
 

To: Fluvanna County Planning Commission / Fluvanna County Board of Supervisors 

From: Expedition Generation Holdings, LLC 

Date: Revised January 12, 2026 

Re: Expedition Generating Station – Supplementary Environmental Information 
 

I. Introduction 
 
The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is best equipped with technical 
expertise to evaluate and authorize environmental permitting and regulations.  However, given 
interest in the environmental aspects of the proposed facility, Tenaska has provided additional 
information and resources to the county, including: 
 
• An environmental memo, dated November 14, 2025, outlining the applicable air and 

wastewater permits and associated compliance. 
 

• At the suggestion of Commissioner Kilpatrick, the county is consulting former DEQ 
director David Paylor on these complex environmental and regulatory issues, to be paid for 
by Tenaska.  His work product was not reviewed by Tenaska prior to submittal to the 
county.  

 
This additional supplemental memo provides relevant background information and corrective 
and clarifying information in light of recent reports claiming to detail health impacts associated 
with natural gas-fueled power generation in Fluvanna County.  It also provides preliminary air 
quality modeling results in support of Expedition’s air permit application currently under 
development in anticipation of the DEQ process. 
 
The Clean Air Act and NAAQS Standards 
In the U.S., the regulation of air quality exposures to specific chemicals, including particulate 
matter (PM), is strictly regulated based on a highly sophisticated and structured human health 
risk process conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The formal human 
health-based regulations are known as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
that are regulated under the Clean Air Act. 
 
The NAAQS define human health-based specific concentrations (i.e., how much of a substance 
in micrograms per cubic meter of air [μg/m3]) and duration (e.g., number of hours, days, or 
years) for each substance. The NAAQS are based on criteria allowing for an adequate margin of 
safety and are requisite to protect the public health, including the health of ‘sensitive’ populations 
such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  They are based on considering and defining 
“acceptable” public health risk levels as zero risk is impossible. 
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In 2024, the EPA under the Biden administration significantly strengthened the annual standard 
for PM2.5, strengthening it by 25% after an extensive, multi-year process that included detailed 
and exhaustive reviews of the published health literature.  The overall review process was 
conducted by EPA and involved in-depth reviews and analysis by independent scientists. The 
review process considered hundreds of scientific papers and reviews and guidance published by 
other countries and health agencies, including the World Health Organization Global Air Quality 
Guidelines. 
 
The new standard was widely praised by public health organizations and environmental groups, 
including the Southern Environmental Law Center. 
 
A Basic Understanding of PM2.5  
PM stands for particulate matter and is the term for a mixture of solid particles and liquid 
droplets found in the air.  Some particles, such as dust, dirt, soot, or smoke, are large or dark 
enough to be seen with the naked eye.  Others are so small they can only be detected using an 
electron microscope.  Particle pollution includes PM10, which are inhalable particles with 
diameters that are generally 10 micrometers and smaller; and PM2.5, which are fine inhalable 
particles, with diameters that are generally 2.5 micrometers and smaller. 
 
PM comes in many sizes and shapes and can be made up of hundreds of different chemicals.  
Some are emitted directly from a source, such as construction sites, unpaved roads, fields, 
smokestacks, or fires.  Most particles form in the atmosphere as a result of complex reactions of 
chemicals such as sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, which are pollutants emitted from power 
plants, industries, and automobiles. 
 

II. Dominici Lab Reports 

In 2025, the Dominici Lab, led by statisticians and data scientists, produced health impact studies 
commissioned by the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) addressing at least two 
proposed natural gas-fired power plants.1  A similar study has recently been produced at SELC’s 
request regarding Expedition, though it has not been made widely available.  Tenaska offers 
high-level, but not exhaustive, observations below regarding these third-party reports and 
concerns about their methodologies. 
 
In the two reports released in 2025, the Dominici Lab used non-regulatory standard methods in 
their analyses, which “applies causal inference Artificial Intelligence to data on emissions to 
model the movement through the air …” and uses the InMAP model.  These methods and this 
model are described as “theoretically simple enough for use by non-experts,”2 and a “reduced-

 
1 Report: Balico Proposal Impact Analysis, Pittsylvania Co., VA, April 2025 (Balico Report) 2025.04.12-Public-
Health-Impacts-Analysis-Balico-Gas-Plant-FINAL-REPORT.pdf; Air Pollution from the Proposed Canadys Plant, 
Colleton Co., SC, October 2025 (Canadys Report) Applied-Impact-Report-092225-D2.indd 
2 Canadys Report, endnote 19 

https://www.selc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2025.04.12-Public-Health-Impacts-Analysis-Balico-Gas-Plant-FINAL-REPORT.pdf
https://www.selc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2025.04.12-Public-Health-Impacts-Analysis-Balico-Gas-Plant-FINAL-REPORT.pdf
https://www.selc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Applied-Impact-Report-092225-F.pdf
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complexity model.”3  One can infer this was done to save time and cost and allow non-experts to 
perform the work.  Not surprisingly, none of these methodologies are approved by the EPA or the 
DEQ for regulatory purposes in determining the air quality impacts from a proposed facility 
seeking an air permit.  Instead, both agencies prefer and recommend use of the AERMOD 
dispersion model4, which is being used for Expedition.  Accordingly, the methodology employed 
by the Dominici Lab, which presumably is the same approach taken with their assessment of 
Expedition, does not include the scientific rigor and quality assurance that are entailed with the 
AERMOD dispersion model.  This renders Dominici Lab’s assessments generally less accurate 
and reliable, if not significantly incorrect. 
 
The referenced Dominici Lab studies state repeatedly that 0.1 µg/m3 is the annual average 
threshold above which severe health impacts occur.5  The Dominici Lab seemingly uses this 
threshold, as well as 0.01 µg/m3 and even 0.001 µg/m3, to maximize the number of people who 
will be “exposed” to emissions from the proposed plants.  For example, using the 0.001 µg/m3 
threshold in the Canadys report resulted in 2,095,122 “exposed” individuals, or almost 40% of 
the entire population of the State of South Carolina.6  Further, using the same 0.001 µg/m3 
threshold, the currently un-published report for Expedition purportedly states that “4+ million” 
people will be “exposed,”7 which translates to greater than 45% of the entire population of 
Virginia.  Such an assumption is on its face highly suspect.  With the regional population already 
“exposed” to existing concentrations (i.e., background) of 6.9-7.1 µg/m3 on an annual average, 
the addition of 0.001 µg/m3 with its purported annual health impacts of 2-3 deaths and $27-50 
million in health care costs seems absurd because, if true, existing regional deaths attributable to 
PM2.5 would exceed 17,000 and healthcare costs would already be $189-$350 billion. 
 
For comparison, EPA monitoring data for the past three years show the annual average PM2.5 in 
Albemarle County/Charlottesville is currently 71 times higher than the concentration attributable 
by Dominici Lab as causing serious health impacts (i.e., 0.1 µg/m3), yet such current average 
PM2.5 level is still in compliance with the health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS), which was lowered just last year by the Biden Administration (which is 90 times 
higher than the Dominici Lab’s severe impacts threshold).8   

 
3 Canadys Report, Part 2 page 3 
4 https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models 
5 Balico Report, pg. 3 “The most serious health impacts occur when PM2.5 levels in an area exceed 0.1 µg/m3 for 
prolonged periods of time.  Exposure at this level correlates with severe impacts, including increased 
hospitalizations due to heart attack, pneumonia, cardiovascular issues or, in some cases, stroke or cancer.’; Canadys 
Report, pg. 5 “To identify areas of greatest concern, the research team flagged tracts with PM2.5 exposure increases 
exceeding 0.1 µg/m3. 
6 Canadys Report Figure 6; https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/SC/PST045224 
7 https://www.fluvannahorizonsalliance.org/ 
8 https://www.epa.gov/air-trends/air-quality-design-values  There are 1,039 EPA reference method ambient PM2.5 
monitors in the United States that are used to determine whether an area is meeting the health-based National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The lowest single annual average value during 2022-24, in Hilo, Hawaii, 
was 1.1 µg/m3, compared to the NAAQS of 9.  Of note, the 20 Virginia monitors ranged from 4.1-9.5 µg/m3 
(NAAQS compliance is determined using a 3-yr avg) with an average of 7.0.  The monitor closest to Fluvanna 
County, in Albemarle County just north of Charlottesville, had an average value over the three years of 7.1 µg/m3.   

https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/SC/PST045224
https://www.fluvannahorizonsalliance.org/
https://www.epa.gov/air-trends/air-quality-design-values
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Further, the lowest annual average in the entire country, in other words the “cleanest” monitored 
area in the country, is still 11 times greater than the Dominici Lab’s threshold.  This means, using 
Dominici Lab’s threshold for serious health effects, the entire population of the United States is 
experiencing severe health impacts from PM2.5.  Again, the underlying assumptions of the 
Dominici Lab’s methodology appear misplaced based on regulatory standards for PM2.5 intended 
to protect human health. 
 
Further comparison with certain everyday indoor activities such as cooking also provides relative 
context.  Indoor PM2.5 typically ranges from 2.5-5 μg/m3 but can be significantly higher during 
certain activities.  A California Air Resources Board study9 found kitchen levels of PM10 ranged 
from 60 to 1,400 µg/m3 during cooking activities with a gas stove and the self-cleaning cycle of 
a gas stove produced concentrations over 3,600 µg/m3 over several hours.  Even oven cleaning of 
an electric stove produced levels of almost 1,000 µg/m3.  Another study from the American 
Journal of Student Research10 showed levels of PM2.5 from roasting can exceed 400 µg/m3 and 
even steaming exceeded 40 µg/m3.  While these are relatively short-term in duration, they 
provide context to ubiquitous activities compared to the purported health effects at the extremely 
low concentrations used by Dominici Lab. 
 
The Dominici Lab team attempts to calculate PM2.5 emissions for the proposed plants being 
evaluated by using data from two existing plants that use similar combustion turbine technology, 
one being Tenaska’s Westmoreland Generating Station in Pennsylvania.  Instead of using actual 
emissions data directly reported to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, 
they use industry-wide emission factors from EPA that result in substantially higher emissions 
(over twice as high).11  The table below presents the difference in Dominici Lab-calculated and 
Tenaska-reported emissions from Westmoreland, the former of which informed Dominici Lab’s 
calculated emissions for the proposed plants they were evaluating.  This failure to use actual 
emission data is seemingly intentional, as the industry-wide emission factor suits its purposes 
better.  This further calls into question the accuracy and even legitimacy of the reports for 
purposes of assessing Expedition’s emissions. 
 

 
 
  

 
9 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/cookingstudy_0.pdf 
10 https://ajosr.org/wp-content/uploads/journal/published_paper/volume-3/issue-4/ajsr2025_5wxo2apQ.pdf 
11 Balico Report, Appendix 4 and footnote 10; Canadys Report, Appendix 3 and endnote 12 

Dominici Lab Calculated PDEP Reported

2019 105 24 330%

2020 37 29 30%

2021 67 48 39%

Avg. 70 34 107%

Year
PM2.5 Emissions (tons/yr) Difference

(% higher)

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/cookingstudy_0.pdf
https://ajosr.org/wp-content/uploads/journal/published_paper/volume-3/issue-4/ajsr2025_5wxo2apQ.pdf
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Indeed, when referencing the Westmoreland plant as one of the two sources of emissions data, 
the Dominici Lab team thought it was important to state “Tenaska is ranked one of the top 12 
polluters in the state and is well-known to exceed EPA limits on emissions in its operations.”12  
This misleading and inflammatory commentary is not appropriate for inclusion in a purported 
objective, technical report, especially without context or relevance, and it further belies an 
underlying policy bias, as mentioned above.  Moreover, the reference to “top 12 polluters” is for 
carbon dioxide, not PM2.5, and being one of the largest such emitters in the state means simply 
Westmoreland is a relatively large and very efficient plant, together which incentivizes the grid 
operator PJM to dispatch it virtually every day it is not in a planned outage.  In other words, its 
carbon dioxide emissions are commensurate with its high run time. 
 
In summary, the Dominici Lab reports offer only questionable validity and reflect underlying 
policy bias instead of rigorous scientific analysis due to their: 
 Use of non-regulatory, non-standard models and methodologies; 
 Comparison with improper and impossibly low concentration levels instead of those set by 

EPA and DEQ for ambient air quality and air permitting purposes; 
 Use of inaccurate data; and 
 Inclusion of irrelevant, inflammatory commentary. 
 

  

 
12 Balico Report footnote 12; Canadys Report endnote 14 
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III. Raske Report 

Fluvanna County resident Benjamin Raske opines in a brief YouTube message and downloadable 
written summary on the purported health impacts of the proposed Expedition facility and the 
existing Tenaska Virginia Generating Station (TVGS), primarily from emissions of fine 
particulate matter, or PM2.5.13  While referring to the plant as “very safe,” Mr. Raske goes on to 
make serious allegations regarding health impacts from its PM2.5 emissions using methods 
derived, in part, from the Dominici Lab reports. 
 
It is unclear what dispersion model Mr. Raske used but his report indicates it was either not 
AERMOD or was used in screening mode.14  The accuracy of data used as inputs to Mr. Raske’s 
model15 diverges significantly from the actual (TVGS) and preliminary proposed (Expedition) 
data being used for the modeling in support of Expedition’s air permit application, as compared 
in the table below. 
 

 
 

 
13 Health Impacts Analysis: Tenaska Dual Gas-Fired Power Plant Scenario – Fluvanna County, Virginia, November 
2025 (Raske Report) Tenaska Health Impact Analysis Fluvanna County VA 2025 
14 Raske Report, Section 6.1 Policy and Permitting Recommendations: “Conduct full AERMOD or CMAQ 
dispersion modeling before plant permitting to further refine health impact.” 
15 Raske Report, Section 3.2 

Model Inputs Raske TVGS / Expedition

Stack Height (ft) 200 153 / 180

Stack Diameter (ft) 8.2 18 / 20

Exhaust Temp (°F) 314 ~200

Meteorological Data (yrs) 2023 (avg.) 2020-24

No. of Stacks 2 5

Capacity Factor1 0.5 1.0

PM2.5 Emissions 24-hr avg. (lb/hr)2 ~226

PM2.5 Emissions annual avg. (lb/hr)2 ~107

NOx Emissions (lb/hr)2 71.4 ~143

SO2 Emissions (lb/hr)2 6.3 ~20

Secondary PM2.5 Formation3 Harvard EPA MERPs4

Model Output Raske Actual

Max. Concentration (µg/m3)5 0.70 0.60
1 maximum fraction of year operating
2 total of all stacks; TVGS data are historical actual and Expedition data are preliminary proposed
3 methodology to calculate PM2.5 emissions caused by emissions of NOx and SO2 precursors

5 annual avg.

4 Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors: EPA recommended methodology for PSD permit 
applications

1.2 - 2.0

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aVd_RSkTLRM
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These data discrepancies point to the overall inaccuracy of Mr. Raske’s analysis.  Further, as the 
Director of Student Success Analytics and Assessment at the University of Virginia McIntire 
School of Commerce with degrees in East Asian Studies and Business Operations 
Management,16 it is not clear what qualifies him to attempt to perform such highly technical/ 
scientific, health-based air quality studies. 
 
In summary, the Raske report is of questionable value due to: 
 Use of non-regulatory, non-standard models and methodologies 
 Use of inaccurate model input data; and 
 Reliance on Dominici Lab methodologies 

 
IV. Expedition Preliminary PM2.5 Modeling Results 

Preliminary results of PM2.5 modeling recently performed by Expedition’s technical expert, 
provided in the table below, indicate the maximum cumulative impacts from BOTH Expedition 
and TVGS are/will be well below the NAAQS (<15%).   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
16 https://www.linkedin.com/in/benjamin-raske-98859730/ 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/benjamin-raske-98859730/
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This remains true even when adding the conservatively high monitored background in Albemarle 
County, which includes impacts from all sources, including motor vehicles.  Note that 
Expedition’s results are based upon preliminary maximum emission rates while TVGS’s are 
based upon historical actual emissions (except for the 24-hr PM2.5 which are based upon 
maximum hourly emissions).  Actual emissions and, thus, impacts, will be much less.  Note each 
plant’s maximum impact is at a different location, so individual plant results are not additive. 
 

 

Scenario Avg. Period NAAQS Model Result1 % of NAAQS Background2 Model Result1,3 % of NAAQS

Annual 9 0.60 7% 7.1 7.7 86%

24-hr 35 5.17 15% 20.9 26.1 75%

Annual 9 0.60 7% 7.1 7.7 86%

24-hr 35 5.17 15% 20.9 26.1 75%

Annual 9 0.02 0% 7.1 7.1 79%

24-hr 35 0.99 3% 20.9 21.9 63%
1 µg/m3

2 from monitor at Albermarle Co. High School
3 including background
4 based upon historical actual emissions except for 24-hr PM2.5 w hich is based upon max hourly

TVGS &
Expedition
Combined

Expedition
Only

TVGS4

Only








































