two-thirds of the work, and the contractor had
done some work on the third boiler.

Senator Morean. You now say the plant is going to cost how much ?

Mr. WexpEnAck. The new proposal, or this proposal before you,
15 $20.8 million. ;

Senator Morcan. That is just for the central plant ?

Mr. Wexpenack. That is just for the central plant.

Senator Morea~. You proposed to do it all in 1972 for $11.4 million ?

Mr. Wenpenack. In 1972, the total was $11.4 million. However,
since that time there have been some changes that have affected us
significantly, The 5 years of escalation has increased the cost by about.
50 percent.

Second, we are going to install more efficient boilers. These multi-
fuel boilers are more efficient and much more complex because they
can burn various types of fuel.

Third, we are going to a special pulverizing system that will allow
us to burn a lower grade of coal and receive operating cost savings.
Since more coal will be used, we will be having additional handling
requirements for the coal.

Senator Moreax. Will the two boilers that were installed under the
1972 project be able to burn pulverized coal ?

Mr. Wenpenack. The two oil-fired ?

Senator Morcan. Yes.

Mr. Wexpenack. No; not at this time, sir. They would have to be
converted in order to burn coal.

Senator Morcawn. Let’s go back to the lawsuit again. Aren’t Federal
facilities exempt from pollution laws and regulations?

Mr. Hespe. No, sir. I have to qualify that. As far as the substantive
law is concerned, as far as the standards are concerned, we must
comply.

We do not have to comply with the procedural requirements of a
State or local government. By that I mean we don’t have to get a
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permit or comply with the other internal operations. So we are not
subjected to their procedural requirements.

The Supreme Court held in two cases, which were decided in June
of this year, that the Federal Government must comply with the sub-
stantive requirements but not with the procedural requirements. I can
refer you to those two cases, if you would like, sir.

Senator Morcan. You might give us the citations on them.

Mr. Hesee. One is the Environmental Protection Agency v. Cali-
fornia. It is number T4-1435, It was decided on June 7, 1976.

The other case is Hancock v. Train. That number is 74-220. That
also was decided on June 7, 1976.

Senator Morcan. What States did they involve; or was it the
District?

Mr. Hespe. The Hancock case involved the State of Kentucky. The
EPA case involved the State of California.

Senator Morean. Has the lawsuit brought by the District been
completed ?

Mr. Hespe. No, sir.

Senator Moreca~. What is the status of that?

Mr. Hesee, The District of Columbia filed a motion for partial
summary judgment. The Federal Government opposed that motion
based on the fact we had done everything we could have done.

We in our response followed the history of our plants from 1968
until the current time. We pointed out that Congress had approved
our prospectus in 1970, that contracts had been awarded, and due to
the change in the oil situation and the energy crisis we had to
terminate the contracts, and that we now have to go through the new
procedure, get a new prospectus, to put us in compliance.

The court recognized that we had done everything that we possibly
could and that we were the victim of circumstances. Therefore, the
court refused to grant the motion which the District had requested and
decided they would take no further action at the present time.

The judge did ask that we keep the court advised as to what our
progress is in bringing the plants into compliance.

Senator Morcan. Their motion pending now is to strike that
judgment ?

Mr. Hespe. At this point it is still before the court, and it will
stay there——

Senator Moraax. It is in limbo, in other words ?

Mr. Hespe. That is correct.

Senator Morcax. Was there any kind of consent agreement between
GSA and EPA?

Mr. Hesee, Yes, sir. there was at one time.

Senator Moreax. What type of an agreement ?

Mr. Hespe. What was the question?

Senator Morcay. What was the consent agreement ?

Mr. WexpenAck. I can provide the consent agreement for the
record.

Senator Morgan. Why don’t you tell me now.

Mr. Garuaror I signed the consent agreement. The consent agree-
ment was between myself and the regional office of the EPA in
Philadelphia.
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The consent agreement states that the General Services A dministra-
tion would pursue a policy which would be to bring the plants into
compliance with the District of Columbia’s air pollution and water
pollution laws, and that the timetable would be established whereby
we would seek the authority from the Congress and the necessary ap-
propriations to bring those plants into compliance.

Senator Morean. When was this done ?

Mr. Gavuaror It was approximately August of 1975.

Mr. Wenvenack. We were to be in compliance by 1979.

Mr. Garvaror. The consent agreement was conditional in that it
Was necessary to seek the necessary authorization from the Congress.
But the agreement was that we would attempt to get the authorization
from the Congress.

Senator Morcax. Does this project, or anything that you have done
with regard to the heating plant, require an environmental impact
statement ?

Mr, WeNbEHACK. Yes, sir.

Senator Morcan. Have you made one?

Mr. Wexpenack. We have filed a draft environmental impaet state-
ment within the last couple of months. Comments are coming in on
that. We will proceed with the full environmental statement once the
comments have been received.

Senator Moraax. Is that on the project you propose ?

Mr. WeNnpemack. That is for the central heating plant; yes, sir. The
west plant, the draft environmental statement has not yet been issued.

Senator Moreax. How long does it take you to prepare these
statements?

Mr. WeNbEHACK. Once they are published, the publie has to be given
90 days to comment on that. Our actual time for preparing it is nor-
mally about 3 months.

Senator Morean. When you entered into your consent agreement,
and began your impact statement, did you set up any time schedules
as to when this action would be taken ?

Mr. WenpEnAcK. In the consent agreement there was a time frame
set up as to when we would take the action. In both ecases, in both
plants, the action was to be completed by 1979.

We have fallen somewhat behind that schedule now as a result of
delays in getting the whole process completed.

Senator Morean. The District Government contends, as I under-
stand it, that you can comply at a cost of less than half a million
dollars, fairly quickly, and it would not require congressional review
and approval.

Is that a correct statement ? If so, what do you say about it ?

Mr. WenpeEnack. No, sir. We do not agree with that. At the west
plant, for example, in order to come into compliance, we have got to
mnstall both precipitators for the particulate matter going into the
air and a dry ash system to take care of the bottom ash going into the
Potomae. That cost alone is about $2 million. We cannot proceed with
that project without getting congressional authorization. _

At the central plant again we have four 42-year-old boilers which are
polluting the air. No. 1, we have got to replace them in order to retain
the sufficient capacity that we need.
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Once we do, we have got to put precipitators and bottom ash handling
capability on those.

In both cases we need the authorization to proceed.

Senator Morcax. I have here page 5 of the court record of a hearing
before the judge on May 3 of this year.

Statement No. 9 dealt with GSA's contention that measures cannot
be taken without congressional approval. If states, “Again, it is the
District’s contention that there are less costly measures which can be
undertaken which will not require congressional approval; that is,
measures can be undertaken which would cost less than half a million
dollars.”

Mr. Garuarpt. There are some actions we can take, Senator, and we
are doing it already. Unfortunately, last winter we had a problem
which was that we buy coal from a certain part of the country, the Is-
land Creek Coal Co.

There was a delivery of bad coal which arrived, which was very dif-
fieult for us to control, and it sent an excessive amount of particulate
matter into the air. Until such time as we could get the coal out of
the system, we had to keep burning it. We received no further coal.

The contention was we did not have adequate control over the conl
being delivered. We are now establishing controls whereby we have
people who will go to the mine and establish a quality control system
whereby we will be assured that we obtain the right kind of coal from
the mine and not get something into our system and therefore have to
burn it out to get rid of it.

The other thing we are doing is there is the ash system. We have
sort of a jury-rigged system that we can put together to reduce the
amount of ashes going into the Potomac. That is purely a jury-rigged
system.

It is necessary on a permanent basis to install what we are asking for
under this prospectus: a dry ash removal system.

Senator Morcan. Did you pursue their suggestions to see if they
were based on any kind of significant data, or whether this was just an
allegation on their part?

Mr. Garuaror. The lawyers from the District of Columbia have
stated this position. We have not received any specifics from the
District as to what they had in mind.

They don’t know our plant as well as we do, and we don’t know that
they have anything very significant because we have looked at our
plant. Nevertheless, we would be glad to go back and talk to them.

Senator Moraax. What about GAO? Haven’t they made some kind
of study along this same line ?

Mr. Wenperack. GAO has talked to us in the past, about a year
ago, regarding the then proposal as far as capacity on the plants. We
went through quite a series of studies.

We have adjusted the request. At that time the proposal was for
three additional boilers. We felt we needed them for the future. We
have adjusted back to two additional boilers at the.central plant under
this proposal. We are assured this will earry us through 1985 as far
as capacity.

Senator Morean. I am pursuing the question because I think we
ought to try to distinguish between what we are doing, for the purpose
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of controlling pollution, and what we are doing because a plant needs
revamping.

Now, (GSA has been quoted in the press as saying the reason they
are polluting the air is because they didn’t have congressional
appropriations,

t seems to me that if what the District contends is true, then the
responsibility has been placed unduly on the Congress. It seems to
me that there should have been some kind of inquiry, if the District
made that kind of allegation, as to what specifically were their con-
tentions and how they thought you could do it.

Mr. WenbeEHACK. Senator, I believe we have been somewhat mis-
quoted on that., Our position has been that we have got to do the
steps that we have proposed in this prospectus in order to handle
two problems. No. 1 18 tile capacity requirement for the plant, which
would be a continuation of a capacity that we originally got author-
ity for under the 1972 prospectuses.

Second, as I mentioned, there will probably be about 4 million
dollars’ worth of work between the two plants that needs to be done
for environmental purposes.

Qur statements to the courts and so forth were merely statements
of the process that we have to go through in getting authority to
proceed with the project. We explained that we had to go through
OMB and througl[: the Congress to get authorization to spend any
funds on a project of this size.

I think we }mvc been somewhat misquoted in directing any blame
on the Congress. We are extremely pleased that the Congress has been
willing to respond so quickly and listen to our problems and have
this hearing held so quickly.

Senator Morcan. We don’t want to be led into it under any mis-
apprehension of the facts. In other words, if you could have taken
care of these pollution problems by building shelters or buildings for
your coal and doing some other things——

Mr. WeNpEHACK. Sir, the problems that have been referred to here
as far as the acids caused by the coal being exposed to rain and so
forth are minor problems. We cannot correct the air pollution prob-
lem without precipitators at the plants. We cannot permanently
handle the pollution of the Potomac and the Tidal Basin without
the proper bottom ash handling equipment.

I can address the capacity situation for you and give you a
rundown on the capacity requirements of the plant versus the load
requirements, if you would like.

Senator Morcan. What do you mean by capacity?

Mr. We~xpenack. Let me go through the capacity requirements
versus the load requirements of the plants so you may more fully
understand our needs as far as the plant requirements.

There are three basic types of capacity that I think have been
referred to. GAO was referring to No. 1 in their statements, name
plate capacity; that is, the rated capacity or the design capacity of
the boilers when they are new. '

As I mentioned, we have got a total of 11 boilers at these two
plants. The nameplate capacity, when they were new, was 2,700,000
pounds of capacity per hour of steam generation. However, like an




old car that has gone 150,000 miles, boilers get old. They no longer
have the horsepower or capability to generate steam at that rate.

The present total available capacity, the derated capacity of the
boilers. these 11 boilers, is 2,300,000 pounds per hour. As I have
mentioned. four of these boilers are 42 years old. They are very
unreliable, They are reaching the end of their life. We can’t depend
on them for any long-term planning beyond the next 5 years.

This actually leaves us with a total capacity that we can depend
on for the future of 1,700,000 pounds—subtracting the 600,000 from
the 2.300.000 which those four coals are able to put out at this point.
By the way, that will leave us with seven boilers left between the
two plants.

We know that under operating conditions, under load conditions,
you must have some standby boilers available if for any reason one
of your boilers or two of your boilers go off line. They may go off
line beecause of control problems, a burnout of your erating, a myriad
of different problems that may shut them down for 1 or 2 weeks
or even a month.

The standby capacity that we are asking for is about 30 percent.
I would like to submit for the record a study that we did that com-
pared 40 other plants on capacity. These are private plants and plants
across the country.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Wenpenack. The average standby capacity that these plants
provide in order to insure continuity of work is 30 percent. This is
consistent with what we are providing.

If we were left with only the seven boilers and 1,700,000 pounds of
total capacity, predicated on a net of 30 percent standby, we have only
now a net reliable of 1,100,000 pounds.

If we relate that to the loading requirements at these plants, our
peak load occurred in 1970, which was 1,295,000 pounds, That occurred
at an 8-degree temperature, average temperature outside, and a 4-
degree low temperature for the day.

Two things have occurred since that time frame. No. 1, at that time
we had approximately 36,500,000 square feet of buildings on line that
we had to provide steam for, Since that time we have added over 4
million square feet of buildings—for a total now of 40,500,000 square
feet. In addition, by 1980 we expect to have another 1,800,000 square
feet on line.

The second thing is that during the past 6 years, we have had a
continuing warming trend in weather and, as a result, we have not
reached those temperature conditions that we did in 1970.

However, we have done quite a bit of checking with the weather
bureau. We know the weather temperatures run through approxi-
mately a 15-year cycle. We have been in an upward trend of the cycle.
By 1978, based on a chart they provided, we will be going back into a
cooling trend again as part of that 15-year cycle, and we very con-
ceivably and very likely will reach temperatures again that we had in
1970, and possibly much colder.

But applying those temperatures that we had to contend with in
1970 against the new load, as far as the building load—and the calcula-
tions procedures are the same as the industry uses—we know that we
have at least 1,430,000 pounds of requirement right now. This, as 1
mentioned, will increase with more workload—building—coming on
line. '

This prospectus proposes that we have a total capacity, again be-
fore we consider standby capacity, of 2.140,000 pounds. Applying the
30 percent standby for emergency, which is consistent with the in-
dustry practices, we will have a reliable service capability on an on-
going basis of 1,498,000 pounds.

This is very consistent with the loading requirements that we antici-
pate up through 1985.

Senator Morcan. Let me go back. You did say that the west plant
and central plant operate together? :

Mr. WexpeErmack. That is right, sir.

Senator Morecan. You say in your prospectus that the central plant
serves 112 buildings at an annual cost of $3,162,000. And you say the
west plant serving the same buildings does it for $3,318,000, Of course,
that is only $118,000 or so. But why the difference ?

Mr. WeNpEHACK. There are 112 buildings that are served between
the two plants, The dollar cost is additive for a total of $6 million,
whatever the total is.

Senator Morea~. This is not combined for both ?

Mr. Wenpenack. No. We split the cost between the two buildings.

Senator Moraax. I see.
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Mr. Wenpenack. The total is $6 million something, whatever the
total is there.

Senator Morean. Has OMB approved this prospectus ? \

Mr. WespEHACK. The central plant, under the requirement of OMB,
was submitted to OMB because it was over $10 million. It was ap-
proved by OMB before we submitted it to you.

The west plant, which was under $10 million, did not have to be
submitted to OMB. However, we did submit them a copy, as is our
practice with any prospectus we submit to the Congress under $10
million.

Senator Moreax. You talk about steam in these 112 buildings. Do
you use hot water anywhere?

Mr. WexpEnack. The buildings are supplied with steam only to
buildings. However, the buildings’ heat exchangers are used to heat
your necessary hot water for the buildings.

Senator Moreay., What about chilled water?

Mr. WenpERACK. We only supply three buildings with chilled water.
That is Agriculture South, the .Lt__r:-ivulturu Administration Building,
and the Forrestal Building.

Senator Moraan. What about the other buildings? Do they generate
their own? '

Mr. WenpEHAck. In other buildings we have chillers and air con-
ditioning systems within the buildings.

Senator Morcan. Are all Government buildings in the District
heated by steam?

Mr. Wenpeaack. All GSA buildings?

Senator Morean. Yes,

Mr. WenbenAck. I don’t believe all of them are.

Mr. Gavvarorn In the Distriet, yes.

Mr. Wespenack. OK. Yes, sir.

Senator Moreax. Is the GSA reimbursed for these services by the
various departments, or is it by direct appropriation !

Mr. WeNpEHACK, As far as the buildings GSA operates, they are
serviced under the SLUC charges and we finance those costs. The build-
ings that are other than GSA operated, such as the Smithsonian, or
nongovernment buildings such as the American Red Cross, in these
buildings they reimburse us on a quarterly billing basis based on meter
readings.

Senator Moreax. Let’s go back to your standby boilers. Do you have
any now ?

Mr, Wexpenack. Do we have any standby boilers now ¢

Senator Morgaw. Yes.

Mr. WespeHACK. Our capacity now is predicated on the four 42-
year-old boilers. That provides us the standby ca pacity. However, as
I mentioned, the capability of those boilers is fact running out. We
just cannot rely on them any further, considering that we have the
responsibility of 112 buildings in the District of Columbia,

Senator MorGax. Are there any alternatives other than installing
new ones, in case these boilers gave out?

Mr. WexperAck. We have made a significant number of studies. We
have had a private firm investigate. We have had a great deal of in-
house investigation. We have no viable alternatives.
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We investigated the alternative of going back on our energy con-
servation efforts. Under our energy conservation efforts, we turn off
the heat in the evening and on the weekend in order to conserve energy.

We investigated the possibility of going back to the heating of these
buildings around the clock in order to reduce the peak load somewhat.
However, this alternative is very nonviable as far as operating costs.
It would mean that as a minimum it would cost us an additional $4
million a year in fuel costs and electrical costs in the buildings because
of having to run the air handlers and so forth in order to keep the
building temperature up.

This does not consider the additional manpower we would have to
put on again to man this activity. I feel we have investigated every
possible alternative, and these are our alternatives.

Senator Morean. In your prospectus you indicate the only alterna-
tives as being replacement of the building or leasing space. Was any
consideration given simply to installing precipitators or other equip-
ment necessary to comply with the D.C. requirements?

Mr. Wexpenack. As far as the comparison in the prospectus, that
is a normal review that we go through as far as comparing the costs
of construction versus leasing versus repairing the installation that we
are presently occupying.

We use the “present value analysis” to determine whether it is more
economical to go to a leased building or construct a new building.

There are no leased buildings available that could possibly meet our
needs in this particular case. New construction wouuld be astronomi-
‘al. Therefore, under our present value analyzation basis it was con-
cluded we must take the repairs to this building.

Senator Moreax. Did I understand you to say earlier that there are
two new oil boilers on line.

Mr. WeNbEHACK. There is one on line now. The second one is under
final contract completion. There are a few problems with it. We have
not yet accepted the boiler. But upon acceptance of that boiler there
will be two new oil-fired boilers. The total of each is 400,000 pounds,
for a total of 800,000 pounds. This is at the central plant.

Senator Morean. If your two new multifuel boilers are installed.
what kind of coal handling equipment will be required ? Will they use
the same equipment or will you have to have new equipment ?

Mr. Wexnpenack. No, sir. Because of the fact we will be relying
primarily on coal to meet our normal requirements and using the oil
to hit the peaks, we will have to have additional coal handling
capacity. Plus, as I mentioned, we are going to be pulverizing low-
grade coal and blowing it into the boilers.

Senator Moreax. Will all four boilers of the central plant that
haven't been changed be burning pulverized coal too, or just the twof

Mr. WenpEHACK. Just the two.

Senator Morcan. The other two will be standby ¢

Mr. Wenperack. They will be put in mothballs.

Senator Morean. Will they be standby ?

Mr. WeNpEBACK. As I mentioned, in an emergency where we had to
use them, we would have to fire them up. But then we would be in non-
compliance with the air pollution standards.
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Senator Moreax. Then you would have to have your present coal
handling equipment for those, wouldn't you?

Mr. WenpEHACK. Yes, sir. They are stoker-fired boilers. They are
not the same type of boilers as the multifuels.

Senator Morean. How many precipitators are proposed for the new
central heating plant?

Mr. WexpeHack. Two for the new boilers.

Senator Morcax. One for each boiler

Mr. WenbenAcK. One for each boiler.

Senator Morcay. Why are you proposing three for the west plant?

Mr. WENDEHACK. At the west plant, the two boilers—numbers three
and five boilers, I believe it is—which were converted under the
previous prospectus, already have precipitators on them. The other
three which are coal-fired do not have sufficient precipitators to take
care of the pollution in the air.

Senator Morgan, What about your ash collector silos?

Mr. Wexperack. The silos?

Senator Morcan. Yes.

Mr. Wenpenack. Three at each plant.

Senator Morcan. Are there any struetural or architectural changes
you are going to have to make to accommodate these new boilers?

Mr. Wenperack. We do not believe so. We feel we will be able to
accommodate it in the existing building structures.

Senator Moraax. If the new ash disposal systems were installed
that you are asking for, what would happen to the residue?

Mr, Wexbenack. It will be taken away to an EPA approved
landfill.

Senator Morcay. That would take a tremendous landfill, wouldn’t
it? By truck?

Mr. WenpeHACK. By truck.

There is also, Mr. Ward mentions here, the possibility that it could
go into construction of cinder blocks also. We can utilize it that way.

Senator Moraax. Is there any approved dumping ground identified
in your environmental impact statetment?

Mr. WexspEHACK. No, sir; there is not. But it will be a requirement
of the contract that it be an EPA-approved dumping ground.

Senator Moreax. How far away do you estimate you would have to
got

Mr. WeNpenack. T am not really sure. I don’t know if the region
can answer t }l{l‘ (ill('&"et i(“l or not.

Mr. Garvaron T think most dumping sites are in Prince Georges
County. It is probably a matter of 6 or 8 miles.

Senator Morcay. What kind of oil handling and storage facilities
exist now at both of these locations?

Mr. WexpenAck. As far ag capacity ?

Senator Morean. Yes.

Mr. Wenpenack. T believe T have those figures. At the central plant,
there are 7.500 tons of coal storage capacity and four oil tanks which
hold 1.130.000 gallons.

At the west heating plant, there are 8,000 tons of capacity for coal
and 796,000 gallons of oil.
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Senator Morcan. If this project is approved, how many boilers will
be left that are not multifuel, except the two standby at the central
plant?

Mr. WenpEHACK. That are not multifuel ¢

Senator Morean. Yes.

Mr. WexperACK. There will be two at the central plant that will be
the oils and three at the west plant which will be the coals.

Senator Morean. Will they be standby, too?

Mr. Wenpenack. No. All of those boilers will be used. The only
two that will be put into mothballs will be the two 42-year-old remain-
ing boilers,

Senator MoreaN. The three at the west plant now use pulverized
coal ¢

Mr. WexpenacK. No, sir. They use stoker coal.

Senator Morean. Will they on the project ¢

Mr. WeNDEHACK. No, sir.

Senator Morean., Will they still not be polluting the air?

Mr. WenberAck. They will not be polluting the air. We will be
putting in precipitators and bottom ash capacity.

Senator MorcaN. The main reason you are replacing the two here
is because of their age?

Mr. WeNpEmACK. At the central plant, yes, sir.

Senator Morcax. What is the rated output capacity of these new
boilers? Did you tell us that ?

Mr. Wexpenack. 220,000 pounds each, for a total of 440,000
pounds.

Senator Morean. Did youn give us an average daily load demand on
the combined heating plants from October to March?

Mr. Wexpemack. We have gone through calculations on that. That
was one of the questions that GAO had raised.

On a rough average, we calculated that an average load would be
around 850,000 pounds. T want to stress a couple of points on that.

Average load, as far as a heating plant or a utility plant, has ab-
solutely no meaning. T might make an analogy of comparing it to a
person that can’t swim who asks what the depth of a pool is, and
somebody tells him the average depth is four feet. If he steps off into
the 4-foot end, he is fine. If he steps off into the eight-foot end, he is
out of luck.

We may have on a particular day during the winter a 75-degree
day where we don’t have to provide any steam, But then on another
day in the same month we may drop down to 4 degrees, and we will
then have to hit a peak of some 1,500,000 pounds.

Senator Morcaxn. Is this Senate office building on that line?

Mr. Wexpenack. No. Your building is on a separate heating plant,
the Capitol heating plant.

Senator Morcan. I was going to ask you if you counld save some
heating capacity by cutting off the heat now. We had hot air coming
ont one day this week.

Mr. Wexpenack. No, sir. We have gone through an extensive
energy conservation program in our buildings and cut back the heat
to 65 to 68 degrees.
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Senator Moraaxn. One more question, before I go into three or four
others that have been proposed by some of the members.

Does the authorization requested here include any refrigeration or
chiller-line alterations?

Mr. WeNpEHACK. NoO, Sir.

Senator Morcax. Upon completion of this project, can you meet
performance standards under the Clean Air Act?

Mr. WeNDEHACK. Yes, SiT.

Senator Morcay. Karl, you were talking about under the new law.

Mr. Brarrawarre. No; the existing law.

Mr. WENDEHACK. Y es, Sir.

Senator Morcax. Have these changes been coordinated with the
District and EPA? We talked about EPA. Have you coordinated
these proposals with the District ?

Mr. WenpEHAcK. I am sure we have.

Mr. Zorrixer. The environmental impact statement did go to the
District of Columbia before being published, if that is what you are
referring to.

Senator MorGax. Did they comment on it ?

Mr. Wexnenack, I believe they are in the process of commenting
now.

Mr. Garuarpr. The District has commented. They have basically
restated their position that we are in violation.

Senator Morcax. Have they expressed any position with regard to
whether these proposals will clear up the problem?

Mr, Garuarpr. I don’t think they have. We have the problem of
seeing what their regulations are and determining whether or not
technically what we are installing will do it. Our experts, both in-
house and consultants we have hired who are experts in the field,
have stated we will comply.

Mr. Wennerack. I don’t think the District has any way of de-
termining whether or not what we are doing will comply. But we
kmow it will comply.

Senator MorGay. John, will you make sure that the Dist rict’s com-
ments go in the record ?

Mr. PurinToN. Yes,

[The material requested follows:]

GovERNMENT oF THE DISTRIOT OF COLUMBIA,
ExecuTIVE OFFICE,
Washington, D.C., May 28, 1976.
Mr, James F. STEELE, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Commissioner, Office of Operating Programs, Public Building
Rervice. General Services Administration. (Region 3), Washington, D.C.
( Attention of Mr. William W. Sayers (3-MCTE)).

Dear Mg Steere: Enclosed are comments of the Executive Branch of the
Distriet of Columbia Government on the draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Multi-Fuel Boiler, Central Heating and Refrigeration Plant.
These comments have been prepared and coordinated by the Municipal Planning
Office in collaboration with other District agencies, including : The Corpora-
tion Counsel Department of Environmental Services, and the Department of
Transportation.

T wish to express the District’s appreciation for affording us the opportunity
to comment on the DEIS. We look forward to working with the General Serv-
jces Administration to upgrade the operation of the Central Plant to bring it
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into compliance with District and Federal air and water pollution control laws
and regulations.
Sincerely,
Bex W. GiLeerT, Director.
Enclosure.

COMMENTS ON THE DrAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAcT STATEMENT No. EDC-76001
ON MULTIFUEL BoOILERS: CENTRAL HEATING AND REFRIGERATION PLANT,
WasHmiNaTON, D.C.

The District of Columbia Government Executive Branch has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Number EDC 76001, Multifuel Boilers:
Central Heating and Refrigeration Plant, Washington, D.C. Districts agencies
participating in this review include: the Corporation Counsel, Department of
Environmental Services, Department of Housing and Urban Development, De-
partment of Transportation, Office of Budget and Management Systems, and
Municipal Planning Office. The following comments have been coordinated and
consolidated by the Municipal Planning Office. They discuss the District's gen-
eral, legal and technical concerns over the proposal and its draft environmental
impact statement (EIS3).

GENERAL COMMENTS

The draft EIS describes and evaluates the proposed modifications to the facil-
ities at the G.8.A. Central Heating and Refrigeration Plant (“Central Plant" ).
The modifications are designed to bring the Central Plant into compliance with
both District and Federal air and water pollution control laws and regulations
The Central Plant is currently in violation of applicable Distriet law and will
remain so, according to the EIS, until the modifications are complete.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ¥. SAMPSON

The District of Columbia has brought suit against officials of the General
Services Administration to enforce compliance of the operation of the Central
Plant and of the West Heating Plant with the District's air and water pollution
laws, which these officials have a duty to obey under Section 118 of the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1970 (42 U.8.C. 18571), Section 313 of Federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1323 and) Executive Order 11752, This
litigation, District of Columbia v. Sampson, Civil Act No. 75-1017, is pending in
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. G.S.A. officials
have acknowledged that they are bound by the District laws in the operation of
these two facilities. They have also admitted to the Court that they are in
violation of District law with regard to visible and particulate emissions into
the air and ash discharges into the Potomac River,

Because of the very lengthy period required to complete the modification and
to bring the Central Plant into compliance with District law, Judge George L.
Hart of the United States District Court has encouraged the General Services
Administration to pursue temporary of interim measures which can also be
taken to bring the operation into compliance, or closer to compliance. Such meas-
ures would decrease as much as possible the amount of emissions and the time
period in which the operation of the Central and West Plants remain in viola-
tion of local law.

INTERIM MEABURES

It is the legal position of the District of Columbia that it is mandatory that
the present operations of the Central Plant be modified so as to bring its opera-
tions (and those of the West Plant) into compliance or closer to compliance im-
mediately, and that this can be accomplished through interim measures. It is
anticipated by GSA that the proposed modifications for the Central Plant in the
draft EIS can be completed in a period of 141 weeks from the time procurement
procedures are initiated,

Unfortunately, the draft EIS does not indicate any program of interim meas-
ures which ean bring the Central Plant into compliance or closer to compliance.

The only interim measure proposed in the draft EIS is the installation of a
temporary ash handling system for two of the four coal-fired boilers at the
Central Plant. These two boilers will not be replaced. Once the other two coal-
fired boilers at the Central Plant are replaced, the draft EIS states that use of
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the two coal-fired boilers utilizing the temporary ash handling system will be
suspended. In the lawsuit, GSA officials have talked in terms of “abandonment"
of these boilers. However, the draft EIS does not indicate that these boilers
will be removed or that they or their control equipment will be modified. The
possibility remains, therefore, that these two coal-fired boilers may be used again
at some time in the future without having been equipped with control equipment
to bring their emissions within allowable levels. The District has advised the
Court that further operation of these boilers in violation of the air pollution
laws is not acceptable,

It is our opinion that there are several interim measures that can be im-
mediately taken to bring the operation of the Central Plant (and of the West
Plant) into compliance or closer to compliance with District law. These interim
measures should include :

(1) Converting the boilers to a complying grade of oil.

(2) Operating complying boilers to the maximum extent possible. Install nec-
essary equipment to enable Boilers No. 8 and 4 to operate at maximum load.

(3) Before non-complying boilers are used, steam supplied should be reduced
proportionately to each building supplied by the plant.

(+4) Emissions from each boiler should be continuously monitored by install-
ing suitable monitoring equipment.

(5) Immediate measures should be instituted to prevent the discharge of
acidic waters form the coal storage areas/coal traps into the storm drains and
sewers from the coal storage areas/coal traps into the storm drains and sewers
of the District of Columbia, into the Potomac River or into Rock Creek.

(6) Immediate measures should be instituted to prevent the discharge of
ashes into the storm drains and sewers of the District of Columbia into the
Potomae River, or into Rock Creek.

(7) GSA should burn only good quality coal in its boilers. Coal samples should
be analyzed, prior to being used, to ensure that the coal meets the specifications.

(8) The damaged steam transmission conduits from the West Heating Plant
in the vicinity of the Ellipse in the District of Columbia should be immediately
repaired or replaced.

TECHNICAL COMMENTS

The following comments apply to various technical aspects of the draft EIS:

(1) The number of multi-fuel fired boilers to be installed is indicated in the
draft EIS as two on page 3 and as three on page 15 Table 1. The latter figure
is used in the determination of future air quality from mathematical modeling.

(2) The formula given to caleulate the District’s allowable particulate emis-
gion from fuel burning equipment on Page 21, Table VII is incorrect. The cor-
rect formula is 0.17455 H™**=,

(3) In the event of an oil spill during filling of tanks, provisions should be
made to prevent the oil entering the storm sewer.

(4) The draft EIS does not address the methods of handling dust caused
during coal handling. This should be corrected in the final EIS.

(3) The latest control technology for controlling particulate emissions from
coal-fired boilers is the use of fabric filters. Since the subject document does
not consider any alternative to a precipitator, we feel that fabric filters and
other control equipment should be evaluated.

(8) The proposed macerated paper storage and handling building and at least
one existing building are partly sited in public space. The D.C. Surveyor has
no record of a request for a street closing action being filed with his office. The
General Services Administration should advise the District of its intent in this
matter.

(T) The G.S.A. should include a traffic circulation plan, maintenance of traffic
plan (during construction) and related information in the EIS. We consider
this to be pertinent to the draft EIS, and that it should be part of the draft
statement. This information is essential if any adverse transportation impacts
are to be identified.
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT 0F COLUMBIA,
Execurive OFFICE,
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1976.
Mr. James F. SteeLg, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Commissioner, Office of Operating Programs, Public Building
Service, General Services Administration (Region 3), Washington, D.C.
(Attention of Mr. William W. Sayers (3-MCTE).)

Dear Me. STeerLe: Enclosed are additional comments of the Executive Branch
of the District of Columbia Government on the draft Environmental Impact
statement (DEIS) for the Multi-Fuel Boiler, Central Heating and Refrigera-
tion Plant. These comments have been coordinated by the Municipal Planning
Office in collaboration with other District agencies participating in the review
of the DEIS, including : the Corporation Counsel, Department of Environmental
Services, Department of Transportation, and Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development, For your ready reference, a copy of our previous com-
ments is also enclosed.

I wish to express again the District’s appreciation for affording us the op-
portunity to comment on the DEIS. We look forward to working with the Gen-
eral Services Administration to upgrade the operation of the Central Plant to
bring it into compliance with District and Federal air and water pollution con-
trol laws and regulations.

Sincerely,
Bex W. Grueerr, Director.

Enclosure,

CoMMENTS oN THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT No. EDC-76001,
MuLTIFUEL BoILERS : CENTRAL HEATING AND REFRIGERATION PLANT, WASHING-
ToN, D.C.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

The following comments supplement the District comments furnished to the
General Services Administration on May 28, 1976. They have been coordinated
with the previous comments and the agencies participating in the review of the
subject draft environmental impact statement (DEIS).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA URBAN RENEWAL LAND

The DEIS indicates, on page 8, that a macerated paper handling facility is
no longer included in the project. However, Site Plan No. 1 of the DEIS shows
a structure for paper handling and what appears to be a turn-around for truck
service to this facility. The structure appears to be located within the right-
of-way of D Street, 8.W., and the area for the turn-around appears to require
land extending south of the D Street right-of-way.

This land south of D Street and land adjacent to it have been acquired for
redevelopment by the D.C. Redevelopment Land Agency pursuant to the Urban
Renewal Plan for the Southwest Urban Renewsl Area, Project C. The Plan does
not provide for the turn-around shown for the paper handling facility. Expan-
sion of the D Street right-of-way to provide for the turn-around would require
amendment of the Plan.

The Final EIS (FEIS) should eliminate the apparent conflict of the present
description in the text with the site plan for it in the DEIS. The FEIS should
also clarify whether or not the project will require any of the urban renewal
land along D Street

Senator Moraax. If coal is the prime fuel, how can reduction of
emissions be achieved when it is essentially a higher pollutant ?

Mr. Wespenack, The precipitators and the bottom ash handling
will take care of the pollutants.

Senator Morcan. Will this take care of it, and meet the standards?

Mr. WespEmack. And meet the standards.

Senator Morcax. Is there any other way you could achieve a higher
degree of clean air?

Mr. Garvaror. You can burn all oil. But the burning of all oil, we
just predict for this last fiscal year, if we did that, burn number two
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fuel oil, which is the higher priced fuel, it would cost us in operat-
g costs $1.2 million a year more than using coal.

Mr. Wexpenack. We could not meet the capacity unless we had all
the boilers converted to oil, and we could still not meet our peak de-
mand. We could handle the average situation. But when you get into
ilwv higher requirements—and during the past year, for example, I
believe we hit over a million pounds of steam requirement at least
one-third of the time. 20 to 25 percent of the time—that without burn-
ing coal, we just will not be able to meet the load requirements.
~ Senator Morgan. You say it would cost $1.2 million more, What
is the total cost of fuel now, for the 112 buildings?

Mr. Warp. The present budget, Senator, which again is predicated
upon a cold winter, the budget T can answer for the District heating
system is $18 million, and 60 percent of that would be fuel.

Senator Morean. Sixty percent?

Mr. Warn. Sixty percent of the $18 million.

Mr. Garuaror, $10.8 million.

Senator Morcan. What precautions have been taken to meet sulfur
dioxide standards, for the change in fuel?

Mr. Wexpenack. We are keeping the quality of oil and coal we buy
controlled so that we stay within the sulfur requirements.

Senator Morcax. What kind of contracts do you have, to insure
the quality of coal ?

Mr. Gavvaror, The Defense Supply Agency is the main agency
which buys all fuels. GSA buys under their contract. We have been
buying basically from the same line for many years, Island Creek Coal
Co. T am not sure where they are located. T think it is West Virginia.

The sulfur content both of the oil and coal is very critical. The
States have established different kinds of standards with regard to
the sulfur dioxide emissions. Virginia and Maryland have decided
that you measure the sulfur dioxide emissions at the stack. The Dis-
triet of Coolumbia has stated they want to measure the sulfur at the
fuel that is being imported.

Therefore. they have established a standard, and we have to buy
the fuel which you test the fuel itself to measure the sulfur in it.
Therefore, we are buying the fuel from Island Creek Coal Co. It is
the lowest sulfur coal we ean get. I think it is .9 percent.

Mr. Wexpenack. The only other alternative we would have in the
future if coal or oil was not available would be, like any other plants
that have to meet the requirements, to go to scrubbers.

Mr. Garvaror. There is a problem with sulfur in oil also, which is
critical. Basically what you try to do here is make sure the heating
system furnishing the Federal agencies in the District of Columbia,
do not have to rely upon imported oil.

At the present time, the oil which is necessary that has the lowest
sulfur content only comes from overseas. There are no internal, within
the United States, plants which produce the low sulfur oil, at least on
the eastern seaboard. Most of the oil has to come from overseas. Most
of it is coming from Venezuela. It is all imported oil. Youn have to
get the low sulfur content oil. AR :

The other problem we have is the distribution system is not set up
to give yon that low sulfur oil. They have to have a large enough cus-
tomer to be able to furnish you with that low sulfur oil.
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. We have not yet made the total contractual arrangements with those
distribution people to get the low sulfur oil. Basically T go back that
these two boilers are needed so that the U.S. Government does not be-
come dependent on overseas oil to keep the Federal agencies in warmth
in the Distriet of Columbia.

Senator Moreax. From the prospectus and what you say, T think
you have established a reasonable need for this work. But T have no
other real way of knowing, except from what you say.

The thing that worries me is that we don’t have any system of
checks on the request. T have no way of knowing whether your esti-
mate is high or low, except what I read in here about cost overruns.

I frankly feel we ought to have some better determination of cost,
and how it is going to be handled, before we o ahead with approval.
But T am not completely prepared to proceed this morning,

If we approve the project, and you start it, are we going to be con-
fronted with another cost overrun, like the Visitors Center? These are
the things I wish T knew.

Mr. Gavuaror. We would know the answer to that very shortly be-
cause we would expect that we would put this contract on the market
and have it ready for awarding in about a 3-month period. At that
time we would know for sure whether or not we have the right au-
thorization. We would not be able to proceed with the award of the
contract if it does exceed the authorization.

Senator Moreax. Why did they award the contract for the Visitors
Center, if it was not within the limits of their authorization ?

Mr. Gavvarpr. We don’t handle the Visitors Center. The National
Park Service does.

Senator Morcax. I thought you did this for all Federal buildings
in Washington.

Mr. Wenpenack. Not special purpose type buildings; only office
type buildings,

Senator MorGaxN. Aren'’t they bound by the same laws that GSA is,
with regard to letting contracts?

Mr. Garuaror They are, yes.

Senator Moreax. Would GSA let a contract like that, for a Federal
building in Washington ?

Mr. Gavvaror I am not familiar with their problems. T think it is
a contract claim that is causing the overrun on the National Visitors
Center.

Senator Morcan. What do you mean, a contract claim ? Changes?

Mr, Gavvaror. It is a change of some sort; either a design error or
added scope of work. I am not familiar with it.

Mr. WeNpenack. I think we have a very good track record in avoid-
ing cost overruns. I think our estimates are usually very sound. Assum-
ing we get appropriations for the money to spend on it and within the
time frame of the original prospectus budget, then we have had a very
good record as far as staying within our authorization.

__Senator Morcax. If this committee recommends approval, will you
give me positive assurance that GSA will not let the contract for this
work un!l‘;-?\'wr it comes within the authorization, unless they come back
first to this committee ?

Mr. WexbEnack. We will give you our 100-percent assurance, That
1s our policy.




Senator Moraax. I assure you if I am still on this committee, and if
you don’t do that, you will have trouble getting any more
authorizations.

Mr. Wenpemack. That is our policy. Our regional offices recognize
that. That is the policy we follow. We do not proceed with a project
unless we have a prospectus approved and unless we have the limit.

We do have under the law 10 percent authority to escalate a pro-
spectus. I think you are aware of that. )

Senator Moreax. I know that. But if we approve this contract, will
you give me the assurance that you won't let the contract, even with a
10-percent escalation

Mr. Garuarpr. We wouldn’t be allowed to anyhow because the 10-
percent escalation has to occur. Since the authorization is about to
oceur and we are about to award the contract, there is no way we could
use the 10-percent escalation factor anyhow.

We do not use the 10 percent at all. We are in a better position on
this contract than we are on most others because we already have it de-
signed. With a design you can be more specific as to what the cost is.

Your cost estimators have something to actually look at. They can
come a lot closer. You have to realize the cost is whatever the market
says it is going to cost and not necessarily what estimators say it is
going to cost.

So we are about to go out and find out what the cost is when we place
it on the market. We feel we have a good estimate and we will get good
prices from contractors. However, there is a limited number of con-
tractors who can do this work. Now in the United States it is turning
out that the number of people who have the capability of providing
these kinds of facilities are rapidly decreasing. We are somewhere be-
tween a very small boiler for small commercial operations and the very
Jarge ones that are built for heating in power companies. S0 we are
somewhere in between.

The number of people building that kind are rapidly disappearing.
So therefore we have to presume we are going to get a very good price
from those people.

Mr. WexpEHACK. We will give you our word, my word, that we will
come back here if there is any problem.

Senator Morcay. That I appreciate, because this other system wor-
ries me.

Senator Buckley has some questions and would like you to submit
written answers. 1 also would like to reserve that right, for any other
committee members. £

Mr. Wexpenack. All right, sir.

Senator MorGay. 1f any committee member has questions, we will
get them to you.

[ Responses to additional questions follow :]
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QUESTION: It was also stated that GSA
receivi redits from the itractor
yet known. What was deleted from t

ANS GSA has r ived credits from the contractor for

deletion of one boiler and four oil storage tanks in the

of $1.5 milli As to why we did not get more than $1.5 million back,
costs other than the manufacture of

contractor's overhead costs for his

or order costs, etc.

Yes. On large construction projects of this size a CPM is

I at the beginning of the project and is updated regularly
to determine t items of work have been completed by the Contractor.
Also, a Construction Progress Report is completed each month during
the work per from which the value of completed work and its

percent nf the entire project can be determined.
p P

The most effective way of determ » amount of work actually
done by the Contractor is by visual inspection of the work in the
field. Visual ection, in addition to testing of equipment,
provides the basis of how each item of work is paid for.
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What is GSA's real plan for the C ~al Heating Plant?
many new boilers do they really want, and why hayen't they been
more candid with the Committee?

| GSA really wants a heating system that is (1) r
since the measure of a heating system's success is contim
operation; (2) efficient, since we wish to operate ¢
burning the most plentiful and economic fuel; (3) effective
we desire safety of personnel and plant and conformance to e
mental constraints.

is as stated within
the prospectus awaiting approval. We re y want the two new
multi-fuel boilers so that we can me the anticipated steam
through 1985. We have no comment on the candid inference other than
that statement is unjust and unwarranted.

QUESTION: We are told by GSA that if this p
approved, the funds appropriated for it in t
be lost. Please explain thi

r

ANSWER: The FY-76 funds for this project will not be lost since
GSA has carryover authority of $40 million.
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{__‘:_II["\'._}H"- Testimony was given at the hearing that GSA has a current
requir 1t for more than 1.4 million 1bs. of steam per hour. How
was this determined?

A 10 year analysis of maximum steam demand in pounds of

team per hour discloses a peak of 1,2 00 on January 92, 1970.
The average temperature for that day was +8°F with one inch of
SN0 a wind velocity of 21 mph, and 52% of possible sunshine.
The low for the day was +40F and the day previously 5 windy and
cold. January, 1970, was the coldest month in the past 10 years.

Weather statistics show that this +49F or a lower npe ure can
occur every 5 years. le choose the +49F temperature base on a

10 year basis rather than a more severe recorded -69F or 50 year
basis., This selection is not conservative, but, reflects an
engineering decision which is also the basis upon which the n

ship of the Internatjional District Heating Association det

its maximum possible de-rated hourly steam generation capacity-

January 9, 1970, peak of 1,295,000 pph supplied a calculated
36,553,000 gross square feet of building area overall. Since then
and until the winter of 1975 - 1976, an estimated 7,232,740 gross
square feet of space was added to the system and 3,389,000 square
feet of space was delete for a net increase of 3,843,740 square
feet of area. This 10.8% increase in space equates to an anticipated
steam demand increase of 1,430,000 pph, provided the same meteoro-
logical conditions exist as did on January 9, 1970.

Washington, D.C. is experiencing a long range average temperature
rise anticipated to begin declining by 1979. Such decline will
increase the probability of reaching or exceeding GSA's projected

maximum steam demands.
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erved By

Gross
Y Square Feet

1970 (Base)

Added

D.C. Library, October, 1972 344,00
Federal Reserve Anne October, 1973 215°€

Hirshhorn Museum, November, 1974
J. Edgar Hoover Building, November, 1974
L

Department of

U.S. Tax Court, June, 1974

South Portal Building, December, 1975

Air and Space Museum, December, 1975
TOTAL

abor Building, November, 1974

Deleted

Navy Building, March, 1970 ,428,000
Munitions Building, March, 1970 1,428,000
Temporary Building E, March, 1970 215,000
1300 E Street, March, 1970 71,000
1711 New York Avenue, March, 1970 215,000
Winder Annex, 1974

1723-25 F Street, 1974

TOTAL

To Be Added Before 1980

Federal Home Loan Bank Board

National Gallery of Art Annex

District of Columbia Courthou ]
1951 Constitution Avenue (Extension) 100

TOTAL 1,791,000
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ON: Further, we are informed that the 2.3 million 1bs.

ty figure shown is one arbitrarily "de-rated" by GSA, re-
flecting a 20 percent reduction below the actual rating. Wouldn't
that indicate a current excess o7 re than 100 percent, based on the
highest recorded demand of 1.3 million 1bs. Doesn't it also indicate
a 93 percent excess over the 1.43 million 1bs. now stated as GSA's
current need?

ER:  The 2.3 million pph capacity was not arbitrarily de
. Boilers and their auxili s are built to produc

of steam. This is called the boiler "Name Plate" capacity

ment ages, it reaches a stage of deterioration so that mair

repair cannot keep it operating at a full load condition or at an econo-

nical cost. The load that a boiler can actually carry at no

conditions is called the "derated” c yability: It is not pos

accurately predict the actual, or derated capability at any future t

because of many unknown factors. For example, the capability of a

may improve after replacement of a major piece of auxiliary equipm

Estimates concerning the system capability are based upon expérience
which indicates that two boilers can be out of service for repairs when
an on line unit fails. With the planned replacement of critical auxili-
aries for boilers at the West Heating Plant and the replacement of s
boilers in the Central Heating Plant, the reliability of the total system

will be significantly improved.

It is assumed that only one boiler would be down for repairs during the
peak load condition and that one could fail at any time. ¢ rapid-
1y changing conditions, the inability to accurately predict futu

available fuels and the conditions and repairs of boilers,

past 10 to 15 years in the future are difficult. However,

indicate that the proposed system will be adequate uniess

construction adds significant amounts of new space.

A1l of the original major equipment is i in service and a major
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QUESTION: How is GSA compensated for steam furnished to non-Government
buildings? How is the amount determined? Would rate be affected
by the new work proposed?

ANSWER:  GSA is compensated for steam furnished to non-Government
buildings through the means of the GSA Form 2957. Under the provisions
of the Federal Building Fund, an obligation is received from the non-
Government building for steam to be consumed. This obligation is a

firm price commitment consummated every quarter

The amount to charge for steam is determined based upon the estimated
cost of operation divided by the estimated consumption of steam in
thousands of pounds per hour. Operating costs include all costs except
major repair and replacement items, such as are contained in the pros-
pectus. The amount to charge is determined based upon the analysis of
expense and income. An adjustment is made to the next quarter's obliga-
tion depending on whether too little or too much money was obligated for
the existing quarter.

The steam rates would not be affected by the cost of the items contained
in the prospectus. The steam rates would be affected if a lesser cost
fuel could not be burned and/or if there be no action, or the prospectus
and overall plant physical deterioration affects increased maintenance
and repair.

QUESTION: The prospectuses do not indicate any alternatives to
the work proposed at both plants. Why not?

ANSHER: The prospectuses present the best plan developed by GSA.

Aiternate courses of action were considered, rejected and explained
in the Environmental Impact Statement.

Copy of Environmental Impact Statement attached.
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only the work be done that is necessary to comply with D.C. and EPA
requirements?

QUESTION: In the interest of economy, at this time, why can't

ANSWER: (1) To add new precipitators to the four 43 year old
derated boilers, which would be sized and usable on a future
modernization project, would cost an estimated $5,150,000. This
work would cover demolition of old precipitators, installation

of new precipitators, structural modifications, fan revisions,
controls, electrical modifications, duct work, insulation, and
architectural screen wall at roof. Since we have not attempted
any design of this type of approach, (because present boilers must
be replaced, regardless of this action) we cannot at this time be
assured that this is physically possible.

(2) To add mechanical separators plus precipitators to the four old
boilers, covering their present derated capacity only, would cost

an estimated $3,085,300. These precipitators would be unusable for
the future modernization of the builers and would have to be re-
placed at that time.

COMMENTARY :

We do not have design for either of these alternates. To get such a
prospectus approved, complete the design, procure a contractor, fabricate
and erect, will involve three years or more.

If A.1. is chosen, the precipitators would remain in place during a

future modernization project, and the contractor would be prevented from
using the roof access for the erection of the boilers and thereby material-
ly increase the cost of the project. Regardless of all this, the old boilers
must be replaced within the next five years. Since it would take some three
years to design and install these precipitators, we would be by that time
realizing the end of the useful life of the boilers. and would end up with
new precipitators on useless boilers, without the capability of meeting peak
steam demands.

If A.2. if chosen, the money use would be marginal as the precipitators
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QUESTION: EPA's response to the draft statement, which is included
in the final, states that they need more information and offer
suggestions. There is no evidence in the Final Impact Statement
that GSA ever complied, or that EPA approves without qualification.
Will additional exhibits be submitted?

ANSHER: The Draft Statement was revised, taking into account

EPA"s comments and suggestions and published as a Final Statement
and then distributed on June 25, 1976. EPA, by letter to GSA dated
July 2, 1976, stated: "We have reviewed the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the proposed project. Based on this review, we
have no objections to the further development of the Central Heating
Plant as described." No additional exhibits will be submitted at
this time.

QUESTION: The D. C. Government's comments also comprise only questions
and suggestions. Further, they reflect a belief that trash-burning
boilers will be used, and point out right-of-way problems that will

be encountered with truck facilities. Has D. C. filed comments
indicating unqualified approval, and why are they not included in

this Final statement?

ANSWER: The project, as revised does not include paper-handling
facilities or truck facilities for trash. The Final Statement ex-
plained this and responded to all of the other comments to the Draft
Statement offered by the District of Columhia. The Municipal Planning
Office of the District, at a meeting of the National Capital Planning
Commission on August 5, 1976, introduced a letter from the Corporation
Counsel of the District dated July 30, 1976. A portion of this letter

reads as follows: "The District has no legal objection to the project
as currently planned so long as it leads to bringing the subject
boilers into compliance with District air pollution laws. Therefore,
any measures, both interim and long term, which can be implemented to
achieve such compliance should be undertaken as soon as possible."




41.

ommission's response com-

QUESTION: The National Capitol Planning C
Why not,

prises only suggestions but does not indicate approval.
and is such approval anticipated?

WE Commission in its December
10, 1974, letter to GSA stated that the Commission "approved the
preliminary site and building plans for the expansion and improve-
ment of the Central Heating Plant. with the recommendation that
the GSA, in the preparation of final site and building plans:

ANSWER: The National Capitol Planning

gency a right of entry

1. Obtain from the Redevelopment Land A
f D Street to permit

into the urban renewal tract south o
truck maneuvering; and

the railroad siding so as not to

Design the facilities along
development over these facilities

preclude air space building
and access to D Street.

The 2 recommendations refer to the paper handling facility which
has been deleted from the prospectus and the proposed project.
Approval of final site and building plans for this project will
be sought from the Commission at its August 5, 1976, meeting.

QUESTION: Why wasn't release of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement withheld until all approvals had been given?

ANSHER: The Environmental Impact Statements were written in
ith the Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines.

accordance W
The Draft Statement was distributed to other Government agencies,
The Draft

the A-95 clearing-house designee, and the public.

Statement was revised, taking into account the substantive comments
received, and was then published as a Final Statement. It is not
possible to include concurrences on the revisions to the Draft
Statement and the Final Statement in the Final Statement. There is
nothing in the Guidelines to jndicate that approvals are reques ted
from other agencies on any statement. The National Capitol Planning
Commission indicated that they would not grant final approval of the
project unless 30 days had passed since publishing the Final Statement.
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unrel
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Question 2. The Was gton, D.C. area has a substantial air pollution problem

caused by high levels of oxidant. The oxidant is formed from the

n oxides and i In
gulated under the Clean Air Act

contribution to the formation of oxid

» page 25 of ¢t appendix-D of the Draf mental

act Statement

the new plant would 1 quality under

the ticnal 2 standards even if it were assumed

that absolutely 7€ the power plants emissions were

contributed to he heating pl & located very

itrogen




high flame temperat T boilers are de wed with the
largest furnace volume shich will fit the space avail le, pro-
viding reasc This plus the furnace water

wall tube heat temperature so NOy is min-

imal.

The boilers are hea ori means the full heat Telea

ather circ tances. The

condition is

nominal loads at release con-

ditions

3 will (continuous/record-

a control

ich will

has been contacted and the only infor
that G must me he n source standard

for "ll__‘c (40 ( % f boiler manufactures meets these

requirements, the EPA requir 1ts and




The Central Heati

Qu

the Thom

estion 3:

Jeffer

particulate matter,

will play a role t
the surro

Wasl

visit

(such a:

particulate emissi

and pre

emis

dered for

filters

to high

achieve

the flue

mast
requi

would

he

an

ment

and

visibility

located wi few blocks of

Mon t. The reduction of

of fine particulate matter,

of those historical sites from

interest for the tourists vho

other than elec




85

danger of fires at elevated temperatures (450°F)

greater th precipitators.

ang ntenance costs xpected to be higher t

for preciy ;. Capital costs are expected yarable. (See Journal

1975. Performance and cost

of Air Poll I ntr sociation Dec.

Filters and Alter ] ticulate Control

be heated during boiler shutdowns to prevent

»isture.

ho
ho

greater fan
rcent particulate collection efficiency
heolite) to protect the fabric dia

would require desi o for a low air-to-cloth ratiom (3:1).

{incidence of bag failure and fouling due to moisture,

other fuel ash components will require frequent shu

tenance.

Particulate scrubbers are a possible

pollution control device for boilers sion of such equig

is inclu scrub is a devi
lates fr zas stream. The yenturi scru

high particulate removal fciencies (99 percen

pr arily a function of the energy consumed to to iiquid cont

Requir through an orifice

or venturl throat, increased, and

collection efficienc) ¢ drop acre
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Very few sc 2 ve been d for particulate control alone.
Their chief advantage is wat they can be desi both particulate and

gaseous pollutant rem | Alth

efficiency collect £ ticulate is feasible,

scrubber devices i 3 »commended for the CHP because:

particulate removal, the
drop of a venturi scrubber ¢ as sh as 60 inches
(2) r osts is device are genera
higher than se of fabric filters and electrost
ice require ts for scrubber modules a
treatment and rec ater than other particulate
{4) Withs ive injectic corr on of the s ber would occur.

(5) ‘ 5 & y lem in particulate
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Central




possi In-

enable Boilers No. 3 and 4 to oper-

rs are being operated to the ximum extent practic-
1 4 at the Central Plant will have
ent installed to enable

project authorization by Cc

is designed to install six Zeolite Water

(cost of six units now on hand was about $270,000).

stall will be at 0,000.
the boilers i 1 alf load be-
ion water ha a8 1s required by the

zero causes scalir

the boilers. Experience
range and do not exces

half designed load. We dare not

Boilers 3 and & have genevated sulfuric acid at loads lower than

rph. Current e er loads 4 0 We dare

ticular oil fired e ¢ they are

vet reliable operationally (can sud g i e with an
generating capability) ar

cann eep one or both oil fired boilers on-line lower than

150,000 pph 2 of the 1furic acid eration capability.

75-602 O - 76 = 7
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flers are use

or about

psi. Any

control
mperatures by building

eratures

would
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rom cach boiler shoul

uitable monitoring eq

which 1
indicated the

units will meet

for

stallation attai

tallati C monitoring equip

reduce poll




Question e. Immes

iate measures should be

acidic waters from the coal sto

storm drains and sewers

Rock

Response: We are el

and drains. At the

Creek or the Potc

€ River.

Central plant, we are asce

D.C. Government will v the connection to

vhere dilution wi

estimated cost is

the West p
3 water int

completion date

drain. The alter

nate

$7,500. Esti

discharge o

dis ATEe

into the

water to ste

hether

tary sewer

of
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res should be instituted to prevent the discharge

Question f. Immediate w

of ashes into the storm drains and ¢ s of the District of

or into Rock Creek or the Potomac

A project is that will prevent the discharge of ashes by

June 30, 19 At the West plant an estimated $327,416.00 will

stall a water cle serator This project

{s desi arded to 3MCO, and is aiting authorization to

proceed. & Central Plant, $283,896.00 for essentially the

me project as at We This project is designed and is

ready for i for bidding purposes.

to pump over-

flow inte holding the water into
estimates

ns. An expe

would amo

reen concentrator
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Question




Questi The damaged steam

Heating Pl

Dist:

replaced.

should

difica-




of the water pollution

you are

that & ] installation as

yvered u 2 for the
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Senator MoreaN. Thank you very much. We will conclude this
hearing.

[ Whereupon, at 10:15 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene
subject to the call of the Chair. ]

O
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