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ADDENDUM AND REVISIONSTO ERRATA 
TO THE PRESIDINGMEMBER'SPROPOSEDDECISION 

This Addendum to the Errata and Revisions issued June 30, 2008 shows the revisions 
described in items 1, 4, and 19 of the Errata and Revisions. In addition, the Committee 
has now received final and complete versions of Conditions of Certification HIO-10 and 
BIO-12, and the revisions to those Conditions are shown below. 

1. Pages 105 and 106: 

Air Quality Table 4 shows that the project does not cause any new violatioris of PM 2.5s 

NO2, CO or SO2 air quality standards even with worst case ambient cori~centrations 

recorded. The project, however, would contribute to existing violations of the state 24- 

hour and annual PMlo, -a air quality standards, and the state 1- 

hour and the federal 8-hour ozone standards. Therefore, we adopt Colnditions of 

Certification requiring mitigation in the form of emission reduction credits fo~r particulate 

matter and its precursors, and ozone and its precursors, as part of this Decision. The 
project's particulate matter less than 10 microns emissions contributior! would be 

mitigated to a level that is less than significant by surrender of valid emissicin reduction 

credits generated by the pavinq of local roads. 
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(Ex 200, p. 4.1-14; Ex. 210; Applicant's Prehearinq Conference Statement, D. 5) 

Air Quality Table 4 
Project Operation Emission Impacts 

4. Page 108: Intervenor CURE'S Arguments Regarding District Rule 1406 

We briefly address the contention2 of lntervenor CURE. First. CURE argues that road 

paving ERC's may not legally be used by the Applicant because District Rule 1406 

(Rule), allowing the use of such credits, has not yet been approved by the USEPA. This 

issue has been thoroughly briefed by Staff, the Applicant, and CURE. /4lthough the 

Rule has not been approved by the EPA, the evidence shows that it is cunrently under 

review by the EPA. CURE offers no evidence or argument upon which we could base a 

finding that the EPA is unlikely to approve Rule 1406. In fact, CURE's arguments 

against the current use of Rule 1406 appear to be based entirely upon speculation that 

EPA may take a long time to review and approve the Rule. Such speculation- 

particularly in the absence of any facts tending to show that EPA will not ultimately 

approve the Rule--cannot form the basis for disapproving the Applicantl!s emissions 

mitigation plans, which were approved by the District in its Final Determination of 

Compliance issued on January 10, 2008. Further, the EPA itself allows issuance of 

permits to construct and operate as long as, by the time the source of errlissions is to 
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Notes: 1. State standards; 2. Federal standards; 3, Including impacts from fire pump engine. - 
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