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Introduction 
 
Any new air pollutant source must meet emissions standards set by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and meet the requirements of the Washington State Clean Air Act. The 
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) Air Quality Program manages air pollution 
within the state and is responsible for ensuring that those federal and state standards are met. 
The Air Quality Program does this by writing permits to regulate emissions from various sources. 
The Air Quality Program's goal is to safeguard public health and the environment by preventing 
and reducing air pollution. 
 
Before construction can begin on a new air pollution source or before changes can be made to 
an existing air pollution source, the applicant must apply to Ecology for an air quality permit. This 
permit is called a Notice of Construction. The application for the Notice of Construction requires 
the applicant describe all air contaminant emissions from the project, identify the federal air 
regulations that apply, describe the project’s emission control technology, and prove that air 
quality standards won’t be violated. 
 
If emissions of toxic air pollutants exceed levels set in state regulations, a Health Impact 
Assessment must also be conducted to prove that there is minimal health risk to the community. 
Ecology reviews applications for projects and develops conditions of approval to ensure that the 
project will comply with the Washington Clean Air Act, Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 70.94 
and the corresponding Washington Administrative Code developed to implement RCW 70.94. 
 
If the project meets these requirements, Ecology must approve the Notice of Construction 
application. 
 
This Response to Comments is prepared for the purpose of: 
 
Proposed permit: Updates to the Yahoo! Data Center Air Quality Permit 11AQ-E399  

Quincy, Grant County, WA 

Comment period: 

Public hearing: 

February 25, 2016 – April 4, 2016 

March 31, 2016 

 

Date final permit 
issued: 

Approval Order 16AQ-E012 issued on May 25, 2106 

  

 
This document and other documents related to Ecology’s final action on this draft permit can be 
viewed online at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/index.html.   
 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/index.html


 

        
 

Reason for Changing the Permit 
 
The Yahoo! Data Center is located at 1010 Yahoo Way and 1500 M Street in Quincy, Washington. 
The facility was originally built in 2007 after Ecology approved an air quality permit, called a 
Notice of Construction Approval Order, for 13 backup generators powered by diesel engines for 
use during power failures. In March 2011, Ecology issued a revised permit allowing Yahoo! to 
install 10 new backup generators to support the facility’s data servers. In October 2015, Yahoo! 
applied to Ecology to update its permit to expand operations. With the updated permit, they can 
construct a new facility, and operate an additional 25 backup diesel generators and associated 
cooling equipment.  
 
A Notice of Construction revision is required when facilities plan to modify equipment, 
operations, or existing permit requirements. As part of the permit revision process, Ecology 
reviews emissions of air contaminants to ensure that public health is protected and all applicable 
regulations are followed.  
 

  



 

        
 

Public Involvement Actions 
 
Ecology’s Air Quality Program identifies innovative ways to connect with the Quincy community. 
Below is a list of advertisements, media reports, and outreach efforts (see Appendix A for copies 
of these items). Many community members continue to help spread the word about this project 
and assist in directing the outreach in a more meaningful way. Thank you. 
 
 
Press Releases 
02/25/2016 – “Updating Yahoo!’s air permit for a data center in Quincy” 
02/25/2016 – “Revisando el permiso de emisiones al aire para el centro de datos Yahoo! en 

Quincy” 
Legal Notices 
02/25/2016 – Quincy Valley Post Register  
02/25/2016 – Columbia Basin Herald 
02/26/2016 – Wenatchee World 
 
Display Advertisements 
02/25/2016 – El Mundo (Spanish)  
03/24/2016 – Columbia Basin Herald 
03/24/2016 – Wenatchee World  
03/24/2016 – El Mundo (Spanish) 
03/24/2016 – Quincy Valley Post Register  
 
Public Involvement Calendar 
02/25/2016 – Notice of comment period on Ecology’s website  
03/31/2016 – Notice of public hearing on Ecology’s website 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publiccalendar/  
 
Document Repositories 
02/25/2016 – Quincy City Hall 
02/25/2016 – Quincy Library 
03/03/2016 – Ecology’s website 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/index.html  
 
Quincy Listserv Emails 
02/19/2016 – “Status updates & important upcoming dates” 
02/25/2016 – “Yahoo! Public Comment Period begins” 
03/03/2016 – “Available online! Docs for Yahoo! Public Comment” 
03/28/2016 – “Yahoo! Public Hearing this Thursday” 
05/26/2016 – “Update on Yahoo! air quality permit” 
 
 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/news/2016/024.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/news/2016/024es.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/news/2016/024es.html
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publiccalendar/
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/quincydatacenter/index.html


 

        
 

Twitter & Text Alerts 
English and Spanish Twitter posts and text alerts were sent on February 25, March 1, March 18, 
March 29, and March 30, 2016.  
 
Public Hearing for Yahoo! Data Center: March 31, 2016 
A public hearing was held at the Quincy Community Center at 115 F Street SW in Quincy, 
Washington. In addition to the advertisements listed above, the hearing was displayed on the 
Quincy Valley Business & Conference Center’s electronic reader board on Washington State 
Highway 28 (F Street) on March 30th and 31st, 2016.  
 
From 5:00 to 5:30 p.m. on the day of the hearing, a meet-and-greet provided an opportunity for 
attendees to view posters of various aspects of the project and ask questions of Ecology and 
Yahoo! staff. From 5:30 to 6:30 p.m., Ecology and Yahoo! staff gave presentations followed by a 
question and answer session.  
 
The formal hearing started at 6:30 p.m. Of the 19 people who attended this hearing, six people 
gave recorded testimony. See Appendix C for hearing records, including a transcript.   



 

        
 

Response to Comments 
 
Ecology accepted public comments on the draft updates to Yahoo! Data Center’s air permit from 
February 25, 2016, through April 4, 2016. Ecology responded to a total of 78 comments. 
Comments were taken in written form and at the hearing. At the hearing, seven people submitted 
written comments, and six people gave testimony.  
 
In this section, those comments are listed by commenter and followed by Ecology’s response.  
Section 1 addresses comments received in written format either by email or mail. Section 2 
addresses comments given at the public hearing. A complete transcript of the hearing from 
March 31, 2016, is available in Appendix C: Public Hearing. 
 
To view the written comments as they were originally submitted to Ecology, including any 
supporting documentation referenced in the comment, please see Appendix B: Public Comments 
Received in Original Format. 
 

Ecology thanks all commenters for their participation.  

 
 
Table 1. List of Commenters 

COMMENTER FORMAT DATE 
RECEIVED 

COMMENT NO. PAGE NO. 

Danna Dal Porto Written, Hand-
delivered 

03/31/2016 1-16  

Patricia Martin Written, Mail 04/04/2016 17-39  
James Valentine Written, Email 04/04/2016 40  
Brett Muhlestein Written, Email 04/04/2016 41  
Beth & Charlie Miracle Written, Email 04/04/2016 42-50  
Debbie Koehnen Written, Email 04/04/2016 51-57  
William Riley Written, Email 02/27/2016 58  
Mike Green Hearing 03/31/2016 59  
Quinn Zorric Hearing 03/31/2016 60  
Debbie Koehnen Hearing 03/31/2016 61-66  
Danna Dal Porto Hearing 03/31/2016 67-72  
Patricia Martin Hearing 03/31/2016 73-77  
Alex Ybarra Hearing 03/31/2016 78  
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permit.  At another time I will request that data centers permit issued since this August 20, 
2010, recommendation be reconsidered if they did not complete a Tier 3 review. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #3 
Under Ecology regulations, third tier review is triggered when a project does not meet the health 
risk thresholds provided in the second tier review regulations.  In 2010, Ecology intended to use 
a third tier review process as a tool to evaluate and manage the cumulative impacts of multiple 
new data center projects.  After Microsoft and Yahoo! went through the third tier review process 
in 2010 and 2011, Ecology determined that the third tier review process would only apply to 
subsequent projects if it was required by rule (i.e., the project-specific cancer risks evaluated 
under 2nd Tier Review exceeded one in one hundred thousand, or the noncancer hazard was 
deemed to be unacceptable) . Ecology, however, continued to require that cumulative impacts 
be considered, and that if new sources significantly contribute to a cumulative cancer risk 
greater than 100 in one million, Ecology may require the use of additional controls (more than 
BACT). 

 
Comment #4 
Since 2010, Ecology has used the Community Wide model to limit the local cancer risk at 100 
per million for Quincy. (Exhibit 6) The Yahoo! TSD, February 5, 2016, page 21, Item 6 states: 
 

"In light of the rapid development of other data centers in the Quincy area, and 
recognizing the potency of DEEP emissions, Ecology decided to evaluate Yahoo!'s 
Project Genesis proposal in a community wide basis, even though it is not required to 
do so by state law."  (Exhibit 7) 

 
In a recent Yahoo! Ecology flier Publication # 16-02-006 the public is notified that community 
modeling is being used in Quincy and implies that this modeling "determines if the collective 
emissions would likely be harmful to human health."  (Exhibit 8))  The Yahoo! TSD explains 
that "the proposed emission of DEEP and N02 exceeded the trigger level for toxic air pollutants 
(also called an Acceptable Source Impact Level (ASIL))."  As required, Yahoo! completed a 
second tier review and a health impact assessment (HIA) but did nothing else to lower those 
emissions in excess of the ASIL.  Putting the Yahoo! permit application under the "community 
wide" umbrella allowed for a level of 10 cancers from the Yahoo! facility and Ecology is 
recommending the permit be finalized. 
 
I have been interested in "community wide" for several years. I am asking now, as I have in 
the past, for the documents and regulatory steps that created the "community wide" 
approach.  Show me that "community wide" is a procedural step in air permitting and that it 
is legitimate as a regulatory step.  To repeat myself, best I can tell, an Ecology employee, Gary 
Palcisko, developed this procedure in response to the large number of data centers being built 
and proposed for Quincy. It appears that the "community wide" numbers are arbitrary and 
without scientific basis.  I have asked before if this analysis was peer reviewed.  As before, I 
am asking if this analysis was proposed to the department management and has this been 
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adopted as Ecology policy.  How does this "community wide" fit together with Tier 2 and Tier 
3 permitting?  Where do Tier 4 controls fit into this scenario?  By using this "community wide" 
approach, as long as cancers from DEEP are below 10 for each facility, the construction could 
continue with no apparent limits on dangerous emissions such as N02 and the TAPS.  N02 is 
really dangerous and seriously effects many more people than DEEP but we are lured to focus 
on DEEP because cancer is a bigger deal. The "community wide" model is a shield for Ecology 
to allow data center construction to smother Quincy in toxic air.  If "community wide" had any 
validity, the 62 cancers south of Yahoo! and the 58 cancers south of Sabey-Intergate would 
trigger emission controls on both these facilities as well as any further diesel permits in Quincy 
without Tier 4 controls.  Prior to 2009, WAC 173-460 required that all sources of pollution use 
control technology to keep emissions of TAPS to below one cancer per million. Prior to the 
changes in the air quality rules of 2009, there were no permits issued that exceeded ten 
cancers per million. In 2009, the Washington State air quality protections that were in place 
were gutted to allow, among other things, this industrial concentration of diesel generators in 
Quincy. These facts should resonate with current Governor Jay Inslee as he has championed 
air quality as well as efforts in Washington State to slow climate change. 
 
Prior to the implementation of this arbitrary "community wide" model, the Intuit Technical 
Support Document, December 24, 2007, lists the maximum risk allowed by a Second Tier 
Analysis as one in one hundred thousand. (Exhibit 9) The net effect of the difference in these 
numbers is that a large number of industrial facilities can be built before the limit (100) is 
reached to require steps such as emission controls be built to protect citizens in Quincy.  The 
Yahoo! Second Tier Review Recommendation, February 17, 2016, page 22, is a map showing 
the Residential Receptors Near Genesis. The residence with the maximum cumulative risk is 
62 cancers per million. (Exhibit 10) Ecology inserts a disclaimer that the DEEP risk indicated at 
that residence is exaggerated by the effects of Highway 28.  On the same map is a residence, 
not near the highway, with a cumulative risk of 40 per million. This map is a Cumulative DEEP 
Concentration from Yahoo! and it references JUST project Genesis, not all 48 Yahoo! engines. 
I am asking for a map that shows the cumulative DEEP from ALL 48 of the Yahoo! engines. I 
would like a map showing the residences with the maximum risk be recalculated using 
emissions from all 48 Yahoo! engines. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #4 
This comment contains multiple parts: 
 

1) Requests the documents and regulatory steps that created the "community wide" 
approach, how it fits in with 2nd and 3rd Tier Toxics Review, and if this approach was 
approved by management at ECY. 

 
Documents pertaining to the development of the community-wide approach have been 
provided to this commenter, upon request, in August 2014.  Documents will continue to be made 
available through the public disclosure process.   
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Washington’s air toxics rule allows an increased cancer risk of up to 10 cases of cancer per 
million people for each new source or project.  The community-wide approach was conceived 
by the data center project team and approved by Air Quality Program management as a result 
of concerns about the possibility of rapid development of data centers in Quincy.  Gary Palcisko 
was a part of the data center project team. Ecology was concerned that multiple data centers 
could be closely located and cause incremental risks that would be allowable by rule, but yet 
result in cumulative impacts of concern.   
 
The community-wide approach is authorized as part of Second Tier review, which authorizes 
Ecology to look at background concentrations of TAPs. WAC 173-460-090.  In this case, Air 
Quality Program management used the community-wide approach to minimize the impact of 
individual and collective sources of pollution on any single person or on the community of 
Quincy.  The goals of the community-wide approach consist of: 

• Enhanced communication between the city, schools, data centers, local health 
department, and Ecology  

• Establish a cumulative risk level that considers the impact of numerous sources of diesel 
particulate (not just the new source).  Note that a cumulative risk level does not exist in 
current Washington State air regulations. There is no change to the risk level allowed by 
an individual new source subject to WAC 173-460 (Controls for new sources of toxic air 
pollutants). The cumulative risk level is based partly on a range of risks generally 
considered acceptable by several United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
programs. 

• Evaluation of short-term impacts caused by emissions from all data centers’ emergency 
engines during a system-wide power outage. 

• Takes into account existing sources of diesel particulate to calculate cumulative risk.     
 
Washington’s air toxics rule still applies to projects subject to the community-wide approach. 
The community-wide approach is applied in addition to the other requirements of the air toxic 
rules. Ecology determined that even if a project resulted in an incremental cancer risk of less 
than 10 cases of cancer per million people, a cumulative cancer risk of more than 100 cases of 
cancer per million people would not be permitted in Quincy.  This approach was intended to 
limit the total amount of new emissions that could affect Quincy residents. The community-wide 
approach is intended to apply to all new data center projects proposed in Quincy regardless of 
whether they are subject to 2nd tier or 3rd tier review. The cancer cap supports new source to 
take measures in addition to tBACT to minimize both air emissions and impacts to the 
community. 
 

2) Requests a new map showing DEEP emissions from all 48 engines.  Commenter infers 
that the map shows only impacts from project Genesis 

 
Figure 5 in the Health Impact Assessment Recommendation Document includes the requested 
information. Figure 5 shows the cumulative concentrations of DEEP in the vicinity of project 
Genesis.  In total, the cumulative analysis represented in this map includes estimates of 
allowable emissions from: 
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• Yahoo! Data Center (including emissions from the existing Yahoo! Data Center as well as 

from Project Genesis.  The emissions from the existing Yahoo! data center differ from 
the limits in the current Yahoo! permit to reflect changes to that permit requested by 
Yahoo!)  

• Intuit Data Center 

• Vantage Data Center 

• Sabey Intergate-Quincy Data Center 

 
Additionally, the analysis considered emissions from SR28, SR281, and locomotives on the BNSF 
rail line based on 2011 estimates. Ecology also considered impacts from west side data center 
emissions estimates (Microsoft Columbia, Microsoft Oxford, and Dell) that were obtained from 
modeling conducted for a previous permitting project in Quincy. 
 
Comment #5 
I am asking for a map of that area of Quincy with those concentrated data centers that shows 
the cumulative DEEP emissions from the 48 Yahoo! engines, the 9 Intuit engines, the Sabey-
Intergate 44 engines and the 17 Vantage engines. In less than a square mile, Ecology has 
permitted 118 diesel engines.  The 17 Vantage engines have Tier 4 controls but the other 101 
engines have no emission controls. Please note that the Intuit engines were permitted in to 
run for 400 hours (Exhibit 11) I want the maximum cumulative impacted residences identified 
with the cumulative DEEP emissions from all the 101 diesel engines in this concentrated area. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #5 
Figure 5 in the Health Impact Assessment Recommendation document includes the requested 
information. Figure 5 shows the cumulative concentrations of DEEP in the vicinity of project 
Genesis.  In total, the cumulative analysis represented in this map includes allowable emissions 
estimates from: 
 

• Yahoo! Data Center (including emissions from the existing Yahoo! Data Center as well as 
from Project Genesis.  The emissions from the existing Yahoo! data center differ from 
the limits in the current Yahoo! permit to reflect changes requested by Yahoo!)  

• Intuit Data Center 

• Vantage Data Center 

• Sabey Intergate-Quincy Data Center 

 
Additionally, the analysis considered emissions from SR28, SR281, and locomotives on the BNSF 
rail line based on 2011 estimates. Ecology also considered impacts from west side data center 
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emissions estimates (Microsoft Columbia, Microsoft Oxford, and Dell) that were obtained from 
modeling conducted for a previous permitting project in Quincy. 
 
Comment #6 
I am asking for a Cumulative DEEP Concentration map covering the city of Quincy from Oxford 
to Sabey-Intergate as shown in the example included. (Exhibit 12) I want a second map to 
illustrate the Estimated short- term N02 concentrations. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #6 
Ecology prepared the following map of Quincy-wide cumulative DEEP concentrations for the 
public meeting held on March 31, 2016.   

 
A similar map showing maximum cumulative short-term nitrogen dioxide (NO2) concentrations 
was not created by Ecology during the permitting process.  Ecology determined that the method 
Landau Associates used to estimate cumulative short-term impacts was appropriate even 
though it overestimated the frequency with which meteorological conditions could produce NO2 
levels of concern, as well as the magnitude of maximum one hour impacts.     

 
Comment #7 
Reading through this Community Wide document, (Exhibit 6) some uncertainty existed in 2010 
about the determination of the "background" risk to local health.  In 2016, "background" is 
still an unresolved issue for Ecology permits.  Real confusion exists if the "background" is a 
cumulative number from the single source data center or if the "background" is a total of all 
the other emission sources such as the nearby data centers, the railroad, the highway, trains 
or other industry.  Some permits only reflect the emissions from the new engines being 
considered for the expansion, like Microsoft Columbia, and these permits pretend that the 
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engines right next to them do not exist.  This compartmentalization of emissions, without 
regard to the diesel engines in the same facility, is an obvious construct to allow a permit to 
be issued without actually assessing the effects of all the diesel engines at a facility to operating 
at once.  Appendix E of the Revised Yahoo! NOC, has a series of charts listing Capital Cost for 
DOC, DPF, SCR and Tier 4 technology. (Exhibits 13,14,15,16) The number of engines being 
considered for this estimate is 20 plus 5.  The number of engines at Yahoo! is 48.  These cost 
estimates for Tier 4 protections do not include the total number of engines at the Yahoo! data 
center.  The omission of the total number of engines for these calculations makes the charts 
inaccurate and useless for public consideration. In addition to the error in number of engines, 
I want to use these Appendix E charts to point out that Yahoo! has received cost estimates for 
these controls from only one vendor, Cummins.  I believe the company has the responsibility 
to have at least two estimates for consideration of emission controls. 

 
The numbers on the following documents are not correct but we can look at them anyway.  
Revised NOC Genesis Revised, Appendix E-5 has DOC-Cost Effectiveness projections. (Exhibit 17) 
The cost considerations for DOCs , one of the emissions controls, is detailed on page 15 of the 
Yahoo! Intergate- Quincy Data Center *, February 5, 2016. {Exhibit 18) As usual, "Ecology 
concludes that the use of DOC is not economically feasible for this project. 
Therefore, Ecology agrees with the applicant that these controls options can be rejected as 
BACT. I want to refer to the chart and state that the 25 year capitol recovery rate of 25 years 
does not reflect the number of years of life in these engines or the data center.  These engines 
can work effectively for 75+ years so the Annualized rate of 25 years is inaccurate.  These 
controls are a deduction for the company and the environmental and human health advantage 
for controls should be factored into the value of controls.  Some members of Ecology, however, 
consider cost important in relation to benefit for the public. (Exhibit 19) Vantage data center 
was a champion for the Quincy community because Vantage data center came into the 
construction application insisting that Tier 4 controls be part of their permit.  Yahoo! can be a 
Quincy champion as well by choosing to permit this large 48 engine facility under Tier 4 
guidelines.  * Please explain why the name of this facility is listed as Yahoo! Intergate-Quincy in 
this document. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #7 
As noted in the TSD, local background values for PM2.5, PM10, and NO2 consisted of the 
ambient impacts, at Project Genesis’ maximum impact location, caused by emissions from the 
nearby emergency generators and industrial emission sources at the existing Yahoo! Data 
Center, Sabey Data Center, Vantage Data Center, Intuit Data Center, and the Celite facility.  
 
The BACT analysis is based on EPA manual EPA/452/B-02-001, which uses annualization periods 
from one to 25 years consistent and typical of BACT analyses.  A BACT analysis was performed 
for all engines at the facility. Existing engines went through a BACT analysis prior to issuing 
previous permits. New engines which are part of Project Genesis went through a BACT analysis 
as part of this new permit. BACT vendor cost estimates are approximately consistent with other 
data center estimates. Yet, because data centers have been permitted at different times under 
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differing circumstances, it is not expected that each applicant will obtain the exact same vendor 
cost estimates as other data centers. 
 
This commenter states that the BACT cost analysis should include the existing Yahoo! engines 
as well as the new ones for Project Genesis.  The comment suggests that the BACT cost analysis 
would produce different results if all the engines were included instead of only the engines from 
the new project.  That is not the case, however, as the cost analysis is based on cost per ton of 
pollutant removed.  Increasing the number of engines in the analysis also increases the costs of 
the engines as well as the number of tons of pollutants removed, resulting in a cost per ton of 
pollutant removed that is similar to that reached when only considering the engines for the new 
project.   
 
The use of the term “Intergate-Quincy” was an error and the term will be removed from the 
final permit.  

 
Comment #8 
I understand that this Public Hearing is to grant a new permit to Yahoo!. Their original permit 
is being rescinded. Yahoo! is asking for a permit to operate all 48 engines without any of the 
previous restrictions on their operations.  I want to see in the new permit a description of the 
proposed use of the original 13 engines, as well as the 10 other existing engines, integrated 
into the operation of the new facility.  Ecology has requested the same information for PM. 
(Exhibit 20) I want to see in the permitting document how the first 13 + 10 engine operations 
are being changed. I want to see the modeling of those 13+10 engines as it applies to the total 
facility NAAQS. The Approval order lists the total facility emissions for all 48 engines but the 
Application only models the emissions from the new 25 engines.  If the original 13+10 engine 
operations are being changed, but being run at the same time as the new engines, the emission 
charts must show all the 48 engines at once. I want to see operational charts that show the 
total emissions of 48 Yahoo! engines. 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #8 
The comment is incorrect about what Yahoo! is requesting. Not only do previous restrictions on 
existing engines still apply, but for some engines (engines R through 12), the new permit has 
increased restrictions. 
 
A description of the use of all 23 existing engines is provided in section 3 and Table 3.2.1 of the 
permit. 13 of the original 23 engines will have decreased utilization as explained in Table 2 of 
the TSD. A decrease in utilization is not considered new or modified equipment, and does not 
trigger new source review.  As noted in the TSD, local background values for PM2.5, PM10, and 
NO2 consisted of the ambient impacts, at Project Genesis’ maximum impact location, caused by 
emissions from the nearby emergency generators and industrial emission sources at the existing 
Yahoo! Data Center, Sabey Data Center, Vantage Data Center, Intuit Data Center, and the Celite 
facility.  Section 5.2 of the TSD shows compliance with the NAAQS. 
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Emissions of all 48 engines at the facility are listed in Table 1.3 of the permit.  Hourly limits for 
existing engines are provided in Table 3.2.1 of the permit. Hourly limits for the new Project 
Genesis engines are provided in table 3.2.2 of the permit. Fuel limits for each set of existing 
engines R through 12 and engines 13 through R3 are provided, as well as for new Project Genesis 
engines are provided in Conditions 3.1, 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.1.3, of the permit.  

 
Comment #9 
The emissions from old 13+10 engines must be represented in the calculations of BACT.  Show 
me the charts that reflect the total emissions from Yahoo! with all engines in operation, such 
as the emissions in the "worst case scenario", a power outage.  On page 9 of the Yahoo! Second 
Tier Review Recommendation, February 17, 2016, 3.4.2, Landau lists the cumulative exposure 
to DEEP in Quincy. (Exhibit 21) Listing the sources of emissions the documents says: "Yahoo! 
Data Center (including Project Genesis and requested permit changes to allowable emissions 
for the existing Yahoo! Data Center)."  That statement implies that the DEEP calculations are 
based on all 48 Yahoo! engines.  I want to see the chart that reflects that information. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #9 
Total emissions of all 48 engines at the facility are listed in Table 1.3 of the permit.  13 of the 
original 23 engines will have decreased utilization and the utilization of the other 10 existing 
engines remains unchanged. Decreased utilization of equipment is not considered new or 
modified equipment, and does not trigger new source review (or BACT).  However, BACT 
analyses were performed for all engines at the facility. Existing engines went through a BACT 
analysis prior to issuing previous permits. New engines which are part of Project Genesis went 
through a BACT analysis as part of this new permit.  

 
Comment #10 
I am complaining about the use of Moses Lake weather as a basis for Quincy data center 
projects.  An August 6, 2015, email from Ranil Dhammapala, Ecology, to Chip Halbert and 
Mozan Totani, Yahoo! requests that the modeling for emissions be done using meteorological 
data from Moses Lake Airport acquired between 2001-2005. (Exhibit 22) I have complained 
before about using Moses Lake Airport to represent Quincy weather and Ecology's response 
is that "In previous actions, the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB) has agreed that 
"Moses Lake meteorology is sufficiently representative of conditions in Quincy to provide a 
basis for air dispersion modeling in Quincy." (Exhibit 23) I have requested the document that 
verifies this statement.  My question, again, is in what way does the PCHB have the scientific 
foundation to make a determination about weather in Quincy? Quincy is in a valley with a 
backdrop of the tallest point in Grant County, Monument.  The Quincy data centers are 
constructed on the northern edge of town, at the base of these tall hills.  We have weather 
influenced by these physical characteristics as well as weather generated by our proximity to 
the Columbia River.  Our valley has experienced many days of inversions in recent years.  The 
inversions have been spaced all throughout the year.  The inversions are a result, in part, 
because of the valley formation.  Moses Lake has no low spots and is not backed by large hills.  
Quincy weather is different enough, because of the inversions of toxic air, that it is not proper 
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to use Moses Lake Airport weather to represent Quincy.  In reference to the dates, 2001-2005, 
40 CFR 51 Appendix W, 8.3.1.2 Recommendations, states: Consecutive years from the most 
recent, readily available 5-year period are preferred. (Exhibit 24) Yahoo! used Moses Lake 
weather as well as the old information from 2001-2005. (Exhibit 25) Those dates are over 10 
years old and I am requesting current data be used for this air quality permit. 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #10 
It does not matter whether the modeling uses meteorological data from the 2001-2005 time 
period or the 2005-2009 time period.  This is because the inter-annual variation of meteorology 
is sufficiently consistent that data from the same station for any five year period meeting quality 
assurance and completeness requirements will provide substantially the same results.  In 
addition, the equipment and procedures for taking and reporting weather observations at 
airports have changed little since the installation of automated (ASOS) equipment.  The 
requirement for a contiguous five year period reduces the possibility of cherry-picking, and the 
choice of a particular five year period for the analysis cannot be depended on to confer an 
advantage to the applicant. 
 
Ecology’s modeler has repeatedly explained to the PCHB why meteorological data from Moses 
Lake provides a better estimate of weather in Quincy for purposes of determining air dispersion 
than meteorological data from Ephrata.   The PCHB has acknowledged such in the previous data 
center appeals, stating, for example, in its decision in the Yahoo appeal, “Ecology’s air modeling 
expert offers a technical opinion that the effects of the slight variations in topography between 
Moses Lake and Ephrata or Quincy would be very subtle, and any resulting effect on the air 
dispersion modeling would be to understate dispersion in Quincy and overstate the 
concentration of pollutants.” This statement applies to general discussions of meteorology as 
well as to inversions.  
 
Comment #11 
Once more I am asking for air quality monitoring in Quincy.  As the data center construction 
has increased in Quincy, so has the truck traffic, the train traffic and additional industry has 
been built.  Quincy does NOT have any initial background air monitor data.  All the construction 
has been designed and based on air modeling by various people, some from industry and some 
from Ecology.  Air emissions and their patterns are science, requiring concrete data and specific 
hard information. We need to know and stop guessing about the reality of air quality in Quincy.  
Air monitoring equipment is necessary and, once again, I am requesting permanent air 
monitoring equipment be installed at Mountain View Elementary school (next door to 
Microsoft Columbia) and at Lazy Acres trailer park (across the road from Yahoo!) to provide 
24/7, 365 days a year air quality records.  I want the air monitoring records to be kept on file 
with Ecology, validated, reported to the EPA and available to the public in a format that can be 
viewed and easily understood.  
 
Ecology has responded to my requests for air monitoring equipment by telling me that staffing 
and budgets are not available.  I do not believe that would hold up under close scrutiny but I 
am very thankful that Ecology has started to involve the data center businesses in funding air 
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monitors. (Exhibit 26) I encourage Ecology to consider adding requests for funding to every 
application for an air quality permit.  I think it is very reasonable for developers to fund air 
monitoring technology as part of their permit to prove their facilities are operating in the 
public interest.  I wish I could find a way to make that request retroactive. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #11 
Ecology is aware of the commenter’s interest in monitoring and cause and effect studies for the 
Quincy area ambient air. Ecology continually evaluates monitoring needs across the state of 
Washington, prioritizing its monitoring efforts within available funding and staffing levels.  As 
part of this effort, Ecology recently completed a thorough review of its statewide ambient air 
monitoring network and is evaluating many areas, including Quincy, for potential future 
monitoring.  Ecology is currently exploring avenues to fund and staff a potential monitor in 
Quincy, particularly to help inform the 2017 Community-Wide Risk Analysis to be completed 
under PCHB Order (see Response to Comment #16). If Ecology is able to monitor it will be done 
following strict criteria outlined in state and federal guidance. 
 
With very few exceptions not applicable here, Ecology does not have the authority to require 
that sources of air pollution fund monitoring. 
 
Comment #12 
The Ecology handout "Focus on Yahoo! Data Center Expansion" (Exhibit 27) as well as the front 
page Columbia Basin Herald, Moses Lake newspaper (Exhibit 28) mentions the Yahoo! revision 
as including "conditions to protect the public from air pollution, including fuel limits and 
specified hours of operation for the generators".  I read the Yahoo! documents and I did not 
see any specific language about fuel limits to protect human health.  I want to know where to 
find that fuel limits protect human health in the Yahoo! documents.  In fact, careful calculations 
show an additional 134,000 additional gallons of diesel will be permitted through this Yahoo! 
permit. Every one of the data center permits in Quincy already has specific hours of operation 
intended to prevent engine testing to occur at night or that testing be spaced apart to reduce 
the amount of emissions in the air.  I do not see anything special in this Yahoo! permit to 
warrant the statement by Ecology that this permit protects human health. 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #12 
Section 3.of the Preliminary Determination establishes operating limits for the Yahoo! facility, 
including limits in fuel consumption at 3.1.  Those fuel consumption limits have been established 
based upon Ecology’s evaluation of the potential for community impacts from the proposed 
modifications at the Yahoo! facility through modelling to determine maximum concentrations 
of air contaminants.  The predicted concentrations are below the health based air quality 
standards established for each of those air contaminants.  Therefore, Ecology has determined 
that the engines are able to run within the limits without impact to public health. 
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Comment #13 
I am asking for Ecology to create a format or provide some standardization for air quality 
permit application.  This lack of consistency in applications is very difficult for public 
involvement.  Each company creates their own application and locating and being able to 
compare numbers, emission rates or related data is unnecessarily difficult and time- 
consuming.  Calculations in the various documents are reported in a bewildering number of 
modes: ppm (parts per million), bhp or hp- brake horse power and g/kWh.  To compare 
documents, it might be necessary to convert from one f01mat to another. Permitting of air 
quality facilities is a complex and very detailed subject, however, the permit should not be so 
difficult that a committed and interested citizen cannot understand the basics of an 
application. If Ecology is dedicated to protecting public health, an effort should be made to 
facilitate public involvement.  Making some consistency in permit applications would go a long 
way to improve the public's ability to be informed and educated on industry in their 
community. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #13 
Ecology understands that the differences in applications may create difficulties for reviewers.  
Ecology has developed and requires completion of a standardized permit application form to 
provide basic facility information related to a project.  It is not feasible to standardize the entire 
application because project proposals vary widely and are subject to varying applicable 
requirements.   Ecology summarizes the emissions units and emissions in the draft Technical 
Support Document (TSD) that is provided to the public during the public comment period in a 
fairly consistent format.  The Approval Order that is issued by Ecology does follow a consistent 
template which should simplify the comparison of approval conditions.   
 
Comment #14 
Cold-start emission information is part of an air quality permit application.  As you can see 
from the photo, the "Black Puff'' (cold-start) generates huge amounts of visible emissions but, 
more importantly, many of the invisible toxic air pollutants.  (Exhibit 29) Three Yahoo! Project 
Genesis documents identify the first minute (60 seconds) as the focus of Yahoo! concern for 
toxic emissions.  (Exhibit 30,31,32) In Table 3 of the Yahoo! cold-start emission estimates, 
Yahoo! clearly used the first 60 seconds of emission as test data in their permit. In the 
Microsoft Oxford permit application, the cold-start emissions were estimated based on a 15 
minute cold-start period for their facility. (Exhibit 33) The emission rates for chemicals vary 
depending on the length of the generator run. To test only 60 seconds of cold-start run does 
not capture the extent of the emissions given off in a black puff. I want Yahoo! to recalculate 
emissions of cold-start in their permit application to reflect a true capture of those black puff 
toxins. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #14 
Yahoo based their cold start calculations on the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) 2005 
report entitled “Air Quality Implications of Backup Generators in California, Volume II (2005),” 
which is the same information that the Microsoft Oxford (Oxford) cold start factors were based 
on.  As shown in the document, cold start spikes occur within a 60 second timeframe.   
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The Yahoo! 60-second cold start estimates are higher than those used for Oxford. Oxford 
calculated lower cold start factors but implemented them over a longer period of time. If Yahoo! 
extrapolated its cold start estimates over the Oxford cold start timeframe, the cold start factors 
would be approximately the same as the ones used for the Oxford facility. Both approaches are 
acceptable.  
 

Comment #15 
Since I have not received a response to my previous comments from January 7, 2016, I am 
providing the first page of my Sabey-Intergate Comments because I am continuing to protest 
the timing of two Spokane Air Quality Program Public Comment Periods to bracket the 
Christmas Holiday Season. (Exhibit 34) 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #15 
Ecology has made significant efforts to involve the Quincy community in data center projects. 
Many steps must be accomplished prior to starting a Public Comment Period – including getting 
public notices translated into Spanish, and placing ads and notices in relevant newspapers – 
which usually takes anywhere from two to four weeks to complete. All of this must occur after 
Ecology’s technical staff have prepared their preliminary decisions on the projects and have their 
paperwork ready for public review.  For the Sabey permit, it took Ecology staff from November 
16 to December 10 to take the steps required to initiate the public comment period.    
 
Comment #16 
The Yahoo! Preliminary Determination, February 5, 2016, 10.6, page 14, is a requirement for 
Yahoo! to complete a health risk assessment specific to Quincy. (Exhibit 35) The due date is 
on or before July 1, 2017.  Since Yahoo! has already completed the HIA for this permit, I want 
to know the reason for this request in the Preliminary Determination.  The end of the 
paragraph is the statement: 
 

"In preparing the study Yahoo! may collaborate with the other owners of diesel engines in 
or near Quincy.  Ecology shall review the assessment and take appropriate action based 
on the results." 

 
I want to know what Ecology expects to achieve through this study and what "appropriate 
action" could be taken, after the permit is issued, to reduce any risk to the public from the 
Yahoo! data center. 
 

Ecology Response to Comment #16 
On September 24, 2012, the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB) issued an Order to Yahoo! 
(PCHB No 11-067) stating:  
 

On or before July 1, 2017, Yahoo! shall submit to Ecology a protocol for a health risk 
assessment that analyzes the public health risk to Quincy residents from DEEP emissions 
in the Quincy area, including emissions from data center engines, highways, locomotives 
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and other source categories. Yahoo! shall submit the completed health risk assessment to 
Ecology within 90 days of Ecology's approval of the risk assessment protocol. Ecology may 
extend this deadline for good cause. The study shall model the locations in the community 
that experience the highest exposure to DEEP emissions, estimate the health risks 
associated with that exposure, and apportion the health risks among contributing source 
categories. In preparing the study Yahoo! may collaborate with other owners of diesel 
engines in or near Quincy. Ecology shall review the assessment and take appropriate 
action based on the results. 

 
Ecology’s expectations for this study are detailed in the PCHB requirements presented above.  
Should the health risk assessment indicate that any one source or source category presents a 
public health risk to Quincy residents, Ecology may issue a regulatory order requiring that the 
source(s) be brought into compliance. 
 
 

Comment Nos. 17-39: Patricia Martin, 04/04/2016 
 

Comment #17 
Cold Start Factors - The derivation of the cold start factors is flawed. The document from 
which they were derived, Air Quality Implications of Backup Generators in California, Volume 
II (2005), very clearly identifies elevated cold start emissions for CO, THC, NOx and PM (see 
Attachment A). Unlike the Revised NOC that attributes no "cold start" factor to NOx, the 
highest cold start emissions recorded in this study were for NOx (55.4 g/kWhr). Nowhere in 
the NOC application is a "cold start" factor for NOx applied, including but not limited to 
emission calculations, Potential to Emit (PTE), NAAQS compliance modeling, BACT analysis, etc.  
Instead, the NOC indicates that there is a NOx deficit and modeling is calculated around this 
erroneous claim (see Attachment A). 
 
Please correct the NOx potential to emit to include the substantial "cold start" emissions as 
documented in the California Energy Commission's report Air Quality Implications of Backup 
Generators in California, Volume II (2005). 
 
Additionally, the claim is made that "The California Energy Commission was unable to 
measure the time trend of DPM concentrations during the first several seconds after a cold 
start" as if to imply that PM was not included in the assessment of the cold start. This 
however was not the case. Particulate matter was found at 17.7 g/kW-hr averaged over a 
30 minute period. Calculating "cold start" as a percent of runtime is not appropriate.  For 
example, when runtimes are shorter the percent of "cold start" emissions will be greater 
than the percentage identified in the NOC. Please identify a more accurate way of 
determining an appropriate "cold start" factor. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #17 
Based on the California Energy Commission's report titled: Air Quality Implications of Backup 
Generators in California, Volume II (2005), Yahoo! used a cold start factor of 0.999 (or 1.0) for 
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NOx. Ecology accepts this as appropriate. The amount of NOx emitted during cold starts is not 
higher than during normal running of the engines because NOx is formed during high 
temperature combustion.  Less NOx is formed during cold start because the temperature is not 
so high.   Ecology believes the way that Yahoo! calculated cold start factors as a percentage of 
runtime is appropriate for all pollutants considered. However, because the NOx cold start factor 
is approximately 1.0, the runtime is irrelevant for NOx cold start emission estimates. 
 
See also the Response to Comment #14. 

 
Comment #18 
Condensable particulates -- The condensable particulates are underestimated. The same 
report used for the purposes of determining a cold start factor, Air Quality Implications of 
Backup Generators in California, Volume II (2005), also indicated that the condensable PM 
fraction is 3 to 5 times that of the Method 5 filterable results (See Attachment B). Please 
correct these estimates to reflect this factor. 
 
Please also correct Condition 4 of the Preliminary Determination (PD) to include 
condensable particulate during stack testing.  Presently, the PD only requires the filterable 
fraction of the particulate matter and VOCs to be tested. This is inappropriate since the 
NAAQS for PM is based on both the condensable (Method 202) and filterable (Method 5) 
particulate matter.  Particulate matter is defined under the WA SIP to include both filterable 
and condensable particulate matter. 
 
Additionally, the BACT analysis must include condensable particulate, which it does not. 

 

Ecology Response to Comment #18 

In determining whether the Yahoo! project would comply with the NAAQS, Ecology and Yahoo! 
added cold start factors and a factor to take into account condensable particulate matter to the 
emissions of engines meeting EPA’s Tier 2 standards.  The analysis demonstrated that, even with 
the addition of the cold start factors and taking condensable PM into account, emissions from 
engines that meet EPA’s Tier 2 standards comply with the NAAQS  Therefore, Ecology 
determined that as long as Yahoo!’s engines continue to comply with EPA’s Tier 2 standards, the 
NAAQS will be protected.   The emission tests required by this permit are adequate because they 
are designed to demonstrate continued compliance with EPA’s Tier 2 standards.. Also, the 
dilution tunnel system, which can be used for tier 2 testing, accounts for some of the 
condensable. 
 
The final TSD provides revised BACT costs showing BACT conclusions using PTE values, which 
include condensables and cold start factors.  These revisions do not change the final BACT 
determination. 
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Comment #19 
The BACT analysis has been fraudulently conducted. Worksheets for DOCs, SCRs, DPFs and Tier  
4 engines use numbers that are significantly less than the PTE for Project Genesis (see 
Attachments C,D, E and F), and egregiously deficient when the appropriate cold start factors 
and condensable particulate are properly represented.   These deficiencies apply to NOx, VOCs, 
CO and PM.  Please make the appropriate corrections before re-evaluating BACT, including 
but not limited to: 

a. NOx PTE plus "cold start" factor (current calculations in Table C-1 ANNUAL 
OPERATION EMISSIONS indicate that NOx is lower during "cold start".  This 
assumption is contrary to California Energy Commission's report, Air Quality 
Implications of Backup Generators in California, Volume II (2005) and to findings 
during performance test on Sabey engines in 2011. See Attachment A). 

b. PM PTE plus appropriate condensable and "cold start" factor 

c. VOCs PTE plus appropriate condensable and "cold start" factor 

d. CO Pplus appropriate "cold start" factor 
 

Engine run-times affect the "cold start" percentage applied.  Conservative assumptions 
used in AERMOD should include more frequent "cold starts", and shorter runtimes. 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #19 
Except for PTE input values, the BACT methodology used by the applicant was appropriate, 
and takes into account cold start factors and consensables.  Ecology agrees that the 
applicant should have used PTE values. The final TSD provides revised BACT costs showing 
BACT conclusions using PTE values.  Using these revised values does not affect the final BACT 
determinations.  
 
Yahoo! assumed 15 cold starts per year for each engine.   Ecology believes that this was a 
sufficient number of cold starts.       
 
Yahoo used a cold start factor of 0.999 (or 1.0) for NOx. Ecology accepts this as appropriate 
because the amount of NOx formed increases with the temperature of the engine.  Emissions 
during cold starts, before the engine has had a chance to warm up, are therefore lower than 
when the engine is running at normal operating temperature. Ecology believes the way that 
Yahoo! calculated cold start factors for other pollutants was also acceptable.   
 
See also the Response to Comment #14. 

 
Comment #20 
Stack diameter - Stack diameter stacked in the NOC application indicates an 18" diameter 
stack (Revised NOC page 5-2, 5.2.1). The AERMOD modeling was conducted assuming a 24" 
diameter stack (see Attachment G). This discrepancy affects dispersion and air quality 
concentrations. Please correct the modeling to reflect the 18" diameter stack and 
recalculate AERMOD to determine if NAAQS has been met. 
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Ecology Response to Comment #20 
The emissions being modeled in Attachment G pertain to monthly maintenance tests, using a 
2.75MW generator, which has a 24” diameter stack.  This test was determined to produce the 
4th highest emissions (out of which we took the 4th highest modeled value to determine the 
8th highest concentration), which we needed to model to determine compliance with the 
NAAQS.  2MW, engines have 18” stacks., but they are not the ones being modeled in this 
scenario.   

 
Comment #21 
Operational loads for Engines R thru 12 have changed.  What were the original emission 
factors used for calculating emissions from these engines?  Table 3.2.1 indicates the operating 
restrictions for R through R3 engines, but identifies how only 10 of the R-12 engines will 
operate in a power outage. Please correct this error. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #21 
Under the new permit, thirteen of the original 23 engines will have decreased utilization and the 
utilization of the other 10 existing engines will remain unchanged. Under the old permit, Engines 
R through 12 were authorized to run 200 hours per year.  Under the new permit, they will 
be authorized to run only 100 hrs /year.  In addition the loads at which Engines R through 
12 have been changed.  The old permit does not include any restrictions on operating loads 
for these engines.  Under the new permit, these engines will be required to meet the more 
restrictive loads that are in place for engines 13 through R3.  As a result, the new permit is 
more restrictive than previous permits for the existing engines.  As shown in Table 3.2.1, the 
operating restrictions for R through R3 are now all the same including during a power 
outage. As noted in the title of the table, these restrictions are for “Engines R through 12 (13 
engines) AND Engines 13 through R3 (10 engines).”   
 
All existing engines, R through R3, must continue to meet the same tier 2 emission limits and 
tier 2 gram/kiloWatt-hour (g/kW-hr) emission factors as the tier 2 g/kW-hr emission factors for 
the new Project Genesis engines. Tier 2 emission factors are listed in both the permit and TSD. 

 
Comment #22 
Please recalculate the emissions for these engines using the appropriate NOx factor with 
"cold start". 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #22 
Based on the California Energy Commission's report titled: Air Quality Implications of Backup 
Generators in California, Volume II (2005),Yahoo! used a cold start factor of 0.999 (or 1.0) for 
NOx. Ecology accepts this as appropriate because the engines produce more NOx when 
operating at higher temperatures, so emissions of NOx during cold starts, before the engines 
reach normal running temperatures, are lower than emissions at normal engine temperatures.  
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Comment #23 
Idle loads were used in past permits.  What was the emission factor used for idle? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #23 
As noted on page 6-1 of the application, “because manufacturers do not publish emission factors 
for idle operation, emissions factors for 10 percent load were used to estimate emissions for 
idle operation. Engines will not be operated at 10 percent load unless it is required for 
compliance stack testing.”  Because emissions at idle (zero percent load), are assumed to be less 
than at 10 percent load, Yahoo!’s emission estimates at idle are assumed to be overestimated.     

 
Comment #24 

Will Yahoo! continue to run as allowed under this exemption should a power outage exceed 
100 hours? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #24 
Ecology is not aware of which exemption is referred to in the comment.  Yahoo! is required to 
follow the hourly restrictions of this permit. If Yahoo! operates more hours than allowed by the 
permit it will be considered a violation of the permit.  

 
Comment #25 
How many life/safety engines are associated with the original 23 engines as Yahoo!? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #25 
Ecology does not know the answer to this question.  Equipment related to “fire suppression” is 
“exempt from new source review” under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-400-
110(4)(h)(xxix) miscellaneous emission unit and activity exemptions.  

 

Comment #26 

Condition 1.2 Runtime Scenario is not permissible. Each engine is a source and if any source 
exceeds the 100 hr runtime it is required to add controls. 
 

Ecology Response to Comment #26 

Each engine is an emission unit, not a source.  There is no Condition 1.2 runtime scenario in the 
permit.  The TSD does not contain any approval conditions. All approval conditions that the 
facility must follow are listed in the permit and not in the TSD. Section 1.2 in the TSD refers to 
the approval conditions in the permit which limit all engines at Yahoo! to 100 hours or less per 
year per engine.  
 

Comment #27 

What does "full variable load" mean? 
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Ecology Response to Comment #27 
“Full variable load” is a term used in Yahoo!’s application. It appears to refer to any random load 
less than or equal to 100%.  In the previous permit, engines R through 12 were allowed to 
operate at any load up to 100%. Under the current permit, that is no longer allowed.   However, 
the new engines will be authorized to run at any load.  The modeling shows that emissions from 
the new engines will result in ambient air impacts that meet the NAAQS and the ASILs.   
 
Comment #28 

BACT calculations for reduction are only based on reductions at 100% load. This 
underestimates the efficiency of controls at lower loads (see Attachment H). Microsoft's 
stack tests conducted in September 2010 demonstrated that DOC's are capable of 65% 
reduction in PM, including both filterable and condensable  (see Attachment  I). 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #28 

BACT was based on expected typical engine load operation.  Lower loads such as at 10 or 25 
percent are expected to be used only during short-term testing.  Depending on the length of 
time at a specific load, the DOC might not have warmed up sufficiently for maximum reduction 
effectiveness of other pollutants such as CO and VOCs.  Long-term operation will involve higher 
loads.  In addition, long-term operations produce higher emissions than the short-term testing 
scenarios.  When the emissions are higher, the DOCs remove greater amounts of pollutants, so 
cost effectiveness increases.  Yahoo! is not expected to use an emission reduction percentage 
different from what is provided from the manufacturer. However, even if 65 percent is used for 
the DOC reduction of PM, the costs would still be considered as unjustifiable (~$15,000 at 65% 
vs ~17,000 at reduction percentage provided by manufacturer).  Also, when DOCs are operated 
in a manner that reduces PM by 65%, they increase NOx emissions.   

 
Comment #29 
Gary Palcisko directed Landau that they need not consider the "condensable" back half of 
PM because it was not considered by OEHHA in their toxicological profile for DEEP (See 
Attachment J). Please provide proof that OEHHA did not consider the condensable back half 
in its toxicological review. 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #29 
Ecology concurs with California Air Resources Board judgment that the measure of the filterable 
component of diesel exhaust best represents diesel engine exhaust, particulate because it is 
consistent with the methodologies used to estimate exposure concentrations used in deriving 
quantitative unit risk values. Appendix G of CARBs Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for 
Proposed Rulemaking (available at URL http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/statde/appg.pdf) 
includes a brief discussion of their rationale.  In the final ATCM for compression ignition engines, 
CARB defines Diesel Particulate Matter (PM) as “the particles found in the exhaust of diesel-
fueled CI engines as determined in accordance with the test methods in section 93115.14”  
Section 93115.14 specifies that PM is to be measured in one of three ways including ARB Method 
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5 using only measurements captured by the probe catch and filter catch (i.e., filterable) and shall 
not include PM captured in the impinge catch or solvent extract (i.e., condensable).   
 
Comment #30 
ERO Testing of engines by grouping and once every five years is inadequate. It will take 240 
years to test them all and each engine is a source by itself. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #30 
Ecology is not requiring that every engine be tested.  
 
Conditions 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 of the permit require the following:  
“For new engines, at least one representative engine from each manufacturer and each size 
engine from each manufacturer shall be tested as soon as possible after commissioning and 
before it becomes operational.  Every 60 months after the first testing performed in Condition 
4.2.1, Yahoo! shall test at least one engine, including the engine with the most operating hours 
as long as it is a different engine from that which was tested during the previous 60 month 
interval testing.” 
 
Ecology believes that this testing scenario will provide a valid indication of emissions from 
groups of similar engines without requiring that all engines be tested, which would result 
in increased contaminant emissions. 
 
In determining whether the Yahoo! project would comply with the NAAQS, Ecology and Yahoo! 
added cold start factors and a factor to take into account condensable particulate matter to the 
emissions of engines meeting EPA’s Tier 2 standards.  The analysis demonstrated that, even with 
the addition of the cold start factors and taking condensable PM into account, emissions from 
engines that meet EPA’s Tier 2 standards comply with the NAAQS  Therefore, Ecology 
determined that as long as Yahoo!’s engines continue to comply with EPA’s Tier 2 standards, the 
NAAQS will be protected.   The emission tests required by this permit are adequate because they 
are designed to demonstrate continued compliance with EPA’s Tier 2 standards.  Also, the 
dilution tunnel system which can be used for tier 2 testing, accounts for some of the 
condensable.  
 
Under the FCAA, each engine is an emission unit - not a source.   

 
Comment #31 
Please explain why Project Genesis is not being reviewed as a modification with increased 
emissions of pollutants. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #31 
Project Genesis has new engines and is considered a new source, which is why Ecology has 
undertaken this New Source Review (NSR) in accordance with Washington Administrative Code 
(WAC) 173-400 “General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources.  Although the operating 
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requirements for some of the existing Yahoo! engines are changing, those changes are causing 
emissions from those engines to decrease, which exempts those changes from review.  

 
Comment #32 
Please explain how the maximum cumulative ambient impact from Project Genesis (plus 

background) can result in a 1-hr N02 level of 121 ug/m3 in 2016 (see Attachment K, Table 
10), when the modeling of the 10 engines in 2011-whose operation remains the same 

under the new permit - resulted in a 1-hr N02  level of 119 ug/m3 from their operation 
alone (see Attachment L). Since those engines are still operating under the same scenario, 
their 1-hr N02 impact remains unchanged. Please explain then how the maximum 

cumulative ambient impact has decreased from 147 ug/m3 to 121 ug/m3. If the worst case 
scenario was modeled for the 10 engines and the worst case scenario was modeled for the 
25 engines, how is the 25 engine impact is less? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #32 
Because NO2 is an hourly standard, plumes from different generators don’t always overlap at 
their points of highest concentrations during the same hour. In the 2011 application, the source 
with the 8th highest emissions (one 2MW engine emitting at 3.3 g/s) was modeled. The stack 
was 9.1m above ground level. Maximum source-only impact was 119 µg/m³.  
 
In the 2016 application, the scenario with the 4th highest emission rate (one 2.75MW generator 
emitting at 9.3 g/s and two stacks at Celite emitting a total of about 1 g/s) was modeled. The 
2.75MW generator stack was 12.8m above ground level. The 4th most impacted day (i.e. 8th highest 
concentration) was found to be 105 µg/m³. The 119 and 105 impacts occur at locations about 
600m apart. The higher stack would cause more atmospheric dispersion, resulting in lower 
concentrations compared to 2011. 
 
In addition, the NW-AIRQUEST background concentration lookup tool was not available until 2013. 
As such ozone and NO2 regional background concentrations used in the 2016 modeling were 
different but expected to be more realistic. 
 

2011: ozone background of 40ppb and NO2 background 28 µg/m³. 
2016: ozone background of 49ppb and NO2 background 16 µg/m³. 

 
The higher ozone background used in Project Genesis modeling would cause more nitric oxide to 
be converted to NO2. However the best estimate of the regional NO2 background was lower.  
 
Comment #33 

Using the same attachments as in #16 please explain how the 1-hr N02 regional background 
level in 2011was 28 ug/m3 and now the regional background level is 16 ug/m3? 
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Ecology Response to Comment #33 

Background concentrations of criteria pollutants have been calculated for Washington, Oregon, 
and Idaho using a combination of air quality model runs and observations 
(http://lar.wsu.edu/nw-airquest/lookup.html).  This technique uses observed concentrations to 
reduce model errors to produce a best estimate of background concentrations in unmonitored 
areas. This tool, which did not exist until 2013, provides the more accurate estimate of 
background concentration for NO2 of 16 ug/m3.    

 
Comment #34 
Why is Yahoo! allowed to use meteorological data from 2001-2005 when more recent 
information is available? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #34 
It does not matter whether the modeling uses meteorological data from the 2001-2005 time 
period or the 2005-2009 time period.  This is because the inter-annual variation of meteorology 
is sufficiently consistent that data from the same station for any five year period meeting quality 
assurance and completeness requirements will provide substantially the same results.  In 
addition, the equipment and procedures for taking and reporting weather observations at 
airports have changed little since the installation of automated (ASOS) equipment.  The 
requirement for a contiguous five year period reduces the possibility of cherry-picking, and the 
choice of a particular five year period for the analysis cannot be depended on to confer an 
advantage to the applicant. 

 
Comment #35 
How much has Ecology allowed our air shed to degrade? What was the first estimated 
background for N02, PM10, PM2.5, TSP, CO, 03, VOCs? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #35 
No monitoring data from Quincy is available for these pollutants, except for two summers of 
ozone monitoring in Quincy (summertime 4th highest value was 55ppb). A temporary PM 
monitor was placed in Quincy from January to April 2012, and recorded a maximum daily 
average of 11.8µg/m³. Earliest estimates of these pollutants were simply based on the nearest 
available monitors, which may not have been representative of conditions in Quincy. More 
recently, Ecology has used a fusion of CMAQ modeling and monitoring data to establish 
“background” concentrations across the state. 
 
Ecology has heard your concerns about airshed degradation and is in discussions with data 
centers and the City of Quincy to establish a permanent air quality monitor in the area. 

 
Comment #36 
What is our ground level ozone level and why isn't it being considered as part of the NAAQS? 
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Ecology Response to Comment #36  
Quincy’s average ozone level, based on monitoring conducted in the summer of 2010, was 30 
ppb. The NW-AIRQUEST background lookup tool estimates the current design value to be 52ppb 
(and recommends a value of 49 ppb for use in AERMOD’s PVMRM module). This is well below 
the Federal standard of 70 ppb.   
 
Ambient ground level ozone analysis is not typically conducted for minor new source review 
projects, especially in ozone attainment areas.   

 
Comment #37 
Was Cummins the least expensive provider of control technology?   Iwas unable to locate a 
bid document or estimate provided by Cummins.  Please provide a copy of the bid documents 
or quotes from Cummins regarding the cost of a DPF, DOC, SCR and Tier 4 engine.  Please 
compare the higher cost estimates used in this BACT analysis with the cost estimates provided 
by Landau during the permitting of Sabey in 2015. Please use these lower cost estimates and 
recalculate the affordability of controls at Yahoo! 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #37 
Ecology has no way of knowing if Cummins was the least expensive provider of control 
technology.  The BACT vendor cost estimates provided by Yahoo! are approximately consistent 
with other data center estimates. However, because data centers have been permitted at 
different times under differing circumstances, it is not expected that each applicant will obtain 
the exact same vendor cost estimates as other data centers.   
 
Comment #38 
Finally, there were two statements made at the Public Hearing that deserve explanation. 
The first was a comment by Gary Huetsiger [sic] regarding a data center's credit rating and 
ability to borrow money as it applies to BACT. Please explain what was meant by this. 

 
Ecology Response to Comment #38 
Ecology did not make a statement about any data center’s credit rating or its ability to 
borrow money as it applies to BACT. During the presentation period prior to the March 31, 
2016 public hearing in Quincy, Ecology provided a definition of BACT pointing out that BACT 
is determined on a case by case basis taking into account “energy, environmental, and 
economic impacts and other costs” consistent with the definition of BACT WAC 173-400-030(12). 
The BACT analysis and decision making for Yahoo! Project Genesis is provided in the TSD for this 
permit.  

 
Comment #39 
The second statement was made by Yahoo!'s representative who claimed that Yahoo! has 
"never" had an unplanned outage while operating in Quincy. This is news to those of us who 
live here. Please provide proof of this statement. 
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Ecology Response to Comment #39 
Yahoo’s representative misstated that Yahoo! has never had an unplanned outage while 
operating in Quincy.  All data centers are required to report to Ecology the hours and 
reasons for operating the engines.  On several occasions, Yahoo! has reported operation of 
its engines during power outages.  Yahoo has provided the following information for 2013 
to date: 

 
Planned Outages (last 4 years): The following are total run hours for all 
generators for planned outages including maintenance and load bank testing. 
2013 = 93.35 
2014 = 434.34 (Higher run hours due to GCPUD 230 KV transmission upgrade) 
2015 = 109.48 
2016 = 32.4 
 
Unplanned Outages (Last 4 years): The following are total run hours for all 
generators due to unplanned outages when utility was unavailable or caused by a 
utility incident (voltage sag etc.) that caused us to go to generators for a 
predetermined time. 
2013 = 77.48 
2014 = 35.01 
2015 = 6.5 
2016 = 0 

 
 

Comment No. 40: James Valentine of Energy & Environmental Partners, 04/04/2016 
 

Comment #40 
In the Draft Technical Support Document for Preliminary Determination of Approval Order XXXX 
for the Yahoo! Data Center, dated February 5,2016, the facility wide potential to emit NOx is 
listed at 95 TPY, while that for project Genesis is listed in parenthesis as 62.9 TPY (See Table 1.1). 
Yahoo evaluated the cost effectiveness of NOx reduction using SCR for the proposed 25 new 
engines in Project Genesis as approximately $19,500/ton and therefore Ecology agreed with 
applicant that SCR was not cost effective and can be excluded as BACT (pg 12/21; 4.1.1.1). 

 
The BACT cost effectiveness calculation at $19,500/ton should be reviewed with these comments 
in mind: 
 
1. The annual Potential to Emit (PTE) for Project Genesis is 62.9 tpy as further identified in Table 
5, Project Emissions Summary, Project Genesis, described in the Revised Notice of Construction-
Supporting Information Report, Project Genesis prepared by Landau Associates and dated 
December 23, 2015 (the “Landau report”). This PTE is based on using the Not To Exceed (NTE) 
emissions data supplied by the engine manufacturers. The NTE data reflects emissions that are 
likely to be measured in the field based on actual ambient conditions for humidity and 
temperature, fuel variation, engine-to-engine variation and measurement variation. The 
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Nominal emissions value for the engines are also presented by the engine manufacturers and 
are always lower than the NTE emission rate. The Nominal value reflects controlled/corrected 
laboratory conditions under which the engine is tested by the manufacturer. 

 
Therefore the use of the higher NTE uncontrolled emission rates and the corresponding higher 
PTE value reflected in the permitted annual emissions for project Genesis appears a more 
appropriate choice in evaluating the cost effectiveness for SCR. However the BACT analysis 
presented in Appendix E-7 of the Landau report uses the Nominal uncontrolled emission rate of 
48 TPY in calculating the cost effectiveness versus the allowable 62.9 TPY derived from the Not 
to Exceed emissions rates. Assuming a 90% reduction efficiency for SCR, the tons reduced per 
year would be 56.6 TPY versus 44 TPY used in the BACT analysis. The BACT analysis should be 
rerun using the permitted PTE value of 62.9 TPY for the uncontrolled NOx and a 90% reduction 
in the calculation of cost effectiveness. This will drive the cost effectiveness number down and 
potentially closer to the $10,000/ton hurdle rate used by Ecology in determining BACT for NOx. 
 
Second, in the BACT analysis at Appendix E-3 of the Landau report (SCR Capital Cost) the cost for 
the SCR purchased equipment price is listed at $195,000 for the 2 MW unit and $240,000 for the 
2.75 MW unit and referenced as supplied by Cummins. The detailed quotation for these cost 
numbers is not presented in the report. The one reference price at page 113/144 in the Landau 
report is from MTU (Pacific Power) for an integrated Tier 4 package, and the breakout price for 
the SCR equipment alone is $135,000 for a 2 MW engine and $ 141,250 for a 2.75 MW engine. 
Therefore it appears appropriate to use the $135,000 for the 2 MW SCR equipment price and the 
$ 141,250 for the 2.75 MW SCR in determining the cost effectiveness BACT calculation for SCR 
alone. 

 
Support for a 2 MW SCR capital cost of $135,000 can also be found in a similar report from 
Landau to Ecology for the Sabey data center (March 4, 2015) which included a quotation from 
Caterpillar for a Tier 2, 2 MW engine SCR (including silencer) reported at $135,800. In that case 
the BACT analysis used the $135,800 equipment cost in the calculation of SCR cost effectiveness 
for a similar 2 MW engine. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that the recent migration of commercial off-road, mobile and marine 
SCR systems into the stationary engine market is directed at further reducing the SCR equipment 
cost for large stationary engines. Quotes for this type of SCR equipment can be obtained from 
aftermarket SCR system suppliers who combined have supplied SCR systems for hundreds of 
stationary engines. 

 
 

Ecology Response to Comment #40 
Ecology agrees that the applicant should have used the higher PTE values. The final TSD 
provides revised BACT costs showing BACT conclusions using PTE values, which are unaffected 
by these revisions. BACT vendor cost estimates are approximately consistent with other data 
center estimates. Yet, because data centers have been permitted at different times under 
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differing circumstances, it is not expected that each applicant will obtain the exact same vendor 
cost estimates as other data centers. Ecology believes the applicant obtained cost quotes from 
the appropriate vendor suppliers for the equipment to be used at Yahoo!. 

 
 

Comment No. 41: Brett Muhlestein, 04/04/2016 
 
Comment #41 
I am pleased to see the expansion of business in Quincy.  It bring[s] additional jobs and 
opportunities to our local community.  It is also noteworthy to see the efforts Yahoo is making 
in keeping our community safe.  They are reducing emissions by 17% year over year and are 
reducing the run time on several of their generators from 200 hours to 100 hours.  It shows a 
level of commitment that respects the needs of the community while addressing growth.  I for 
one am happy to support the permit and look forward to the long term sustainability Yahoo will 
have in Quincy. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #41 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
 

Comment Nos. 42-50: Beth & Charlie Miracle, Quincy Property Owners, 04/04/2016 
 
Comment #42 
Instead of allowing the Yahoo data center in Quincy to install additional diesel generators which 
will increase toxic air pollutants potentially more than doubling emissions by the Yahoo data 
center alone, why not have the data center(s) actually reduce its use of diesel generators by 
exploring alternative backup energy options, such as natural gas, solar, wind and other 
alternative or renewable energy?  
 
Ecology Response to Comment #42 
The Washington Clean Air Act requires that, prior to construction, Ecology must approve a 
project that includes a source of air contaminants.  However, the Act does not authorize Ecology 
to require the use of particular types of emission control equipment. See RCW 70.94.152(6).  
Therefore, we cannot require the data centers to use alternative technology to supply their 
backup energy needs.     
 
Comment #43 
How can diesel generators which emit exhaust which carries toxic air pollutants be relied upon 
for backup power during the winter months when there are typically stagnant air advisories and 
burning bans in the surrounding area? This would seem to be another prudent reason to use 
other cleaner/alternative power sources for backup energy and/or generators. Also the data 
center(s) are not even using the lowest emission type of diesel generators. Why aren’t the data 
centers being required to use the lowest possible emission type of diesel generator? 
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Ecology Response to Comment #43 
Air dispersion modeling, which takes into account the stagnant air advisories that generate burn 
bans, indicates that emissions from the engines meet state requirements.  Thus, the data centers 
are being required to meet the requirements of state and local law.     

 
Comment #44 
Since natural gas is the cleanest of the fossil fuels in terms of greenhouse gases and, as a 
relatively low carbon, cost effective fuel that can help meet CO2-reducation gas, why not have 
the date center(s) diversify generator types relied upon for backup during power outages? 
Natural gas may offer a more affordable and definitely offers a cleaner solution. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #44 
These are good arguments, and should be made directly to the data center owners.  Ecology 
does not have the authority to require sources to use any particular technology, as per RCW 
70.94.152(6).   
 
Comment #45 
Why not have the data center(s) instead install an alternative energy source(s), such as a solar 
array, which could be used as a source of power by the facility during power outages? The data 
center might also reap benefits produced by a solar array, Washington State Production 
incentive and federal tax credits. Excess power produced could be sold to Grant County PUD 
when not needed by the data center. The solar array could be installed on the roof top making 
the best use of valuable space/land. Why not incent the data centers to install the alternative 
energy sources now as a potential investment in and concern for the residents of the 
surrounding community? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #45 
These are good arguments, and should be made directly to the data center owners.  Ecology 
does not have the authority to require sources to use any particular technology, as per RCW 
70.94.152(6).   

 
Comment #46 
In 2006, Washington State voters declared that 15% of the state’s electricity must come from 
alternative sources, such as wind, solar, biomass and others by 2020. Wouldn’t allowing large 
users of electricity such as the data center(s) to rely upon diesel generators for backup energy 
rather than alternative sources of power for backup negate this and actually increase the 
emission of greenhouse gases? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #46 
These are good arguments, and should be made directly to the data center owners.  Ecology 
does not have the authority to require sources to use any particular technology, as per RCW 
70.94.152(6).   
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Comment #47 
Nitrous oxide emissions are even deadlier than the particulates. Another imperative concern is 
that two existing schools and previously existing low income housing in Quincy, as well as land 
already zoned for additional low-income housing, are located in the most toxic zone. What will 
be done to ensure the safety of children attending these schools and the residents of the low-
income housing who may not be able to afford proper legal representation? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #47 
Note that the relevant pollutant is nitrogen oxides (NOx), not nitrous oxide (N2O), which is not 
a toxic air pollutant.  The purpose of the preconstruction permit process is to ensure the ambient 
impacts of air pollutants are evaluated prior to the establishment of a new air pollution source.  
As part of the process, Yahoo! had to demonstrate that their emissions would not result in a 
violation of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  Due to the infrequent use and 
limited simultaneous operation of the engines, Yahoo! was able to demonstrate that their 
emissions would not cause an exceedance of the nitrogen dioxide NAAQS at any location in 
Quincy, including those locations mentioned in the comment.  Ecology acknowledges that if data 
centers must use their engines under emergency conditions during periods of unfavorable 
dispersion there is the potential for elevated levels of nitrogen dioxide in the community, but 
the probability of such an occurrence is very low.   

 
Comment #48 
Given the high number of diesel generators that have already been installed, why isn’t a four-
tier toxics review process being used? Why aren’t the best test controls being used?  If there 
was only one data center in the Quincy area, a second-tier toxics review process might seem 
reasonable, but there could be a total of 220 generators if the additional generators are 
approved. Doesn’t the high number of diesel generators in a relatively small area warrant a four-
tier toxics review process? Also, the health impacts assessment (HIA) issued by Landau 
Associates (hired by the Yahoo data center) contained errors which were not caught by Yahoo 
or the Department of Ecology and have not been corrected. How can this report on the health 
impacts be relied upon? Why isn’t another report by an impartial party being done? Why hasn’t 
the existing report been corrected or the results questioned? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #48 
There is no four-tier toxics review.  WAC 173-460 specifies that there are three tiers to reviewing 
a new source of toxic air pollutants. Because the proposed emissions from Yahoo! Genesis did 
not result in an increased cancer risk of more than one in one hundred thousand, and the non-
cancer hazard was considered to be acceptable, a third tier review was not required.  Ecology 
agrees that the large number of data centers in Quincy with their large numbers of backup diesel 
generator engines is a cause for potential concern.  To address this concern, Ecology developed 
the community-wide approach to emissions of DEEP from the engines. 
 
Without more specific information identifying the claimed errors in the HIA, Ecology cannot 
directly respond to the claims concerning errors in the HIA.  .  Generally, Ecology evaluated the 
HIA to determine if the health risks were adequately and appropriately described.  
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Comment #49 
If the additional 25 diesel generators are approved, there could be 220 diesel generators at the 
data centers in Quincy. The generators are turned on and run for a period of time to be properly 
tested to ensure they are ready for use in a power outage. If only one generator is tested per 
day, this would be 220 days out of 365 days per year or 60% of the year. This does not now 
appear to be an insignificant number of diesel generators emitting an acceptable level of toxic 
air pollutants.  Who will be responsible for the health of residents currently living in the 
immediate area when it’s discovered that it wasn’t an acceptable level? And what about our 
property values? What about the health risks for the farmers working the surrounding farm 
ground? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #49 
As part of its analysis, Ecology considers the emissions from various uses of emergency engines 
at Yahoo! Genesis and other data centers in Quincy. Part of this analysis is used to determine if 
these uses would violate NAAQS at any location in Quincy (considering both project-related 
emissions and local and regional background levels). Emission limits are included in the permits 
to ensure that air pollution levels from these sources do not contribute to a violation of NAAQS 
which are intended to protect public health. On-going compliance inspections and engine tests 
are intended to verify that each facility is complying with all the conditions of its permit including 
emission limits.  
 
Ecology’s role regarding air permitting data centers in Quincy does not include considerations 
for a project’s effect on property values.  
 
In evaluating the health risks posed by new sources of air pollution, Ecology considers the most 
impacted receptors.  Most often, residential receptors incur the highest long-term risk because 
they are likely to be present in the same location for longer durations than individuals who work 
intermittently at surrounding farms or commercial areas. 

 
Comment #50 
Yahoo (and the other data centers) has the ability to do better, but they are not. Wouldn’t 
requiring the data center(s) to explore cleaner and alternative energy sources demonstrate 
more concern with toxic air pollutants and potential health problems to Quincy Valley residents? 
The data centers were attracted to the area because of the low cost of power, so they are making 
significantly more than if the facility was located elsewhere. The increased savings from low-
cost power makes it far more feasible to install alternative backup power sources. Why not 
require the data centers to invest a little bit of the profit into alternative backup energy options? 
There are family residences within a half mile of the data center. My sister and her family live in 
the north residence. I do not want their family or neighbors to become a statistic. The health 
risk is not acceptable especially given that there are other potential alternatives. Why aren’t 
those being explored? Why are we settling for the easy out?  
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Ecology Response to Comment #50 
These are good arguments, and should be made directly to the data center owners.  Ecology 
does not have the authority to require sources to use any particular technology, as per RCW 
70.94.152(6).   
 
 

Comment Nos. 51-57: Debbie Koehnen, 04/04/2016 
 

Comment #51 
When the local PUD informed Yahoo that there would be a planned outage, did Yahoo transfer 
the data storage to another plant during that time or did it use its back up generators to handle 
the outage? (We also received this power outage notice. I believe the outage was scheduled for 
at least an hour.) We were informed by DOE that running the generators was expensive and the 
data centers would not be running the generators more than 15-20 minutes before the storage 
was transferred to another center. So what did Yahoo do? Since they knew the outage was 
coming, if they really cared about the quality of our air, they would have made the arrangements 
ahead of time so no generators needed to be run. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #51 
Ecology does not mandate whether a source is required to transfer data rather than run 
generators. Yahoo! will determine appropriate action on a case-by-case basis. Ecology has 
limited total generator operations to appropriate values.  
 
Comment #52 
Did the DOE know about the 2 new schools which will be built a 1/2 mile from Yahoo on Road 
11 when they made their Health Impact Assessment? What is the impact on these new schools 
from the emissions created by Yahoo, and from the community wide assessments from all the 
data centers and other emissions contributors? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #52 
Ecology was aware of the interest in building a new school, but did not know the location. In 
evaluating health risks as part of an HIA, Ecology relies on current land use zoning to 
appropriately characterize potential future health risks at undeveloped parcels.  Local planning 
officials should consider adjacent land use - both in place and planned - when considering zoning 
changes.  Furthermore, it is Ecology’s understanding that, with regard to school siting, the local 
health officer must approve the proposed development site before a new school facility is 
constructed. 
 
Comment #53 
There are alternatives to back up generators. When are the data centers in our area going to 
start using these alternative controls to reduce emissions? When is the DOE going to start 
pushing for these alternative controls to protect our air? Our power was affordable, so the 
centers didn't see the need for alternatives, as in other areas in the country. However, using 
these alternatives would cut emissions. Now that all available power has been used up by the 
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centers and we are unable to sell our excess power to other areas, our power prices are starting 
to rise. Of course the data centers rallied for the public to absorb the increases and not 
themselves. They won, and had the lowest rate increases for power. The people in the 
community lost and are bearing the cost with the highest rate increases. Now would be the time 
to strongly encourage the centers to use these alternatives due to limits of our hydro power and 
the possibility of increased rates. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #53 
These are good arguments, and should be made directly to the data center owners and to the 
PUD.  Ecology does not have the authority to require sources to use any particular technology, 
as per RCW 70.94.152(6).  Nor does Ecology have any jurisdiction related to the provision of or 
the cost of power in Washington communities. 

 
Comment #54 
Why isn't Yahoo using Tier 4 filter controls on their generators? Is what Mike from Yahoo said 
correct about the filters or was he just making his own toxic emissions about the generators? If 
they aren't going to use the best filters available to control the emissions, or they don't feel the 
filters are effective, if they truly cared about the community, will they start using alternative 
controls to reduce emissions? Why aren't they looking into other ways to control emissions? 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #54 
As presented in the Technical Support Document for this proposed action, some emergency 
engines with lower power rating are required by 40CFR60 to meet 40CFR1039 Tier 4 emission 
levels, but not emergency engines with ratings that will be used at Yahoo! (approximately 2.0 
MWe to 2.75 MW).  Instead, 40CFR60 requires the engines at Yahoo! to meet the Tier 2 emission 
levels of 40CFR89.112. The use of tier 4 emission engines can present problems in that the 
emission controls do not become effective until the engines have operated long enough to allow 
the controls to reach certain temperatures, which often takes longer than the engines need to 
run for routine testing and maintenance purposes.   
 
See also the Response to Comment #42. 

 
Comment #55 
Flint, Michigan is going through a difficult situation due to a toxic situation. They are in the "I 
told you so" stage. When people get to the "I told you so" stage, it's too late, the damage has 
already been done. The children in their town have suffered the consequences. I have been 
speaking out about the data centers even before they were built. I went to the first zoning 
meeting, where the Port & City of Quincy had submitted a plan to have land rezoned from 
agriculture to industrial so Yahoo could be built. I suggested building the data centers out of the 
irrigation system, on non-productive land, which would have put the data centers out of town. 
They would not be near schools or people in our community. But the City of Quincy would not 
have received the money for it's coffers if the centers were built out of town. The county would 
have earned the money. The rezoning passed. The data center was built and others moved in. 
Now my house has been identified as Residential North because of the toxic levels of the plume. 
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Comment Nos. 61-66: Debbie Koehnen, 03/31/2016 
 
Comment #61 
I have some questions about the permit. When I refer to numbers that will be coming from the 
health impact assessment report on the department of ecology website, which was published 
February 17th, 2016. Under section 5 Uncertainty, in the report it says there's a lack of exact 
knowledge because of air dispersion modeling. My question is about air monitoring devices. We 
would be able to remove the uncertainty with actual data from air monitoring devices and then 
we could check to see if the computer modeling is accurate. One gentleman asked if we take 
into account the agricultural admissions as well. Air monitoring would take care of that. When 
are we going to get those air monitors in here so we can eliminate all this uncertainty? 
 

Ecology Response to Comment #61 
See the Response to Comment #11. 

 
Comment #62 
My next question refers to figure 1 on the report. It was a map that listed the residential permits 
... Or the residential parcels in the area ... Where the Genesis DEEP concentration could exceed 
the ASIL. My house is the really close to Yahoo. We're neighbors. It's not identified in red. It's 
not circled in red. I'm like ... Is that going to be fixed? Can you ... It's funny, because I was 
identified as the north residential parcel, where the cancer risk is up to 6.3 now. There's one 
other residence that's up to 6.9, which is the one they said [inaudible 05:03] 7, but I'm up to 6.3 
and table 2 under section 3.4 Cancer risk, specifically 3. ... 4.1. Are you going to consider me as 
a residence? We've been there for 112, 114 years. We do have some houses there. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #62  
Ecology believes that the commenter is referring to Figure 1 of the HIA recommendation 
document in which Ecology identifies the parcels coded with residential land use codes from tax 
parcel information.  Ecology recognizes that not every home or residential parcel is captured 
with this data source, however, Landau and Ecology made efforts to identify residential land 
uses that were potentially most exposed to emissions from Yahoo! Genesis.  As alluded to in the 
comment, Figure 3 of the HIA identifies the north residence as a specific location in which 
Ecology considered long-term exposure to DEEP emitted by Yahoo! Genesis. 

 
Comment #63 
The next one is under section 5.2 Emissions. It said that the power outages are infrequent, but 
there's also testing times allotted, but the power centers don't wait until we have power 
outages. If they suspect we might have a power outage, they want to be prepared, so they start 
up the generators just in case. The logs are really important. Those electrical logs. Can we get 
access to the logs to make sure? We're sitting there in our house, watching the black smoke 
come out and it's a little disconcerting, especially when there's inversions and the black smoke 
is coming out. Those logs ... Can we get ahold of them? That would be great. 
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Ecology Response to Comment #63   
Provision 9.2 of the proposed permit requires Yahoo! to record and report to Ecology, on an 
annual basis, reasons for operating engines. Those annual reports are available from Ecology 
through a request for public records. 

 
Comment #64 
Under 5.4 Sensitive Individuals, that would be my family. I am having problems breathing 
tonight. I haven't had to use inhalers for about 10 years. Now I'm on two inhalers, and I have a 
whole pharmaceutical bag full of medicine that I'm having to take. I lost a whole month in 
February where I was sick, above and beyond my insurance. I have $500 of medical bills. My 
daughter had pneumonia, my husband was unable to wear his contacts, because he had eye 
problems, which are all the symptoms of, you know ... These could create problems. I'm 
wondering how come my quality of life can be taken away in the name of progress. It seems we 
should be preserving what we have and keeping our beautiful clean air beautiful and clean. 
That's one of the perks of living here. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #64 
Ecology has reviewed the proposal and established conditions that ensure that the Yahoo! 
facility will be operated in a manner that will not result in exceedances of the established air 
quality standards. 

 
Comment #65 
The other thing I have a concern about, there's two figure 3s on this document. If the first figure 
3 talked about the nitrous oxide concentrations and where they're exceeding the ASIL limits, we 
have a high school and a junior high in that area right now and we're planning on building schools 
so that high school is going to be turned into a junior high, the junior high is going to be turned 
into an elementary school. For 8 years, those children will be in this area of noxious nitrous oxide 
concentrations. If they happen to live in one of the residential areas that are also in this area to 
be planned. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #65 
Ecology is not certain which document contains two figures labeled as Figure 3.  The Health 
Impact Assessment Recommendation document contains a Figure 2 which shows nitrogen 
dioxide levels that exceed the 1-hour ASIL.  Ecology has acknowledged that there is the potential 
for nitrogen dioxide to rise to levels of potential concern if a system-wide outage affects multiple 
data centers simultaneously during periods of unfavorable dispersion.  The likelihood of this 
occurrence is extremely low, but Ecology will continue to track outages and potential cumulative 
impacts in Quincy.  
 
Comment #66 
The other figure 3, my house, shows that it's 5 to 10 times higher the ASIL of nitrous oxide and 
the DEEP is 10 to 25 times. Again, my quality of life, the value of my home. Figure 4, nitrous 
oxide ... Didn't have a data center. I talked to somebody about that, they said they put it in there 
anyway. We're also building two new schools above road 11. And I love it, and I'm just ... It's 
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above road 11, it's between Microsoft and Yahoo, and I ... These are going to be affected also 
by the over-the-limit concentrations. The last thing I have is Microsoft 2012 ,"We're eliminating 
back-up generators. We're using other things like solar power, wind power ..." Which are 
plentiful in our area. I'm hoping that the other data centers around us will start using some of 
these other technologies so we don't have the diesel emissions. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #66 
Figure 3 shows the average levels of DEEP related to emissions from project Genesis. Figure 4 
shows the maximum short-term levels of nitrogen dioxide that could occur if all 25 Genesis 
engines operate simultaneously during an outage.  Figure 5 shows the cumulative impacts of 
DEEP from the data centers and other sources of DEEP in Quincy.  According to Figure 4, nitrogen 
oxide emissions from the Genesis project do not cause an exceedance of the 1-hour NO2 ASIL at 
this house.  According to Figure 5, cumulative DEEP emissions in Quincy cause an exceedance of 
the DEEP ASIL by 16-25 times at this house.   This exceedance translates to an increased excess 
lifetime cancer risk of 16-25 in 1 million, which is well below the 100-in-a-million excess cancer 
risk that triggers additional measures under the community-wide assessment.   
 
See also the Response to Comment #42. 

 
 

Comment Nos. 67-72: Danna Dal Porto, 03/31/2016 
 
Comment #67 
I'm going to grumble, for the record, in my written documents I showed up for the second 
Microsoft-Oxford hearing July 9th, prepared my documents ... I'm a citizen scientist. I am a 
retired art teacher. I don't do numbers, it's a real challenge for me, so making a public comment 
and making it make sense is hard work. I worked on that, and I turned my comments in. There 
has been no response to my comments from July 9th. Then the Sabey-Intergate was in January 
... February? January. I did the same thing, got all my stuff, brought all that stuff, made all my 
comments, worked with all the stupid little numbers, turned in my comments. I have had no 
response to comments from my Sabey-Intergate. This is the third public hearing that I've 
prepared for in 8 months and I'm annoyed because these data centers are similar enough, if I 
get an answer, a good answer, from ecology about Oxford I won't ask it again, but if you don't 
answer me I don't have anything to learn from, so I'm complaining.  
 
Ecology Response to Comment #67 
See the Responses to Comments #1 and #15. 

 
Comment #68 
It confuses me that the gentleman from Yahoo! said that they only had to look at the Genesis 
[inaudible 11:23]. The information that come from ecology and in a brochure and the newspaper 
said that this was a revision of the permit. When you revise a permit, you're opening a permit. 
That means that you are looking at everything, not just the new stuff, but the new stuff plus the 
old stuff. I disagree with that statement that you don't have to combine those things. 
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Ecology Response to Comment #68   
Consistent with the provisions of RCW 70.94.152, Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-
400-100 New source review (NSR) paragraph (d) establishes that “New source review of a 
modification is limited to the emission unit or units proposed to be modified and the air 
contaminants whose emissions would increase as a result of the modification.”  This prohibits 
Ecology from opening everything up to consideration as suggested.   
 
See also the Response to Comment #31.  
 
Comment #69 
One of the things I complained about specifically with Microsoft-Columbia, is that they brought 
in some expansion generators, but they pretended like there was nothing next to it. Right here 
is a whole 'nother set of generators, but we're not going to look at those, we're not going to 
model them together, they don't exist. They're invisible. We're just going to look at these. When 
you compartmentalize that stuff, it's offensive to me. Those generators are putting emissions 
into the air jointly. You cannot tell me they do not combine in the air. They do. I'm complaining 
about that, I believe this was a revision of the permit and it opens everything up to 
consideration. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #69  
See the Response to Comment #68. 

 
Comment #70 
I said earlier, I don't care to be compared to Seattle, I know that there's all kinds of emissions 
from highways and trains and industry. Don't compare us to Seattle. We came here ... I came 
here in 1980 to raise my child in an agricultural community, and low-and-behold, what do I have? 
I have industry. I believe it's a responsibility of Ecology to protect me as if I did not have that 
industry next door to me, but that I had clean air based on my desire to live here and to breathe 
clean air. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #70 
During the public meeting for Yahoo! Project Genesis on March 31, 2016, Ecology provided some 
comparisons of air quality and applicable air quality rules in Quincy to air quality and air quality 
rules in other parts of Washington State. Ecology believes these comparisons are valid and 
helpful to address questions from Quincy residents about the air quality rules and air quality 
risks in Quincy. They were prepared in response to claims made by the commenter in a May 13, 
2015 letter addressed to “Dear Legislators.” The commenter made the following claim on page 
5 of the letter: “Quincy has more risk than any other community in Washington State.”   Ecology 
does not believe this claim to be true. Furthermore, because Seattle is a community in 
Washington State, Ecology believes the comparison between Quincy and other communities in 
the Seattle region presented at the March 31, 2016 public meeting was valid.  
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Comment #71 
The other thing is I would like to understand ... I didn't have time to ask ... At one point in time 
during the answer-questions, you brought up the fact that credit ratings had something to do ... 
If I understood it properly ... With whether or not people put on controls. Someone needs to 
answer me that in response to comments. Was that said? It was said. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #71 
During the presentation period prior to the March 31 public hearing in Quincy, Ecology 
provided a definition of BACT pointing out that BACT is determined on a case by case basis 
taking into account “energy, environmental, and economic impacts and other costs” consistent 
with the definition of BACT WAC 173-400-030(12). The BACT analysis and decision making for 
Yahoo! Project Genesis is provided in the TSD for this permit.  
 
See also the Response to Comment #38. 
 
Comment #72 
The other thing I'd like to go on record for is to thank Yahoo! for the public presence. I believe 
they hired some nice local people who are committed to this community. Obviously your 
contributions to the senior center and to different activities in town and it matters. You are to 
be commended for that. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #72 
Thank you for attending the public hearing and for your comments. 
 
 

Comment Nos. 73-77: Patricia Martin, 03/31/2016 
 
Comment #73 
My issues with the permit has much to do with the estimations of emissions that are being used. 
First, I brought an example from the California Energy Commission's review of back-up 
generators and their implications on air quality in California. Yahoo! Landau has used this graph 
as well, but not included the emissions that are resulted from the cold start and as a result of 
this, they've implied that there's a deficit in the nox that's generated during a cold start, when 
in fact NOx cold start in the highest of the emission factors that happens during a cold start with 
an engine. We saw that, in fact, when ecology required the performance testing on a Sabey 
engine. The NOx was really high during cold start.  That cold-start factor is missing from all the 
modeling and all the estimations for the potential to emit on the Yahoo! site. That would include, 
not only the new engines that would also include all the existing engines. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #73 
Based on the California Energy Commission's report titled: Air Quality Implications of Backup 
Generators in California, Volume II (2005), Yahoo! used a cold start factor of 0.999 (or 1.0) for 
NOx. Ecology accepts this as appropriate. The amount of NOx emitted during cold starts is not 
higher than during normal running of the engines because NOx is formed during high 
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temperature combustion.  Less NOx is formed during cold start because the temperature is not 
so high.   Ecology believes the way that Yahoo! calculated cold start factors as a percentage of 
runtime is appropriate for all pollutants considered. However, because the NOx cold start factor 
is approximately 1.0, the runtime is irrelevant for NOx cold start emission estimates. 
 
See also the Response to Comment #14. 

 
Comment #74 
Also, for condensables, from that same study that was commissioned in 2005, condensables are 
... Which are the back half of the particulate matter ... Are 2 to 3 times ... Excuse me, 3 to 5 times 
higher than the particulate. Keeping that in mind and the cold start factor I believe significantly 
changed the estimations. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #74 
In determining whether the Yahoo! project would comply with the NAAQS, Ecology and Yahoo! 
added cold start factors and a factor to take into account condensable particulate matter to the 
emissions of engines meeting EPA’s Tier 2 standards.  The analysis demonstrated that, even with 
the addition of the cold start factors and taking condensable PM into account, emissions from 
engines that meet EPA’s Tier 2 standards comply with the NAAQS  Therefore, Ecology 
determined that as long as Yahoo!’s engines continue to comply with EPA’s Tier 2 standards, the 
NAAQS will be protected.   The emission tests required by this permit are adequate because they 
are designed to demonstrate continued compliance with EPA’s Tier 2 standards. Also, the 
dilution tunnel system, which can be used for tier 2 testing, accounts for some of the 
condensable. 
 
See also the Response to Comment #73. 

 
Comment #75 
I mentioned about the BACT analysis, and this is from the revised NOC application dated 12 ... I 
hate to admit that, I should have brought the original sized when I printed it to fit the page and 
I can't read the bottom. It was from December of 2015. December 22nd I believe. The numbers 
that are inserted for NOx are less than 50 ton, for the 25 new engines it's 63.93 ton. The DOCs 
as I mentioned is over 1 ton and I believe it's 1.88 and up here the number used is .84. This 
repeats itself on the BACT analysis for all 4 of the alternatives, which is a DPF, a DOC, a tier 
engine, and a scrubber. When you put in the correct numbers, and again minus the cold start 
factor, the ... More than two of these ... And again, I don't have my narrative here ... Fall into 
being very close, if not meeting the BACT emission affordability. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #75 
Ecology agrees that the applicant should have used the higher PTE values. The final TSD 
provides revised BACT costs showing BACT conclusions using PTE values.  These revisions did not 
change the final BACT determination.  
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Comment #76 
Again, from the air mod summary, which is table c2 from appendix c, the diameter used during 
the air modeling is a 24 inch diameter doc versus the 18 inch doc, which is actually employed on 
those engines, which changes the modeling assumptions. Again, the cold start factor, which is 
significant in the first hundred seconds of the engine's operation, and averaged out a 30 minute 
period, there are going to be more cold starts than have been admitted to in this application. 
The cold start looks like a very small number of a very long run, but if it's a shorter engine 
operation, then it's a much more significant component percentage wise of that emission. That 
needs to be reviewed, the cold start numbers and the air modelling assumptions I think are 
misguided, especially in light of the fact that the engines operate so infrequently for such short 
periods of times as we talked about. Each one of those is a cold start. Those emissions should 
be reflected as such. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #76   
Based on the California Energy Commission's report titled: Air Quality Implications of Backup 
Generators in California, Volume II (2005), Ecology believes the way that Yahoo! calculated cold 
start factors as a percentage of runtime is appropriate for all pollutants considered. However, 
because the NOx cold start factor is approximately 1.0, the runtime is irrelevant for NOx cold 
start emission estimates.  
 
See also the Responses to Comments #14 and #20. 

 
Comment #77 
Then, again, table c1 the annual operating emissions also demonstrates that it was modeled as 
though it had a deficit of NOx, so it was not modeled at even the level that is in the permit. 
 
Ecology Response to Comment #77 
Ecology believes the modeling performed in the application was acceptable.  
 
See also the Responses to Comments #17 and #73. 
 
 

Comment No. 78: Alex Ybarra, 03/31/2016 
 

Comment #78 
I have been working with the Yahoo! folks for since I moved back in town in 2003. They have not 
... They supported Quincy kids, Quincy schools, Quincy soft ball, my daughter, her team, the high 
school team there right now ... With funds, financial support, everything that we've asked for, 
they supported. They've been a wonderful partner in making the kids of Quincy great kids. 
 
We want those kids ... Who are most of them are minorities that have a hard time in school ... 
Getting them extra activities with their support ... These kids are going to be great. They're going 
to just graduate from Quincy high school, they're going to support it and the reason is because 
of people like Lisa who's worked for Yahoo! who's also a Quincy person ... She's been supporting. 
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She's always been there, Yahoo!’s been great to work with, their great for the community at 
Quincy. We should all know that. 
 
Microsoft as well has done lots for Quincy. I can talk to you a little bit about some of the ecology 
that works, the pollution that happens because of progress ... Where I see this is progress, if you 
want progress, you could have had other things that pollute more than what is happening here. 
I do carbon analysis for Grant County PUD, so I know a little bit about what kind of carbon 
analysis we could be done just for ... At the utilities. I do have a lot of knowledge about what 
this information is telling us and I can tell you that most of the information that I'm seeing is 
fairly straight-forward, it's done properly from what I know. Again, it's not what DPA does from 
a scientific standpoint, but from a carbon standpoint I can see that the numbers seem to add up 
properly. 
 
I don't think that there's going to be an issue with the pollution that happens because of the 
build-up of Yahoo! I think that my daughter and my friends who have children ... In all the schools 
in Quincy will not be affected by the minor amount of pollution that may happen because of 
those data forms. Those things are going to be on for just a minor amount of time. My analysis, 
DPB from other industries ... There's a lot more other industries that could be here, that could 
harm the kids at Quincy much more than what happens at Yahoo! on a monthly basis. 
 
I think we need to have them here. I think they've not only done good for the town of Quincy, 
what they've done ... Just to let you guys know ... Is we just passed $108 million [inaudible 22:42] 
because of Yahoo! and Microsoft ... Because of their presence here in Quincy. We're going to 
have brand new schools. Those kids that need that help with brand new schools, with a brand 
new community, brand new roads ... Lots of it is done because of Yahoo! They brought that to 
Quincy. I just want to let you know that I'm talking as a parent, not from [inaudible 23:04], not 
from a PUD, but as a parent. My daughter's doing fine, she's going to be fine in the future, and 
so are the rest of the kids in Quincy in my opinion.  
 
Ecology Response to Comment #78  
Thank you for attending the public hearing and for your comments. 
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Appendix B:  
Public Comments Received in Original Format 

 

Handwritten numbers were added to reference the corresponding 
Comment Numbers and Responses in the report.  

 
• 03/31/2016 – Danna Dal Porto 
• 04/04/2016 – Patricia Martin 
• 04/04/2016 – James Valentine 
• 04/04/2016 – Brett Muhlestein 
• 04/04/2016 – Beth & Charlie Miracle 
• 04/04/2016 – Debbie Koehnen 
• 02/27/2016 – William Riley 
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