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1. Introduction 
 
East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“ETEC”) is a generation and transmission (“G&T”) 
cooperative that serves a portion of load associated with its three member G&Ts: Northeast 
Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“NTEC”), Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc 
(“SRG&T”), and Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc. (“Tex-La”).  As discussed more 
fully in this report, ETEC must replace existing power supply contracts due to expire on 
December 31, 2009.  The purpose of this report is to explain ETEC's need for power, summarize 
the process used to determine that the relocation of four combustion turbines from Mississippi to 
two sites in East Texas is the most feasible option to serve the load, and provide the methodology 
used during the site selection process.   This report, which incorporates comments received 
during a scoping meeting held at the Hardin County Courthouse on September 26, 2007, also 
demonstrates that the placement of a power generating plant – the Hardin County Peaking 
Facility (“HCPF”) – on the Hardin County site selected by ETEC will have no significant 
environmental impacts. 
 
 
2. Project Overview 
 
ETEC currently owns a 25% undivided interest in an existing simple cycle combustion turbine 
project (the “Warren Project”) located in Vicksburg, Mississippi.  The generating units at the 
Warren Project consist of four GE Frame 7EA combustion turbines with summer ratings of 
approximately 75 MW per unit.  The remaining 75% of the Warren Project is owned by Warren 
Power, LLC, an affiliate of Entergy Services, Inc.   
 
ETEC has consummated an agreement to purchase Warren Power, LLC’s 75% interest in the 
Warren Project and to relocate all four combustion turbines to two separate locations (two 
turbines at each site) in southeast Texas – the Hardin County Peaking Facility (“HCPF”) and San 
Jacinto County Peaking Facility (“SJCPF”) sites.  The output of the relocated combustion 
turbines will be used to meet ETEC load requirements currently served by partial requirements 
power supply contracts that will expire at the end of 2009.  The relocation of the Warren 
combustion turbines is expected to also relieve transmission constraints in West of the 
Atchafalaya Basin (“WOTAB”) area of Entergy’s transmission system. 
 
The Hardin County Peaking Facility site consists of 74 acres of pine forest plantation.  The site is 
located approximately 6 miles southeast of Kountze, Texas, and one-half mile west of U.S. 
Highway 69/287 in Hardin County, Texas.  Two simple cycle combustion turbine-generator units 
will be relocated to the selected site and will burn natural gas from a nearby interstate 
transmission pipeline.  The site is also of adequate size to accommodate two additional units or 
the conversion of one unit to combined cycle operation, if required in the future.  Access to the 
site will be attained by using the existing road connecting U.S. Highway 69 to Entergy’s Cypress 
Substation. 
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3. Project Need & Justification 
 
In 2010, ETEC will be responsible for securing 250 MW of capacity and associated energy to 
meet its power requirements on the Entergy system due to the expiration of two contracts: (1) the 
EPI/ETEC Unit Power Supply Agreement (30 MW) and (2) a partial requirements Wholesale 
Power Supply Agreement with Entergy Gulf States (“EGS”) (220 MW).  To meet a portion of 
the power supply deficiency, ETEC recently acquired a 50 MW ownership share in the Plum 
Point Energy Station (“PPES”) that is currently under construction in Osceola, Arkansas.  
PPES’s expected commercial operation date is the second quarter of 2010.  In 2006, ETEC filed 
an RUS loan application to obtain financing for that project.   
 

Existing Power Supply Resources (Entergy) 
A list of the existing power supply resources used to meet ETEC’s requirements in the Entergy 
control area is shown in Table 1 below: 
 

Resource Name Winter Capacity 
(2007) Type Expiration 

ISES 2 29 MW Ownership N/A 
EPI Ritchie2 30 MW UPSA December 31, 2009

EGSI 179 MW PSA December 31, 2009
Nelson 6 50 MW Ownership N/A 

Harrison County 50 MW Ownership N/A 
Warren 90 MW Ownership N/A 
Total 428 MW   

 
Table 1: ETEC Existing Resources in Entergy 

 
Capacity & Energy Requirements 
Based upon the most recent RUS-approved load forecast and ETEC’s existing power supply 
portfolio, capacity and energy tables were developed to determine the total capacity and energy 
needs for the period 2007 through 2029.  ETEC’s projected power supply needs on Entergy’s 
system are presented below in Table 2 and graphically in Figure 1.  
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Resource
(MW) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Annual Peak w/Losses 497.4     507.4     517.6     527.9     538.5     549.3     560.2     571.4     582.8     594.4     
Reserve Requirements 74.6       76.1       77.6       79.2       80.8       82.4       84.0       85.7       87.4       89.2       
Total Requirements 572.0     583.5     595.2     607.1     619.3     631.7     644.3     657.1     670.2     683.5     

Long-Term Assets 324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     324.0     
Purchase Power Contracts 35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       35.8       
Capacity Deficiencies 212.2     223.7     235.4     247.3     259.5     271.9     284.5     297.3     310.4     323.7     
Total 572.0     583.5     595.2     607.1     619.3     631.7     644.3     657.1     670.2     683.5      

Table 2: ETEC Power Supply Resources 
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Figure 1: ETEC Capacity Requirements without Capacity Additions 

 
4. Alternative Evaluation Analysis 
 
Summary of August 2006 RFP Process 

ETEC issued a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) in August 2006 for capacity and energy totaling 
460 MW to serve load in the AEP-West and EGS control areas.  The RFP was issued to solicit 
power required due to the expiration of (1) the partial requirements power purchased under the 
Second Power Supply Agreement with AEP in the AEP-West control area, (2) the partial 
requirements power purchased under the Wholesale Power Requirements Agreement with EGS 
in the Entergy control area, and (3) a unit-contingent power purchased under a 40 MW Unit 
Power Agreement with Entergy Power, Inc. (“EPI”) for unit capacity and energy from the 
Ritchie2 gas-fired, peaking facility located in the Entergy control area.  All three of these 
agreements expire on December 31, 2009 and ETEC will be responsible for replacing 
approximately 460 MW of capacity and associated energy beginning in 2010.  The type of power 
supply requested by ETEC included: ownership options for capacity and energy, short and long-
term purchased power arrangements, and supplemental power arrangements whereby the 
respondent would provide the required incremental capacity and energy to meet ETEC’s 
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instantaneous power requirements including the provision of ancillary and control area services.  
In addition, ETEC requested proposals from alternative resources, such as demand-side 
management programs and renewable resources.  ETEC received a total of thirteen (13) separate 
proposals from eleven (11) different respondents by October 2, 2006, that ranged from energy 
management services to partial requirements proposals.   
 
The RFP press release was sent to 98 power marketers and five major press publications.  Table 
3 below provides a summary of the responses received. 
 
 

Type # of Proposals Capacity Range 
Energy Management 6 n/a 
Unit Ownership 0 n/a 
System/Block Power 5 50 - 225 MW 
Partial Requirements 2 Supplemental Needs 

 
Table 3: Summary of RFP Responses 

 
 
Summary of RFP Analysis 
All proposals received on time and deemed complete were reviewed and placed on economic 
equivalencies.  An evaluation model for each proposal was constructed for purposes of analyzing 
each proposal based on information provided in the specific proposal.  The model also utilized 
certain key assumptions (outlined below) for comparison purposes of the proposals. 
  
Key Assumptions for Analysis 

 Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) Escalation 
o Based on 2005 EIA Annual Energy Outlook 
o FOM and VOM escalation unless different escalation explicitly stated in 

proposals 
 Fuel Price Projections 

o Coal pricing based on 2005 EIA fuel projections while natural gas pricing based 
on a combination of NYMEX natural gas futures and the 2005 EIA natural gas 
fuel price projections. 

o All natural gas indexed proposals are projected using Henry Hub index forecasts. 
 Discount factor for net present value calculations was 4.90%, equivalent to the FFB long-

term interest rate as of December 2006. 
 
All proposals were evaluated based on their ability to meet ETEC’s need for economical, 
flexible, and reliable power supply resources.  Key price variables included, but were not limited 
to, fuel price escalation, inflation, and demand/energy pricing structure.  Key non-price variables 
included but were not limited to, transmission viability, projected resource availability factors, 
and the creditworthiness of the RFP respondent. 
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Results of the August 2006 RFP Solicitation 
Upon evaluation and completion of all power supply resource proposals received in the August 
2006 RFP process, ETEC concluded that none of the power supply resources were adequate to 
meet ETEC’s post-2009 requirements on the Entergy system.  All proposals suffered from one or 
more of the following issues: (1) lack of available firm transmission from either an economic 
feasibility aspect or not capable of physically obtaining firm transmission by January 2010, (2) 
reliability issues due to resource unavailability or being geographically undesirable (e.g., 
multiple control areas away from ETEC’s load on the Entergy system), (3) limited resource 
flexibility or inability to dispatch a resource effectively to serve ETEC’s load (e.g. a 165 MW 
minimum dispatch on a combined-cycle facility), or (4) not economically feasible.  ETEC also 
identified additional external constraints to procuring new power supply resources, such as: (1) 
prevailing and expected future transmission constraints in the Western and WOTAB regions, (2) 
short-term planning horizon requiring new capacity resources by January 2010, and (3) lack of 
generation alternatives in the Western/WOTAB region.  Due to the disappointing results of the 
RFP and the external constraints identified above, ETEC determined that the only option for 
firm, reliable power supply resources to meet its load requirements beginning in January 2010 
would be to obtain and site peaking generation in the Western/WOTAB region. 
 
Transmission Issues in WOTAB 
As a part of process to obtain firm transmission service for ETEC’s ownership interest in PPES, 
Entergy indicated that its transmission system was severely constrained for all long-term firm 
service requests from resources outside of the WOTAB region. In fact, ETEC’s transmission 
service request for PPES was granted as “conditionally firm” based on ETEC having a “viable 
redispatch option”.  The viable redispatch option involves reducing the output of ETEC’s share 
of its Warren facility to 20 MW (ETEC owns 75 MW (summer rating) of Warren) during peak 
hours.  Otherwise, ETEC will have to pay $46 million for transmission facilities upgrades to 
guarantee firm transmission service.  The results of the August 2006 RFP (see discussion above) 
indicated that there were no viable resources in the Entergy control area that could reliably serve 
ETEC’s load.  ETEC began immediately assessing generation alternatives that were already 
located, or could be located, in the Western/WOTAB region.   
 
Summary of January 2007 RFIB Process 

ETEC issued a Request for Indicative Bids (“RFIB”) for peaking generation alternatives on 
January 10, 2007 to replace ETEC purchased power resources that will terminate in December 
2009.  The peaking generation resources will help meet ETEC’s load requirements on the 
Entergy system starting in January 2010, including associated planning reserves.  The RFIB 
solicited proposals from project developers, original equipment manufacturers (“OEM”) and 
engineer-procure-construct (“EPC”) firms for approximately 300 MW of peaking generation to 
be split as evenly as possible between two sites in southeast Texas to be named by ETEC.  The 
COD for both sites is to be on or before December 1, 2009.  The RFIB requested indicative bids 
with cost estimates for several generation types: (1) new peaking generation, (2) used (“gray 
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market”) peaking generation, and (3) relocation of the Warren power plant to East Texas.  
Indicative bids were due on January 26, 2007. 
 
Summary of RFIB Analysis 
ETEC received a total of nine separate proposals from six different respondents by January 27, 
2007, that ranged from relocating the Warren plant to ownership in new FT8 generation projects.  
Based on the responses, all four proposals for the Warren relocation project had the lowest 
installed cost, on a $/kW basis, as compared to other peaking generation alternatives. 
 
All proposals received on time and deemed complete were reviewed and placed on economic 
equivalencies.  An evaluation model was constructed for purposes of analyzing each proposal 
based on information provided in the specific proposal.  The model also utilized certain key 
assumptions (outlined below) for comparison purposes of the proposals. 
  
Key Assumptions for Analysis 
 

 Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) Escalation 
o Based on 2005 EIA Annual Energy Outlook 
o FOM and VOM escalation unless different escalation explicitly stated in 

proposals 
 Fuel Price Projections 

o Natural gas pricing based on a combination of NYMEX natural gas futures and 
the 2005 EIA natural gas fuel price projections. 

 Discount factor for net present value calculations was 4.70%, equivalent to the FFB long-
term interest rate as of February 2007. 

 Financing term for new peaking generation was 30 years while refurbished and used 
generation had lives depending on the existing age of the units (e.g., Warren relocation 
was financed over 22 years based on the original date of commercial operation) 

 
All proposals were evaluated based on their ability to meet ETEC’s need for economical, 
flexible, and reliable peaking generation resources.  ETEC also reviewed the financial 
creditworthiness and operational viability of each of the RFIB respondents to determine their 
wherewithal and competency to complete the proposed project. 
 
 
The next phase of the screening analysis was to review the impact of various capacity factors on 
each of the proposed generation technologies to determine the breakeven capacity factor between 
these alternatives.  Figure 4, shown below, contains a graph that shows the 20 year levelized rate 
for each generation technology at various capacity factors.  Since the proposed generation 
resources are all categorized as peaking resources (without the conceptual combined-cycle 
project), the annual capacity factors range from 5% to 30%. 
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Figure 4: Screening Curve for Peaking Generation Alternatives 
 
The screening curve analysis assumes that resources are utilized at 100% capacity output and 
operating at the highest efficiency, but does not include various “start-up” charges or costs 
associated with transmission, variable LTSA expenses, or emissions.  As shown in the screening 
curve above, the break-even capacity factor for the Warren relocation project and a new FT-8 
facility is approximately 15%, while the combined-cycle project has a breakeven capacity factor 
of approximately 25% and 30% with the Warren project and new FT-8, respectively.   
 
The combined-cycle facility that is included in the screening curve analysis above represents a 
conceptual combined-cycle resource comprised of two 7EAs, two HRSGs, and one steam 
turbine.  The combined capacity rating of this facility would be 254 MW in the summer and 274 
MW in the winter with an estimated installed capital cost of $209 million ($821/kW and does not 
include IDC).  The incremental cost of this proposed combined-cycle project over the Warren 
relocation project is approximately $100 million, which represents the addition of a 100 MW 
steam turbine for $1,000/kW.  The operational parameters could allow this facility to dispatch as 
a single 7EA (from 50 to 75 MW) up to the fully loaded capacity rating while the variable cost 
parameters would mimic a traditional combined-cycle when fully loaded.  Obviously, when the 
7EAs are dispatched without the benefits of the steam turbine operation, the efficiency of the 
combined-cycle unit is no better than a stand-alone 7EA (with an approximate heat rate of 12.0), 
thus if the unit is operating at less than 60% utilization, the heat rate is equivalent to a 7EA.  
Because of the configuration, cost, and size of this conceptual combined-cycle project, ETEC 
would not be able to effectively utilize this resource to serve its load, thus this resource is 
deemed unacceptable at the current time.  However, ETEC is evaluating the potential to 
configure one of the peaking generation sites to accommodate the addition of a steam-turbine in 
the future if it is deemed economically feasible. 
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The LM6000 has a breakeven capacity factor of approximately 25% with the Warren relocation 
project and the new 7EAs do not produce a break-even within this capacity range.  Based on the 
results of the screening curve analysis combined with the expectation that any peaking 
generation resources located in East Texas would have an annual capacity factor less than 25%, 
ETEC decided to focus on peaking generation alternatives consisting of the Warren relocation 
project, new 7EAs, and FT-8s in conducting economic feasibility scenarios. 
 
Results of RFIB Analysis 
Based on the results of the screening analysis, ETEC conducted a feasibility study to evaluate a 
number of peaking generation alternatives and to account for the externalities that were absent in 
the screening analyses (e.g., dispatch parameters necessary to serve ETEC’s hourly loads, 
transmission service implications, and ability to supplement peaking generation with market 
purchases).   
 
ETEC reviewed a number of potential peaking generation combinations and eventually decided 
to evaluate the following five scenarios: 
 

1. Leave Warren in Vicksburg and site 3 new 7EAs in East Texas; 
2. Leave Warren in Vicksburg and site 1 new 7EA and 3 new FT8s in East Texas; 
3. Relocate 2 Warren units (buy one, move two) and 2 new 7EAs in East Texas; 
4. Relocate 2 Warren units (buy one, move two) and 3 new FT8s in East Texas; 
5. Relocate 4 Warren units (buy three, move four) to East Texas. 

 
As discussed in the previous section “Transmission Issues in WOTAB”, there are significant 
transmission constraints into the WOTAB region on the Entergy system and ETEC’s 50 MW 
ownership share of the PPES has not been granted firm transmission service because of these 
constraints.  By leaving Warren in Vicksburg, Mississippi, ETEC would have to pay $46 million 
in transmission facility upgrades but would not be entitled to receive transmission credits in 
addition to having to fund these upgrades on an unsecured basis.  Thus for scenarios 1 and 2, 
where ETEC’s existing share of the Warren plant would remain in Vicksburg, ETEC has added 
$46 million, on a net-present-value basis, to the overall cost of these scenarios. 
 
For the feasibility study, STRATEGIST was used to conduct an analysis of the annual dispatch 
of ETEC’s existing and planned resources from 2010 through 2030 (concurrent with the 
remaining life of the Warren plant).  For each scenario, dispatch parameters for ETEC’s existing 
resources plus the scenario-specific new peaking generation resources, were entered into the 
STRATEGIST model.  The dispatch parameters consisted of fixed/variable operations and 
maintenance rates, annual availability (including forced outage rates), and specific unit heat 
rates.  Additional inputs into the model, including fuel prices and inflation, were consistent with 
all other analyses completed to date.  Furthermore, STRATEGIST was used to determine the 
optimal expansion plan for required generation resources in the future.  Generation technology 
alternatives for the future expansion plan consisted of a sub-critical coal plant, conventional 
combined-cycle, and peaking generation of 7EA and FT8 technology.  The specific input 
variables for the new generation alternatives were obtained from the 2006 EIA Annual Energy 
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Outlook for heat rates and the variable/fixed O&M rates, while the installed capital cost were 
based on recent generation ownership proposals received by ETEC for coal, combined-cycle, and 
peaking generation.  A market purchase option was also included in the STRATEGIST model 
such that when the market price curve was lower than the variable cost of ETEC’s resources, 
STRATEGIST would purchase energy from the market.  The market price curve was derived 
from an incremental variable cost projection of the overall demand and available generating 
resources on the Entergy system. 
 
Each feasibility scenario incorporated the STRATEGIST output for generation for all of ETEC’s 
resources in addition to the variable costs for each new ETEC resource (including the installed 
2010 peaking generation resources, but excluding PPES, in each of the five scenarios).  The 
fixed costs associated with each new ETEC resource (excluding PPES) was based on: (1) the 
installed capital cost per the results of the RFIB for the peaking resources and the EIA 
projections for the new future resources, (2) amortization schedule appropriate for each type of 
resource (e.g., 22 years for the Warren combustion turbines, 30 years for new 7EA/FT8s, 35 
years for new coal plants), (3) fixed operations and maintenance rates, and (4) future capital 
additions. 
 
The summary results of the feasibility study are shown below in Table 4.  As shown in the table, 
the Warren Relocation Project (buy three units, relocate four to East Texas) has the lowest 
overall cost, in net present value terms, as compared to the other four peaking generation 
alternatives. 
 

1 Scenario 5 Relocate all 4 used units of Warren 71.74 1,070,189

2 Scenario 4 Relocate 2 used Warren units; buy 3 new FT-8 72.16 1,076,363

3 Scenario 3 Relocate 2 used Warren units; buy 2 new 7EAs 72.58 1,082,618

4 Scenario 1 Don't relocate Warren; buy 3 new 7EAs 74.13 1,105,743

5 Scenario 2 Don't relocate Warren, buy 1 new 7EA and 3 new F-T8's 74.67 1,113,823

Assumptions
1/

2/

2/

Feasibility Study of Peaking Generation Alternatives on Entergy System

East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc.

20-Year 
Total NPV 

Cost ($000)

Scenario

20-year 
Levelized 

Rate 
($/MWh)

DescriptionRank

All cases assume financing for 100% of new/used peaking generation, including the Warren relocation project.

Variable costs and generation obtained from STRATEGIST runs while fixed costs are based on amortization and fixed O&M for each resource.

Study period is from 2010 - 2030, based on the remaining life of Warren units.

 
 

Table 4: Summary of Feasibility Study for Peaking Generation Scenarios 
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5. Site Selection 
 
Based upon the need for capacity in the WOTAB area, as well as the opportunity to address 
transmission constraints on Entergy’s system, ETEC began the process of identifying potential 
sites where the Warren combustion turbines could be relocated.  ETEC initiated power flow 
studies to determine which potential generating unit locations would provide the most relief from 
transmission congestion in the WOTAB area.  These studies revealed that siting units near 
Entergy’s Cypress Substation near Kountze, Texas would provide the most transmission relief.  
As natural gas supplies were available nearby (see Attachment A for maps of the site and nearby 
gas pipelines), ETEC focused its search in the immediate area of the Cypress Substation in order 
to minimize the environmental impacts of transmission construction and mitigate delays 
associated with the filing of a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (“CCN”) for a 
transmission line (required in Texas for lines over one mile long).   Attachment B shows the 
properties located in the vicinity of the Cypress Substation.   
 
The results of the transmission study and siting investigation were presented to ETEC’s Board of 
Directors, which approved funding for site acquisition in January 2007.  ETEC’s representatives 
then initiated contact with the owners of the land just south of the Cypress Substation.  As 
Entergy had indicated that interconnection to the southeast corner of the substation would be 
most advantageous, purchasing efforts were focused on the forested area to the south of the 
substation owned by Hancock.  Initial contacts with the property owners were initiated in 
February 2007, an offer was submitted in March, and property surveys were initiated in April 
2007.   The property initially selected was a five-sided polygon with an area of 25 acres bounded 
on the north by property owned by Entergy to the west of the Cypress Substation.   
 
As activities directed toward the development of the selected site progressed, it became apparent 
that three options existed for access to the site originally selected.  The first option considered 
involved acquiring an easement fifty to one hundred feet wide through an equipment lay-down 
area inside the fence on the eastern edge of Entergy’s Cypress Substation to allow the connection 
of the substation access road to a proposed road along the southern border of the substation.  
ETEC’s request to obtain an easement through the substation was rejected by Entergy due to 
perceived technical difficulties (e.g., disturbance of the substation grounding grid, etc.), and this 
option was subsequently abandoned.    
 
ETEC then focused its efforts on the second option - acquiring property immediately to the east 
of the substation to provide a road easement (see Attachment B, Temple-Inland Tract).  This 
property was originally considered to be a suitable site for the plant itself.  However, due to a 
corporate reorganization at Temple-Inland (the property owner), ETEC was initially unable to 
locate anyone who could authorize the sale and moved on to investigate the Hancock property.  
Renewed efforts to contact a responsible individual at Temple-Inland were more productive, and 
representatives of the company eventually indicated a willingness to accept ETEC’s offer to 
purchase the property.    
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A third option would have required ETEC to improve approximately one mile of an existing 
logging haul road that connects the proposed plant site (Plant Site Option 1 on Attachment B) to 
Paula Road on the southeast corner of the Hancock properties.  This option was considered to be 
the least desirable. 
 
The increased likelihood of ETEC successfully securing the purchase of the Temple-Inland tract 
led to renewed efforts to determine whether that tract would provide a more suitable plant 
location (Plant Site Option 2 on Attachment B) than the Hancock tract.  As shown in attachment 
B, the Temple-Inland tract offers several advantages over the Hancock tract.  First, the road 
improvements required to access the Temple-Inland site would be minimal, while over three 
thousand feet of road would have to be constructed to access the Hancock site.  Second, the 
amount of 230 kV transmission line required for interconnection to the Cypress Substation from 
the Temple-Inland tract (approximately 1,200 feet) is considerably less than that required to 
connect to the Hancock site (nearly 2,000 feet).   
 
The one drawback of Plant Site Option 2 is that it is closer (1,300 feet vs. 3,200 feet) to the 
nearest residential area.  The existence of the Cypress Substation nearby and the nearly ¼ mile 
expanse of heavily wooded land between the Option 2 site and the nearest residential area 
effectively mitigate most aesthetic concerns.1   
 
Given the proximity of the residences with the proposed Option 2 plant site, there was a concern 
that noise from the combustion turbines at the power plant might disturb the occupants of the 
nearby residences.  ETEC commissioned Michael Theriault Acoustics, Inc. to conduct a sound 
study to determine the anticipated noise profile for the combustion turbine units if sited at the 
proposed Option 2 location.  These studies indicate that noise levels at the nearest residence will 
meet the HUD noise standards and satisfy EPA’s suggested guidelines if certain measures are 
taken to reduce noise levels.  With the receipt of this information and the contemporaneous 
finding that the Option 1 site was composed almost entirely of jurisdictional wetlands, the 
Option 2 plant site became ETEC’s preferred option.  ETEC’s purchase of the Temple-Inland 
tract closed on October 26, 2007. 
 
ETEC contracted with PBS&J to perform a Phase I Environmental Site Investigation and 
wetlands delineation for both of the potential Hardin County Peaking Facility sites.  This study 
was conducted during the last week of July 2007.  PBS&J has indicated that there were no 
significant environmental liabilities discovered on either site and that neither site harbored any 
endangered species.  There were also no indications of archeological artifacts.  However, the site 
survey did indicate the presence of wetlands.   ETEC commissioned PBS&J to identify wetlands 
issues on both the Hancock and Temple-Inland sites.  While the Hancock tract proved unsuitable 
for hosting this power project, there is sufficient upland area on the Temple-Inland site to 
construct a plant without impacting wetlands.   

                                                 
1 While the Cypress Substation is barely visible from U.S. Hwy 69, the 500 kV lines crossing the highway and their 
attendant cleared right of way are apparent.   
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Site Description 
 
ETEC’s Hardin County Peaking Facility site consists of 74 acres of pine forest plantation.  The 
site is located approximately 6 miles southeast of Kountze, Texas, and one-half mile west of U.S. 
Highway 69/287 in Hardin County, Texas.  Two simple cycle combustion turbine-generator units 
will be relocated to the selected site and will burn natural gas from a nearby interstate 
transmission pipeline.  The site is of adequate size to accommodate two additional units or the 
conversion of one unit to combined cycle operation, if required.  The potential project site is 
located in a rural area that already has a significant amount of industrial development in the form 
of Entergy’s Cypress Substation.  The nearest residential property is approximately 1,300 feet 
from the proposed plant location and is screened from the proposed sites by a heavily forested 
area.  Under anticipated operating parameters, the units will meet the HUD noise standards.   
 
As initial results of environmental and archeological surveys commissioned by ETEC indicated 
that there were no significant impediments to the development of the tract, ETEC submitted a 
contract to Temple-Inland for the purchase of the tract in August 2007 and closed on the 
purchase in November 2007.     
 
The project will require less than 1,500 feet of 230 kV transmission line to connect to Entergy’s 
Cypress Substation, a primary consideration in the selection of the site, as it will avoid the risks 
and uncertainties associated with being required to secure a CCN from the Publics Utility 
Commission of Texas (“PUCT”).  It is anticipated that all of this line will fall within either the 
ETEC project site or the adjacent Entergy property associated with the Cypress Substation.  
ETEC has received notification from the Entergy ICT that its request for 168 MW of firm 
transmission from the 230 kV bus in the Cypress Substation to ETEC’s load has been accepted.  
ETEC has confirmed that request.   
 
6. Environmental Information 
 

6.1 General Land Use 
 

During their Phase 1 Environmental Site Investigation (ESI; Attachment C), PBS&J 
described the current use of the proposed site as “undeveloped, densely overgrown timberland.”   
PBS&J went on to describe the use of adjoining properties north and east of the subject site as 
“primarily undeveloped timberland or pastureland.  The adjoining property to the west is an 
Entergy, Inc. electrical substation.  The adjoining property to the south is undeveloped timber 
land expected for mobile homes situated in Quail Valley Estates development (southeast).  None 
of the adjoining properties appear to present an environmental concern to the subject property.”    
As shown on Attachment B, the site selected lies in the immediate area of another industrial 
facility (the Cypress Substation) and approximately 1,300 feet from the nearest populated area.   
The site has the additional advantage in that only a minimal amount of productive forest will 
have to be disturbed for the plant site and access roads.  ETEC intends to allow the surrounding 
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forested areas to continue to remain unchanged by the construction and operation of the 
generating facility. 
 
 The project site is in a rural location not subject to zoning ordinances.  Less than eleven 
acres of the 74-acre site will be disturbed by construction.  The closest residence is 
approximately 1,300 feet from the proposed plant site.   
 
 ETEC is committed to adhere to recommendations of the District Conservationist to 
minimize soil erosion.  
 

6.1.1 Important Farmland, Prime Forest Land and Prime Rangeland  
 
 In their Phase 1 ESI dated November 2007, PBS&J characterized the 74-acre site as 
“dense pines and hardwood timber land.”  In examining the area on-site, it was evident that the 
site had been harvested for timber at some point in its development.   
 

6.1.2 Formally Classified Lands 
 
  Based on the information noted in Section 6.1.1. above, ETEC concluded that the project 
site does not contain any formally classified lands, nor does site access require crossing any 
formally classified lands (see above).   
 

6.2 Floodplains 
 
 In Section 8.2.2.5 of their Phase I ESA, PBS&J referenced the 1992 FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map for Hardin County, and noted that none of the property falls within either a 
designated 100-year or 500-year flood plain.  This conclusion is supported by the map section 
shown below.  
 

Zones B, C, and X 
Zones B, C, and X are the flood insurance rate zones that correspond to areas outside the 100-
year floodplains, areas of 100-year sheet flow flooding where average depths are less than 1 foot, 
areas of 100-year stream flooding where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square 
mile, or areas protected from the 100-year flood by levees.  

 



RUS Environmental Assess,emt 
Hardin County Peaking Facility  December 2007 
 
 

GDS Associates, Inc.  Page 14 

 
 

6.3 Wetlands 
 
 In July 2007, PBS&J performed a study to identify and delineate wetland areas on the 
project property.  A copy of this “Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands Delineation Report” is 
provided as Attachment D.  Hydrology data was obtained from USGS topographic maps, 
historical aerial and infrared photographs, FEMA maps, and the Hardin County soil survey.  
PBS&J found and delineated “no creeks and five palustrine emergent wetlands (approximately 
18.9 acres)” on the property:   

• 1 – A large area (12.24 acres) on the west end of the property 
• 2 – A small area (0.09 acres) of isolated wetlands in the center of the proposed power 

plant footprint just west of the mid-section of the property  
• 3 –An area (5.12 acres) in the middle to eastern third of property reaching from the 

Entergy access road on the north and intermittently connected by a narrow (25 to 115 feet 

 HCPF
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wide) north-south wetlands section to a larger area of wetland in southeast section of the 
property 

• 4 –A area (1.4 acres) of isolated wetlands on the eastern fourth of the property bounded 
by the access road on the north and reaching about 300 feet to the south into the property 

• 5 – A small area (0.03 acres) of isolated wetlands along the access road and about 160 
feet west of Wetlands 4 

 
The study concluded that “no creeks and five palustrine emergent wetlands 

(approximately 18.9 ac) were delineated on the proposed project site. Approximately 12.24 acres 
of non-forested (palustrine emergent) wetlands (Wetland #1 on the Wetlands Figure in App. A) 
are clearly connected to the larger wetland that continues to the southwest toward Boggy Creek, 
so it is the opinion of PBS&J that this a wetland and would be considered a water of the U.S. and 
would be jurisdictional pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA.  Wetland #3 (5.12 acres) is 
separated from Wetland #1 by a narrow upland and so, may be considered isolated; however, the 
closeness of the two wetlands makes this determination less certain.  Wetlands # 2 (0.09 ac), # 4 
(1.4 ac) and # 5 (0.03 ac) more clearly lack surface hydrological connection to any other wetland 
or waters of the U.S., and as such, are considered to be ‘isolated’ and non-jurisdictional.  
However, ultimate decisions regarding jurisdiction are decided by USACE.”   

 
The proposed site plan (see Attachment E) shows that the neither the plant footprint nor 

that of the short transmission line to Cypress Substation will impact Wetlands 1.  Wetlands 3 is 
separated from Wetlands 1 at the northern most boundary of the tract by an interval 
(approximately 100 to 250 feet) and consequently should be considered non-jurisdictional.  
While ETEC will reclaim less than 0.10 acres of Wetland 3 to construct access roads on northern 
part of the site, ETEC fully intends to not disturb any other areas of Wetlands 3 or any area of 
Wetland 1 for the construction and operation of this facility. 
 

6.4 Historic Property Information 
 
 In July 2007, PBS&J archeologists conducted an intensive cultural resources survey of 
the 74-acre Temple-Inland site.  The final report, “A Cultural Resources Survey for the Proposed 
East Texas Electric Cooperative Temple-Inland Power Plant Site,” is included as Exhibit 10 to 
Attachment C.  PBS&J performed the investigation in accordance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665) as amended in 1974, 1976, 1980, and 1992; the 
Antiquities Code of Texas (Title 9, Chapter 191, Texas Natural Resources Code of 1977); the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190.83 Stat. 915, 42 USC 4321, 1970); the 
procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800); and other 
appropriate cultural resources legislation and guidelines, as well as the guidelines set forth by the 
Register of Professional Archeologists and the Council of Texas Archeologists.  No 
archeological or cultural sites were encountered and recorded during the investigations.   
 

On August 24, 2007, Dan Wittliff of GDS Associates contacted Sidney Poncho 
(Purchasing Agent for the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe) at and explained the location and size of 
ETEC’s proposed Hardin County facility.  Mr. Wittliff asked if there were any cultural sites in 
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southern Hardin County that were of concern to the Tribe.  Mr. Poncho said he would contact 
Mr. Wittliff if the Tribe had any concerns, with no such correspondence occurring prior to the 
date of this report.  Mr. Poncho did ask about the impact such peaking facilities would have on 
customers of the ETEC member cooperatives such as Sam Houston Electric Cooperative who 
serves the Alabama-Coushatta tribe on their reservation about 15 miles dues east of Livingston, 
Texas. 
 

6.5 Threatened and Endangered Species Information 
 

PBS&J conducted a regulatory database search and literature review prior to the July 
2007 field effort.  This regulatory database review included the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department’s (TPWD) Natural Diversity Database (NDD) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
(USFWS) county list of federally listed threatened or endangered species.  PBS&J also reviewed 
aerial photos from 1943 through 2005 prior to conducting a pedestrian survey of the 74-acre site.  
PBS&J included the Endangered and Threatened Species assessment as Section 8.1 of their 
November 2007 report on the Phase 1 ESI (Attachment C).  

 
The NDD data indicated no documented occurrences of federally listed endangered or 

threatened species on or near the project site.  The USFWS and TPWD Hardin County lists 
identified two federally listed species:  the Texas trailing phlox and the red-cockaded 
woodpecker.  However, as a result of their pedestrian survey of the site and habitat, PBS&J 
concluded that the “site does not appear to support the federally listed species of potential 
occurrence in Hardin County.”   
 

6.6 Fish and Wildlife Resources 
 
  To protect large birds from the dangers of electrocution, the transmission line serving the 
project will be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest practices for raptor 
protection.  The line will be designed for operation at 230 kV.  High voltage operation ensures 
ample separation between energized areas and should not pose an electrocution threat. 

  
Construction activity will be conducted in the uplands area of the site.  With proper 

erosion control measures, impact upon wildlife on the plant property is expected to be minimal.  
While no definite transmission route off the plant site has yet been chosen, on site routes will be 
designed to avoid the wetlands on the western end of the property (see Attachment E).    

 

6.7 Vegetation 
 
 A description of vegetation in the area is contained as Section 8.2.2.3 of Attachment C 
The proposed site has been in plantation timber for an undetermined period of time.  All plant 
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construction will take place in an area that is currently upland and covered mainly in grass, 
shrubs, and trees. 
 
 As indicated in Section 8.2.2.3 of the PBS&J ESI, the project area is located within the 
Pineywoods Vegetational Area and the Big Thicket region (i.e., ecoregion) of East Texas.  “Most 
of the area is an upland pine mixed forest (approximately 75 %).  The rest is an open unforested 
wetland, most of which is a bog.”  The uplands area has scattered small trees and shrubs 
primarily loblolly pines and Texas yaupon.   
 

The open bog area of wetlands supports a high diversity of wetland herbaceous species 
that include pipewort, colic root, yellow-eyed grass, white topped umbrella grass and other 
breakrushes, marsh fleabane, and clubmoss.  Common tree species in the wetlands area include 
loblolly pines, blackgum, swampbay, sweetgum, and a few green ash.  Shrub species include 
wax myrtle and swamp rosemallow. 
  

6.8 Coastal Areas 
 
 According to the Texas General Land Office website [http://www.glo.state.tx.us/ 
coastal/cmpdoc/jpegs/guidance1beaumont-sm.jpg] and the boundaries of the Texas Coastal 
Zone, Hardin County and the proposed plant site are not in a coastal area.   
 

6.9 Air Quality 
 
 Air emissions from the Hardin County Peaking Facility (HCPF) will be regulated by the 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ).   A copy of ETEC’s  application for a 
Permit to Construct and Operate will be provided to RUS upon submittal to TCEQ.  
 

6.9.1 Sources and Types of Emissions 
 
 The project application lists the following relevant emission sources: 

• Two gas turbines 
• Turbine oil mist vents 
• Water treatment chemical storage tanks 
• Natural gas pipeline equipment leak fugitives 
• Fuel gas heaters 
• Diesel powered emergency fire water pump 

 
6.9.2 SIP Compliance 

 
The facility will be not a major source, as the potential to emit for CO, NOx and PM10 

will not exceed 100 tpy.  Hardin County, where the facility will be located, is classified as 
moderate non-attainment for ozone. 
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6.9.3 Air Quality Impacts of Construction 

 
 During construction, depending on weather conditions, fugitive dust emissions will be 
controlled to insignificant levels by spraying water. Construction is scheduled to begin on 
September 1, 2008 and continue until shortly before the facility becomes operational near the 
end of the summer of 2009. 
 

6.9.4 Compliance with Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 
 The facility will be designed, constructed, and operated in a manner consistent with good 
air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions.  In accordance with RUS Regulation C, 
the pollution control system proposed for this facility consists of dry low NOx (DLN) burner 
technology for NOx emissions control.   
 
 No National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) apply to this 
facility since none of the hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) identified in 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart A 
are emitted or handled in sufficient quantities to trigger NESHAPS. 
 
 The project will not emit more than ten tons per year of any single HAP or 25 tons per 
year of any combination of HAPs under proposed operating conditions.    
 
 As shown in the map below, the HCPF will be located outside of the buffer zone for PSD 
Class I areas.  

 

Figure 1 - Buffer Map of PSD Class I Areas 
 
 

HCPF Site 
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 A dispersion modeling analysis will be performed to model the impact of the proposed 
project.  The predicted concentrations of CO, NOx, PM10 and/or SO2 are anticipated to be below 
the corresponding de minimis levels, therefore, a full impact analysis will not be required.  A full 
impact analysis would include identifying the radius of impact for the area of impact (AOI) for 
each pollutant that exceeds the de minimis level.  A primary retrieval from the Point Source Data 
Base will need to be conducted to identify sources that could cause a significant impact within 
the AOI.  The combined concentration (predicted plus background) for each pollutant of concern 
will be compared to the appropriate NAAQS to demonstrate compliance.  Additionally, 
demonstration of compliance with the PSD increment must be completed for each pollutant of 
concern for the full impact analysis.  Results will be detailed in the final modeling report.   
 
 The gas turbines are subject to NSPS Subpart GG - Standards of Performance for 
stationary Gas Turbines.  The HCPF will comply with the applicable monitoring, record keeping, 
and reporting requirements pursuant to Subparts A and GG of Part 60. 
 

6.9.5 BACT Analysis 
 
 A Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Analysis was conducted by WCM on the 
project’s gas turbines, duct burners and cooling towers in accordance with the TCEQ Gas 
Turbine (GT) Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Review Revised April 2001.   The 
analysis is presented in Attachment F, “Best Available Control Technology Analysis, Hardin 
County Peaking Facility.”  A summary of the BACT analysis process and findings are included 
in the following paragraphs. 
 

A three-tiered BACT analysis was conducted for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), volatile organic compounds (VOC) and 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions from the project’s combustion turbines, duct burners and cooling 
towers.  In the first tier, controls accepted as BACT in a recent permit review for the same 
process/industry can be approved as BACT in a current review if no new technical developments 
have been made which would justify additional controls as economically or technically 
reasonable. The review of control technologies under the first tier is relatively straightforward in 
that technical practicability and economic reasonableness have already been demonstrated by 
use. 

The second tier takes into account controls which have been accepted as BACT in recent 
permits for similar streams in a different process/industry. The second tier may require additional 
research to review cross technology, but an in-depth economic analysis is avoided since 
economic reasonableness has already been demonstrated by use. 

The third tier of review is a detailed technical and economic analysis of all control 
options available for the process being reviewed. Technical practicability aspects include the 
demonstrated success of the control technology as determined by previous use, an assessment of 
the technical success of a new technology, and/or the availability and reliability of the proposed 
control system. Economic reasonableness is determined solely in the cost effectiveness of 
controlling emissions and does not take into account the effect of control cost on corporate 
economics. It is evaluated on a dollar per ton ($/ton) basis considering both incremental and total 
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tons controlled, although the focus is primarily on the $/total ton number. The third tier of review 
is rarely necessary because technical practicability and economic reasonableness have usually 
been firmly established by industry practice as identified in the first two tiers. 

As stated in the April 2001 draft BACT guidelines, the BACT recommendations in this 
document are not official policy of the TCEQ, but rather guidelines for the purposes of assisting 
the regulated community in determining Tier I BACT for GTs. The Texas 3-tiered BACT 
process continues to be case-by-case based on technical practicability and economical 
reasonableness. The BACT levels for GTs are at the stack on an annual basis assuming full load 
operation firing natural gas. Allowances in permitted emission concentrations can be made for 
alternate fuels, reduced loads and short-term variations in GT operation. As discussed earlier, 
flexibility is routinely afforded to short-term emission limits, but the specific limits vary 
according to turbine operation, manufacturer data and other facility specific information. A 
summary of the proposed Tier I BACT recommendations are in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: TCEQ Tier I BACT for GTs 

Revised April 2001 

Turbine Service NOX1 CO1 VOC1 

Peaking Units (operating less than 2,500 hrs per 
year) 9 to 15 9 to 25 2 

Simple Cycle 9 9 to 25 2 

Combined Cycle w/heat recovery only2 5 9 to 25 2 

Combined Cycle w/heat recovery and 
supplemental firing2  5 9 to 25 4 

1. Emission concentrations are annual limits based on full load operation firing natural gas and 
expressed in units of ppmv, dry basis, corrected to 15 percent O2. Allowances in permitted 
emission concentrations can be made for alternate fuels, reduced loads and short-term variations 
in GT operation. 
2. GTs controlled with SCR technology will be limited to an allowable NH3 slip of 7 ppmvd on 
an hourly basis. 
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6.9.5.1 BACT Analysis for CO 
 

Gas Turbines - The results of the three tiered BACT review identified two potential 
control alternatives for minimizing emissions of CO from the gas turbines.  The project is 
planning to implement combustion air flow controls to achieve CO concentrations of 9 to 25 
ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen to meet BACT.  The level of control for CO that can be achieved 
with this alternative is consistent with current TCEQ BACT draft guidelines.  Consequently, this 
alternative is technically practical and economically reasonable for the gas turbines. 

The Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize good combustion practices to 
minimize CO emissions from the combustion turbines. Utilizing this approach, an emission level 
of 25 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen at the stack for CO on an annual average basis can be 
achieved across the range of normal operating conditions (i.e., 50% to 100% turbine load).  The 
proposed project is utilizing good combustion practice technology as BACT.  This technology is 
consistent with the technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion 
turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, the technology and emission rate are 
consistent with recent permit actions in Texas.  The proposed emission level is consistent with 
that identified in the “Current BACT Requirement” for natural gas-fired simple cycle 
combustion turbines identified on the TCEQ’s BACT Guidelines for Combustion Sources.  

In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction performance 
levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process continue to be 
acceptable.  Good combustion practices are, and remain, the preferred control technology in 
recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines. 

6.9.5.2 BACT Analysis for NOx 
 

Gas Turbines – In section IV. D. of the 2001 Draft Guidance on BACT, TCEQ 
recommends that combustion turbines in simple cycle (SC) operation be limited to 9 to 15 ppmvd 
of NOx in peaking operation for less than 2,500 hours per year.  However, for SC units operating 
greater than 2,500 hours per year are limited to 9 ppmvd of NOx. Because these units are 
intended to operate as peaking units for up to approximately 3,000 hours per year, the latter 
BACT standard for NOx applies here.  The three tiered BACT review identified several potential 
control alternatives for minimizing emissions of NOx from the gas turbine.  Only one of the 
control alternatives identified will be able to achieve the NOx emissions levels that are preferred 
by the TCEQ.    

The Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize DLN combustors to minimize 
NOX emissions from the combustion turbines.  Utilizing this approach, an emission level of 9 
ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen at the stack for NOX on an annual average basis can be achieved 
under normal operating conditions (i.e., 50% to 100% turbine load).  Hardin County Peaking 
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Facility is proposing to use DLN combustors as BACT.  This technology is consistent with the 
technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine projects 
listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, the technology and emission rate is consistent with 
recent permit actions in Texas.  The proposed emission level is consistent with that identified in 
the “Current BACT Requirement” for Turbines outlined on the TCEQ’s BACT Guidelines for 
Combustion Sources web page.  

In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction performance 
levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process continue to be 
acceptable.  DLN combustor installation is, and remains, the preferred control technology in 
recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines. 

6.9.5.3 BACT Analysis for PM10   
 

Gas Turbines - The results of the three-tiered BACT review identified one potential 
control alternative for minimizing emissions of PM10 from the gas turbines.  Hardin County 
Peaking Facility is proposing to use good combustion practices coupled with firing pipeline 
quality natural gas as BACT.  This technology is consistent with the technology selected on other 
recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  
Additionally, this approach is consistent with recent permit actions in Texas.  

In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction performance 
levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process continue to be 
acceptable.  Good combustion practices along with firing pipeline quality natural gas are, and 
remain, the preferred control technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple 
cycle combustion turbines. 

6.9.5.4 BACT Analysis for SO2 

 
Gas Turbines - The three-tiered BACT review identified one potential control 

alternative for minimizing emissions of SO2 from the gas turbines.    Hardin County Peaking 
Facility is proposing to fire the combustion turbines on pipeline quality (with typical sulfur levels 
of only 2,000 grains per million cubic feet) natural gas as BACT.  This technology is consistent 
with the technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine 
projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, the technology and emission rate is 
consistent with recent permit actions in Texas.  

 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 

adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction performance 
levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process continue to be 
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acceptable.  Firing of pipeline quality natural gas is, and remains, the preferred control 
technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines. 
 

6.9.5.5 BACT Analysis for VOC 
 

Gas Turbines - In section IV. D. of the 2001 Draft Guidance on BACT, TCEQ 
recommends that combustion turbines in simple cycle (SC) operation be limited to 2 ppmvd of 
VOC regardless of whether they operate in SC mode or as peaking units.  Hardin County 
Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize good combustion practices to minimize VOC emissions 
from the combustion turbines. Utilizing this approach, an emission level of equal to or less than 
2.0 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen at the stack for VOC on an annual average basis can be 
achieved across the normal operating range (i.e., 50% to 100% turbine load).   

 
Consequently, the proposed project is utilizing good combustion practice technology is 

BACT.  This technology is consistent with the technology selected on other recent natural gas-
fired simple cycle combustion turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, the 
technology and emission rate is consistent with recent permit actions in Texas.  The proposed 
emission level is consistent with that identified in the “Current BACT Requirement” for 
Turbines posted on the TCEQ’s BACT Guidelines for Combustion Sources web page.  

 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 

adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction performance 
levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process continue to be 
acceptable. Good combustion practices remain the preferred control technology in recent permit 
reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines. 

 

6.9.5.6 BACT Analysis for Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2SO4) 
 
Gas Turbines – Sulfur acid mist (H2SO4) formation is a function of the sulfur in the fuel 

and sulfur oxides in the exhaust gas.  The sulfur oxides concentration in the exhaust gas is a 
function of the sulfur content of the fuel; therefore, the same analysis for SO2 applies.  See the 
BACT discussion for SO2. 

6.9.5.7 BACT Analysis for Formaldehyde 
 
Gas Turbines – Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize good combustion 

practices to minimize formaldehyde emissions from the combustion turbines. This technology is 
consistent with the technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion 
turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, this approach is consistent with 
recent permit actions in Texas.  
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In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction performance 
levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process continue to be 
acceptable.  Good combustion practices along with firing pipeline quality natural gas are, and 
remain, the preferred control technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple 
cycle combustion turbines. 
 

6.10 Water Quality 
 

The transmission line connecting Entergy’s Cypress Substation to the Hardin County 
Peaking Facility site will fall entirely on property owned either by ETEC or Entergy.  ETEC will 
ensure that herbicide and/or pesticide use on site and on right-of-ways will not impact any 
wetlands, ponds, or streams.  
 

At this point, there is a possibility that the project will use on-site wells for domestic 
water and fire protection only.  In the event that on-site wells are used, there is expected to be no 
significant impact upon the aquifer from which the wells will draw. 
 

6.11 Aesthetics 
 
 The tops of the stacks will be nearly invisible from the adjacent U.S. Highway 69/287.  
Surrounding woods generally screen the plant site from view.  As there is a substantial electric 
substation in the area, aesthetics would not be expected to be a significant public concern, nor 
should the area be considered a visually sensitive area. 
 

6.12 Transportation   
 
 The nearest airport is Kountze/Silsbee Hawthorne Field, which lies approximately three 
miles north of the proposed project site.  The estimated 56 foot (approximate) stack heights 
proposed for ETEC’s  Hardin County Peacking Facility are significantly less than the height of 
trees surrounding the airport (see airport diagram below) and should thus have no impact upon 
air traffic.  The EPC contractor will be responsible for obtaining necessary FAA permits for 
cranes used in the erection of the generating units.   
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 The simple cycle combustion turbine project will burn natural gas from a new pipeline 
connected to a transmission pipeline in the area.  No highway crossings are anticipated for the 
pipeline interconnection.   
 

Construction deliveries should have only a minimal impact on the traffic on nearby U.S 
Highway 69/287, which already accommodates a great deal of truck traffic.  Less than five 
employees are expected to be on the site once it begins operation; however 50-100 construction 
workers may be on the site for short durations at any given time during the construction period 
(July 2008 through October 2009).  
 
 The transmission line routes being considered lie almost entirely on ETEC’s property and 
do not cross any major highways. 
 

6.13 Noise, Radio and Television Interference 
 
 The following noise mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project: 
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• The combustion turbines will be enclosed in an acoustic housing to reduce the 
mechanical noise emissions radiated through the turbine housing. 

• The combustion turbines will be equipped with inlet silencers to reduce noise 
radiated from the turbine compressors. 

• The combustion turbine stacks will be equipped sound deadening materials 
sufficient to ensure sound levels at or  below 55 dBA at a distance of 400 feet. 

• An additional 20-foot sound attenuation barrier will be placed on the east and 
south sides of the generating units.  

 
Construction equipment and vehicles will be equipped with standard noise control 

equipment to minimize the effects of project construction on local noise levels.  Project 
components considered to be significant noise sources will be equipped with the appropriate 
noise control devices to minimize noise impacts during project operation. 

 
As noted above, the project located approximately 1,300 feet from the nearest residence, 

so noise impacts, as well as any electrical impacts upon communications, should be minimal.    
 

6.14 Human Health and Safety 
 
 The proposed project is not located near any residential areas, schools, health facilities or 
other public facilities.  Transmission lines are not expected to be located within 500 feet of any 
residence, therefore EMF should not be of concern.   
 

6.15 Socioeconomic and Community Resources 
 
 ETEC anticipates that 50 to 100 construction workers may be on the site at any given 
time during the September 2008 through August 2009 construction period.  It is not anticipated 
that a significant number of these workers will relocate to the plant area.  Rather, construction 
workers will likely live in nearby cities such as Kountze, Lumberton, and Beaumont, Texas all of 
which are less than an hour’s drive from the plant site.  The five or less permanent employees 
located at the facility once it becomes operational should have no significant impact upon 
community resources, as again, most will probably locate in nearby cities and/or towns.  To the 
contrary, the significant addition to the area tax base provided by the project should more than 
compensate for any growth impacts. 
 
 As no significant environmental impacts are anticipated, there should be no concern for 
environmental justice issues.  ETEC and GDS are working closely with those residing close to 
the proposed site to ensure that their concerns are adequately addressed. 
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6.16 Environmental Liabilities 
 
 PBS&J conducted a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the Temple Inland 
(Hardin County) site (Attachment C).  PBS&J concluded that a low probability exists that certain 
specific areas of the site may be contaminated and recommended that no further environmental 
assessment be conducted at this time.   
 

6.17 Mitigation Efforts 
 

Specific mitigation efforts, if necessary, are addressed under the individual headings in 
Section 6 above.  ETEC’s request for proposals for Engineering Construction and Procurement 
services for the relocation of the Warren units to the HCPF includes the following provisions: 
 
“The facilities shall be designed and constructed to the requirements provided in the permits that 
will be received by Owner for the project including, but not limited to, the following:” 
 

• Certificate of Representation for Acid Rain, CAIR, and CAMR programs 
• Clean Air Act/Continuous Emissions Monitoring System Certification 
• Clean Air Act/New Source Review 
• Clean Air Act/Title IV Acid Rain Permit (NOx and SO2) (Abbreviated with Variance 

Request) 
• Clean Air Act/Title IV Permit Compliance Certification (NOx and SO2) (Offsets) 
• Clean Air Act/Title V Federal Operating Permit (abbreviated filing before Ops1) 
• Clean Air Act/Title V Federal Operating Permit (Full Application) 
• Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) permit application under §122.424 
• On Site Sewage Facility (OSSF) Permit [TCEQ-10] 
• T.P.D.E.S. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
• T.P.D.E.S. Storm Water NOI TXR150000 
• TCEQ Clean Water Act 401 Water Quality Certification (Tier I Small Project) 
• TCEQ Notice of Registration as a Solid Waste Generator (expect to be a CESQG facility) 
• Texas D.O.T. Road Crossing and Easement Permit (installation of gas and water lines 
• Texas Historical Commission and Antiquities Permit(s) 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act 404 Permit (N.W.P. 12, 16, and 18) 

(Dredge and Fill Permit) 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Wetland Delineation Report Review (401 Certification of 

no net loss of wetlands) 
• U.S. Fish & Wildlife Threatened or Endangered Species Impacts Assessment (Document 

for file if none; consult with USFWS if there are impacts from project including power 
line) 
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• USEPA Identification Number [assigned to each generator, transporter, and treatment, 
storage, or disposal facility by regulating agencies to facilitate identification and tracking 
of chemicals or hazardous waste] 

• USEPA VI Facility Spill Response  
 

ETEC intends to have a representative at the Warren dismantlement and HCPF 
construction sites a majority of the time that work is in progress to ensure compliance with 
contract terms.   

6.18  Other Environmental Issues 
 
 While not currently regulated, the potential impact of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
from power generating facilities has become an issue of increasing concern.  The Hardin County 
Peaking Facility offers not only relatively low CO2 emissions by firing natural gas, but also 
provides ancillary benefits.  The location of the units in an area with identified transmission 
constraints will allow more efficient operation of Entergy’s generating system, primarily by 
reducing the amount of excess generation from existing facilities that must remain on line at 
minimum load (a very inefficient operating point) in off-peak periods.  As generating system 
operating efficiencies increase, the amount of fuel burned per megawatt-hour decreases and CO2 
emissions should therefore decrease as well.  Renewable generating resources such as wind and 
solar generally do not increase carbon emissions but have the drawback of decreased availability, 
thus they are better suited as an intermediate rather than a  peaking resource.  Fast-starting 
simple cycle combustion turbines provide the ideal complement to renewable resources as they 
can be readily brought on line when renewable resources are not operating at full capacity.   
 
 
7. Scoping Meeting  
 

RUS conducted a scooping meeting hosted by ETEC and their member electrical 
cooperatives at the Hardin County Courthouse on September 26, 2007 from 5:00 PM to 8:00 
PM.  GDS Associates, Inc. provided the display boards (see Attachment F) and information 
package (Attachment G) and answered questions raised by the individuals (see sign-in sheet, 
Attachment H) who attended the scooping meeting.  These attendees included the State 
Representative from the area, the Hardin County Judge, the Mayor of Kountze, a County 
Commissioner, and an owner of the property adjacent to the east side of the 74 acres on which 
the Hardin County Peaking Facility will be located.  Feedback from these individuals was 
generally positive.   

In addition to questions from the attendees, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
(TPWD) submitted a set of interrogatories identified in their October 26, 2007 letter to RUS (see 
Attachment J).  The issues raised by TPWD included: 

• Inadequate information to assess the potential impacts upon fish and wildlife resources. 
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• No summary of potentially impacted vegetation. 

• No information on rare vegetative resources documented to possibly be in the project 
area. 

• No assessment of impacts on migratory birds. 

• Recommendation to reseed disturbed soils with native grasses and forbs.   

A complete response will be provided to the TPWD upon completion of the final reports 
noted below.  ETEC’s response for the purpose of this environmental report is as follows:   

ITEM 1 

 

 

 

RESPONSE TO ITEM 1:   

Attachment C includes extensive general location maps, site maps, regulatory agency 
database report, topographic maps, soils maps, geology maps, flood insurance rate maps, historic 
aerial photographs, and site photographs of both the Hardin County Peaking Facility site and the 
immediate surrounding area.  The scope of this site assessment included:   
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1. Site Visit – Inspected site visually to determine existence of conditions of environmental 
concern such as storage tanks, chemical storage, irregularities in site’s soil or vegetation, and 
possible presence of hazardous materials or petroleum products as well as existing land use 
of adjacent properties. 

2. Setting – Reviewed available information to characterize physical setting and geology of site 
including surface elevation, surface drainage, surface run-off and run-on, and other 
identifying physical features. 

3. Site History – Traced history of site including:  examining historical aerial photographs, 
interviewing people familiar with the site, and examining other historical documents. 

4. Regulatory Agency Review – Reviewed and evaluated available public information 
regarding the site including:  CERCLIS, RCRA-G, CORRACT, RCRA TSD, AST, UST, 
LUST, NPL, SSF, VCP, SPILL, ERNS, TCEQ Solid Waste Facilities, Brownfield, Dry 
Cleaner, and IRUST. 

5. Habitat Assessment and Waters of the U.S. Determination – Searched literature to determine 
potential species occurrence.  Inspected the site visually to determine existence of suitable 
habitat existed for identified federally species on site.  Determined the presence of waters of 
the U.S. could potentially exist on site. 

6. Cultural Resources Survey – Searched available literature from Texas Archeological 
Research Laboratory (TARL) and Texas Historical Commission (THC) for local 
investigations and previously recorded cultural sites on the project area or vicinity. 

In addition to the ESI performed on each site, PBS&J also conducted a wetlands 
delineation survey of the Hardin County Peaking Facility site to determine the existence and 
extent of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and 
Section 10 of the River and Harbors Act.  In July 2007, PBS&J performed a study to identify and 
delineate wetland areas on the project property.  A copy of this “Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands 
Delineation Report” is provided as Attachment D to the HCPG Environmental Report.  
Hydrology data was obtained from USGS topographic maps, historical aerial and infrared 
photographs, FEMA maps, and the Hardin County soil Survey.  PBS&J found and delineated 
“no creeks and five palustrine emergent wetlands (approximately 18.9 acres)” on the property:   

• 1 – A large area (12.24 acres) on the west end of the property 

• 2 – A small area (0.09 acres) of isolated wetlands in the center of the proposed power 
plant footprint just west of the mid-section of the property  

• 3 –An area (5.12 acres) in the middle to eastern third of property reaching from the 
Entergy access road on the north and intermittently connected by a narrow (25 to 115 feet 
wide) north-south wetlands section to a larger area of wetland in southeast section of the 
property 
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• 4 –A area (1.4 acres) of isolated wetlands on the eastern fourth of the property bounded 
by the access road on the north and reaching about 300 feet to the south into the property 

• 5 – A small area (0.03 acres) of isolated wetlands along the access road and about 160 
feet west of Wetlands 4 

The study concluded that “no creeks and five palustrine emergent wetlands 
(approximately 18.9 ac) were delineated on the proposed project site. Approximately 12.24 acres 
of non-forested (palustrine emergent) wetlands (Wetland #1 on the Wetlands Figure in Appendix 
A of the Wetlands Delineation Report) are clearly connected to the larger wetland that continues 
to the southwest toward Boggy Creek, so it is the opinion of PBS&J that this a wetland would be 
considered a water of the U.S. and would be jurisdictional pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA. 
 Wetland #3 (5.12 acres) is separated from Wetland #1 by a narrow upland and so, may be 
considered isolated; however the closeness of the two wetlands makes this determination less 
certain.  Wetlands # 2 (0.09 ac), # 4 (1.4 ac) and # 5 (0.03 ac) more clearly lack surface 
hydrological connection to any other wetland or waters of the U.S. and so, are considered to be 
‘isolated’ and non-jurisdictional.  However, ultimate decisions regarding jurisdiction are decided 
by USACE.”   

The proposed site plan (see Attachment E to the HCPF Environmental Study) shows that 
the neither the plant footprint nor that of the short transmission line to Cypress Substation will 
impact Wetlands 1.  Wetlands 3 is separated from Wetlands 1 at the northern most boundary of 
the tract by an interval (approximately 100 to 250 feet) and consequently should be considered 
non-jurisdictional.  While ETEC will reclaim less than 0.10 acres of Wetland 3 to construct 
access roads on northern part of the site, ETEC fully intends to not disturb any other areas of 
Wetlands 3 or any area of Wetland 1 for the construction and operation of this facility. 

ITEM 2 
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RESPONSE TO ITEM 2:   

It appears as though TPWD is referring to an electric transmission or pipeline route.  This 
guidance is not applicable to this project.  In addition, in that both of the properties in question 
are either already fully wooded or not conducive to sapling growth, transplanting or re-planting 
saplings on the sites in question is not a viable option.  Nevertheless, ETEC will make a 
commitment to work with TPWD to develop a solution to address their concerns.   

Regarding proposed site for the Hardin County Peaking Facility, a description of 
vegetation in the area is contained within Chapter 8 of the “Environmental Site Investigation, 
Proposed East Texas Cooperative Power Plant – Temple Inland Tract, Hardin County, Texas by  
PBS&J, September 2007 (DRAFT).”  The proposed site has been in plantation timber for an 
undetermined period of time.  All plant construction will take place in an area that is currently 
upland and covered mainly in grass, shrubs, and trees. As indicated in Section 8.2.2.3 of the 
PBS&J ESI, the project area is located within the Pineywoods Vegetational Area and the Big 
Thicket region (i.e., ecoregion) of East Texas.  “Most of the area is an upland pine mixed forest 
(approximately 75 %).  The rest is an open unforested wetland, most of which is a bog.”  The 
uplands area has scattered small trees and shrubs primarily loblolly pines and Texas yaupon.  
The open bog area of wetlands supports a high diversity of wetland herbaceous species that 
include pipewort, colic root, yellow-eyed grass, white topped umbrella grass and other 
breakrushes, marsh fleabane, and clubmoss.  Common tree species in the wetlands area include 
loblolly pines, blackgum, swampbay, sweetgum, and a few green ash.  Shrub species include 
wax myrtle and swamp rosemallow. 

 

ITEM 3 
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RESPONSE TO ITEM 3:   

Regarding proposed site for the Hardin County Peaking Facility, PBS&J conducted a 
regulatory database search and literature review prior to the July 2007 field effort.  This 
regulatory database review included the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s (TPWD) 
Natural Diversity Database (NDD) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) county list of 
federally listed threatened or endangered species.  PBS&J also reviewed aerial photos from 1943 
through 2005 prior to conducting a pedestrian survey of the 74-acre site.  PBS&J included the 
Endangered and Threatened Species assessment within Section 8 of their report on the Phase 1 
ESI.  The NDD data indicated no documented occurrences of federally listed endangered or 
threatened species on or near the project site.  The USFWS and TPWD Hardin County lists 
identified two federally listed species:  the Texas trailing phlox and the red-cockaded 
woodpecker.  However, as a result of their pedestrian survey of the site and habitat, PBS&J 
concluded that the “site does not appear to support the federally listed species of potential 
occurrence in Hardin County.”   

ITEM 4 
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RESPONSE TO ITEM 4:    
Regarding proposed site for the Hardin County Peaking Facility, ETEC proposes to 

protect large birds from the dangers of electrocution, by designing and constructing the 
transmission line serving the project in accordance with the latest practices for raptor protection.  
The line will be designed for operation at 230 kV.  High voltage operation ensures ample 
separation between energized areas and should not pose an electrocution threat. Most of the 
construction activity will take place either in an area that is currently a meadow or along existing 
roadways.  With proper erosion control measures, impact upon wildlife and any aquatic life in 
the creeks on the plant property is expected to be minimal.  While no definite transmission route 
off the plant site has yet been chosen, on site routes will be designed to avoid the wetlands on the 
western end of the property. 

ITEM 5 

 

RESPONSE TO ITEM 5:   

Regarding proposed site for the Hardin County Peaking Facility, ETEC will consider 
reseeding (to the maximum practicable extent consistent with other environmental and structural 
requirements) the disturbed soils with a mixture of grasses and forbs native to Hardin County 
instead of bermudagrass. 
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8. Conclusions  
 

The Hardin County Peaking Facility presents the best option available to address the 
capacity and energy needs brought about by the expiration of ETEC’s current partial 
requirements contract with Entergy Gulf States.  The fast-reacting, clean burning, natural gas-
fired simple cycle combustion turbine-generator units will not only address ETEC’s electrical 
requirements, but will also relieve transmission congestion in southeast Texas.  The site selected 
for the two units lies adjacent to an existing industrial facility (Entergy’s Cypress Substation) and 
a significant distance from populated areas.  There will be no electrical transmission line impacts 
outside of the combined HCPF-Cypress Substation sites.  Environmental surveys demonstrate 
that no cultural resources, endangered species, community services or transportation facilities 
will be impacted by construction on the site, and ETEC is committed to ensuring that on-site 
impacts of construction activities will be minimized and/or mitigated.  Community support for 
the HCPF project is strong, and comments received in response to scoping meetings have been 
adequately addressed.   It is thus reasonable to conclude that the HCPF will have no significant 
negative environmental or community impacts. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was to identify existing or potential 
recognized environmental conditions (RECs) affecting the site that (1) constitute or result in a material 
violation or a potential material violation of any applicable environmental law; (2) impose any material 
constraints on the operation of the site or require a material change in the use thereof; (3) require clean-
up, remedial action, or other response with respect to hazardous substances or petroleum products on or 
affecting the site under any applicable environmental law; (4) may affect the value of the site; and (5) 
may require specific actions to be performed with regard to such conditions and circumstances. 

The Phase I ESA was conducted in general accordance with the “Standard Practice for Environmental 
Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process” (ASTM Standard Practice), published 
by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) under the designation “E-1527-05” and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) “All Appropriate Inquiries” (40 CFR Part 312). As stated in the 
ASTM Standard Practice, the goal of this assessment was to identify, to the extent feasible, “recognized 
environmental conditions” associated with the subject property. The term “recognized environmental 
conditions” is defined in the ASTM standard as the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances 
or petroleum products on the subject site under conditions, which indicate an existing release, a past 
release, or a material threat of a future release of those substances or products into structures on the 
subject site, or into the subsurface soils, groundwater, or surface water of the subject site. The term 
includes hazardous substances or petroleum products even under conditions in compliance with laws but 
is not intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of harm to 
public health or the environment, or that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if 
brought to the attention of appropriate government agencies. 

1.2 SCOPE OF SERVICES 

PBS&J was requested by East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (ETEC) to conduct an Environmental Site 
Investigation of the proposed power plant located at the 74-acre Temple Inland tract in Hardin County, 
Texas. The subject property is located approximately 5 miles southeast of Kountze, Texas, in Hardin 
County, Texas. The undeveloped site is situated approximately 500 feet west of U.S. Highway (US) 69 
(Exhibit 1).  

The findings and recommendations presented in this Environmental Site Investigation Report are based 
on the following scope of work:  

A. Site Visit – A visual inspection of the site was conducted to determine the existence of conditions 
of environmental concern, including: underground and aboveground storage tanks, storage of 
chemicals, and any irregularities of the site's soil or vegetation, indicating the possible presence 
of hazardous materials or petroleum products. The inspection was documented by taking 
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photographs of the site. A visual inspection regarding the existing land use of the adjacent 
properties was also conducted. 

B. Setting – PBS&J reviewed existing, available information to characterize the physical setting and 
geology of the site, including a description of surface elevation, surface drainage, surface runoff 
and run-on, and other identifying physical features.  

C. Site History – PBS&J traced the site history, including: an examination of historic aerial 
photographs; interviews with persons familiar with the site; and examination of other historical 
documents, as available.  

D. Regulatory Agency Review – PBS&J reviewed and evaluated available public information 
relating to the site including: the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation, and 
Liability Information System Database (CERCLIS), the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act Generators List (RCRA-G), RCRA Violation/Corrective Actions List (CORRACT), RCRA 
Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Facilities List (RCRA TSD), Registered Aboveground Storage 
Tank Listing (AST), Underground Storage Tank Listings (UST), Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank Listings (LUST), National Priority List (NPL), Texas State Superfund List (SSF), Texas 
Voluntary Cleanup Program List (VCP), Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
Spills Database (SPILL), Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS), TCEQ Solid Waste 
Facilities (LF), Brownfield (BRNDFD), Dry Cleaner (DRYC), and Indian Reservation 
Underground Storage Tanks (IRUST). 

E. Habitat Assessment and Waters of the U.S. Determination – PBS&J performed a literature 
search to determine potential species occurrence. A visual inspection was conducted by a PBS&J 
ecologist to determine whether suitable habitat for the identified federally protected species 
occurs on the site. PBS&J performed a site reconnaissance to determine whether waters of the 
U.S., which are jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), occur on site. 
The determination included identifying the jurisdictional limits of the waters of the U.S., which 
included the determination of the presence or absence of wetlands.  

F. Cultural Resources Survey – PBS&J initially conducted a records/literature search of available 
information from the Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (TARL) and the Texas Historical 
Commission (THC) for local investigations and previously recorded cultural resource sites in the 
project area or vicinity. PBS&J then performed a 100% survey of the site. A draft report will be 
submitted to the THC after ETEC/GDS Associates, Inc., have the reviewed the report.  

PBS&J has attempted to exercise reasonable efforts to accomplish the required tasks, as we understand 
them, as permitted by the project schedule, and as contained within the scope of work. In addition, 
PBS&J has employed professional standards applicable to similar work within the industry today. There 
is no assurance that techniques employed in these studies will necessarily disclose all contamination or 
other environmental conditions at the subject property. 
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1.3 ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND EXCEPTIONS 

PBS&J has prepared this Phase I ESA component of this investigation using reasonable efforts to identify 
RECs associated with hazardous substances or petroleum products at the site. Findings within this report 
are based on information collected from observations made on the days of the site reconnaissance and 
from reasonably ascertainable information obtained from certain public agencies and other referenced 
sources. 

The ASTM Standard Practice E 1527-05 recognizes inherent limitations for ESAs that apply to this 
report, including: 

• Uncertainty Not Eliminated – No ESA can wholly eliminate uncertainty regarding the potential 
for RECs in connection with a site. 

• Not Exhaustive – An ESA is not an exhaustive investigation. 

• Past Uses of the Site – Review of standard historical sources at less than 5-year intervals is not 
required by the ASTM Standard. 

Users of this report may refer to ASTM Standard Practice E 1527-05 for further information regarding 
these and other limitations. 

This report is not definitive and should not be assumed to be a complete or specific definition of all 
conditions above or below grade. Current subsurface conditions may differ from the conditions implied 
by surface observations or historical sources and can be most reliably evaluated through intrusive 
techniques that were beyond the scope of this report. Information in this report is not intended to be used 
as a construction document and should not be used for demolition, renovation, or other construction 
purposes. PBS&J makes no representation or warranty that the past or current operations at the site are, or 
have been, in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and codes. This 
report does not warrant against future operations or conditions, nor does it warrant against operations or 
conditions present of a type or at a location not investigated. Regardless of the findings stated in this 
report, PBS&J is not responsible for consequences or conditions arising from facts that were not fully 
disclosed to PBS&J during the assessment. 

An independent data research company provided the government agency database referenced in this 
report. Information on surrounding area properties was requested for approximate minimum search 
distances and was assumed to be correct and complete unless obviously contradicted by PBS&J’s 
observations or other credible referenced sources reviewed during the assessment. 

Reasonable efforts were made to identify evidence of aboveground and underground storage tanks and 
ancillary equipment on the site during the assessment. “Reasonable efforts” were limited to observation of 
accessible areas, review of referenced public records, and interviews. These methods may not identify 
subsurface equipment or evidence hidden from view by things such as, but not limited to, dense 
vegetation, paving, construction activities, stored materials, and landscaping. 
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Any estimates of costs or quantities in this report are approximations based on findings that are limited by 
the scope of the assessment, schedule demands, cost constraints, accessibility limitations, and other 
factors associated with performing an ESA. Subsequent determinations of costs or quantities may vary 
from the estimates in this report. 

Other assumptions, limitations, and exceptions that are specific to the scope of this report may be found in 
corresponding sections. 

1.4 SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS (USER RELIANCE) 

This report is for the use and benefit of, and may be relied upon by ETEC/GDS Associates, Inc, its 
employees and affiliates, and its counsel. Third party reliance on this report is not authorized without the 
expressed written consent of ETEC/GDS Associates, Inc., and PBS&J. Any third party agrees by 
accepting this report that any use or reliance on this report shall be limited by the exceptions and 
limitations in this report, and with the acknowledgment that actual site conditions may change with time, 
and that hidden conditions may exist at the project site that were not discovered within the authorized 
scope of the assessment.  

PBS&J makes no other representation to any third party except that it has used the degree of care and skill 
ordinarily exercised by environmental consultants in the preparation of the report and in the assembling of 
data and information related thereto. No other warranties are made to any third party, either expressed or 
implied. 

1.5 REPORT 

PBS&J prepared this report to document the findings and conclusions of this Phase I ESA conducted at 
the site. The remaining sections of this report include the following: 

• Section 2.0 provides a description of the site, its improvements, and land use on the adjacent 
properties. 

• Section 3.0 provides a synopsis of the user-provided information. 

• Section 4.0 discusses the results of the records review, including a summary of environmental 
databases, physical setting and historical use information. 

• Section 5.0 discusses the results of PBS&J’s site reconnaissance. 

• Section 6.0 provides a summary of interviews conducted by PBS&J related to the site. 

• Section 7.0 provides a summary of PBS&J’s findings related to RECs at the site. 

• Section 8.0 provides the results of PBS&J’s ecological investigation. 

• Section 9.0 provides the results of PBS&J’s cultural resources assessment. 

• Section 10.0 provides PBS&J’s conclusions. 

• Section 11.0 if appropriate, provides any deviations. 
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• Section 12.0 if appropriate, provides a description of PBS&J’s additional services to the 
assessment. 

• Section 13.0 provides the signature of PBS&J’s environmental professionals that prepared this 
assessment. 

• Section 14.0 provides qualifications of PBS&J’s environmental professionals that prepared the 
assessment. 

• Section 15.0 lists references for the assessment. 
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 LOCATION AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

The subject site is located approximately 5 miles southeast of Kountze, Texas, in Hardin County, Texas 
(Exhibit 1). The undeveloped site is approximately 74 acres of dense pine and hardwood timber land. The 
site is currently owned by Temple Inland, Inc. Exhibit 2 presents the existing site plan for the subject 
property.  

2.2 SURROUNDING AREA GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS 

The surrounding properties are characterized predominately as rural, undeveloped with scattered 
residential homesteads.  

2.3 CURRENT USE OF THE SITE 

The subject property is currently undeveloped, densely overgrown timberland.  

2.4 DESCRIPTION OF SITE IMPROVEMENTS 

The subject property site improvements are limited to overhead electrical service, barb-wire fencing (east 
side only), and dirt/gravel access roads.  

2.5 CURRENT USES OF ADJOINING PROPERTIES 

Land uses of the adjoining properties located to the north and east are primarily undeveloped timberland 
or pastureland. The adjoining property to the west is an Entergy, Inc. electrical substation. The adjoining 
property to the south is undeveloped timberland except for mobile homes situated in the Quail Valley 
Estates development (southeast). None of the adjoining properties appear to present an environmental 
concern to the subject property.  
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3.0 USER-PROVIDED INFORMATION 

3.1 TITLE RECORDS 

Title records of the subject property were not provided. 

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL LIENS OR ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS 

Database information regarding known environmental liens for the subject property was provided by 
TelALL Corporation of Austin, Texas. No recorded environmental liens were found by TelALL. 
Information regarding environmental activity and use limitations was not provided.  

3.3 SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE 

No specialized knowledge regarding existing RECs associated with the subject property was provided to 
PBS&J. 

3.4 VALUATION REDUCTION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

No information regarding valuation reduction for environmental issues associated with the subject 
property was provided to PBS&J. 

3.5 OWNER, SITE MANAGER AND OCCUPANT INFORMATION 

Temple Inland, Inc. is the current owner of the subject property. 

3.6 REASON FOR PERFORMING PHASE I ESA 

The Phase I ESA was performed to provide due diligence related to property transaction for the proposed 
ETEC power plant. 

3.7 OTHER USER-PROVIDED DOCUMENTS 

No other user-provided documents were available.  
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4.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

4.1 STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS 

PBS&J retained the services of TelALL Corporation of Austin, Texas, to conduct a regulatory agency 
database information search. The report prepared by TelALL is included in Exhibit 3. The scope of the 
regulatory information search included a review and evaluation of available public information relating to 
the site as described in Section 1.0. 

According to the regulatory agency database report, two records registered with a federal agency and five 
records registered with a state agency were found within the applicable radius of the subject property. A 
map of the property and the surrounding area within a 1-mile radius is included in the regulatory agency 
database report. The following summarizes the results of the regulatory agency database search. 

4.1.1 State and Federal Agency Database Findings 

Registered Storage Tanks 

The aboveground storage tank (AST) and underground storage tank databases (UST) are maintained by 
the TCEQ to track permitted petroleum storage tank sites. The databases were searched for facilities 
located within a ¼-mile radius of the project area. According to the regulatory agency database report, 
three UST permitted facilities were reported; however, due to incomplete address information these 
facilities could not be mapped. No AST permitted facilities were found.  

One of the reported UST facilities is identified as “Cypress Substation, Hwy. 69, 5 miles south of 
Kountze,” which appears to be located inside the Entergy electrical substation, immediately west of the 
subject property. According to the database, Cypress Substation has a small quantity (285 gallons – 
diesel) UST that was installed in 1979 and is currently permanently in place. 

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 

The leaking underground storage tank database (LUST) is a list maintained by TCEQ of facilities where a 
known UST release has occurred. The database was searched for facilities located within a ½-mile radius 
of the subject property.  

According to the regulatory agency database report, two facilities with a leaking underground storage 
tank were reported; however, due to incomplete address information these facilities could not be mapped. 
One of the reported LUST facilities is identified as Cypress Substation, which was previously discussed 
as a UST site. According to the database, this facility reported a UST release in 1989 with soil 
contamination only. However, final concurrence was issued and the case was subsequently closed.  
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act – Generators 

Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), generators and transporters of hazardous 
waste are required to provide information concerning their activities to state agencies and the EPA. The 
RCRA-G list is a subset of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS) 
database and tracks facilities that are registered generators or transporters of hazardous waste. The 
database was searched for facilities that generate or transport hazardous waste within a ¼-mile radius of 
the project area.  

According to the regulatory agency database report, one RCRA generator was found. A second generator 
facility (Kountze Schools) was reported but could not be mapped due to an incomplete address. Tip Top 
Automotive, at 102 Meadowlark Place near US 69 (Map Id No. 1) is a conditionally exempt small 
quantity generator with no reported violations.  

RCRA TSD Database 

The RCRA treatment, storage, or disposal (TSD) database is also a subset of RCRIS. The database tracks 
facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste, which are required to provide information to 
state agencies and EPA. The database was searched for facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous 
material or waste located within a 1-mile radius of the project area. According to the regulatory agency 
database report, no RCRA TSD sites were found. 

CERCLIS 

The EPA Comprehensive Environmental Response and Compensation Liabilities Information System 
(CERCLIS) is the official repository for site and nonsite specific Superfund data in support of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) that contains 
information on hazardous waste site assessment and remediation from 1983 to the present. CERCLIS 
information is used to report official Superfund accomplishments to Congress and the public, assist EPA 
Regional and Headquarters managers in evaluating the status and progress of site cleanup actions, and 
communicate planned activities and budgets. The CERCLIS database was searched for facilities located 
within a ½-mile radius of the subject property. According to the regulatory agency database report, no 
CERCLIS sites were found.  

National Priority Listing 

The EPA NPL is a priority subset of the CERCLIS list and is a list of priority facilities that the EPA has 
determined to pose a threat to human health and/or the environment and where remedial action is 
required. The EPA NPL was searched for facilities located within a 1-mile radius of the subject property. 
According to the regulatory agency database report, no NPL sites were found. 
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State Superfund Sites 

The State Superfund listing is a list of sites that the State of Texas has identified for investigation or 
remediation. The State Superfund listing was searched for sites located within a 1-mile radius of the 
subject property. No State Superfund sites were found. 

Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program 

The Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) was established in 1995 to provide administrative, 
technical, and legal incentives to encourage the cleanup of contaminated sites in Texas. The Texas 
Voluntary Cleanup Program database was searched for VCP sites within a ½-mile radius of the project 
area. No VCP sites were found. 

TCEQ Spills Database 

The TCEQ Spills database (SPILL) includes cases where emergency response was needed for cleanup of 
toxic substances. The TCEQ Spills database was searched for spill sites within a ¼-mile radius of the 
subject property. According to the regulatory agency database report, no spill sites were found.  

Emergency Response Notification System 

The Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) supports the release notification requirements of 
CERCLA and serves as a mechanism to document and verify incident location information as initially 
reported. The ERNS database was searched for responses that occurred within a ¼-mile radius of the 
project area. According to the regulatory agency database report, no ERNS sites were found.  

Landfills 

The TCEQ requires municipalities and counties to report known active and inactive landfills. The LF 
database is a listing of solid waste facilities registered and tracked by TCEQ Solid Waste Division. The 
database was searched for facilities within a 1-mile radius of the project area. According to the regulatory 
agency database report, no landfill sites were found.  

Brownfield 

Brownfields (BRNFD) are real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be 
complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. 
The BRNFD database was searched for facilities within a ½-mile radius of the project area. According to 
the regulatory agency database report, no BRNFD sites were found. 
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Dry Cleaner 

House Bill 1368 requires all dry cleaning drop stations and facilities in Texas to register with the TCEQ 
and implement new performance standards at their facilities as appropriate. According to the regulatory 
database report, no dry cleaner sites were found.  

Indian Reservation Underground Storage Tanks 

The AAI rule has requested that Indian Reservation Underground Storage Tanks (IRUST) be included. 
Permitted USTs on Indian Land are tracked and maintained by the EPA. The IRUST database was 
searched for facilities within a ¼-mile radius of the project area. According to the database, no IRUST 
sites were found.  

4.1.2 Local Regulatory Agency Findings 

Due to the rural location of the subject property, no local regulatory agency findings were available for 
the subject property. 

4.2 PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCES 

4.2.1 Topography 

The Kountze South and Silsbee, Texas, Quadrangles, 7.5-minute series, Topographic Map (U.S. 
Geological Survey [USGS], 1984) (Exhibit 4) was reviewed for relevant historical and physical 
characteristics relating to the subject property and surrounding tracts. The topographic map indicates the 
property is located within an undeveloped wooded area approximately 500 feet west of US 69. One 
unimproved road is visible along the northern boundary of the subject property. Mapping shows no 
structures on the property. A trailer park is mapped to the immediate southeast.  

The subject property is located on very gently sloping terrain, which drains west/northwest towards an 
unnamed tributary. Surface elevations at the site range from a high of approximately 65 feet above mean 
sea level (msl) at the southeastern corner to a low of approximately 59 feet msl near the northwestern 
corner of the property.  

4.2.2 Soils 

Examination of the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey of Hardin County, 
Texas (2007) (Exhibit 5) reveals the west half of the site is situated in the Sorter-Dallardsville complex 
(SdA), 0 to 1% slopes. The east half of the site is situated in the Nona-Dallardsville complex (NdA), 0 to 
1% slopes.  

The Sorter-Dallardsville complex occupies flats on coastal plains. The Sorter component makes up 55% 
of the map unit and the Dallardsville component makes up 35%. This soil complex is very fine sandy 
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loam about 80 inches thick. The soil is very acidic throughout. This soil is poorly drained to moderately 
well drained. A seasonal water table is at a depth of 0 to 36% of the surface during the spring and winter. 
Shrink-swell potential is low. This soil is well suited to pine and hardwood trees, and moderately suited to 
most urban uses. Wetness is the main limitation.  

The Nona-Dallardsville complex occupies flats on coastal plains. The Nona component makes up 70% of 
the map unit and the Dallardsville component makes up 20%. This soil complex is very fine sandy loam 
about 60 inches thick. This soil is poorly drained to moderately well drained. A seasonal water table is at 
a depth of 0 to 36 inches of the surface during the spring and winter. Shrink-swell potential is low. This 
soil is well suited to timber and moderately suited to urban use. Wetness is the main limitation.  

4.2.3 Geology 

Examination of the “Geologic Atlas of Texas, Beaumont Sheet” (Bureau of Economic Geology [BEG], 
1968) presented in Exhibit 6, indicates that the subject property is situated primarily on an outcrop of 
Quaternary-age Lissie Formation (Ql). Lissie Formation deposits consist of clay, silt, sand, and minor 
amounts of gravel. The surface is fairly flat and featureless except for numerous rounded shallow 
depressions and pimple mounds. Thickness of the Lissie Formation is about 200 feet. The Willis 
Formation (clay, silt, sand, and gravel) occurs beneath and is about 100 feet thick. Mapping shows no 
geologic faulting in the subject property vicinity. 

4.2.4 Hydrology 

The nearest surface drainage feature is an unnamed tributary to the west that flow south into Boggy 
Creek. This tributary is located approximately 2,500 feet west of the subject property.  

A review of the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Hardin County, Texas (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency [FEMA], 1992) indicates the subject property is situated in Other Areas – Zone X, 
or areas determined to be outside 500-year floodplain. A copy of the flood map has been included in 
Exhibit 7.  

4.3 HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION 

4.3.1 Aerial Photographs 

PBS&J obtained six historic aerial photographs of the subject property and surrounding areas. The 
photographs depict the site as it appeared in 1943, 1952, 1967, 1976, 1995, and 2005. The photographs 
are presented in Exhibits 8-1, 8-2, 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, and 8-6, respectively. Review of the historic aerial 
photographs enabled PBS&J to examine the historical usage of the subject property and surrounding 
areas. No aerial photographs were available from 1976 to 1995. 

Exhibit 8-1 (1943) indicates the subject property is primarily undeveloped pastureland with a small 
forested area in the western portion. US 69 is presently to the immediate east of the property. The 
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adjoining properties surrounding the project site to the north, south, west, and east are undeveloped forest 
and/or pastureland. The scattered white dots located within the west half of the property are characteristic 
pimple mounds, a naturally occurring geologic feature common in the Lissie Formation.  

Exhibit 8-2 (1952) indicates the subject property remains undeveloped forest and pastureland. The 
surrounding adjacent properties to the west and east remain relatively unchanged from the previous 
photograph. The adjacent properties to the south and north have been cleared for agricultural use.  

Exhibit 8-3 (1967) indicates the subject property has been cleared for pastureland. The surrounding 
adjacent properties remain relatively unchanged from the previous photograph.  

Exhibit 8-4 (1976) indicates the subject property has less visible pastureland and denser wooded areas. An 
unimproved road crosses through from east to west. The surrounding adjacent properties to the north, 
west, and south remain relatively unchanged from the previous photograph. The adjacent property to the 
east contains an apparent residential structure. A mobile home residential development is visible to the 
immediate southeast. Further southeast are additional residential developments located along the west 
side of US 69. 

Exhibit 8-5 (1995) indicates the subject property remains essentially unchanged from the previous 
photograph. Another unimproved road crosses through the eastern portion from north to south. The 
surrounding adjacent properties remain relatively unchanged from the previous photograph except for 
presence of an electrical substation to the west with an access road immediately north of the subject 
property. 

Exhibit 8-6 (2005) indicates the subject property remains relatively unchanged from the previous 
photograph. The surrounding adjacent properties also remain relatively unchanged from the previous 
photograph. 

Review of the six historical aerial photographs by PBS&J did not reveal evidence of environmental 
concerns associated with the subject property and surrounding adjacent properties.  

4.3.2 Fire Insurance Maps 

Fire insurance maps are not available for this area.  

4.3.3 City Directories 

City directories are not available for this area. 
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5.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

5.1 METHODOLOGY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

PBS&J conducted a visual inspection of the subject property for evidence of conditions causing 
environmental concern, such as stored hazardous materials or oils, drums, aboveground and underground 
storage tanks, debris, pits, suspicious odors, discolored soils or surfaces, and stressed vegetation. The site 
inspection was intended to identify indicators of areas of potential hazardous waste liability. PBS&J 
conducted an unescorted site inspection of the subject property on July 9, 2007. Site photographs taken at 
the time of the inspection are presented in Exhibit 9.  

The subject property was accessed through a locked gate located along U.S.69 that leads into the Entergy, 
Inc. Cypress Substation (Site Photograph 1). The site is located immediately east of the substation yard, 
or about 500 feet from the entrance gate (Site Photograph 2). A gravel road for the substation yard 
borders the north side of the subject property (Site Photographs 3–6). Unimproved roads and overhead 
electrical distribution lines also border the west and south sides of the site (Site Photographs 7–9). Along 
the south side of the site, adjacent to Quail Valley Estates, are areas of discarded household waste and/or 
debris (Site Photographs 10–12). These debris areas were overgrown with vegetation and do not appear to 
be an environmental concern. Waste debris was not observed along the east side of the site (Site 
Photographs 13–14).  

No evidence of hazardous materials was noted on the subject property or on the surrounding properties at 
the time of the site visit. PBS&J personnel checked the immediate area and traversed along the subject 
property boundaries and across open ground. No evidence of RECs was noted at the time of the site visit.  

5.2 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE USE/STORAGE 

No hazardous material is used, generated, or stored at the subject property. 

5.3 STORAGE TANKS 

The subject property had no apparent aboveground or underground storage tanks. 

5.4 PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 

The subject property had no apparent storage of petroleum products.  

5.5 POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs) 

The subject property has several pole-mounted transformers located along the south side near Quail 
Valley Estates. The PCB content of these containers was not labeled; however, each unit appeared to be 
in good condition with no visible leaks or stressed vegetation located below.  
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5.6 UNIDENTIFIED SUBSTANCE CONTAINERS 

The subject property had no apparent unidentified substance containers. 

5.7 WASTE GENERATION, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL 

The subject property had an overgrown area of dumped trash debris generally consisting of tires (~10–
12), scrap metal, household items, and brush along an electrical distribution line easement adjacent to 
Quail Valley Estates (mobile home park).  

5.8 WASTE PITS, PONDS, AND LAGOONS 

The subject property has no apparent waste pits or lagoons. 

5.9 SUMPS AND DRAINS 

The subject property has no apparent sumps and drains.  

5.10 SEPTIC SYSTEMS 

The subject property has no apparent septic systems. Immediately west of the previously described debris 
area and within the southern power line easement was potential septic tank runoff. The apparent source of 
this runoff appears to be an adjacent residential development (Quail Valley Estates) located immediately 
south of the subject property. However, in its observed condition, this (diluted) sewage runoff does not 
appear to pose an environmental concern to the subject property.  

5.11 SURFACE AREAS AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM 

The subject property has no apparent stormwater management system.  

5.12 WATER WELLS 

The subject property has no apparent water wells. In addition, no water wells recorded with the Texas 
Water Development Board (TWDB) were found in the immediate site vicinity (TWDB, 2007). 

5.13 OUT-OF-SCOPE ITEMS  

As referenced previously in Section 4.2.4, a review of the FIRM for Hardin County, Texas (FEMA, 1992) 
indicates the subject property is situated in Zone X or areas determined to be outside the 500-year 
floodplain. No other out of scope items was included in this assessment.  
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6.0 INTERVIEWS 

6.1 INTERVIEW WITH OWNER 

PBS&J has submitted numerous requests for an interview with the owner of the subject property. As of 
the date of this report, no response has been received by PBS&J. Should a response occur after this report 
has been submitted, PBS&J will forward this information to ETEC/GDS Associates. 

6.2 INTERVIEW LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIALS 

Due to the rural location of the subject property, no local regulatory agency findings were available for 
the subject property.  
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7.0 FINDINGS 

Based upon aerial photography review, regulatory database search, and an on-site visual inspection, it 
appears the subject property has remained undeveloped land periodically used to raise cattle or grow 
timber. The results of the Phase I ESA indicate no evidence of current or prior hazardous material storage, 
usage, or spillage that may pose an environmental concern to the subject property. The assessment of the 
subject property did not reveal any evidence of environmental concerns related to the storage or disposal 
of hazardous materials.  
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8.0 ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION 

8.1 ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES  

A regulatory agency database search and literature review was conducted for Hardin County prior to the 
field effort and included Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s (TPWD) Natural Diversity Database 
(NDD) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) county list of federally listed threatened or 
endangered species. Aerial photographs were reviewed to assist in the evaluation of potential habitat and 
prepare maps for use during the pedestrian survey.  

The habitat assessment of the ETEC site consisted of thorough pedestrian survey to assess potential 
habitat for federally endangered or threatened species. 

8.1.1 Results 

The NDD data indicated no documented occurrences of federally listed endangered or threatened species 
on or near the project site. The FWS and TPWD Hardin County list identified two federally listed species, 
the Texas trailing phlox (Phlox nivalis ssp. texensis) and red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis). 
As a result of the pedestrian survey of the ETEC site and evaluation of the habitat, the site does not 
appear to support the federally listed species of potential occurrence in Hardin County. 

Red-cockaded woodpecker – Highly associated with old growth southern pines, (60 to 70 years or more), 
primarily longleaf pine (Pinus palustris), and an open understory, this species has declined due to fire 
suppression and the lack of old growth forest habitat. For nesting, this species requires 60- to 120-year-
old longleaf pines in a habitat that is fire-maintained; dense stands are avoided. Living trees are used for 
cavity nesting, which occur in clusters of 1 to 20 cavity trees. A distinguishing characteristic of an active 
cavity tree is the presence of flowing pine sap down the trunk that is maintained as a predator defense 
(FWS, 1985). Foraging areas include much younger pine trees (i.e., 30 years old) and deciduous 
hardwoods. Foraging territories can range from approximately 10 to 600 acres, depending on habitat 
quality.  

The habitat found on the ETEC site is not consistent with what is typical of red-cockaded woodpecker 
habitat. However, there are scattered loblolly pines (Pinus taeda) between 3 to 20 inches in diameter at 
breast height (dbh) some of which might be suitable nesting substrate. Generally, the site consisted of a 
mix of pine stands, open areas consisting of glade wetlands, and deciduous shrubs and trees (e.g., 
southern wax myrtle [Myrica cerifera] and green ash [Fraxinus pennsylvannica]). Specifically, the site 
consisted of a mosaic of closed canopy upland forest (i.e., loblolly pine  stands with some shrubs, e.g., 
Texas yaupon [Ilex vomitoria] and southern wax myrtle) and open bog areas (wetlands characterized by a 
shallow perched water table and dominated by obligate wetland species including pipewort (Eriocaulon 
sp.), colic root (Aletris sp.), and yellow eyed grass (Xyris sp.). Remnant species indicate a previous 
(before pine plantation) longleaf pine – blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica) savannah plant community, and a 
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baygall forested wetland (sweet bay [Magnolia virginiana]/gallberry holly [(Ilex coriacea]). Based on the 
review of aerial photography and topographic maps and subsequent field survey, the proposed project 
does not encounter suitable nesting habitat for this species, including old growth pine stands with an open 
understory. Therefore, no impacts to the red-cockaded woodpecker are anticipated as a result of the 
proposed project.  

Texas trailing phlox – This herbaceous, evergreen perennial is found on deep sandy to sandy-loam soils in 
open, grassy areas of long-leaf pine savannah or in mixed pine-hardwood forest in east Texas. The light 
pink to lavender or purple flowers appear in mid-March to May. The species is negatively impacted by 
highway and pipeline construction, urban development, pine plantations, and the growth of dense mid-
story. Texas trailing phlox adapts well to fire-cleared areas (FWS, 1995). Based on TPWD’s NDD file 
review and subsequent field investigations, the Texas trailing phlox is not known to occur within 
4,000 feet of the proposed project area. Additionally, no areas of suitable habitat (i.e., open areas of 
blowout sands or sugary sands) were identified during field investigations. Therefore, no impacts to this 
species are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  

8.2 WATERS OF THE U.S., INCLUDING WETLANDS 

PBS&J was contracted to review the proposed project for waters of the U.S., including wetlands. The 
project area is located within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Galveston District and can be 
found on the Kountze South, Texas and Silsbee, Texas, USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps (USGS 
1984). It is located west of State Highway (SH) 69, east of the Entergy Cypress Substation, south of the 
access road from SH 69 to the substation, and north of the Quail Valley Estates Mobile Home Park.  

The USACE, acting under Section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
(R&HA), regulates certain activities occurring in waters of the U.S. Under Section 404 of the CWA, 
authorization must be obtained from the USACE for discharges of dredged and fill material into waters of 
the U.S., including wetlands. Under Section 10 of the R&HA, the USACE regulates work in, or affecting, 
navigable waters of the U.S. 

Under Section 10 of the R&HA, the USACE regulates navigable waters of the U.S., a subset of waters of 
the U.S. Navigable waters of the U.S. are defined at 33 CFR 329 as those waters that are subject to the 
ebb and flow of the tide and/or presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for 
use to transport interstate or foreign commerce. Navigable waters in the U.S. include many coastal waters, 
including bays, and major portions of major rivers.  

8.2.1 Methods 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine whether waters of the U.S., including wetlands, occur 
within the project area. The investigation included an on the ground survey on July 9, 2007, conducted by 
PBS&J ecologists. The project limits of the site were provided by Jake Lyon. In addition, a desktop 
assessment was made using numerous sources including USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps (USGS, 
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1984), FWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map (2007), the NRCS Soil Survey of Hardin County, 
Texas (Wiedenfeld, 2006), hydric soils list (NRCS, 2007), and the FEMA flood insurance rate map 
(FEMA, 1992) before the field work was conducted. 

The site was evaluated for the presence of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. defined by 33 CFR 328. This 
evaluation included assessments for ephemeral, intermittent and perennial streams, navigable and 
nonnavigable waterways, deep-water habitats, wetlands, and other special aquatic sites. As required by 
existing regulations, potential waters of the U.S., including wetlands, as defined by 33 CFR 328, were 
evaluated based on the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils (USACE, 
1987; Reed, 1988). Streams (although none were identified on this site) are determined using ordinary 
high water mark. The ordinary high water mark is defined as a line on the bank established by the 
fluctuation of water indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the 
bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter 
and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding area.  

8.2.2 Results 

8.2.2.1 Site Description 

The project study area has been in pine plantation (dates not known). Currently, it supports two basic 
plant communities, an upland pine mixed forest (approximately 75%) and an open unforested wetland. 
There is a clear elevation change at the boundary between the uplands and the wetlands. The wetland is 
located on the western and northwestern parts of the tract as well as some centrally located areas. The 
wetland is generally an open bog area with scattered small trees and shrubs. There are also remnants of a 
few small pimple or mima mounds. These mounds which cover <5% of the tract are slightly elevated and 
support upland species, primarily loblolly pines and Texas yaupon. Historical photos indicate that there 
were more pimple mounds before agricultural activities, which probably reworked and/or leveled some of 
them.  

8.2.2.2 Hydrology 

The site is not located within Zone A or any of the FIRM floodplain designations (FEMA, 1992). There 
are no streams or other waterways within the project area. The area is relatively level. According to the 
USGS topographic map, surface water runoff is in the general direction of northeast to southwest towards 
Boggy Creek. The soil map and county list (Wiedenfeld, 2006; NRCS, 2007) show the area soils to be 
hydric. The map of these hydric soils reflects an historic drainage pattern to the southwest toward Boggy 
Creek. The hydrology has been modified by the substation road and associated ditches that separate it 
from the wetlands to the north. There is also an apparent borrow ditch (approximately 10 feet wide) 
parallel to and just south of the substation road that extends from the substation to approximately half the 
length of the property. This borrow ditch, which commonly supports wetland vegetation, does not extend 
to the eastern border of the tract.  
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Ajilvsgi (1979) explains that the plant community (described later in the vegetation section) is wetland 
because of a shallow clay pan horizon (low permeability), which creates a perched water table. The soil 
profiles do not indicate a clay layer (pan) in the upper 80 inches.  

8.2.2.3 Vegetation 

The project area is located within the Pineywoods Vegetational Area (i.e., ecoregion) of east Texas 
(McMahan et al., 1984). It is also located within the region known as the Big Thicket (Ajilvsgi, 1979). 
Although the project area has been a pine plantation (dates unknown), it currently supports two basic 
plant communities. Most of the area is an upland pine mixed forest (approximately 75%). The rest of the 
area is an open unforested wetland, most of which is a bog. The wetland is located on the western and 
northwestern parts of the tract as well as some centrally located areas. It is generally an open bog area 
with scattered small trees (dbh <5 inches) and shrubs (approximately 10% of the bog area). There are a 
few small pimple or mima mounds within the bog area (<5% of the bog area) that are slightly elevated 
and support upland species, primarily loblolly pines and Texas yaupon. Historical photos indicate that 
there were more pimple mounds before agricultural activities that probably reworked and/or leveled some 
of them. The bog plant community, although modified by silviculture (i.e., pine plantation), appears to be 
the remnants of two plant communities that were typical of the Big Thicket region: the longleaf 
pine/blackgum savannah and possibly baygall (dominated by gallberry holly and formerly co-dominant 
with sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana) as described by Ajilvsgi (1979). Both loblolly and longleaf pines 
have the wetland indicator status of FAC- (FAC, facultative species are equally likely to occur in 
wetlands and nonwetlands; the minus (-) indicates slightly drier range of the FAC category) (Reed, 1988). 
Both have deep tap roots and may be able to pierce a shallow pan horizon and develop root systems in 
nonhydric conditions below a shallow perched water table.  

The open bog supports a high diversity of wetland (obligate/facultative wet (OBL/FACW) wetland 
indicator status) herbaceous species including pipewort, colic root, yellow-eyed grass (Xyris sp.), white 
topped umbrella grass and other beakrushes (Rhynchospora spp.), marsh fleabane (Pluchea sp.), and 
clubmoss (Lycopodiella sp.). Common tree species include loblolly pines and blackgum. Other trees are 
swampbay (Persea palustris), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) and a few green ash. The dominant 
shrub species is wax myrtle, but there is also some swamp rosemallow (Hibiscus moscheutos). The linear 
“borrow pit” area that parallels the northern border road also supports a nonforested wetland, but the plant 
community is somewhat different from the bog wetlands and more common species such as switchgrass 
(Panicum virgatum) and spikerush (Eleocharis spp.) dominate.  

8.2.2.4 Soils 

The NRCS soil survey for Hardin County (Wiedenfeld, 2006) and the online NRCS Soil Data Mart 
(NRCS, 2007) were used to identify, characterize, and describe the soils occurring at this location. There 
are two mapped soils units on the Soil Survey: the Nona-Dallardsville complex, 0 to 1% slopes (NdA), 
and the Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0 to 1% slopes (SdA). The western portion of the tract is mapped as 
the Sorter-Dallardsville complex and the eastern part is the Nona-Dallardsville complex. Both soil units 
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appear on the county list of hydric soils. Both soils are poorly drained (although the Dallardsville 
component, which occurs on the pimple mounds, is moderately well drained) and have seasonal high 
water tables. Soil samples exhibited hydric conditions (inundated/saturated silty clay loams, fairly low 
chroma (10YR 3/2) with high contrast mottles (10YR 6/8) (Munsell Color, 1992). Soils that were 
observed onsite were consistent with this mapped unit.  

8.2.2.5 Waters of the U.S. 

The project study area was reviewed pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899. Section 10 of the R&HA requires that a USACE permit be obtained for certain 
structures or work in or affecting navigable “waters of the U.S.,” prior to conducting the work. Section 
404 of the CWA requires that a USACE permit be obtained for the placement or discharge of dredged 
and/or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, prior to conducting the work. 

The site is not located within a 100- or 500-year floodplain (FEMA, 1992). There is not a Section 10 
waterbody or other channel. No creek or stream crosses the project study area. Without access to the 
tracts to the southwest between this tract and Boggy Creek, it is not possible to be absolutely certain of 
the hydrologic connection to a waters of the U.S. However, judging by the area visible to the southwest 
from the ground survey plus aerial photos, topographic and soil maps, the marsh (bog) appears to 
continue to the southwest and connect to Boggy Creek and would be considered jurisdictional under 
Section 404 of the CWA. 
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9.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

PBS&J conducted a cultural resources survey of the subject property. The purpose of the investigation 
was to locate, describe, document, and assess all existing cultural resources that would be affected by the 
project. The investigation included a site records search, a review of historic maps, and an intensive 
pedestrian survey of approximately 74 acres. The cultural resource report prepared by PBS&J is presented 
in its entirety in Exhibit 10. 

No cultural resources were located during PBS&J’s investigation of the project area. Based on the results 
of the pedestrian survey and shovel testing and the overall low potential of cultural sites in this location 
due to the reasons presented, it is unlikely that any significant undiscovered cultural resources are present 
in the project area. Cultural resource clearance is recommended for this project. 

If during construction previously unrecorded cultural resources are encountered, a qualified archeologist 
should be contacted to assess the remains and provide recommendations as to how to manage the site 
under the State’s Historic Preservation Plan. 



 

441877/070230 10-1 

10.0 CONCLUSIONS 

PBS&J has performed a Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 
1527 of the subject property. Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this practice are described in Section 
1.0 of this report. This assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs in connection with the subject 
property. Therefore, it is the opinion of PBS&J that no further investigation is warranted. 

PBS&J is of the opinion that the subject property is not expected to support the federally listed threatened 
or endangered species of potential occurrence in Hardin County. 

No streams or channels were identified within the subject property; however, emergent wetlands were 
observed. These wetlands continue to the southwest and appear (considering topographic and soil maps) 
to be connected to Boggy Creek. This would constitute a hydrologic surface connection to a waters of the 
U.S. and would be under the jurisdiction of CWA Section 404 regulations. A wetland delineation would 
be necessary to determine the areal extent of the wetlands and to identify which areas if any were likely to 
be considered isolated (not jurisdictional under CWA) by the USACE. A wetland delineation and request 
for concurrence from the USACE would be required to determine whether these wetlands are 
jurisdictional. If deemed to be so, any construction activities in or affecting more than 0.5 acre of wetland 
would require some form of authorization from the USACE prior to conducting the work.  
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11.0 DEVIATIONS 

PBS&J performed the Phase I ESA in general conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM 
Standard Practice E-1527-05. No other deviations were required in conducting this assessment. 
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12.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

PBS&J conducted ecological and cultural resources investigations for the subject property. 
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13.0 SIGNATURES OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONALS 

PBS&J has performed this Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM 
Standard Practice E 1527-05. This report was prepared and reviewed by James Killian and Steve McVey.  

We declare that, to the best of our professional knowledge and belief, we meet the definition of 
Environmental Professional as defined in 40 CFR 312.10 of this part.  

We have the specific qualifications based on education, training, and experience to assess a property of 
the nature, history, and setting of the subject property. We have developed and performed the all 
appropriate inquiries in conformance with the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312. 

 

______________________________________ 
James Killian, PG 
Senior Scientist 

______________________________________ 
Steve McVey, PG 
Geosciences Program Manager 
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14.0 QUALIFICATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONALS 

PBS&J has provided resumés in the attached Appendix for the following environmental professionals for 
this Phase I ESA: 

James Killian and Steve McVey. 
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Steven R. McVey, PG, CAPM 
Project Manager 
PBS&J 
 
Education 
B.S., Geology, University of Texas 

at Austin, 1985 

Certifications 
TxDOT Precertified, ESN 11037 
Professional Geologist, Texas 2206, 

2003; Tennessee 0004788, 
2002 

Corrective Action Project Manager, 
Leaking Petroleum Storage 
Tank (LPST), Texas 
(PM0000046), 2004 

Professional Affiliations 
Austin Geological Society 
 
 

 Mr. McVey's principal experience is in the fields of geology, hydrogeology, 
karst geology, contaminant assessment, waste characterization, waste 
management and petroleum geology. This experience has been utilized to 
conduct geologic assessments within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone, 
hydrogeologic assessments of RCRA and CERCLA sites, remedial investigation 
studies, remediation of contaminated soil and ground water, and monitoring and 
recovery well design, placement, and installation. 
 
As project manager, he is responsible for managing multi-disciplined teams of 
geologists, engineers, ecologists, biologist, planners, and subcontractors. 
Management responsibilities include preparation of scope of work, client 
interaction, project administration, agency coordination, and quality control of 
technical reports. 
 
Mr. McVey has supervised numerous environmental site investigations in 
support of public school districts due diligence projects. His involvement 
includes performing the ASTM Standard Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessments, and coordinating with environmental staff to conduct endangered 
species habitat and wetland determinations, and cultural resource surveys.  
 
Mr. McVey has performed final closure activities including hydrogeological 
investigations and preparation of closure documents for industrial wastewater 
treatment ponds, land treatment units, solid waste management units, landfills, a 
diesel power plant, and a sandblast yard. Mr. McVey has supervised the drilling, 
installation, and development of ground water monitoring wells at a variety of 
sites. His knowledge of drilling methods includes mud rotary, hollow stem 
auger, and air rotary. He is also experienced with logging of unconsolidated 
sediments for the purpose of soil description, soil classification, and soil 
sampling. Mr. McVey has conducted aquifer tests to assist in the preparation of 
hydrogeologic reports and ground water flow diagrams. 
 
Mr. McVey is a registered professional geologist in Texas and Tennessee and 
has performed various remediation projects that involved the assessment, 
characterization, treatment, and monitoring of hazardous waste. Mr. McVey has 
acquired environmental experience in State, RCRA, and CERCLA/Superfund 
compliance-related projects including work plan and report preparation, 
regulatory agency communication, and by conducting a variety of field 
operations which include the following: 
 
• Extensive hydrogeological investigation in support of a RCRA Facility 

Investigation (RFI) at an Arkansas oil refinery/processing plant. The RFI 
included a field and laboratory investigation to define site geology, ground 
water hydrogeology, and nature and extent of contamination associated with 
17 solid waste management units identified at the facility. 

• Provided a variety of environmental services to state and private entities 
which include: hazardous material initial site assessments, Phase I and Phase 
II ESAs, underground storage tank and leaking underground storage tank 
site investigations and closures, health and safety plan preparation and 
implementation, environmental site investigations. 

• Prepared numerous ESAs and EAs for siting and selection of proposed 
correctional facilities for the Bureau of Prisons, U.S. Marshals Service, and 
the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) in Texas, California, 



Steven R. McVey, PG, CAPM 
Project Manager 
 

 

Florida, Nevada, Georgia, Mississippi, and Arizona. 
• Performed and supervised the investigation and closure of numerous karst 

features (caves) discovered during construction activities. The closures 
required coordination with engineers and subcontractors to seal the caves to 
provide protection to the Edwards Aquifer while minimizing cost and time 
delays for the construction projects. 

• Performed project management for the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) indefinite delivery contract for state-wide environmental services. 

• Conducted investigations of karsts and caves in the central Texas region to 
assess the potential for the subsurface voids to provide habitat for threatened 
and endangered cave invertebrates, provide significant recharge potential to 
the Edwards aquifer, and provide structural concerns to a project.  

• Performed numerous subsurface investigations to determine and the nature 
and extent of soil and ground water contamination at active and abandoned 
industrial facilities including power plants, asphalt plants, ship yards, 
landfills, automotive service centers, natural gas storage facilities, and oil 
and gas production sites. 

• Performed UST and LUST site investigations and closure activities for 
government and private entities under Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality’s (TCEQ) Petroleum Storage Tank Program. 

• Designed, managed, and executed remedial investigations for closure and 
remediation under the State of Texas Risk Reduction Rule (RRR) and Texas 
Risk Reduction Program (TRRP). 

• Performed statistical analysis of ground water monitoring data in support of 
RCRA detection and compliance monitoring programs. 

• Performed a characterization and vertical and lateral delineation of impacted 
soils at a former automobile salvage yard. Prepare a plan for corrective 
action. Assist client with waste characterization and disposal of waste 
material. 

• Performed final closure activities for multi-site treatment units for sulfur 
mining industry in accordance with the TCEQ Risk Reduction Program. 

• Performed final closure of a diesel power plant in accordance with the 
TCEQ Risk Reduction Program. 

• Prepared Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) for several 
central Texas municipal landfills and construction of SWPPPs for electric 
utility and natural gas transmission lines. 

• Prepare spill prevention countermeasures and control (SPCC) plans for 
temporary and permanent facilities. 

• Prepared baseline environmental site assessments for extensive pipeline 
right-of-way project. 

• Prepared hazardous material assessment, and geology and ground water 
studies for NEPA Environmental Impact Statements for numerous projects. 

• Prepared Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Study for the 
United States Government. 

• Multi-site waste characterization and delineation in San Antonio, Texas 
which involved extensive surface and subsurface soil sampling, 
hydrogeological investigation, waste classification, delineation and 
supervision of subsequent waste removal. 

• Hydrogeologic investigation for closure of Class 3 landfill at an electric 
utility power plant. 

• Underground storage tank investigations and closure activities conducted at 
a RCRA permitted facility and several utility service centers.  
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• Subsurface investigations to determine and define free phase hydrocarbon 
plumes in shallow aquifers at an electric utility facility and an oil refinery. 

• Hydrologic investigation for decant basin certification. 
• NPDES permitting for sulfur mine operation in south Texas. 
• Extensive research investigation of full-scale remediation technologies for 

contaminated soils. 
 
Professional Development 
OSHA, Certified Hazardous Waste Operations Safety Training Course (40 

hours), 1992  
OSHA, 8-Hour Annual Refresher Training 
 
 

 
 



 

 

James P. Killian, PG 
Senior Scientist 
PBS&J 
 
Education 
B.S., Geological Science, Stephen 

F. Austin State University, 
1983 

Certifications 
Professional Geologist, Texas 

(10281), 2007; Tennessee 
(1790), 1990  

Professional Affiliations 
Association of Ground Water 

Scientists and Engineers  
 
 

 Mr. Killian's principle experience is in the fields of geology, hydrogeology, 
remedial investigations and speleology. He has performed various waste 
characterizations, geologic, hydrogeologic studies for environmental 
assessments, remedial investigation, and remediation design.  
 
Mr. Killian has performed numerous environmental assessments including: 
Phase I, Phase II, and Phase III environmental site assessments (ESAs). These 
assessments involved performing hydrogeologic investigations to determine the 
nature and extent of potential contamination, remedial investigations, 
remediation of soil and ground water, and monitoring and recovery well design 
and installation. His involvement includes performing the ASTM Standard Phase 
I Environmental Site Assessments (ESA), Environmental Assessments (EA) and 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
 
Mr. Killian has acquired valuable experience in State, RCRA, and 
CERCLA/Superfund compliance-related projects including work plan and report 
preparation, field investigation, risk assessments, regulatory agency 
communication, and technical report preparation and scheduling for 
environmental, geological, hydrogeological and waste characterization projects. 
 
Projects which Mr. Killian has had primary responsibility or for which he 
provided major contribution include: 
 
• Assistant project geologist for the Texas Turnpike Authority (TTA) State 

Highway 45 North, Toll Road located in Austin/Round Rock, Texas. 
Responsibilities included assessment of geologic karst features encountered 
during construction activities per TCEQ and U.S. Fish and Wildlife (FWS) 
regulations. 

 
• Resident Project Representative of Texas Commission on Environmental 

Quality (TCEQ) State Superfund Sites located at Toups State Superfund Site 
in Sour Lake, Texas. The project involved the remediation of a former fence 
post treating facility. Site remedial action included pre-verification soil 
sampling, excavation, characterization, and off-site disposal of affected soil; 
decommissioning of aboveground storage tanks; and disposal of drummed 
wastes. 

 
• Assisted in the preparation of environmental impact statements for a variety 

of facilities. Prepared various natural resource components of the EIS and 
evaluated impacts associated with the proposed action. Experience in NEPA 
documentation includes two USACE ship channel improvement and 
widening projects and a state-wide highway corridor evaluation. 

 
• Resident Project Representative of TCEQ State Superfund Sites located at 

Tricon America, Inc. State Superfund Site in Crowley, Texas. The project 
involved the remediation of a former smelting and casting facility. Site 
remedial action included excavation, characterization, and off-site disposal 
of ash and waste concrete. The site was restored with backfilling, grading 
and revegetation as per engineering specifications.  

 
• Former dry cleaning facility; Austin, Texas: Excavation, sampling and 
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disposal of impacted soils inside a strip shopping mall using strict ambient 
air monitoring per site plans and specifications. 

 
• Project geologist, site manager and health/safety officer of Underground 

Storage Tank (UST) Field Investigation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
located at the Fort Bliss Military Reservation in El Paso, Texas and New 
Mexico. The project assessed the soil and groundwater for active and 
inactive UST sites.  

 
• Project manager/geologist of TCEQ State Superfund Site located in Austin, 

Texas. The project involved the assessment of an abandoned metal plating 
facility related to the illegal dumping of waste sludges and rinsewater.  

 
• Project geologist of a Phase I Environmental Due Diligence and Endangered 

Cave Invertebrate Species Habitat Survey for a 35-acre undeveloped tract 
located in Austin, Texas.  

 
• Project hydrogeologist of a TxDOT environmental study for a hydrocarbon 

pipeline rupture located along Interstate 35, New Braunfels, Texas. The 
project involved site characterization and soil/groundwater contamination 
delineation. 

 
• Project geologist of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for 

undeveloped property located along Lake Livingston, Texas. 
 
• Project designer of a soil/groundwater remediation program related to a UST 

release located at a former U.S. Postal Office, Dallas, Texas. The project 
involved the remediation of impacted soils and groundwater using soil vapor 
extraction and total fluids removal (pump and treat). 

 
• Project hydrogeologist of a geotechnical and environmental study for an 

apartment complex built over a former municipal landfill located in Austin, 
Texas. The project was characterized for the presence of landfill debris, 
methane gas, and potential leachate impact. 

 
• Project manager of a total fluids/soil vapor extraction remediation system at 

a former Chevron retail gas station located in the Edwards Aquifer Recharge 
Zone (EARZ). 

 
• Onsite field inspector of a downtown Austin, Texas excavation project for 

the removal of soils impacted by coal tar apparently released in the area 
during the 19th-century installation of street lighting. The site was 
excavated, re-lined, and backfilled for future development plans. 

•  
 
Professional Development 
OSHA, Certified Hazardous Waste Operations Safety Training Course (40 

hours), 1986 
OSHA, 8 Hour Annual Refresher Training 
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Environmental Data Search
for the site

Temple Inland Tract

PBS&J

performed for

7/6/2007

PBJA6852

(800) 583-0004 by fax (888) 756-7647

SH 327 and US 69/287, Kountze, TX

www.TelALL.net



reports findings of the TelALL data search, prepared on the request of PBS&J.

If there is a need for further information regarding this report, or for any customer support 
please call TelALL at 800 583-0004 for assistance.
              
This report is divided into the following components:

TelALL Corporation (TelALL) has designed this document to comply with the AAI and ASTM standard E 
1527 - 05 (Accuracy and Completeness) and has used all available resources, but makes no claim to the 
entirety or accuracy of the cited government, state, or tribal records. Our databases are updated at least 
every 90 days or as soon as possible after publication by the referenced agencies. The following fields of 
governmental, state, and tribal databases may not represent all known, unknown, or potential sources of 
contamination to the referenced site. Many different variables effect the outcome of the following 
document. TelALL maintains extremely high standards, and stringent procedures that are used to search 
the referenced data. However, TelALL reserves the right at any time to amend any information related to 
this report.

MAP
SUMMARY 1
FINAL

Sources
Database Acronym

Last 
Updated

Minimum 
Search 
Distance Findings

Preface TelALL
TM

PBJA6852

Identified geocodeable findings relative to this data search.
Sorting of the identified sites by distance from the subject site.
A description of each database and a detailed explanation of findings.

Corporation

This document of environmental concerns near SH 327 and US 69/287, Kountze, TX

National Priority List NPL 03/2007 1 0

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System CERCLIS 03/2007 0.5 0

No Further Remedial Action Planned NFRAP 03/2007 0.5 0

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System - Treatment Storage or Disposal RCRA TSD 03/2007 1 0

Corrective Action CORRACT 03/2007 1 0

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System - Generators RCRA-G 03/2007 0.25 2

Emergency Response Notification System ERNS 04/2007 0.25 0

Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program TXVCP 03/2007 0.5 0

Innocent Owner/Operator Program TXIOP 03/2007 0.5 0

Texas State Superfund TXSSF 04/2007 1 0

TCEQ Solid Waste Facilities TXLF 06/2007 1 0

Unauthorized and Unpermitted Landfill Sites LFUN 06/2007 0.5 0

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks TXLUST 02/2007 0.5 2

Texas Underground Storage Tanks TXUST 02/2007 0.25 9

Texas Above Ground Storage Tanks TXAST 02/2007 0.25 0

Texas Spills List TXSPILL 06/2007 0.25 0

Brownfield BRNFD 03/2007 0.5 0

Dry Cleaner DRYC 03/2007 0.5 0

Indian Reservation Underground Storage Tanks IRUST 04/2007 0.25 0

www.TelALL.net
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SH 327 and US 69/287, Kountze, TX
Temple Inland Tract PBJA6852

1

7/6/2007

Distance/Direction Database
Site 

Number Address City/State Site Name

Sites Sorted By Distance from Center
Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM

Corporation

IRUST NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/4 MILE.

NFRAP NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

CERCLIS NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

NPL NO FINDINGS WITHIN ONE MILE.

TXVCP NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

ERNS NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/4 MILE.

CORRACT NO FINDINGS WITHIN ONE MILE.

RCRA TSD NO FINDINGS WITHIN ONE MILE.

TXLF NO FINDINGS WITHIN ONE MILE.

TXSSF NO FINDINGS WITHIN ONE MILE.

TXSPILL NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/4 MILE.

LFUN NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

TXIOP NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

BRNFD NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

DRYC NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/2 MILE.

TXAST NO FINDINGS WITHIN 1/4 MILE.

.07

 E RCRA-G 102 MEADOWLARK PLACE AT HWY 69 KOUNTZE TIP TOP AUTOMOTIVE1

Site Location Unknown

TXLUST HWY 69  5 MI S OF KOUNTZE KOUNTZE CYPRESS SUBSTATIONunknown

TXUST   HWY 69  KOUNTZE CYPRESS SUBSTATIONunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 KOUNTZE  KOUNTZE KOUNTZE FAS-FILunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 KOUNTZE  KOUNTZE KOUNTZE FAS-FILunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 KOUNTZE  KOUNTZE KOUNTZE FAS-FILunknown

RCRA-G  BUS BARN GARAGE ON HWY 69 KOUNTZE KOUNTZE SCHOOLSunknown

TXLUST HWY 69 KOUNTZE KOUNTZE ISD BUS BARNunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE SUNSHINE KOUNTZEunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE SUNSHINE KOUNTZEunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE SUNSHINE KOUNTZEunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE SUNSHINE KOUNTZEunknown

TXUST   HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE SUNSHINE KOUNTZEunknown

Distances given are tenths of a statute mile. TelALL
TM

Corporation



SH 327 and US 69/287, Kountze, TX
Temple Inland Tract PBJA6852

1

7/6/2007

Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM

Corporation

NPL
National Priority List

NPL is a priority subset of the CERCLIS list. (See CERCLIS, below) The Cerclis 
list was created by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Acts (CERCLA) need to track contaminated sites. CERCLA was 
enacted on 12/11/80, and
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. These 
acts established broad authority for the government to respond to problems posed 
by the release, or threat of release of hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants. CERCLA
also imposed liability on those responsible for releases and provided the authority 
for the government to undertake enforcement and abatement action against 
responsible parties. Institutional/Engineering Controls searched.

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

No findings within one mile.
NPLDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

CERCLIS
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System

CERCLIS is the official repository for site and non-site specific Superfund data in 
support of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA). It contains information on hazardous waste site 
assessment and remediation
from 1983 to the present. CERCLIS information is used to report official 
Superfund accomplishments to Congress and the public, assist EPA Regional 
and Headquarters managers in evaluating the status and progress of site cleanup 
actions, track Superfund
Comprehensive Accomplishments Plan (SCAP), and communicate planned 
activities and budgets. Institutional/Engineering Controls searched.

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
CERCLISDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM

Corporation

NFRAP
No Further Remedial Action Planned

NFRAP Sites indicate a CERCLIS site that was designated "No further remedial 
action planned" by the EPA  February 1995. Institutional/Engineering Controls 
searched.

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
NFRAPDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

RCRA TSD
Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System - Treatment Storage or Disposal

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS) Under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), generators, transporters, 
treaters, storers, and disposers of hazardous waste as
defined by the federally recognized hazardous waste
are required to provide information concerning their activities to state 
environmental agencies, who in turn provide the information to regional and 
national U.S. EPA offices. The RCRA TSD (Treatment Storage or Disposal) is a 
subset of the RCRIS list.
RCRA TSD tracks facilities that fall under the Treatment Storage or Disposal 
classification.

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

No findings within one mile.
RCRA TSDDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM

Corporation

CORRACT
Corrective Action

CORRACT lists RCRIS (Resource Conservation and Recovery Information 
System) sites that are currently under corrective action. Institutional/Engineering 
Controls searched.

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

No findings within one mile.
CORRACTDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM
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RCRA-G
Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System - Generators

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS) Under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), generators, transporters, 
treaters, storers, and disposers of hazardous waste as defined by the federally 
recognized hazardous waste,
are required to provide information concerning their activities to state 
environmental agencies, who in turn provide the information to regional and 
national U.S. EPA offices. The RCRA-G (Generators) list is a subset of the RCRIS 
list.
RCRA-G tracks facilities that fall under the generators or transporters 
classification.

CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS 
(CESQG) produce less than 100 kg per month of hazardous 
waste.
SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS (SQG) produce at least 100 
kg per month but less than 1000 kg per month of hazardous 
waste.
LARGE QUANTITY GENERATORS (LQG) produce at least 1000 
kg per month of hazardous waste.Source: United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

 E .07

102 MEADOWLARK PLACE AT HWY 69 

KOUNTZE

TIP TOP AUTOMOTIVE
RCRA-G

77625

1

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

SITE EPA ID: TXR000003392 - TYPE OF SITE: CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT SMALL QUANTITY GENERATOR
CONTACT INFORMATION: MIKE  HOLCOMB, 102 MEADOWLARK PLACE AT HWY 69 KOUNTZE, TX, 77625; TEL. 
4092463436
NO NAIC (NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION) CODES ARE AVAILABLE FOR THE SITE.

Site Location Unknown

 BUS BARN GARAGE ON HWY 69 

KOUNTZE

KOUNTZE SCHOOLS
RCRA-G

77625

This site has not been mapped

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

SITE EPA ID: TXR000001909 - TYPE OF SITE: CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT SMALL QUANTITY GENERATOR
CONTACT INFORMATION: RANDY  JAUER, PO BOX 460 KOUNTZE, TX, 77625; TEL. 4092462822
NO NAIC (NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION) CODES ARE AVAILABLE FOR THE SITE.

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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ERNS
Emergency Response Notification System

ERNS supports the release notification requirements of section 103 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as amended; section 311 of the Clean Water Act;
and sections 300.51 and 300.65 of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Contingency Plan.
Additionally, ERNS serves as a mechanism to document and verify incident-
location information as initially reported, and is utilized as a direct source of easily 
accessible data, needed for analyzing oil and hazardous substances spills.

Source: National Response Center (NRC)

No findings within 1/4 mile.
ERNSDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

TXVCP
Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program

Created under HB 2296, The Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) was established 
on 09/01/95 to provide administrative, technical, and legal reasons to promote the 
cleanup of tainted sites in Texas. Since future lenders and landowners get 
protection from
liability to the State of Texas for cleanup of sites under the VCP, most of the 
constraints for completing real estate deals at those sites are removed. As a 
result, many unused or under used sites may be restored to economically 
productive or community
beneficial uses. After cleanup, the parties get a certificate of completion from the 
TCEQ which states that all lenders and future land owners who are not PRP's are 
free from all liability to the State. Institutional/Engineering Controls searched.

Parts of the above description were taken from the TCEQ/VCP 
Website. (http://www.TCEQ.state.tx.us/permitting/remed/vcp/)
The investigation phases are listed as INVESTIGATION, 
REMEDIATION, POST-CLOSURE, and COMPLETE.
Contaminant Categories (PERC and BTEX). Source: Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
TXVCPDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM

Corporation

TXIOP
Innocent Owner/Operator Program

The TX IOP, created by House Bill 2776 of the 75th Leg, provides a cert. to an 
innocent owner or operator if their property is contaminated as a result of a 
release or migration of contaminants from a source or sources not loc. on the 
prop., and they
did not cause or contribute to the source or sources of contamination. Like the 
TxVCP Prog., the IOP can be used as a redevelopment tool or as a tool to add 
value to a contaminated prop. by providing an Innocent Owner/Operator 
Certificate (IOC). However,
unlike the VCP release of liability, IOCs are not trans. to future owners/oper's. 
Future owners/oper's are eligible to enter the IOP and may rec. an IOC only after 
they become an owner or operator of the site.

The above description were taken from the TCEQ/IOP Website. 
(http://www.TCEQ.state.tx.us/permitting/remed/vcp/iop.html)
Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
TXIOPDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

TXSSF
Texas State Superfund

The Texas State Superfund database is a list of sites that the State of Texas has 
identified for investigation or remediation.
Texas State Superfund sites are reviewed for potential upgrading to 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Information System status by the federal Environmental Protection Agency. 
Institutional/Engineering Controls searched.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within one mile.
TXSSFDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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TXLF
TCEQ Solid Waste Facilities

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Requires municipalities and 
counties to report known active and inactive landfills.
Texas Landfills is a listing of solid waste facilities registered and tracked by the 
TCEQ Solid waste division. The facilities tracked include solid waste disposal 
sites as well as transfer stations and processing stations.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within one mile.
TXLFDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

LFUN
Unauthorized and Unpermitted Landfill Sites

Unauthorized sites have no permit and are considered abandoned. All information 
about these sites was compiled by Southwest Texas State University under 
contract with TCEQ and is based on a search of publicly available records.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
LFUNDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.



SH 327 and US 69/287, Kountze, TX
Temple Inland Tract PBJA6852

8

7/6/2007

Page
Job
Date

TelALL
TM

Corporation

TXLUST
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks

State lists of leaking underground storage tank sites. Section 9003(h) of Subtitle I 
of RCRA gives EPA and states, under cooperative agreements with EPA,
authority to clean up releases from UST systems or require owners and operators 
to do so.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

Site Location Unknown

HWY 69  5 MI S OF KOUNTZE

KOUNTZE

CYPRESS SUBSTATION
TXLUST

77625

This site has not been mapped

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

LEAKING PETROLEUM STORAGE TANK IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (LPSTID) 092841. THE SUBJECT TANK RELEASE 
WAS REPORTED ON 4/20/1989
PRIORITY: 4A - SOIL CONTAMINATION ONLY, REQUIRES FULL SITE ASSESSMENT & RAP.
STATUS: 6A - FINAL CONCURRENCE ISSUED, CASE CLOSED.
FACILITY ID # 0044823 PRP INFO: GULF STATES UTILITIES CO,   PO BOX 2951, BEAUMONT TX 77704 CONTACT: 
SHERYL BROCATO TEL: 409/839-5744
LOCATION DESCRIPTION: HWY 69  5 MI S OF KOUNTZE

Site Location Unknown

HWY 69

KOUNTZE

KOUNTZE ISD BUS BARN
TXLUST

77625

This site has not been mapped

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

LEAKING PETROLEUM STORAGE TANK IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (LPSTID) 110726. THE SUBJECT TANK RELEASE 
WAS REPORTED ON 3/29/1996
PRIORITY: 4.1 - GW IMPACTED, NO APPARENT THREATS OR IMPACTS TO RECEPTORS.
6P
FACILITY ID # IS UNKNOWN. PRP INFO: KOUNTZE ISD,   PO BOX 460, KOUNTZE TX 77625 CONTACT: LARRY 
DICKERSON TEL: 409/246-3352
LOCATION DESCRIPTION: HWY 69

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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TXUST
Texas Underground Storage Tanks

Underground Storage Tanks - Permitted underground storage tanks tracked and 
maintained by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ).

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

Site Location Unknown

  HWY 69  

KOUNTZE

CYPRESS SUBSTATION
TXUST

77625

This site has not been mapped

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0044823, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00117406, TANK ID NUMBER 1,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
01011979, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0000285
TANK IS CURRENTLY PERM. IN PLACE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: DIESEL. CAPACITY 0000285 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF STEEL.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS GULF STATES UTILITIES COMPANY, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE 
OWNER IS 501-377-3888.

Site Location Unknown

  HWY 69 KOUNTZE  

KOUNTZE

KOUNTZE FAS-FIL
TXUST

77625

This site has not been mapped

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0034446, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00091081, TANK ID NUMBER 2,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
UNKNOWN, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0003000
TANK IS CURRENTLY PERM. IN PLACE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0003000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF NONMETALLIC FLEXIBLE PIPING.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS BELL OIL, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS UNKNOWN.

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0034446, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00091080, TANK ID NUMBER 3,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
UNKNOWN, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0003000
TANK IS CURRENTLY PERM. IN PLACE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0003000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF NONMETALLIC FLEXIBLE PIPING.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS BELL OIL, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS UNKNOWN.

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0034446, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00091079, TANK ID NUMBER 1,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
UNKNOWN, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0008000
TANK IS CURRENTLY PERM. IN PLACE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0008000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF NONMETALLIC FLEXIBLE PIPING.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS BELL OIL, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS UNKNOWN.

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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Site Location Unknown

  HWY 69 & HWY 287  

KOUNTZE

SUNSHINE KOUNTZE
TXUST

77625

This site has not been mapped

Database:
Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0006897, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00017731, TANK ID NUMBER 2,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
01011978, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0003000
TANK IS CURRENTLY OUT OF USE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0003000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF STEEL - SINGLE WALL.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS SUNSHINE STORES INC, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS 409-
381-1002.

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0006897, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00017730, TANK ID NUMBER 3,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
01011978, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0003000
TANK IS CURRENTLY OUT OF USE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0003000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF STEEL - SINGLE WALL.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS SUNSHINE STORES INC, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS 409-
381-1002.

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0006897, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00017729, TANK ID NUMBER 5 SNL,DATE INSTALLED 
(MMDDYYYY) 01011978, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0002000
TANK IS CURRENTLY OUT OF USE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: NEW OIL. CAPACITY 0002000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF STEEL.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS SUNSHINE STORES INC, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS 409-
381-1002.

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0006897, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00017728, TANK ID NUMBER 4,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
01011983, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0010000
TANK IS CURRENTLY OUT OF USE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0010000 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF STEEL - SINGLE WALL.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS SUNSHINE STORES INC, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS 409-
381-1002.

FACILITY ID NUMBER 0006897, TCEQ UNIT ID NUMBER 00017727, TANK ID NUMBER 1,DATE INSTALLED (MMDDYYYY) 
01011974, TOTAL CAPACITY IN GALLONS: 0004600
TANK IS CURRENTLY OUT OF USE. TANK COMPARTMENTS: COMPARTMENT A: GASOLINE. CAPACITY 0004600 GAL
THE TANK CONSTRUCTION IS OF STEEL - SINGLE WALL.
THE OWNER OF THE FACILITY IS SUNSHINE STORES INC, THE TELEPHONE NUMBER LISTED FOR THE OWNER IS 409-
381-1002.

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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TXAST
Texas Above Ground Storage Tanks

Aboveground Storage Tanks - Permitted aboveground storage tanks tracked and 
maintained by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ).

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/4 mile.
TXASTDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

TXSPILL
Texas Spills List

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) tracks cases where 
emergency response is needed for cleanup of toxic substances.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/4 mile.
TXSPILLDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

BRNFD
Brownfield

Brownfields are real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which 
may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous 
substance, pollutant, or contaminant. Institutional/Engineering Controls searched.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
BRNFDDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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DRYC
Dry Cleaner

House Bill 1366 requires all dry cleaning drop stations and facilities in Texas to 
register with Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and implement 
new performance standards at their facilities as appropriate.
  It also requires distributors of dry cleaning solvents to collect fees on the sale of 
dry cleaning solvents at certain facilities.

Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

No findings within 1/2 mile.
DRYCDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

IRUST
Indian Reservation Underground Storage Tanks

All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI) rule has requested that Underground Storage 
Tanks on Indian Land be included in any ESA that is affected. Permitted 
Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land are tracked and maintained by the 
EPA.

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

No findings within 1/4 mile.
IRUSTDatabase:

Site:

Map Number:
Address:
Zip Code:

City:

Dir./Distance (in Miles)

www.TelALL.net
Distances given are tenths of a statute mile.
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The following zip codes, are the zip codes that TelALL used for generating the preceding report. 
The information is provided to help our customers make the most thorough data evaluation 
possible.                                                                                                                                        
Lat/Lon. info is provided to assist in locating sites.Lat/Lon info that is listed as "0" indicates that the 
site has not been geocoded. This does not indicate that the site is an orphan or was not evaluated 
by TelALL's research personnel.

TelALL
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FACZIP DATABASE SITENAME ADD CITY LATITUDE LONGITUDE

77625 ERNS FLUIDS MANAGEMENT 14438 HIGHWAY 326 KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
HUNTSMAN A&O PLANT PORT NECHES TANK FARM CORNE PORT NECHE

PORT NECHES TANK FARM CORNE PORT NECHE
RCRA-G CROSBY EXXON 200 S PINE KOUNTZE 30.361644 -94.302733

FLUIDS MANAGEMENT 14438 HWY 326 N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
KOUNTZE SCHOOLS BUS BARN GARAGE ON HWY 69 KOUNTZE
STREAMLINE PRODUCTION SYST HWY 69 5M S KOUNTZE 30.3753 -94.3139
TGC KOUNTZE STATION 6636 FM 770 KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
TIP TOP AUTOMOTIVE 102 MEADOWLARK PLACE AT HWY KOUNTZE 30.3014 -94.2471
WIMERS AUTO AND TRUCK SRVC 230 EAST BEAR KOUNTZE 30.374465 -94.307975

TXAST FLUIDS MANAGEMENT 14438  HIGHWAY 326  N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
IESI HARDIN COUNTY LANDFILL 2525  FM 770 RD KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

2525  FM 770 RD KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
2525  FM 770 RD KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

KOUNTZE COMPRESSOR STATIO 6636  FM 770  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
L-P KOUNTZE SAWMILL  HWY 69  N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
TANNER TIMBER  HWY 327  KOUNTZE 30.3411 -94.2782
TXDOT 1942  HIGHWAY 69  N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

1942  HIGHWAY 69  N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
TXLF CITY OF KOUNTZE LANDFILL ADJACENT TO W CITY LIMITS KOUN HARDIN 30.37167 -94.32917

HARDIN COUNTY LANDFILL 2.25 MILES SW OF KOUNTZE  .75 MI HARDIN 30.34 -94.36
TXLUST ABANDONED GASOLINE STATION NW CORNER OF PINE @ VAUGHN KOUNTZE

CYPRESS SUBSTATION HWY 69  5 MI S OF KOUNTZE KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926
FOC SHOP 620  FM 418 KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
FORMER MILLERS FOOD MART 5 HWY 69  PINE ST @ ALLUM KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
HARDIN COUNTY SHERIFF DEPT COUNTY COURTHOUSE HWY 326 KOUNTZE
KOUNTZE ISD BUS BARN HWY 69 KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926
MOSSBURG CONSTRUCTION 1120 S HWY 69 KOUNTZE 30.3681 -94.3102
SHOP N GO 315 S PINE KOUNTZ 30.361644 -94.302733
TXDOT KOUNTZ N HWY 69 KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

TXSPILL FLUIDS MANAGEMENT INC FLUIDS MANAGEMENT KOUNTZE KOUNTZE
FLUIDS MANAGEMENT KOUNTZE KOUNTZE
FLUIDS MANAGEMENT KOUNTZE KOUNTZE

FLUIDS MANAGEMENT LTD FLUIDS MANAGEMENT KOUNTZE KOUNTZE
GENERIC INCIDENT PRINCIPAL NONA MILLS OILFIELD, E WILIFORD KOUNTZE
M & S CYCLE NEXT TO 1443 HIGHWAY 69 NORTH KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
MERIT ENERGY COMPANY N OF KOUNTZE ON HWY 69 AT 5174 KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
PHOENIX 24-7 LLC 770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
TEXAKOTA INC Bar Ditch in front of residence at 13975 KOUNTZE

TXUST ABANDONED GASOLINE STATION NW CORNER PINE VAUGHAN  KOUNTZE
NW CORNER PINE VAUGHAN  KOUNTZE
NW CORNER PINE VAUGHAN  KOUNTZE
NW CORNER PINE VAUGHAN  KOUNTZE

AT&SF RAILWAY CO 500 FT W OF US HWY 69 S OF MAIN KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926
BROOKSHIRE BROTHERS 36  HWY 326 & HWY 69  KOUNTZE

 HWY 326 & HWY 69  KOUNTZE
BUY N BYE DRIVE IN 1310 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37

1310 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
1310 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37

CITY OF KOUNTZE General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
CRAWDADS 4 KOUNTZE 940 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37

940 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
940 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37

CROSBY EXXON 200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058
200 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3638 -94.3058

CYPRESS SUBSTATION  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926
E S LANGHAM General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
EXXPRESS MART 5 1443  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076

1443  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076
1443  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076
1443  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076

FLOWERS GROCERY STORE CLO 3314  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3487 -94.2904
3314  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3487 -94.2904
3314  HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3487 -94.2904

FREDDIES DRIVE INN  FM 912  KOUNTZE
 FM 912  KOUNTZE
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FACZIP DATABASE SITENAME ADD CITY LATITUDE LONGITUDE

77625 TXUST HARDIN COUNTY PCT 2 1315 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
HARDIN COUNTY SHERIFFS DEP 300 W MONROE  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
HAWTHORNE FIELD 2084  JOE REGISTER RD KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

2084  JOE REGISTER RD KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
HONEY ISLAND GENERAL STORE 9028  FM 1293  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

9028  FM 1293  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
9028  FM 1293  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
9028  FM 1293  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
9028  FM 1293  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

JACK MOSSBURG 1120 S HWY 69  KOUNTZE 30.3681 -94.3102
JOHN L RICHARDSON General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

K P FOODS 1456  HIGHWAY 69  S KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076
1456  HIGHWAY 69  S KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076
1456  HIGHWAY 69  S KOUNTZE 30.3656 -94.3076

KOUNTZE COMPRESSOR STATIO 6636  FM 770  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
6636  FM 770  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

KOUNTZE FAS-FIL  HWY 69 KOUNTZE  KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926
 HWY 69 KOUNTZE  KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926
 HWY 69 KOUNTZE  KOUNTZE 30.242391 -94.208926

LOUISE DRIVES INN General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
General Delivery KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

MCNEELY TEXACO  HWY 67  KOUNTZE
 HWY 67  KOUNTZE
 HWY 67  KOUNTZE

MILLENNIUM GROCERY 770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37
770 S PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.4339 -94.37

MILLERS FOOD MART 5  PINE & ALLUM  KOUNTZE
 PINE & ALLUM  KOUNTZE
 PINE & ALLUM  KOUNTZE

SHOP-N-GO 315 N PINE  KOUNTZE
315 N PINE  KOUNTZE
315 N PINE  KOUNTZE

SUNSHINE KOUNTZE  HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE
 HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE
 HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE
 HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE
 HWY 69 & HWY 287  KOUNTZE

TEJAS GROCERY 620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519
620 N PINE ST KOUNTZE 30.3013 -94.2519

THRIFT DISTRIBUTORS INC 200  HWY 69 2.5 MI S KOUNTZ  KOUNTZ 30.242391 -94.208926
 HWY 69 2.5 MI S KOUNTZ  KOUNTZ 30.242391 -94.208926

TXDOT 1942  HIGHWAY 69  N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
1942  HIGHWAY 69  N KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

WILLIAMS FEED & GROCERY 2882  HWY 326  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714
2882  HWY 326  KOUNTZE 30.3355 -94.2714

WM MOORE  HWY 326 SOUR LAKER  KOUNTZE 30.293 -94.2385
 HWY 326 SOUR LAKER  KOUNTZE 30.293 -94.2385
 HWY 326 SOUR LAKER  KOUNTZE 30.293 -94.2385
 HWY 326 SOUR LAKER  KOUNTZE 30.293 -94.2385

77625-966 TXLF HARDIN COUNTY LANDFILL 3 MILE SW OF CITY OF KOUTZE AND HARDIN 30.33767 -94.35583
77657 DRYC ATOMIC CLEANERS 1227 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929

COMET CLEANERS & LAUNDRY 1057 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
LUMBERTON BRANCH 712 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929

ERNS 12266 DIANA DR LUMBERTON 30.2078 -94.2014
12266 DIANA DR LUMBERTON 30.2078 -94.2014

ENERGY LIGHT COMPANY 112 BLAISE DALE DRIVE LUMBERTON 30.2654 -94.1924
RCRA-G AMERICAN AND FOREIGN REBUIL HWY 96 S AND MITCHELL EXIT LUMBERTON

BAXTER TIRE 1035 N MAIN LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
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77657 RCRA-G HAMMOCKS AUTO SERVICE 320 N MAIN LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
WAL-MART NO 384 2196 S US HWY 96 LUMBERTON 30.2553 -94.198

TXAST LOEB WELL WATER PRODUCTIO  HWY 96  N LOEB COMMU 30.30974 -94.186709
TXLUST BURGE GROCERY HWY 69 @ COOKS LAKE RD LUMBERTON 30.2261 -94.1974

KWIK PANTRY FFP 265 2343  HWY 69 LUMBERTON 30.2148 -94.1924
TXSPILL GENERIC INCIDENT ZIP CODE 77657 LUMBERTON

ALLIED ELECTRICAL CONT INC LUMBERTON EARLY CHILDHOOD D LUMBERTON
D&D Automotive Approx. 5 miles north of beaumont off Lumberton

Approx. 5 miles north of beaumont off Lumberton
ENTERGY GULF STATES INC GENERIC INCIDENT ZIP CODE 77657 LUMBERTON

GENERIC INCIDENT ZIP CODE 77657 LUMBERTON
GENE  MEREDITH Texaco Service Station, Hwy.96 N. Lum LUMBERTON
LUMBERTON CULVERT SALES HWY.69 - NEAR LUMBERTON CULVE LUMBERTON
Supermex Roofing Co. Pine Island Bayou; Hwy 69/Cooks Lake Lumberton
TEMPLE INLAND WEST SIDE OF #4 RECOVERY BOIL SILSBEE
Tommy Blanchard WheelerRd. and Thomas St. in Lumbert Lumberton

WheelerRd. and Thomas St. in Lumbert Lumberton
WESTPORT OIL AND GAS COMPA GENERIC INCIDENT ZIP CODE 77657 LUMBERTON

TXUST BIG THICKET COUNTRY STORE 807 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
807 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
807 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
807 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
807 S MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929

CRAWDADS 2 LUMBERTON 839 N MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
839 N MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
839 N MAIN ST LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929

DIAMOND SHAMROCK 368 2301  HIGHWAY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.2503 -94.1973
2301  HIGHWAY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.2503 -94.1973
2301  HIGHWAY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.2503 -94.1973

EXXPRESS MART 14 383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
383 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842

HEB 116 819 N MAIN  LUMBERTON 30.2406 -94.1929
LUMBERTON CHEVRON 1335  HWY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.284 -94.1937

1335  HWY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.284 -94.1937
1335  HWY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.284 -94.1937
1335  HWY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.284 -94.1937
1335  HWY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.284 -94.1937
1335  HWY 96  S LUMBERTON 30.284 -94.1937

LUMBERTON MUD 55 W CHANCE CUT-OFF RD LUMBERTON 30.2679 -94.208
MURPHY USA 7063 90 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842

90 N LHS DR LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
WESTWOOD CORNER MARKET 401 N LUMBERTON HIGH SCHOOL D LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842

401 N LUMBERTON HIGH SCHOOL D LUMBERTON 30.1906 -94.1842
77657-555 LUMBERTON FOOD MART 2346  HIGHWAY 69  S LUMBERTON 30.2154 -94.1918

2346  HIGHWAY 69  S LUMBERTON 30.2154 -94.1918
2346  HIGHWAY 69  S LUMBERTON 30.2154 -94.1918
2346  HIGHWAY 69  S LUMBERTON 30.2154 -94.1918
2346  HIGHWAY 69  S LUMBERTON 30.2154 -94.1918
2346  HIGHWAY 69  S LUMBERTON 30.2154 -94.1918

77657-741 TXSPILL NATURAL GAS PIPELINE 1 Michael Loop Lumberton 30.294249 -94.210737
NATURAL GAS PIPELINE CO 17 Michael Loop Lumberton 30.293524 -94.208966

77657-770 TXAST BOYKIN HOMES 1275  ALMA DR LUMBERTON 30.2654 -94.1924
77657-885 TXSPILL 12266 Diana Dr Lumberton 30.1839 -94.1787

UNKNOWN 12266 Diana Dr Lumberton 30.1839 -94.1787
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FaxTo:
(888) 756-7647

Site Information
Project #Project Name:

Street Address:

City, County, State, Zip:

Cross Street / Special Instructions

Map Included of Approximate Site Area for Increased Accuracy.

PBJA

From:

Internet Delivery of Radius Search
E-Mail Address:

Fedex 
Account #

U.P.S.
Account #:
Lone Star Overnight

Shipping Options

2nd DayOvernight AM Delivery Overnight PM Delivery

Account #:

*Next Day Shipping $25 if no Account # is Provided

*Free

Payment 

PO #:

Card #
  VISA  -  MC -   AMEX (Circle one)

Expiration /
Name on Card

Questions?  Call 1-800-583-0004

6504 Bridge Point Pkwy, Ste 200

Tel: 512.327.6840
Fax: 512.327.2453

Jim Killian

Austin, TX   78730

PBS&J

Phase I Support Services

Order Form

order online  
www.telall.com 

tel. 800-583-0004 

2nd DayOvernight AM Delivery Overnight PM Delivery

**Payment due on receipt of invoice. Customer is 
responsible for collection fees, court costs and 
reasonable attorney fees to collect unpaid invoices.

TelALL AAI,  ASTM Radius Data Search
$98*ASTM Search Distances with Color Map included *Current USGS Map Included

TelALL Historical Aerial Photography Search
$64

Other TelALL Services:
City Directories (per hour)           

Oil  Gas Review    ($40 p/hour $65 for location map)   

NWI  Wetland Map                   
Aquifier Structure Map                    

*Laser Copies of up to 6 Decades *Same Day Service

*Hardcopy or Internet Delivery 

Historical Topographic Map             
FEMA Flood Insurance Map           
Geologic Atlas Map                        

TelALL AAI, ASTM Radius Data Search / Historical Aerial Photo Combo Packag
*Save with TelALL's Most Popular Package

E-AERIAL Photo Option 
*Scan and Email of Aerial Photos *Same Day Delivery $20
TelALL New Aerial

 Call /Quote*Multiple photos sent on CD

$144

USGS Topo Map (7.5 min)             
RecentPhoto (2005 doqq)
Soil Survey Map                             

* Call for Approximate Aerial Coverage

*Requires Historical Aerial Photography Search
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Abstract 

East Texas Electric Cooperative/GDS Associates, Inc., is proposing a site location for a power plant site 
in Hardin County, Texas. In July 2007, PBS&J archaeologists conducted an intensive archaeological 
survey for the project. The project area includes the Temple-Inland Site (~74 acres). The site is located in 
an area of hydric soils. The majority of the project area is a wetland.  

Survey methodology followed the Council of Texas Archeologists guidelines and included a pedestrian 
survey of the proposed plant sites augmented by shovel testing in areas that at the time of survey were not 
underwater. The cultural resources survey located no cultural resources within the project area, and no 
artifacts were observed, collected, or curated.  

Based on the negative survey results, PBS&J recommends that cultural resource consultations be 
considered complete for this project, and the proposed construction activities proposed for this project 
should be allowed to proceed without further archaeological investigations. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

On July 16, 2007, PBS&J archaeologists conducted an intensive cultural resources survey of the proposed 
power plant location site at the request of East Texas Electric Cooperative/GDS Associates, Inc. The 
project area consists of the Temple-Inland Site that may be used for a proposed power plant. The Temple-
Inland Site consists of approximately 74 acres of undeveloped land. The site is located approximately 
3 miles south of Kountze in Hardin County, Texas (Figure 1). The site is situated immediately east of the 
existing Entergy Cypress Substation (Figure 2). Fieldwork was conducted under the direction of Principal 
Investigator Karla J. Córdova assisted by archaeologist Victoria Le Fevre.  

The investigation was performed in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
(Public Law [PL] 89-665), as amended in 1974, 1976, 1980, and 1992; the Antiquities Code of Texas 
(Title 9, Chapter 191, Texas Natural Resources Code of 1977); the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (PL 91-190. 83 Stat. 915, 42 USC 4321, 1970); the Procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (36 CFR 800) and other appropriate cultural resources legislation and guidelines, as well as 
the guidelines set forth by the Register of Professional Archaeologists and the Council of Texas 
Archeologists.  

The objectives of the survey were (1) to locate cultural resource sites within the project area; (2) to 
delineate the vertical and horizontal extent of any located sites; (3) to assess the integrity of each site; and 
(4) to provide a preliminary evaluation of each site’s potential for eligibility for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

Because the total project area is less than 100 acres (40 hectares), field investigations were concluded in 
less than one person-week. No cultural resources were located. PBS&J has chosen to detail the 
investigations using the suggested format of a short report as outlined by the Council of Texas 
Archeologists (1995).  
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II. BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

The United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map depicting the project area 
was consulted to determine the proximity of potential sources of surface water and to determine landform 
types and geology of the area. The Hardin County soil survey was consulted to determine soil types 
(Wiedenfield 2006). Aerial photographs were reviewed to determine current and earlier land use within 
the project area. Finally, PBS&J conducted a review of the online Texas Archeological Sites Atlas to 
locate previous investigations and recorded cultural resource properties within the proposed power plant 
locations and within 1-mile (1.6-kilometer [km]) of the locations. 

SETTING 

The proposed power plant site is located on the Kountze South, Texas, topographic quadrangle map. 
More specifically they are located approximately 3 miles south of the town of Kountze and about 
2.5 miles south of the Intersection of State Highway 327 and U.S. Highway (US) 69/287. The project area 
lies within the Big Thicket of Southeast Texas, which is part of the larger East Texas Timberlands region. 
Pine and hardwood forests are dominant in the area where the project is located; however, grasses, native 
legumes, and dense undergrowths of brush and vines also thrive (Duncan 2003). The topography can be 
described as flat with no prominent topographic features. 

GEOLOGY 

The project area is located on the flat coastal plains of Southeast Texas, roughly 30 miles (50 km) north of 
the Gulf of Mexico. In general, Hardin County is largely covered by the dense forest of the Big Thicket, 
and it is crossed by small streams and creeks that drain into the Neches River. The land in the area is low 
and extremely flat, and often marshy, formed in loamy and clayey sediments of the Lissie and Beaumont 
Formations. The surface geologic unit is quaternary or Pleistocene in age and lies completely within the 
Lissie Formation (Shelby et al. 1968). The Lissie Formation overlies the Willis and has a regional slope 
of 2.5 to 3.5 feet per mile. The Lissie is fluvial in origin and was deposited during several interglacial 
high sea level stages during the last glacial period. Lissie units have been water-eroded, mass-wasted, 
modified by wind deflation and deposition, churned by burrowing organisms and tree roots, and disturbed 
by wind thrown trees. All of these have obliterated the original topography. The surface is slightly 
dissected by stream channels with and without floodplains that have similar long graded sloping margins. 
Interfluves are fairly flat and broad, and the most common surface features of the Lissie are circular to 
elliptical undrained depressions and pimple mounds  

SOILS 

The proposed plant site is mostly low and wet and is entirely composed of hydric soils. Historic photos 
showed evidence of pimple mounds obliterated by timber farming and logging. A dense coverage of 
crawfish chimneys indicate very saturated conditions. More specifically, the proposed project traverses 
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II. Background Research 

two soil mapping units. The majority of these soils are poorly drained, level to gently sloped. The soil 
types’ major characteristics are described below.  

NdA—Nona-Dallardsville complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes. This soil is mostly found on coastal plains flats 
and on some pimple mounds. It has poor to moderate drainage and is not often flooded although 
saturation in some areas is common. It meets hydric criteria and derives from loamy fluviomarine 
deposits of Pleistocene age. 

SdA – Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes. This soil is mostly found on coastal plains flats 
and on some pimple mounds. It has poor to moderate drainage and is not often flooded, although 
saturation in some areas is common. It meets hydric criteria and derives from loamy fluviomarine 
deposits of Pleistocene age. 

LAND USE 

Land use within the project area consists primarily of undeveloped forested areas. The eastern portion of 
the project area is adjacent to US 69/287. An Entergy Cypress Substation is located east of the Temple-
Inland Site. A residential area, Quail Valley Estates, is located southeast of the Temple-Inland Site. To the 
south of the Temple-Inland Site is an overgrown area with trash debris followed by sewage runoff to the 
west. Some modern residential properties are located along US 69/287.  

Historic aerial photos reviewed showed that the project area consisted of scattered pimple mounds, but 
more recent photos indicate that they have been obliterated. These and the observations in the field 
suggest the area has been previously used for farming and/or timber logging.  

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

The on-line Texas Archeological Sites Atlas was consulted for locations of previously recorded cultural 
resource sites; locations of properties listed on the NRHP or designated as State Archeological Landmarks 
(SAL), Official Texas Historical Markers, and records of previously conducted cultural resource surveys 
within or near the proposed plant sites. The on-line review indicated that no previously recorded 
archaeological sites, recorded historic structures, NRHP properties, or SALs. Only one previously 
conducted cultural resource survey was conducted near the project area. The survey was performed in 
May 1997 by Parsons Branckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. and it consisted of a cultural resources survey 
for the Texas Department of Transportation of high probability areas along US 69 within a study corridor 
located in Angelinea, Hardin, Jasper, and Tyler counties. No cultural resources were located with a mile 
of the proposed plant sites. 
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III. SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

Survey methodology followed the survey guidelines set forth by the Council of Texas Archeologists 
guidelines (1995). The proposed plant site was visually inspected for archaeological materials. Shovel 
tests were conducted in areas that were not inundated. For each of the shovel tests, the following 
information was recorded on PBS&J shovel test logs: location, maximum depth, and the number of soil 
strata. For each soil stratum, thickness, texture, and color were recorded. All shovel tests were backfilled 
upon completion.  

441877/070197  6 



  

IV. RESULTS 

The proposed power plant site is located entirely within hydric soils. Crawfish chimneys were observed 
throughout the entire project area, and most of the project area was inundated at the time of survey.  

Historic photos indicate the previous presence of pimple mounds that have been subsequently obliterated 
by timber farming and logging, a common activity throughout the county. It is likely that if there had been 
any historic or prehistoric human activity in the area, any related cultural deposits have been destroyed by 
timber industry activities. 

SHOVEL TESTS 

All portions of the proposed power plant site were visually inspected. In an attempt to locate intact soil, 
four shovel tests were placed within the project area. Four shovel tests were placed in areas that at the 
time of survey did not appear inundated (Figure 3). Mottled, hydric soils were encountered in all of the 
shovel tests and the soils were heavily saturated. No cultural materials were encountered. 
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The entirety of the proposed power plant locations are located in hydric soils that at the time of survey 
were saturated or inundated. The dense coverage of crawfish chimneys throughout the project area 
indicate very saturated conditions. Timber farming and logging have obliterated pimple mounds that were 
once on the property. The limited shovel testing conducted along the subject site did not result in any 
cultural materials being located.  

PBS&J archaeologists believe it is very unlikely that intact significant cultural resources will be impacted 
by the proposed construction of a power plant. PBS&J recommends that cultural resource consultations 
be considered complete for the proposed power plant subject site location and the proposed construction 
associated with the project should be allowed to proceed without further consultation. If during the course 
of the proposed improvements any cultural resources are encountered, the project should cease at that 
location until a qualified professional archaeologist can assess the significance of the findings. 
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General project area overview, looking east 

 

Southern boundary of Temple-Inland Site, looking east 
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Midpoint of Temple-Inland Site, looking southeast 

 

Standing water at center of Temple-Inland property,  
looking west 
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Hydric soils, Shovel Test 1 

 

Standing water in the vicinity of Shovel Test 2, looking west 
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Shovel Test 3 vicinity, looking west 

 

Shovel Test 4 vicinity, looking east 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

PBS&J was contracted by East Texas Electric Cooperative (ETEC) to perform a delineation of waters of 
the U.S., including wetlands, on the Temple-Inland tract, site of the proposed ETEC Power Plant project 
site in Hardin County, Texas. A general location map and project area topographic map are included in 
Appendix A. The project area is located within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Galveston 
District and can be found on the Kountze South, Texas, and Silsbee, Texas, U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) 7.5-minute topographic maps (USGS, 1984a, 1984b). It is located west of State Highway 
(SH) 69, east of the Entergy Cypress Substation, south of the access road from SH 69 to the substation, 
and north of the Quail Valley Estates Mobile Home Park. Efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
waters of the U.S. are being employed in early project planning phases and required a delineation of 
waters of the U.S.  

1.1 PURPOSE 

This report presents the results of a delineation of waters of the U.S. conducted on the Temple-Inland 
tract, a possible location for the proposed ETEC Hardin County Power Plant. The purpose of this 
investigation was to determine the location and extent of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within 
the Temple-Inland tract, that are subject to the jurisdiction of the USACE, Galveston District, pursuant to 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. 
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2.0 METHODS 

The project limits of the site were provided by Jake Lyon. In addition, a desktop assessment was made 
using numerous sources including USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps (USGS, 1984a, 1984b), U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map (FWS 1993a, 1993b), the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey of Hardin County, Texas (Wiedenfeld, 2006), 
hydric soils list (NRCS, 2007), and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood 
insurance rate map (FEMA, 1992) before the field work was conducted. 

PBS&J staff ecologists evaluated the project site for waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) that are 
jurisdictional under Section 404 of the CWA on July 9 and 10, 2007. This delineation included 
assessments for streams, navigable and nonnavigable waterways, deepwater habitats, wetlands, and other 
special aquatic sites. Wetlands were evaluated according to the methodology presented in the USACE 
1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987), which includes an analysis of the 
presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydrological indicators, and hydric soil characteristics. Upland 
sample points were also evaluated in order to define the boundary between wetland and upland.  

Nonwetland jurisdictional areas (e.g., streams or creeks), if observed, would have been delineated, in 
accordance with Section 404 of the CWA, including measurements of the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM). The USACE regulates the discharge of fill material within the plane of OHWM of streams. 
The OHWM is defined as the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 
physical characteristics, or by other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding 
areas (33 CFR 328.3(e)). These “physical characteristics” include a clear, natural line impressed on the 
bank, shelving, changes in the character of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of 
litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding area” 
(Wetland Training Institute, Inc., 1990). 

The moist color of the soil was determined utilizing the Munsell Soil Color Book. The soil was inspected 
for the presence of other hydric soil indicators in addition to moist soil color, and the soil pit was left open 
for at least 10 minutes to allow any free water in the soil to stabilize. The area was inspected for field 
indicators of wetland hydrology. In addition, dominant plant species were recorded to assess the 
vegetation component of each sample plot. At those sites where the hydric soil and wetland hydrology 
criteria were met, the site was classified as a wetland if more than 50% of the dominant species in each 
community were hydrophytic (Cowardin et al., 1979). 

PBS&J mapped jurisdictional areas and other relevant data point locations using a Trimble GeoXT, which 
operates with submeter accuracy (i.e., differentially corrected global positioning satellite system [DGPS]). 
These areas were not staked or otherwise marked in the field.  



 

441877/070262 3-1 

3.0 RESULTS 

No streams or creeks were identified. Five palustrine emergent wetlands were delineated on the project 
site. Information regarding waters of the U.S., as well as general site information, is provided below. The 
sample points, wetland boundaries are illustrated on Appendix A, Figures 1 and 2. Data sheets for 
wetland sample points are provided in Appendix B, Wetland Data Sheets. Representative site photographs 
are included in Appendix C. 

3.1 VEGETATION 

3.1.1 General Site Flora 

The project study area has been in pine plantation (dates not known). Currently, it supports two basic 
plant communities: an upland pine mixed forest (approximately 75%) and an open unforested wetland. 
There is a clear elevation change at the boundary between the uplands and the wetlands. The wetland is 
located on the western and northwestern parts of the tract as well as some centrally located areas. The 
wetlands are generally an open bog area with scattered small trees and shrubs. There are also remnants of 
a few small (10–15-foot-wide) pimple or mima mounds within the wetland areas. These mounds, which 
cover approximately 5% of the tract, are slightly elevated and support upland species, primarily loblolly 
pines (Pinus taeda) and Texas yaupon (Ilex vomitoria). Historical photos indicate that there were more 
pimple mounds before agricultural activities, which probably reworked and/or leveled some of them.  

3.1.2 Wetland Vegetation 

The project area is located within the Pineywoods Vegetational Area (i.e., ecoregion) of east Texas 
(McMahan et al., 1984). It is also located within the region known as the Big Thicket (Ajilvsgi, 1979). 
Although the project area has been a pine plantation (dates unknown), it currently supports two basic 
plant communities. Most of the area is an upland pine mixed forest (approximately 75%). The rest of the 
area is an open unforested wetland, most of which is a bog. The wetland is located on the western and 
northwestern parts of the tract as well as some centrally located areas. It is generally an open bog area 
with scattered small trees (diameter at breast height [dbh] <5 inches) and shrubs (approximately 10% of 
the bog area). There are a few small pimple or mima mounds within the bog area (approximately 5% of 
the bog area) that are slightly elevated and support upland species, primarily loblolly pines and Texas 
yaupon. Historical photos indicate that there were more pimple mounds before agricultural activities 
which probably reworked and/or leveled some of them. The bog plant community, although modified by 
silviculture (i.e., pine plantation), appears to be the remnants of two plant communities that were typical 
of the Big Thicket region: the longleaf pine/blackgum (Pinus palustris/Nyssa sylvatica) savannah and 
possibly baygall, dominated by gallberry holly (Ilex coriacea) and formerly co-dominant with sweetbay 
(Magnolia virginiana) as described by Ajilvsgi (1979). Both loblolly and longleaf pines have the wetland 
indicator status of FAC- (FAC, facultative species are equally likely to occur in wetlands and 
nonwetlands; the minus [-] indicates slightly drier range of the FAC category) (Reed, 1988). Both have 
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deep tap roots and may be able to pierce a shallow pan horizon and develop root systems in nonhydric 
conditions below a shallow perched water table.  

The open bog supports a high diversity of wetland (obligate/facultative wet [OBL/FACW] wetland 
indicator status) herbaceous species including ten-angle pipewort (Eriocaulon decangulare; OBL), golden 
colic root (Aletris aurea; OBL), coastal-plain yellow-eyed-grass (Xyris ambigua; OBL), white topped 
umbrella grass giant white-top-sedge (Rhynchospora latifolia [syn. Dichromena latifolia]; OBL), short-
bristle beakrush (Rhynchospora corniculata; OBL), marsh fleabane (Pluchea camphorata; FACW-), and 
fox-tail clubmoss (Lycopodiella alopecuroides; syn. Lycopodium alopecuroides; OBL). Common tree 
species include loblolly pines (Pinus taeda; FAC-) and blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica; FAC). Other trees are 
swampbay (Persea palustris; NL – assume wetter than FAC [similar to Persea borbonia; FACW]), 
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua; FAC), and a few green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica; FACW-). The 
dominant shrub species is southern bayberry (Myrica cerifera; FAC), but there is also some swamp 
rosemallow (Hibiscus moscheutos; OBL). The linear “borrow pit” area that parallels the northern border 
road also supports a nonforested wetland, but the plant community is somewhat different from the bog 
wetlands and more common species such as switchgrass (Panicum virgatum;FACW) and spikerush 
(Eleocharis spp.; ≥ FAC) dominate. 

3.2 SOILS 

3.2.1 Mapped Soils 

The NRCS soil survey for Hardin County (Wiedenfeld, 2006) and the online NRCS Soil Data Mart 
(NRCS, 2007) were used to identify, characterize, and describe the soils occurring at this location. There 
are two mapped soils units on the Soil Survey (see Appendix A, Soils Map): (1) the Nona-Dallardsville 
complex, 0 to 1% slopes (NdA), and (2) the Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0 to 1% slopes (SdA). The 
western portion of the tract is mapped as the Sorter-Dallardsville complex, and the eastern part is the 
Nona-Dallardsville complex. Both soil units appear on the county list of hydric soils. Both soils are 
poorly drained (although the Dallardsville component, which occurs on the pimple mounds, is moderately 
well drained) and has seasonally high water tables.  

3.2.2 Wetland Soil Samples 

Hydric soils observed from soil samples were silty clay loams with soil color (including chroma and 
value) that ranged from 10YR 4-5/6 to 6/1-2 to 10YR 7/1-2 with many, distinct mottles (ranging from 
7.5-5/8 to 10YR-5-6/8) (Munsell Color, 1992). The low chroma values and mottles indicated sufficient 
hydrology to form hydric soils. At upland sample points, soils were a fine sandy loam (10YR 7/3-4) with 
no mottles. Soils that were observed onsite were consistent with this mapped unit. 
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3.3 HYDROLOGY 

3.3.1 General Site Hydrology 

The site is not located within Zone A (100-year floodplain) or any of the Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) floodplain designations (FEMA, 1992) as seen on the FIRM (Appendix A). There are no streams 
or other waterways within the project area. The area is relatively level. According to the USGS 
topographic map, surface water runoff is in the general direction of northeast to southwest towards Boggy 
Creek, which is a tributary to Little Pine Island Bayou, a primary tributary to the Neches River.  

The soil map and county list (Wiedenfeld, 2006; NRCS, 2007) show the area soils to be hydric. The map 
of these hydric soils reflects an historic drainage pattern to the southwest toward Boggy Creek. The 
hydrology has been modified by the substation access road and associated ditches that separate the tract 
from the wetlands to the north. There is also an apparent borrow ditch (approximately 10 feet wide) 
parallel to and just south of the substation road that extends from the substation to approximately half the 
length of the property. This borrow ditch, which commonly supports wetland vegetation, does not extend 
to the eastern border of the tract.  

Ajilvsgi (1979) explains that the plant community (described later in the vegetation section) is wetland 
because of a shallow clay pan horizon (low permeability), which creates a perched water table. The soil 
profiles do not indicate a clay layer (pan) in the upper 80 inches. 

3.3.2 Wetland Hydrological Indicators 

Hydrology within the palustrine emergent wetland included inundation and saturated soils, both primary 
hydrological indicators of wetlands. Interior portions of the wetland were inundated with greater than 
1 inch of standing water. Other hydrological indicators for the emergent wetland included drift lines and 
stained leaves. Upland sample points lacked saturation and inundation and thus lacked wetland 
hydrology. 
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 WATERS OF THE U.S. 

No creeks and five palustrine emergent wetlands (approximately 18.9 acres) were delineated on the 
proposed project site. Approximately 12.24 acres of nonforested (palustrine emergent) wetlands (Wetland 
#1 on the Wetlands Figure in Appendix A) are clearly connected to the larger wetland, which continues to 
the southwest toward Boggy Creek; it is the opinion of PBS&J that this wetland would be considered a 
water of the U.S. and would be jurisdictional pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA. Wetland #3 
(5.12 acres) is separated from Wetland #1 by a narrow upland and may be considered isolated; however, 
the closeness of the two wetlands makes this determination less certain. Wetlands # 2 (0.09 acre), # 4 
(1.4 acre), and # 5 (0.03 acre) more clearly lack surface hydrological connection to any other wetland or 
waters of the U.S. and are considered to be “isolated” and nonjurisdictional. However, ultimate decisions 
regarding jurisdiction are decided by the USACE. 

4.2 PERMITTING OPTIONS 

The Nationwide Permit (NWP) Program offers a permit that authorizes the discharge of fill material in 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. that are associated with industrial facilities, such as a gas-operated power 
plant. This particular permit is NWP 39 – Commercial and Institutional Developments. NWP 39 limits 
impacts to waters of the U.S. to 0.5 acre or 300 linear feet of streambed. The condition regarding linear 
feet in an ephemeral or intermittent streambed can be waived by the District Engineer, although that is not 
relevant to the proposed project because no streams were identified on the tract. A Pre-Construction 
Notification (PCN) is required irrespective of the level of potential impacts to waters of the U.S.  

There are other conditions and more detail to NWP 39 than those presented here, and PBS&J 
recommends that the client review NWP 39 in its entirety including all general conditions. The full text of 
NWP 39, NWP General Conditions, and TCEQ Section 401 Water Quality Certification Conditions for 
Nationwide Permits may be found on the USACE website (http://www.swg.usace.army.mil/reg/ 
permits.asp). 
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Appendix B 
 

Wetland Data Forms 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 24 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: Upland Forest 
Point ID: UP 1 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Pinus taeda Tree FAC-    
Ilex vomitoria Shrub FAC-    
Ilex opaca Shrub FACU    
      
      
Percentage Groundcover: 95% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-): 0% 
Remarks:  This property was previously a pine plantation. 
Pine needle carpet. Very sparse herb layer (<5% cover).  
 
Does not meet criteria for hydric vegetation. 
 
Associated Species: < 3% herbaceous cover due to dense forest canopy (so not considered Dominant) - Carex 
cherokeensis (FACW-) and Paspalum dilatatum (FAC). Also few scattered Sapium sebiferum (FACU+) and Acer rubrum 
(FAC) along edges of upland 

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs (2004 & historical) 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:   None (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit:   None (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:   None (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
Elevated site, distinct edge from wetland to upland, pine needle carpet on uplands 
 
There are no indications of hydric hydrology 
 
 

 

 
 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name: Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0 - 1 % slopes (SdA).  
Assume this is Dallardsville due to landscape location.  See remarks 
(below).   
(Series and Phase):  
Taxonomy (Subgroup): Sorter - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, superactive, 
thermic Natric Vermaqualfs; Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Sorter—poorly 
drained; Dallardsville—moderately 
well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-1     organics, mostly pine needle 
litter/duff 

1-12  10YR – 7/4   fine sandy loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List (Sorter 

component) 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List (Sorter) 
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Landscape location for soil components. Sorter—intermound; Dallardsville—pimple mound (NRCS).  
Although this area does not appear to be a pimple mound, it is definitely not an intermound area.  
The main hydric component is the Sorter.  
 
Although the mapping unit (SdA) is on the county & national hydric soils list, the location in the landscape 
indicate that the soil at this locations is not the hydric component.  
 
Does not meet criteria for hydric soil conditions 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland:  

Remarks:   
 
Does not meet criteria for wetland designation. 
 
Photo in Appendix of Wetland Delineation Report 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 25 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: Upland Forest 
Point ID: UP 2A 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Pinus taeda Tree FAC- Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC 
Quercus nigra Tree FAC+ Smilax laurifolia Vine OBL 
Pinus taeda Shrub FAC-    
Ilex vomitoria Shrub FAC-    
Ilex opaca Shrub FACU    
Percentage Groundcover: 90% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-): 57% 
Remarks:  This property was previously a pine plantation. 
Pine needle carpet. Very sparse herb layer (<5% cover).  
 
This site meets criteria for hydric vegetation (>50% cover by FAC or wetter spp.). 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs (2004 & historical) 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:   None (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit:   None (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:   None (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data – (Sorter) 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
Elevated site, distinct edge from wetland to upland, pine needle carpet on uplands 
 
There are no indications of hydric hydrology at this location.   
 
 

 

 
 
 
SOILS 



Map Unit Name: Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0 - 1 % slopes (SdA).  
Assume this is Dallardsville due to landscape location.  See remarks 
(below).   
(Series and Phase):  
Taxonomy (Subgroup): Sorter - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, superactive, 
thermic Natric Vermaqualfs; Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Sorter—poorly 
drained; Dallardsville—moderately 
well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-1     organics, mostly pine needle 
litter/duff 

1-16  10YR – 6/7   fine sandy loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List (Sorter 

component) 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List (Sorter) 
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Landscape location for soil components. Sorter—intermound; Dallardsville—pimple mound (NRCS).  
Although this area does not appear to be a pimple mound, it is definitely not an intermound area.  
The main hydric component is the Sorter.  
 
Although the mapping unit (SdA) is on the county & national hydric soils list, the location in the landscape 
indicate that the soil at this locations is not the hydric component.  
 
Does not meet criteria for hydric soil conditions 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland:  

Remarks:   
 
Does not meet all 3 criteria for wetland designation. 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 25 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: Upland Forest 
Point ID: UP 3 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Pinus taeda Tree FAC-    
Ilex vomitoria Shrub FAC-    
Ilex opaca Shrub FACU    
Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC    
      
Percentage Groundcover: 80% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-): 25% 
Remarks:  This property was previously a pine plantation. 
Pine needle carpet. Very sparse herb layer (<5% cover).  
 
This site does not meet criteria for hydric vegetation (>50% cover by FAC or wetter spp.). 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs (2004 & historical) 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:   None (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit:   None (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:   None (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data  
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
Elevated site, distinct edge from wetland to upland, pine needle carpet on uplands 
 
There are no indications of hydric hydrology at this location.   
 
 

 

 
 
 
SOILS 



Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Nona-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (NdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Nona - Fine-silty, siliceous, active, thermic 
Natric Vermaqualfsand (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Nona: poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-1     organics, mostly pine needle 
litter/duff 

1-16  10YR – 6/7   fine sandy loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
 
Although NRCS soil survey mapping unit is listed on county hydric soil list, this site does not exhibit low 
chroma or other hydric soil indicators. 
 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland:  

Remarks:   
 
Does not meet all 3 criteria for wetland designation. 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 25 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: Upland Forest 
Point ID: UP 4 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Pinus taeda Tree FAC-    
Ilex vomitoria Shrub FAC-    
Ilex opaca Shrub FACU    
Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC    
      
Percentage Groundcover: 80% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-): 25% 
Remarks:  This property was previously a pine plantation. 
Pine needle carpet. Very sparse herb layer (<5% cover).  
 
This site does not meet criteria for hydric vegetation (>50% cover by FAC or wetter spp.). 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs (2004 & historical) 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:   None (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit:   None (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:   None (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
Elevated site, distinct edge from wetland to upland, pine needle carpet on uplands 
 
There are no indications of hydric hydrology at this location.   
 
 

 

 
 
 
SOILS 



Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Nona-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (NdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Nona - Fine-silty, siliceous, active, thermic 
Natric Vermaqualfsand (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Nona: poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-1     organics, mostly pine needle 
litter/duff 

1-16  10YR – 6/7   fine sandy loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List  
Listed on National Hydric Soils List  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
 
Although NRCS soil survey mapping unit is listed on county hydric soil list, this site does not exhibit low 
chroma or other hydric soil indicators. 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland:  

Remarks:   
 
Does not meet all 3 criteria for wetland designation. 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 24 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: PEM 
Point ID: 1 WET 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Xyris ambigua Herb OBL Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC 
Eriocaulon decangulare Herb OBL Pinus taeda Tree FAC- 
Rhynchospora glomerata Herb OBL Persea palustris Tree assume ≥ FAC* 
Dichanthelium scoparium Herb FACW-    
Eleocharis sp. Herb ≥FAC    
Percentage Groundcover:  75% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-):  87% 
Remarks:   
*swampbay (Persea palustris; NL) – assume ≥ FAC (similar to Persea borbonia; FACW) 
 
Meets criteria (>50% hydric vegetation) for hydric vegetation 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:  none (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit none (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:  surface - 0  (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
 
Extraordinary amount of crayfish chimneys.  >50% all of bare ground. 
 
Soil meets criteria (saturated soils) for hydric hydrologic conditions 
 

 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (SdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Sorter - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, superactive, 
thermic Natric Vermaqualfs; (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Sorter:poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-5  10YR-4/2   silty clay loam 
5-16  10YR-6/2 10YR-5/8 many/distinct silty clay loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List (Sorter) 
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Field observations were consistent with NRCS mapped units 
 
Soil meets criteria (low chroma with distinct mottles, and on county hydric soils list) for hydric conditions 
 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland: approx.  

Remarks:   
 
 
This site meets criteria for wetland designation.  
 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 24 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: PEM 
Point ID: 1A WET 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Xyris ambigua H OBL    
Eriocaulon decangulare H OBL    
Juncus polycephalus H OBL    
Dichanthelium scoparium H FACW-    
      
Percentage Groundcover:  80% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-):  100% 
Remarks:   
 
Meets criteria (>50% hydric vegetation) for hydric vegetation 
 
Associated Species:  small, spindly Pinus Taeda (FAC-) (Tree), but less than 5% cover, so not listed as 
dominant. 

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:  none (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit none (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:  surface - 0  (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
 
Extraordinary amount of crayfish chimneys.  >50% all of bare ground. 
Soil meets criteria (saturated soils) for hydric hydrologic conditions 
 
 
 

 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (SdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Sorter - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, superactive, 
thermic Natric Vermaqualfs; (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Sorter:poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-5  10YR-4/2   silty clay loam 
5-16  10YR-6/2 10YR-5/8 many/distinct silty clay loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List (Sorter) 
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Field observations were consistent with NRCS mapped units 
 
Soil meets criteria (low chroma with distinct mottles, and on county hydric soils list) for hydric conditions 
 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland: approx.  

Remarks:   
 
 
This site meets criteria for wetland designation.  
 
 
Photo:  App. A of Wetland Delineation Report 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 25 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: PEM 
Point ID: 2A WET 
Location: Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Xyris ambigua Herb OBL Diodia virginiana Herb OBL 
Eriocaulon decangulare Herb OBL Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC 
Rhynchospora glomerata Herb OBL Pinus taeda Tree FAC- 
Dichanthelium scoparium Herb FACW- Nyssa sylvatica Tree FAC 
Eleocharis sp. Herb ≥FAC Sapium sebiferum Tree FACU+ 
Percentage Groundcover:  80% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-):  80% 
Remarks:   
 
Meets criteria (>50% hydric vegetation) for hydric vegetation 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:  none (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit none (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:  surface - 0  (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
 
Extraordinary amount of crayfish chimneys.  >50% all of bare ground. 
 
Soil meets criteria (saturated soils) for hydric hydrologic conditions 
 

 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Sorter-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (SdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Sorter - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, superactive, 
thermic Natric Vermaqualfs; (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Sorter:poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-16  10YR-7/2 10YR-5/6, 4/6 many/distinct fine sandy clay loam 
      
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List (Sorter) 
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Field observations were consistent with NRCS mapped units 
 
Soil meets criteria (low chroma with distinct mottles, and on county hydric soils list) for hydric conditions 
 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland: approx.  

Remarks:   
 
 
This site meets criteria for wetland designation.  
 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 25 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: PEM 
Point ID: 3 WET 
Location:  Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Rhynchospora glomerata Herb OBL Pinus taeda Tree FAC- 
Pluchea camphorata Herb FACW- Persea palustris Tree assume ≥ FAC* 
Xanthium strumarium Herb FAC-    
Spartina spartinae Herb FACW+    
Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC    
Percentage Groundcover:  80% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-):  71% 
Remarks:   
*swampbay (Persea palustris; NL) – assume ≥ FAC (similar to Persea borbonia; FACW) 
 
Meets criteria (>50% hydric vegetation) for hydric vegetation 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:  none (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit none (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:  surface - 0  (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
 
Extraordinary amount of crayfish chimneys.  >50% all of bare ground. Located in a depressional area.  
 
Soil meets criteria (saturated soils) for hydric hydrologic conditions 
 

 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Nona-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (NdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Nona - Fine-silty, siliceous, active, thermic 
Natric Vermaqualfsand (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Nona: poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-1     organics 
1-16  10YR-6/1 10YR-6/8 many/distinct silty clay loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List 
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Field observations were consistent with NRCS mapped units 
 
Soil meets criteria (low chroma with distinct mottles, and on county hydric soils list) for hydric conditions 
 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland: approx.  

Remarks:   
 
 
This site meets criteria for wetland designation.  
 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION 
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 

 
Project/Site:  Hardin County Proposed Power Plant 
Applicant/Owner:  ETEC / Temple Inland 
Investigator(s): PBS&J -  Kathy Calnan, Greg Hildebrand 

Date: 25 July 2007 
County: Hardin 
State: Texas 

Do Normal Circumstances exists on the site?                YES  NO 
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?  YES  NO 
Is the area a potential Problem Area?                            YES  NO 
     (If needed, explain on reverse.) 

Community ID: PEM 
Point ID: 4 WET 
Location:  NE Temple Inland Tract,  
East of Entergy Cypress Substation 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species  Stratum  Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
Panicum virgatum Herb FACW Hibiscus moscheutos Shrub OBL 
Eleocharis sp.  Herb ≥FAC Pinus taeda Tree FAC- 
Liatris acidota Herb FAC+ Nyssa sylvatica Tree FAC 
Myrica cerifera Shrub FAC Acer rubrum Tree FAC 
Smilax laurifolia Vine OBL    
Percentage Groundcover:  80% Percentage of Dominant Species that are OBL., FACW., 

or FAC: (excluding FAC-):  89% 
Remarks:   
 
Meets criteria (>50% hydric vegetation) for hydric vegetation 
 
Associated Species:  

 

 
HYDROLOGY 

Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks) 
          Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 
          Aerial Photographs 
          Other – NWI, NRCS Soil Survey 

No Recorded Data Available 
 
Field Observations: 
 
     Depth of Surface Water:  none (in)  
 
     Depth to Free Water in Pit none (in) 
 
     Depth to Saturated Soil:  surface - 0  (in) 
 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
     Primary Indicators: 
          Inundated 
          Saturated in upper 12 inches 
          Water Marks 
          Drift Lines 
          Sediment Deposits 
          Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 
     Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
          Oxidized Root Channels in upper 12 inches 
          Water-Stained Leaves 
          Local Soil Survey Data 
          FAC-Neutral Test        
          Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:   
 
Extraordinary amount of crayfish chimneys.  >50% all of bare ground. 
 
Soil meets criteria (saturated soils) for hydric hydrologic conditions 
 

 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name 
(Series and Phase):  Nona-Dallardsville complex, 0-1% slopes (NdA) 
Taxonomy (Subgroup): (1) Nona - Fine-silty, siliceous, active, thermic 
Natric Vermaqualfsand (2) Dallardsville - Coarse-loamy, siliceous, 
semiactive, thermic Oxyaquic Paleudults 

 
Drainage Class: Nona: poorly drained; 
Dallardsville: moderately well drained 
Field Observations 
Confirmed Mapped Type:  
                                    YES   NO 

Profile Description: 
Depth                        Matrix Color       Mottle Colors       Mottle 
(inches)   Horizon     Munsell Moist     Munsell Moist     Abundance/Contrast  

 
Texture, Concretions, Structure, 
etc. 

0-1     organics 
1-16  10YR-6/1 10YR-6/8 many/distinct silty clay loam 
      
      
      
      
Hydric Soils Indicators: 
 
     Histosols 
     Histic Epipedon 
     Sulfidic Odor 
     Aquic Moisture Regime 
     Reducing Conditions 
     Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 
 

 
Concretion(s) 
+ H2O2 Test 
High Organic Content 
Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 
Listed on National Hydric Soils List  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks:  
Field observations were consistent with NRCS mapped units 
 
Soil meets criteria (low chroma with distinct mottles, and on county hydric soils list) for hydric conditions 
 
 

 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?     YES NO  
Wetland Hydrology Present?            YES NO 
Hydric Soils Present?                       YES NO 
 

 
Is the Sampling Point within a Wetland? YES NO 
Indicate size of wetland: approx.  

Remarks:   
 
 
This site meets criteria for wetland designation.  
 
 
 

 

Modified 10/31/97.  Taken from Approved HQUSACE 3/92 
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Appendix C 
 

Site Photographs 
 

441877/070262 C-1 

 
Photo 1. Wetland #1 

Pipewort/Yellow-eyed grass/Colic root bog. 

 
Photo 2. Upland Loblolly Pine Forest. 



Appendix C (Cont’d) 
 

441877/070262 C-2 

 
Photo 3. Wetland #3  

Pipewort/Yellow-eyed grass/Colic root bog. Note small longleaf pine  
(in “grass” stage) and blackgum. Other spindly pines are loblolly. 

 
Photo 4.  Wetland #4 

Switchgrass and spikerush marsh. 
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ATTACHMENT F 



 1 WCM BACT Analysis for HCPF.6980002.rpt.doc  

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY ANALYSIS 
HARDIN COUNTY PEAKING FACILITY 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA) and 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) 
116.111(a)(2)(C) require proposed facilities to utilize Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT), with consideration given to the technical practicability and economic 
reasonableness of reducing or eliminating the emissions from the facilities.  A BACT 
analysis is being conducted on the proposed Hardin County Peaking Facility’s simple 
cycle combustion turbines in accordance with Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality’s (TCEQ’s) draft guidance document Evaluating Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) in Air Permit Applications, RG-383, dated April 2001.  The analysis 
considers the technical practicability and economic reasonableness of control options 
using TCEQ’s three-tiered approach.  The review continues from one tier to the next, 
only if required by the applicability of the situation. 

 
In the first tier, controls accepted as BACT in a recent permit review for the same 
process/industry, can be approved as BACT in a current review if no new technical 
developments have been made which would justify additional controls as economically or 
technically reasonable.  The review of control technologies under the first tier is relatively 
straightforward in that technical practicability and economic reasonableness have 
already been demonstrated by use in other projects.   
 
The second tier takes into account controls which have been accepted as BACT in 
recent permits for similar streams in a different process/industry.  The second tier may 
require additional research to review cross technology, but an in-depth economic 
analysis is avoided since economic reasonableness has already been demonstrated by 
use.  This tier of review is necessary only if BACT cannot be determined in the first tier. 
 
The third tier of review is a detailed technical and economic analysis of all control options 
available for the process being reviewed.  Technical practicability aspects include the 
demonstrated success of the control technology as determined by previous use, an 
assessment of the technical success of a new technology, and/or the availability and 
reliability of the proposed control system.  Economic reasonableness is determined 
solely in the cost effectiveness of controlling emissions and does not take into account 
the effect of control cost on corporate economics.  It is evaluated on a dollar per ton 
($/ton) basis considering both incremental and total tons controlled.  The third tier of 
review is rarely necessary because technical practicability and economic reasonableness 
have usually been firmly established by industry practice as identified in the first two 
tiers. 

 
The TCEQ’s three-tiered approach has been characterized by the TCEQ as equivalent to 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) top-down BACT review, and 
relies on frequent TCEQ reviews of very similar processes and reviews of technological 
developments to establish BACT. 
 



 2 WCM BACT Analysis for HCPF.6980002.rpt.doc  

The proposed Hardin County Peaking Facility is an electric generating facility that will 
utilize two new combustion turbines.  These combustion turbines will be operated in 
simple cycle mode and fired solely with pipeline quality natural gas.  Emissions from the 
operation of the simple cycle combustion turbines are a function of natural gas 
combustion.   
 
The Hardin County Peaking Facility will be located in Hardin County, which is within the 
Beaumont-Port Arthur Ozone Nonattainment Area.  The proposed facility is not subject to 
Nonattainment New Source Review (NNSR) permitting because the project VOC or NOX 
emissions increases do not of themselves constitute a major source (i.e., the project 
emissions do not exceed either the VOC or NOX 100 tons per year threshold).  The 
project is also not subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting.  
The Hardin County Peaking Facility will be one of the 28 named PSD source categories 
(i.e., fossil fuel-fired steam electric generating facilities greater than 250 MMBtu).  The 
proposed facility is not subject to PSD permitting because the net emissions increase for 
the proposed facility of at least one pollutant does not exceed the significance level of the 
New Source Review (NSR) regulated pollutants.   
 
This review is to demonstrate that the proposed facility will utilize BACT, as required for 
facilities subject to NSR permitting requirements. Emissions subject to review have the 
potential to be emitted by the simple cycle combustion turbines.  The specific pollutants 
from the combustion of natural gas are identified in the following table. 
 

SUMMARY OF POLLUTANTS FROM NATURAL GAS COMBUSTION 
  

SOURCE DESCRIPTION APPLICABLE POLLUTANTS 

Simple Cycle Combustion Turbines CO, NOX, PM/PM10, SO2, Sulfuric Acid, 
VOC, and Formaldehyde 

 
To determine technical practicability and economic reasonableness of a BACT proposal, 
the following questions are to be addressed: 
 

• Has the proposal been demonstrated to work based on actual operation? 
• Can the proposal reasonably be expected to work based on technical 

analysis? 
• Is the project cost acceptable to achieve the emission reduction? 

 
In preparing this analysis, it is recognized that more than one methodology of emissions 
controls may be acceptable from an air quality impacts and a BACT standpoint.  
Furthermore, no single suite of controls will result in the best level of control for every air 
contaminant.  Because no objective procedure exists for evaluating trade-offs between 
the different control options, the BACT analysis is considered the most practical and 
technically demonstrated emissions controls. 

 
II. BACT ANALYSIS 

 
In general, when conducting the BACT analysis, a Tier I approach can be successfully 
applied in demonstrating that the control technologies and corresponding emission limits 
for the proposed project are consistent with recent permit reviews.  
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One reference used to evaluate previous BACT determinations for the combustion 
turbines is EPA’s RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC).  This database can be 
found on EPA’s Technology Transfer Network website at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/catc.  A 
query was conducted of the RBLC database for natural gas-fired simple cycle 
combustion turbines.  Due to the large number of facilities in the EPA database, the 
search was restricted to the most recently issued permits for the period 2003-2007.  A 
copy of the query for the natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines is provided 
as Attachment A. 
  
Additionally, TCEQ’s Current Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Requirements - 
Turbines, dated October 2006, has been reviewed to determine potentially applicable 
control technology alternatives.  A copy of this document is provided as Attachment B.  A 
review has been conducted of the TCEQ’s Gas Turbine Permit List (found on TCEQ’s 
webpage, http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/assets/public/permitting/air/memos/turbine_lst.pdf) 
and the TCEQ’s NSR Document Server to identify the potential applicable control 
requirements for recently permitted processes/industries similar to the Project.  The 
latest TCEQ Gas Turbine Permit List, updated 10/29/2007, is provided for reference as 
Attachment C.   
 

 SIMPLE CYCLE COMBUSTION TURBINES  
 
Emission factors proposed as BACT for the simple cycle combustion turbines and the 
respective control technologies proposed to achieve these limits are summarized in the 
following table and are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BACT FOR SIMPLE CYCLE COMBUSTION TURBINES  

 

POLLUTANT BACT EMISSION 
RATE1 

DESCRIPTION OF CONTROL 
TECHNOLOGY 

CO 25 ppmvd @ 15% O2 Good combustion practice 

NOX 9 ppmvd @ 15% O2 Dry low-NOX combustors 

PM/PM10 
2 10 lbs/hr Good combustion practice 

SO2 
0.2 grains/100 scf (fuel 

standard) Use of pipeline quality natural gas as fuel 

H2SO4 
0.2 grains/100 scf (fuel 

standard) Use of pipeline quality natural gas as fuel 

VOC3 ≤2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 Good combustion practice 

Formaldehyde N/A Good combustion practice 
1  Based on an annual average from the stack at 100% turbine load. 
2 GE estimated performance data lists particulates = 5 lbs/hr (PM10 front-half filterable only). TCEQ requires 

that PM10 include both front-half and back-half condensables.  Typically GE represents that back-half    
equals front-half guarantee.    

3 GE estimated performance data lists UHC = 7 ppmvw.  Conservative estimate that VOC component of 
UHC is less than 30%. 
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CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 
 

The formation of CO during combustion is the result of incomplete combustion of fuel.  
Several conditions can lead to incomplete combustion including insufficient oxygen 
availability, poor air/fuel mixing, cold wall flame quenching, reduced combustion 
temperature, decreased combustion residence time, and load reduction.  The design 
characteristics of a modern combustion turbine combustor result in highly efficient 
combustion.  With state-of-the-art design and good combustion practices, CO emissions 
can be minimized. 
 
Emission Reduction Option and Performance 
 
Good combustion practices are a demonstrated and technically feasible control measure 
for CO reduction.  Good combustion practices are based on proper design and operation 
of the gas turbines at high combustion efficiency, thereby reducing products of 
incomplete combustion.  
 
Select BACT 
 
Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize good combustion practices to 
minimize CO emissions from the combustion turbines. Utilizing this approach, an 
emission level of 25 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen at the stack for CO on an annual 
average basis can be achieved across the range of normal operating conditions (i.e., 
50% to 100% turbine load).  The proposed project is utilizing good combustion practice 
technology as BACT.  This technology is consistent with the technology selected on 
other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine projects listed in the 
RBLC database.  Additionally, the technology and emission rate are consistent with 
recent permit actions in Texas.  The proposed emission level is consistent with that 
identified in the “Current BACT Requirement” for natural gas-fired simple cycle 
combustion turbines identified on the TCEQ’s BACT Guidelines for Combustion 
Sources.  
 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction 
performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process 
continue to be acceptable.  Good combustion practices are, and remain, the preferred 
control technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion 
turbines. 
 
NITROGEN OXIDES (NOX) 
 
The formation of NOX is determined by the interaction of chemical and physical process 
occurring within the unit combustion chamber.  There are two principal forms of NOX 
designated as “thermal” NOX and “fuel” NOX.  Thermal NOX formation is the result of the 
oxidation of atmospheric nitrogen contained in the combustion air in the high-
temperature, post-flame region of the combustion zone.  The major factors influencing 
thermal NOX formation are temperature, concentrations of nitrogen and oxygen in the 
combustion air, and residence time within the combustion zone.  Fuel NOX is formed by 
the oxidation of fuel-bound nitrogen.  During combustion, the nitrogen content of the fuel 
is liberated and then participates in NOX reactions in the combustion chamber. 
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Natural gas is the fuel to be fired in the turbines, and typically natural gas contains 
negligible amounts of fuel-bound nitrogen; therefore, all of the NOX formed during the 
combustion of natural gas is due to atmospheric nitrogen and fuel treatment is not an 
applicable technology. 
 
Reductions in NOX emissions can generally be achieved using either combustion 
controls or flue gas treatment.  Dry-low NOX (DLN) combustors and water/steam 
injection for the combustion turbines are examples of combustion controls.   
 
Emission Reduction Option and Performance 
 
A review of the RBLC database and similar TCEQ recently permitted facilities has 
identified water injection and DLN combustors as potentially applicable control 
technology alternatives for BACT for NOX.   
 
Water injection and steam injection are the most common NOX control technologies for 
combustion turbines. Water injection involves introducing water directly into the 
combustion chamber of the turbine, thus lowering the flame temperature, a major factor 
in thermal NOX formation.  This is accomplished by injection through separate annular 
spaces in the fuel manifold.  A water injection system typically consists of a water 
treatment system, pumps, water metering valves and instrumentation, turbine-mounted 
injection nozzles, and the necessary interconnecting piping.  Water purity is essential to 
prevent or minimize corrosion and/or the formation of deposits in the hot section of the 
turbine.  Injection of water during gas fired operation is generally capable of reducing full 
load exhaust gas NOX emissions to approximately 25 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen.  
Since water injection alone results in NOX emissions which are higher than the TCEQ 
current BACT requirements (25 ppmvd vs. 15 ppmvd), water injection will not be 
considered as a viable NOX control method for the Project and will not be evaluated 
further. 

 
Increasing the air to fuel ratio in the combustion chamber and staging the introduction of 
the air to the combustion zone results in lower combustion temperatures (a major factor 
in NOX formation), thus lower NOX formation.  DLN technology is regarded as a major 
advance over water injection technologies.  It limits NOX emission through combustion 
designs which promote a “lean-premixed” flame in the combustion chamber.  In this 
manner, “staged” or “scheduled” combustion serves to reduce thermal NOX formation.  
NOX emission from the General Electric 7EA can be controlled to 9 ppmvd corrected to 
15% oxygen for natural gas firing at all operating conditions (i.e., 50% to 100% load).  
Since DLN technology alone results in NOX emissions which are consistent with the 
TCEQ current BACT requirements (9 ppmvd vs. 15 ppmvd), DLN technology is 
considered as a viable stand alone NOX control method for the Project. 
 
Select BACT 
 
Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize DLN combustors to minimize NOX 
emissions from the combustion turbines.  Utilizing this approach, an emission level of 9 
ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen at the stack for NOX on an annual average basis can be 
achieved under normal operating conditions (i.e., 50% to 100% turbine load).  Hardin 
County Peaking Facility is proposing using DLN combustors as BACT.  This technology 
is consistent with the technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle 
combustion turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, the technology 
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and emission rate is consistent with recent permit actions in Texas.  The proposed 
emission level is consistent with that identified in the “Current BACT Requirement” for 
Turbines outlined on the TCEQ’s BACT Guidelines for Combustion Sources web page.  
 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction 
performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process 
continue to be acceptable.  DLN combustor installation is, and remains, the preferred 
control technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion 
turbines. 
 
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM/PM10) 
 
Particulate matter emissions from natural gas-fired combustion turbines are low because 
of high combustion efficiencies and the use of a clean fuel, natural gas.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, all of the particulate matter from the proposed combustion 
turbine is assumed to be PM10.   
 
Emission Reduction Option and Performance 
 
A review of the RBLC database and similar TCEQ recently permitted facilities has 
identified natural gas combustion and good combustion control practices as potentially 
applicable control technology alternatives for BACT for PM10.   
    
Good combustion practices include proper design, performing recommended 
preventative maintenance, and proper facility operation.  These practices promote 
efficient combustion and, thus, reduce the formation of PM10 in turbines.  Applying this 
technology to the Project, the General Electric Frame 7EA turbine can achieve a PM10 
emission rate of 10.0 lbs/hr within the normal operating range. 
 
Select BACT 
 
Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to use good combustion practices coupled 
with firing pipeline quality natural gas as BACT.  This technology is consistent with the 
technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine 
projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, this approach is consistent with 
recent permit actions in Texas.  
 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction 
performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process 
continue to be acceptable.  Good combustion practices along with firing pipeline quality 
natural gas are, and remain, the preferred control technology in recent permit reviews for 
natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines. 
 
SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2) 
 
Emissions of SO2 are exclusively the result of residual sulfur, which is contained in the 
fuel, and is then oxidized in the combustion process and emitted as SO2.  The emissions 
of SO2 from natural gas-fired turbines are low because pipeline quality natural gas 
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typically has low levels of sulfur; however, sulfur-containing odorants are added to 
natural gas for detecting leaks, leading to small amounts of SO2 emissions.   
 
Emission Reduction Option and Performance 
 
A review of the RBLC database and similar TCEQ recently permitted facilities has 
identified low-sulfur fuel as a potentially applicable control technology alternative for 
BACT for SO2.   
 
Select BACT 
 
Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to fire the combustion turbines on pipeline 
quality natural gas as BACT.  This technology is consistent with the technology selected 
on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine projects listed in the 
RBLC database.  Additionally, the technology and emission rate is consistent with recent 
permit actions in Texas.  
 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction 
performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process 
continue to be acceptable.  Firing of pipeline quality natural gas is, and remains, the 
preferred control technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle 
combustion turbines. 
 
SULFURIC ACID MIST (H2SO4) 
 
Sulfur acid mist (H2SO4) formation is a function of the sulfur in the fuel and sulfur oxides 
in the exhaust gas.  The sulfur oxides concentration in the exhaust gas is a function of 
the sulfur content of the fuel; therefore, the same analysis for SO2 applies.  See the 
BACT discussion for SO2. 
 
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCs) 
 
VOC emissions result from incomplete combustion of the heavier molecular weight 
components of the natural gas fuel.  In addition, VOC emissions are produced to some 
degree by the reforming of hydrocarbon molecules in the combustion zone. 
 
Emission Reduction Option and Performance 
 
A review of the RBLC database and similar TCEQ recently permitted facilities has 
identified good combustion control practices as potentially applicable control technology 
alternatives for BACT for VOC.  Good combustion practices include proper design, 
performing recommended preventative maintenance, and proper facility operation.  
These practices promote efficient combustion and, thus, reduce the production of VOC 
from turbines.     
 
Select BACT 
 
Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize good combustion practices to 
minimize VOC emissions from the combustion turbines. Utilizing this approach, an 
emission level of equal to or less than 2.0 ppmvd corrected to 15% oxygen at the stack 
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for VOC on an annual average basis can be achieved across the normal operating range 
(i.e., 50% to 100% turbine load).   
 
Consequently, the proposed project is utilizing good combustion practice technology is 
BACT.  This technology is consistent with the technology selected on other recent 
natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  
Additionally, the technology and emission rate is consistent with recent permit actions in 
Texas.  The proposed emission level is consistent with that identified in the “Current 
BACT Requirement” for Turbines posted on the TCEQ’s BACT Guidelines for 
Combustion Sources web page.  
 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction 
performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process 
continue to be acceptable. Good combustion practices remain the preferred control 
technology in recent permit reviews for natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion 
turbines. 
 
FORMALDEHYDE 

 
The formation of formaldehyde emissions from natural gas-fired combustion turbines is 
low because of high combustion temperatures.  The design characteristics of a modern 
combustion turbine combustor result in highly efficient combustion.  With state-of-the-art 
design and good combustion practices formaldehyde emissions can be minimized. 
 
Emission Reduction Option and Performance 
 
Good combustion practices are a demonstrated and technically feasible control measure 
for formaldehyde reduction.  Good combustion practices are based on proper design 
and operation of the gas turbines at high combustion efficiency, thereby reducing 
products of incomplete combustion.  
 
Select BACT 
 
Hardin County Peaking Facility is proposing to utilize good combustion practices to 
minimize formaldehyde emissions from the combustion turbines. This technology is 
consistent with the technology selected on other recent natural gas-fired simple cycle 
combustion turbine projects listed in the RBLC database.  Additionally, this approach is 
consistent with recent permit actions in Texas.  
 
In accordance with the TCEQ tiered BACT analysis approach, a Tier I evaluation is 
adequate if there are no new technical developments and the emission reduction 
performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the same process 
continue to be acceptable.  Good combustion practices along with firing pipeline quality 
natural gas are, and remain, the preferred control technology in recent permit reviews for 
natural gas-fired simple cycle combustion turbines. 
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Cypress Peaking Power Facility 1 East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

EAST TEXAS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 

CYPRESS PEAKING POWER FACILITY 

PROJECT FACT SHEET  

 
 

Project Description 

East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (ETEC) proposes to construct and operate two simple-cycle natural 
gas turbine generators in Hardin County, Texas.  The combustion turbines (CTs) will be used for electric 
generation and will consist of two GE 7EA units with nominal ratings of 84 megawatts each.  The total 
generating capacity provided by the two CTs will be 168 megawatts. 

The Cypress site was selected from among several sites in east Texas to locate the two simple-cycle 
CTs.  The site is a new, undeveloped “greenfield” site and is located next to an existing Entergy electrical 
substation.  This site offers access to several existing natural gas pipelines and will be electrically 
connected directly to the adjacent Cypress substation.   

The CTs will operate in simple-cycle mode (i.e., there will be no steam generation cycle).  The absence of 
a steam generation cycle minimizes water requirements.  The only water needs will include fire protection 
water and potable water.  Employee sanitary facilities and storm run-off will be the only sources that 
generate wastewater.  These water requirements will be met either by on-site wells or through a local 
water supplier.   

Construction of the Project is expected to begin in the summer of 2008 and will be completed by the 
summer of 2009.  The Project is expected to operate only during peak hours when needed to meet power 
and energy requirements in the region.     



 

Cypress Peaking Power Facility 2 East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE 

 

Fuel The Project will use only clean-burning natural gas for operations.  Natural gas will be 
supplied through interconnections with a major interstate gas pipeline located close to the 
Project site.  No backup fuel oil will be used for operations, which will result in lower 
emissions and no need for fuel oil storage facilities or deliveries to the site. 

Emissions Power generation using natural gas fuel is the cleanest practical method of generating 
electrical power.  The Project will utilize state-of-the-art technology to minimize air 
emissions.   

Noise The Project will be designed and operated to meet federal, state, and local noise 
regulations.  

Permits ETEC will secure all federal and state environmental permits required to ensure the 
Project does not have an adverse impact on the local environment.  The Project will be 
constructed and operated in accordance with all applicable environmental and safety 
regulations at all times. 

Water Usage  The Project requires only nominal amounts of water for drinking, sanitation and fire 
control.  Water will be supplied from groundwater wells or by a local water supplier. 

Land Use & 
Aesthetics 

The Project will be designed and constructed to minimize impact on the surrounding area, 
and painted in neutral colors to decrease visibility.  Low visibility, shielded, non-glare 
lighting fixtures will be used. 

Dust & Odors During operations, the Project will generate no dust or odors.  Dust from construction 
activities will be controlled with periodic water sprinkling. 

Elevation  A power plant using combustion turbines is a low-profile facility compared to coal 
generating stations that can have stacks that reach a height of 400 feet or more.  The 
anticipated stack height for this project is 53 feet. 

Traffic There will be a period of heightened traffic around the site during the construction period.  
Due to the rural nature of the surrounding area, traffic impacts are not expected.  Once 
completed, the Project will require a small operating staff – generally only two personnel.  
The impact of traffic during operations will be minimal, and limited to employees, 
maintenance contractors, and occasional delivery trucks for parts and supplies. 

Safety The Project will be constructed, operated and maintained in accordance with applicable 
safety regulations and industry standards.  The power plant personnel will be extensively 
trained to operate the Project in a safe and reliable manner. 

Security A security fence will be installed around the perimeter of the power plant to prevent 
access by children or other unauthorized persons.   

    
Contacts   

Edd Hargett General Manager 

East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
2905 Westward Drive 

Nacogdoches, TX  75963 
www.etec.coop 

(936) 560-9532
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