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Q. What is your name and position? 

A. My name is Block M. Andrews, and I am Director of Environmental Services for  

Aquila, Inc. (“Aquila” or “Company). 

Q. Are you the same Block M. Andrews that filed direct testimony in this case before 

the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”)? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 

A. I will be responding to the environmental issues in the testimony filed by Harold 

R. Stanley. 

Q. On page 4 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Stanley states that the Southern Star 

natural compressor station completed an environmental impact study in 2000 

prior to additional construction, but that Aquila did not perform studies to the 

level of detail of the compressor station before starting construction of the South 

Harper Facility.  Why did Aquila not perform similar detailed studies? 

A. The natural compressor station is regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (“FERC”).  Under FERC rules, before any new construction at a gas 

compressor station can commence, the facility is required to perform either an 

environmental assessment (EA) or environmental impact statement (EIS).  Either 

an EIS or EA requires the applicant to look at such environmental issues as 
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cultural resources, wetland impacts, threatened and endangered species, air 

quality, water quality, and noise impacts.  Part of the EIS and EA process is to 

hold public meetings and to obtain comments from stakeholders.  The process is 

described on the FERC website (
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involved/process.asp#skipnavsub).  Thus the compressor station was simply 

following the requirements for a compressor facility. 

Q. Is Aquila regulated by FERC? 

A. Yes.  While Aquila is also regulated by FERC, the FERC does not require a 

newly constructed simple cycle combustion turbines to go through the EIS or EA 

process.  Aquila did, however, perform environmental studies typically found in 

EIS or EA’s including cultural resources, wetlands impacts, threatened and 

endangered species, air quality, water quality, and noise studies. Several of these 

studies were not required.  Aquila also held public meetings in the Fall of 2004 to 

discuss local citizen concerns.  Aquila obtained all required environmental 

permits and approvals for construction of the site. 

Q. On page 5 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Stanley contends that the engine size and 

emissions at the compressor station are much smaller than the South Harper site.   

How do you respond? 

A. Aquila is unaware of any zoning criteria that base land use on the number of 

horsepower at a particular location.  In regard to emissions, we believe the 

important metric is the health effects of the plant emissions.  

Q. Please explain. 
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A.  The compressor station air permit to construct issued June 19, 2000 (See Page 12 

of Attachment A) shows the modeled concentration of nitrogen oxides at 2 ug/m3 

and carbon monoxide concentrations of 13.5 (8 hour average) and 19.2 ug/m3 (1 

hour average) for their respective averaging times.  The information on the 

MDNR document says that the facility is well with the NAAQS (“National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards”) which is a health-based limit.  It also lists the 

NAAQS levels.   

For NOx, the compressor station emissions are approximately 2% of the standard 

and the CO levels are about 0.1% or less of the NAAQS levels.  In the South 

Harper air permit to construct, the modeled NOx concentrations are 0.39 ug/m3 

and the CO concentrations are 24.8 and 76.3 ug/m3.  A comparison between the 

existing compressor station health impacts to the South Harper health impacts 

shows the South Harper NOx levels are 5 times lower than the compressor station 

health impacts and approximately 0.4% of the NAAQS.  The CO levels from 

South Harper are between 2 and 4 times the compressor station levels but still 

only 0.25 % or less of the health based NAAQS levels.  The South Harper as built 

plant impacts with actual emission levels are even lower than the MDNR modeled 

permitted levels.  Burns & McDonnell (as noted in the September 23, 2005 memo 

in Aquila’s Special Use Permit application) performed the as-built modeling using 

the same parameters as they did with the air permit application which resulted in 

NOx emission impacts of 0.02 ug/m3 and CO emission impacts of 15.8 and 58.4 

ug/m3.  Using the as-built plant impacts, we find that the South Harper NOx 

impacts are 10 times less than the existing compressor station impacts.  CO 
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impacts from S. Harper are approximately equal for the eight hour average, but 

are 3 times the compressor station impacts for the one hour average.  We believe 

pollutant impacts from the compressor and the South Harper facility are both 

small and of a similar level. 

Q. At page 7 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Stanley says that the S. Harper facility’s 

air emissions total 558 pounds per hour of pollutants as permitted by the Missouri 

DNR.  Is this emissions level consistent with a residential area? 

A. Yes.  Since the 1950’s, this neighborhood has had an industrial source that emits 

breathable emission levels comparable to the South Harper plant.  See response to 

Question 2.  However, even if the maximum concentrations of both the 

compressor station and the South Harper plant occurred at the same time and 

location, the impacts are still less that 3% of the NOx and CO health impact 

threshold levels established by the NAAQS.     

Q. On page 9 of his testimony, Mr. Stanley says that the emissions from the South 

Harper plant are equivalent to 1000 trucks.  How do you respond? 

A. Aquila does not believe that the health impact or noise of 1000 trucks is 

comparable to the South Harper facility.  Missouri Department of Natural 

Resources, the Environmental Protection Agency and internationally recognized 

toxicologists have already agreed that there are no significant health issues 

associated with the plant.  The air impacts from the existing compressor station 

are comparable to the South Harper plant.  Burns & McDonnell’s noise study in 

August, 2005 has stated that the Aquila plant meets all Cass County noise levels 

at the property boundary. 
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Q. Also, on page 10 of his testimony, Mr. Stanley contends that the unpaved road 

equation used for comparison in your testimony is not valid.  How do you 

respond? 

A. The unpaved road equation can be used for either dirt, gravel or a mixture of the 

two road types. 

Q. On page 11 of his testimony, Mr. Stanley raises concerns that particulate matter 

emissions are only 4% of the total South Harper emissions.  What about the other 

pollutants? 

A. Almost 90% of the facility emissions are either NOx or CO emissions.  As stated 

earlier in, these pollutant impacts are similar to the adjacent compressor station 

impacts.  The VOC and SO2 emissions comprise about 4 % of the emissions and 

their impact was considered insignificant by MDNR.  The hazardous air 

pollutants were tested and evaluated.  The emissions were considered to have no 

adverse health impacts by toxicologists Dr. Duoll and Dr. Rozman as well as 

Missouri DNR and EPA. 

Q. On page 12 of his testimony, discusses the October 2004 Burns & McDonnell 

report, which shows predicted noise levels above the Cass County residential 

noise ordinance levels.  Please explain. 

A. Aquila has had five noise studies performed for the South Harper facility.  The 

first noise study was performed by Burns & McDonnell prior to construction.  

Three additional post operational studies were performed by Burns & McDonnell 

and one study by ATCO.  The October 2004 noise study was a pre-construction 

noise study.  The intent of the study was to give Aquila an idea of approximate 

 5



 Surrebuttal Testimony: 
 Block M. Andrews 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

sound levels expected during operation.  The noise study uses a noise model to 

approximate the noise levels.  The model used conservative estimates (high noise 

levels) for projected the resulting noise levels.  The model showed that one of the 

highest noise sources was emitted from the exhaust stack and ductwork.  As a 

result of this study, Aquila decided to install stacks that emitted less noise.  

Operational noise levels measured by Burns & McDonnell and ATCO are below 

the October 2004 modeled noise levels.  In fact, Burns & McDonnell did a noise 

study in August, 2005 that finds that the operational noise levels met Cass County 

noise ordinances at the property boundary. 

Q. What about low frequency noise, specifically around 31.5 Hz 

A. It should be noted that the county has no prohibition on low frequency noise 

levels. However, Aquila recognized that noise was a concern based on the public 

meetings held in the Fall of 2004.  The majority of low frequency noise is emitted 

through the stack ductwork.  When Aquila was specifying the stack noise levels, 

we had a choice of stacks.  Aquila spent almost $1.5 million more to install the 

quieter stacks than those used in the standard stack configuration.  This decision 

was made specifically to mitigate low frequency and total noise levels.  In Burns 

& McDonnell’s operational noise study (Exhibit HRS-6), the intent of the study is 

to verify that the stack manufacturer (Higgott-Kane) meets pre-specified low 

frequency (31.5 Hz) and total noise levels (dBA).  The results of the study 

confirmed the stack manufacturer met their noise guarantees.  ATCO measured 

noise at six residences near the plant site.  Actual measured low frequency noise 

by ATCO at the nearest residence shows a 65 dB level for the 31.5Hz band at the 
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nearest residence.  At a further distance from the plant, Burns & McDonnell 

shows the 31.5 Hz level at about 54 dB at 241
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Q. Another Burns & McDonnell study cited by Mr. Stanley (Exhibit HRS-6, 

Appendix D, Table D-4) purports to show a dramatic increase in low frequency 

noise levels when the plant is operating.  Please explain. 

A. Page 4 of the report explains that the noise measured during operation included 

noise from the compressor station (which was operating), construction equipment 

and other noise sources.  These other sources would produce significant low 

frequency noise and the location of these sources are all within a few hundred feet 

of the measurement location.  Therefore, the increase in low frequency noise is 

not all attributable to the South Harper plant.  In fact, in FERC Docket CP00-82-

000 (see attachment B), neighbors were concerned about vibrations from the 

compressor station operation.  Although it appears that some of the vibrational 

issues were to be “minimized” in the future, the compressor station’s response 

was that the vibration is only of a short duration.  Noise measurements taken in 

2000 show the 31.5 Hz band recorded levels as high as 70 dB at a nearby 

residence. 

Q. Does this conclude your pre-filed surrebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

m the matter of the Application of Aquila, )
me. for Pennission and Approval and a )
Certificate of Public Convenience and )
Necessity authorizing it to acquire, construct, )
mstaH, own, operate, maintain, and otherwise )
Control and manage electrical production and )
Related facilities in unincorporated areas of Cass )
County, Missouri near the town of Peculiar. )

Case No. EA-2006-0309

County of Jackson )
) ss

State of Missouri )

AFFIDAVIT OF BLOCK M. ANDREWS

Block M. Andrews, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the witness who
sponsors the accompanying testimony entitled "Surrebuttal Testimony of Block M. Andrews;"
that said testimony was prepared by him and under his direction and supervision; that if inquiries
were made as to the facts in said testimony and schedules, he would respond as therein set forth;
and that the aforesaid testimony and schedules are true and correct to the best of his knowledge,
infonnation, and belief. .

~ YV\~
Block M. Andrews

Subscnoed and swornto before me this~ of

My Commission expires:

TERRYD. LUTES

JacksonCounty

MyCommissionexpires

August20,2008

----


