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* * * PUBLIC NOTICE * " 

THE PIO PICO ENERGY CENTER 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROPOSED PERMIT, PUBLIC HEARING, AND REQUEST FOR 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON PROPOSED 

CLEAN AIR ACT PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION PERMIT 
PERMIT APPLICATION NO. SD 11-01 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 (EPA) provides notice of, and 
requests public comment on, EPA's proposed action relating to the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) permit application for the Pio Pico Energy Center (Project). EPA is issuing 
a proposed PSD permit that would grant conditional approval, in accordance with the PSD 
regulations (40 CFR 52.21), to Pio Pico Energy Center, LLC to construct and operate a 300 
megawatt (MW, nominal) electric generating facility. The mailing address for the Pio Pico 
Energy Center, LLC is P.O. Box 95592, 2542 Singletree Lane, South Jordan, UT 84095. The 
proposed location for the Project is an unincorporated area of San Diego County known as Otay 
Mesa. It is comprised of a 9.99 acre parcel located at 7363 Calzada de la Fuente in the Otay 
Mesa Business Park. 

The proposed Project consists of three General. Electric (GE) LMS100 natural gas-fired 
combustion turbine-generators (CTGs) with a total net generating capacity of 100 megawatts 
each. The Project is located within the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
(District). 

The proposed PSD permit for the Project would require the use of Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) to limit emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOr), total particulate matter (PM), 
particulate matter 10 micrometers (gm) in diameter and smaller (PM10), particulate matter 2.5 
urn in diameter and smaller (PM2.5), and greenhouse gases (GHG), to the greatest extent feasible. 
Air pollution emissions from the Project would not cause or contribute to violations of any 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the pollutants regulated under the PSD 
permit. 

The emissions of other air pollutants from the proposed Project, including the pollutants for 
which the area is not meeting the NAAQS (and precursors that lead to the formation of such 
pollutants), are regulated by the District. On May 4, 2012, the District issued a Final 
Determination of Compliance (FDOC) for the Project 

Any interested person may submit written comments on EPA's proposed PSD permit for the 
Project. All written comments on EPA's proposed action must be received by EPA via email by 
July 24, 2012, or postmarked by.July 24, 2012. Comments must be. sent or delivered in writing 
to Roger Kohn at one of the following addresses: 

E-mail: 	R9airpermits@epa.gov  
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U.S. Mail: Roger Kohn (AIR-3) 
U.S. EPA Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 
Phone: (415) 972-3973 

Alternatively, written comments may be submitted to EPA at the Public Hearing for this matter 
that will be held on July 24, 2012, as described below. 

Comments should address the proposed permit and facility, including such matters as: 

1. The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determinations; 
2. The effects, if any, on Class I areas; 
3. The effect of the proposed facility on ambient air quality; and 
4. The attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS. 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 124.12, EPA also intends to hold a Public Hearing to provide the public with 
further opportunity to comment on the proposed permit. At this Public Hearing, any interested 
person may provide written or oral comments, in English or Spanish, and data pertaining to the 
proposed permit. The date, time and location of the Public Hearing are as follows: 

Date: 	July 24, 2012 
Time: 	6:00 p.m. — 8:00 p.m. 
Location: 	San Ysidro High School 

Performing Arts Center 
5353 Airway Road 
San Diego, California 92154 

English-Spanish translation services will be provided at the Public Hearing. 

If you require a reasonable accommodation please contact Philip Kum, EPA Region 9 
Reasonable Accommodations Coordinator, by July 10, 2012 at (415)*947-3566, or 
Kum.Philip@epa.gov. 

All information submitted by the applicant is available as part of the administrative record. The 
proposed PSD permit, fact sheet/ambient air quality impact report, permit application and certain 
other supporting information are available on the EPA Region 9 website at 
http://www.epa.gov/region09/air/nerrnit/r97permits-issued.html#pubcomment. The 
administrative record may be viewed in person, Monday through Friday (excluding federal 
holidays) from 9;00 AM to 4:00 PM, at the EPA Region 9 address above. Due to building 
security procedures, please call Roger Kohn at (415) 972-3973 at least 24 hours in advance to 
arrange a visit. Hard copies of the administrative record can be mailed to individuals upon 
request in accordance with Freedom of Information Act requirements as described on the EPA 
Region 9 website at http://www.epa.goviregion9/foid.  
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EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project and the accompanying fact sheet/ambient air quality 
impact report are available for review at the following locations: San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District, 10124 Old Grove Road, San Diego, CA 92131, (858) 586-2600; San Ysidro 
Public Library, 101 W. San Ysidro Boulevard, San Diego, CA 92173, (619) 424-0475; Chula 
Vista Public Library, Civic Center Branch, 365 F Street, Chula Vista, CA 91910, (619) 691-
5069; Otay Mesa-Nestor Library, 3003 Coronado Avenue, San Diego, CA 92154 (619) 424-
0474; San Diego Central Library, 820 E Street, San Diego, CA 92101, (619) 236-5800; National 
City Public Library, 1401 National City Boulevard, National City, CA 91950, (619) 470-5800. 

All comments that are received will be included in the public docket without change and will be 
available to the public, including any personal information provided, unless the comment 
includes Confidential Business Information (CBI) or other information whose disclosure is 
restricted by statute. Information that you consider CBI or otherwise protected should be clearly . 
identified as such and should not be submitted through e-mail. If you send e-mail directly to the 
EPA, your e-mail address will be automatically captured and included as part of the public 
comment. Please note that an e-mail or postal address must be provided with your comments if 
you wish to receive direct notification of EPA's final decision regarding the permit. 

EPA will consider all written and oral comments submitted during the public comment period 
before taking final action on the PSD permit application and will send notice of the final decision 
to each person who submitted comments and contact information during the public comment 
period or requested notice of the final permit decision. EPA will respond to all substantive 
comments in a document accompanying EPA's final permit decision and will make the Public 
Hearing proceedings available to the public, 

EPA's final permit decision will become effective 30 days after the service of notice of the 
decision unless: 

1. A later effective date is specified in the decision; or 

2. The decision is appealed to EPA's Environmental Appeals Board pursuant to 40 CFR 
124.19; or 

3. There are no comments requesting a change to the proposed permit decision, in which 
case the final decision shall become effective immediately upon issuance. 

If EPA issues a final decision granting the PSD permit application for the Project, and there is no 
appeal, construction of the Project may commence, subject to the conditions of the PSD permit 
and other applicable permit and legal requirements. 

If you have questions, or if you wish to obtain further information, please contact Roger Kohn at 
(415) 972-3973, via email at R9airpermits@epa.gov, or at the mailing address above. If you 
would like to be added to our mailing list to receive future information about this proposed 
permit decision or other PSD permit decisions issued by EPA Region 9, please contact Roger 
Kohn. at (415) 972-3973 or send an email to R9airpermits@epa.gov, or visit EPA Region 9's 
website at http://www.epa.gov/region09/air/permit/psd-public-guidelines.html.  
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Please bring the foregoing notice to the attention of all persons who would be interested in this 
matter. 
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. * " AVISO PUBLICO * " 

CENTRO ENERGETICO PIO PICO 

ANUNCIO DE PROPUESTA DE PERMISO, AUDIENCIA PUBLICA, Y SOLICITUD DE 
COMENTARIOS POBLICOS SOBRE LA PROPUESTA DE PERMISO DE PREVENCION 

DE DETERIOROS SIGNIFICATIVOS CONFORME A LA LEY DE AIRE LIMPID 
SOLICITUD DE PERMISO N°  SD 11-01 

La Agenda de Proteccian Ambiental (Environmental Protection Agency, "EPA") Region 9 de 
los Estados Unidos anuncia y solicita comentarios de la poblacion sobre la medida propuesta por 
la EPA en relation a la solicitud del permiso de PrevenciOn de Deterioros Significativos 
(Prevention of Significant Deterioration, "PSD") para el Centro Energdtico Pio Pico (el 
Proyecto). La EPA ha emitido una propuesta de permiso de PSD que otorgaria una aprobacion' 
conditional, en conformidad con las reglamentaciones de PSD (40 CFR 52.21), al Centro 
Energetico Pio Pico, LLC para construir y operar una planta electrica de 300 megavatios (MW, 
nominal). La &reed& postal del Centro Energetic° Pio Pico, LLC es P.O. Box 95592, 2542 
Singletree Lane, South Jordan, UT 84095. La ubicacien que se propone para el Proyecto es una 
zona no incorporada del Condado de San Diego conocida comp Otay Mesa. La misma esti 
compuesta por un predio de 9.99 acres, ubicado al 7363 Calzada de la Puente en el Parque 
Empresarial de Otay Mesa. 

El Proyecto propuesto consta de tres generadores de turbinas de combustion (CTG) de gas 
natural, modelo General Electric (GE) LMS100, con una capacidad de generation neta total de 
100 megavatios cada IMO. El Proyecto esta ubicado dentro del Distrito de Control de 
Contamination Atmosfdrica del Condado de San Diego (el Distrito). 

El permiso propuesto de PSD para el Proyecto requerira el use de la Mejor Tecnologia de 
Control Disponible (Best Available Control Technology, "BACT") para limitar al maxim° 
posible las emisiones de Oxidos de nitrogen (N0x), material particulado (PM) total, material 
particulado con un diametro de 10 rrderemetros (pun) o menos [AMA, material particulado con 
un diametro de 2.5 micrometros o menos (PM2.5), y gases de efecto invernadero (GHG). Las 
emisiones de contaminantes atmosfericos del Proyecto no violation ni contribuirian a la violaciOn 
de las Normas Nacionales de Calidad del Aire Ambiental (NAAQS) de los contaminantes 
regulados bajo el permiso de PSD. 

Las emisiones de otros contaminantes atmosfericos del Proyecto propuesto, incluyendo los 
contaminantes por los cuales la zona no eurnple con las NAAQS (y los precursores que 
conllevan a la fonnacion de dichos contaminantes) son regulados por el Distrito. El 4 de mayo, 
-2012, el Distrito presentO una Detenninacion de -Curnplimiento Defmitiva-(FDOC) para el 
Proyecto. 

Toda persona interesada puede presentar sus comentarios por escrito sobre el permiso propuesto 
de PSD para el Proyecto. Todo comentario por escrito sobre la medida propuesta por la EPA 
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deben ser recibido por EPA mediante correo electronic° antes del 24 de julio de 2012, o 
franqueado por el servicio postal antes del 24 de julio de 2012. Los comentarios deben ser 
entregados o dirigidos a Roger Kohn, a una de las siguientes direcciones: 

Correo electronico: 	 R9aixpermits@epa.gov  

Correo de los Estados Unidos: Roger Kohn (AIR-3) 
U.S. EPA Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 
Telefono: (415) 972-3973 

Como alternativa, los comentarios escritos pueden ser presentados a EPA durante la Audiencia 
Publica quo tratara dicho terra y que se Ilevara a cabo el 24 de julio de 2012, conforme se 
describe ma's adelante. 

Los comentarios deben abordar el permiso propuesto y la planta, incluyendo tales aspectos 
como: 

1. Las determinaciones de la Mejor Tecnologia de Control Disponible (BACT); 
2. Los efectos, si los hay, en areas de Clase I; 
3. El efecto de la planta propuesta sobre la calidad de aire ambiental; y 
4. El cumplimiento y mantenimiento de las NAAQS. 

En conformidad con el CFR 40 124.12, EPA tambien tiene la intenciOn de Ilevar a cabo una 
Audiencia Publica para darle a la poblacion mas oportunidades de presentar comentarios 
adicionales sobre el permiso propuesto. En dicha Audiencia 	toda persona interesada 
podra presentar comentarios orales o escritos, en ingles o en espaflol, y datos concernientes al 
permiso propuesto. La fecha, hora y lugar donde se realizara la Audiencia Mika son los 
siguientes: 

Fecha: 	24 de julio de 2012 
Hora: 	6:00 p.m. — 8:00 p.m. 
Lugar: 	San Ysidro High School 

Performing Arts Center 
5353 Airway Road 
San Diego, California 92154 

En la Audiencia Pliblica se ofreceran servicios de traduccion 

Si necesita adaptaciones razonables, cornuniquese con Philip Kum, Coordinador de 
Adaptaciones Razonables de la Region 9 de la EPA antes del 10 de julio, 2012, por telefono al 
(415) 947-3566, o por correo electronic° a Kurn.Philio@epa.gov. 

Toda la informacian presentada pOr el solicitante esti disponible como parte del registro 
administrativo. El permiso propuesto de PSD, la hoja de informaciOn/inforrne de impactos en la 
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calidad del aire ambiental, la solicitud de permiso yotra information de respaldo estan 
publicados en el sitio Web de la Region 9 de la EPS en 
http://www.enagoviregion09/air/permit/r9-permits-issued.html#nubcomment. Tambien se 
puede consultar personalmente el registro administrativo de lunes a viernes (excluidos los 
feriados federales) de 9:00 am a 4:00 pm, en las oficinas de la RegiOn 9 de la EPA indicada 
anteriormente. Debido a los procedimientos de seguridad vigentes del edificio, llame a Roger 
Kohn al (415) 972-3973, por lo menos con 24 horas de anticipation, para coordinar una visita. 
Las copias impresas del registro administrativo pueden ser enviadas por correo, previa solicitud 
por parte del interesado, en conformidad con los requisitos de la Ley de Libertad de Information, 
tal como se describe en el sitio Web de la Region 9 de la EPA en: 
http://www.enagov/region9/foia/  

El permiso propuesto do PSD de la EPA para el Proyecto y la correspondiente hoja de 
infonnaciOn/informe de impactos en la calidad del aire ambiental estan disponibles al publico 
para revision en los siguientes lugares: Distrito de Control de ContaminaciOn Atmosferica del 
Condado de San Diego, 10124 Old Grove Road, San Diego, CA 92131, (858) 586-2600; 
Bibliotecalica de San Ysidro, 101 W, San Ysidro Boulevard, San Diego, CA 92173, (619) 
424-0475; Biblioteca Piablica de Chula Vista, Sucursal Centro Civico, 365 F Street, Chula Vista, 
CA 91910, (619) 691-5069; Biblioteca Otay Mesa-Nestor, 3003 Coronado Avenue, San Diego, 
CA 92154 (619) 424-0474; Biblioteca Central de San Diego, 820 E Street, San Diego, CA 
92101, (619) 236-5800; Biblioteca Plablica de National City, 1401 National City Boulevard, 
National City, CA 91950, (619) 470-5800. 

Todos los comentarios recibidos serail incluidos en el expediente pallet° sin cambios y estaran 
disponibles al public°, incluyendo la information personal proporcionada, salvo en caso de que 
el comentario incluya Informacion Comercial Confidencial (CBI) u otra information cuya 
divulgacion este restringida por ley. La informaciOn que usted considere Information Comercial 
Confidencial o este protegida de otro mode debe estar claramente identificada como tal y no 
debe presentarse por correo electronic°. Si usted envia un mensaje de correo electronic° 
directarnente a la EPA, su direction do correo electronic° sera captada automaticamente e 
incluida en el comentario public°. Si desea recibir un aviso directo de la decision definitiva de la 
EPA con relaciOn al permiso, debe indicar en su comentario una diredcion de correo electronic° 
o direcciOn postal. 

Antes de tomar una decision definitiva respecto de-la solicitud de permiso de PSD, la EPA 
analizara todos los comentarios escritos y orates que se hayan presentado durante el periodo de . 
recepcion de comentarios publicos y enviard un aviso de la decision definitiva a cada una de las 
personas que hayan presentado comentarios e infonnacion para contactos durante dicho period° 
o hayan solicitado que le envien una notificacion al respecto. La EPA incluida sus repuestas a 
todos los comentarios sustantivos en un documento que se adjuntara a la decision definitiva que 
la EPA adopte respecto del permiso y pondra a disposition del public° las actas de la Audiencia 
Pablica. 

La decision definitiva de la EPA respecto del permiso sera efectivo 30 dial posteriores a la fecha 
de notificaciOn de la decision, salvo que: 
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1. En la decision se indique una fecha de vigencia posterior; o 

2. La decision es apelada ante la Junta de Apelaciones Arnbientales de la EPA, conforme al 
Articulo 124.19 del Titulo 40 CFR; o 

3. No se haya presentado ningdn comentario donde se solicite inodificar la decision sobre la 
propuesta de permiso, en cuyo caso la decision definitiva entrara en vigor 
inmediatarnente despues de ser emitida. 

Si la EPA emite una decision definitiva otorgando el permiso PSD para el Proyecto, y no se 
presenta una apelacion, la construccion del Proyecto puede comenzar, sujeto a las condiciones 
del permiso de PSD y otros requisitos legales y correspondientes al permiso. 

Si tiene alguna pregunta o si desea obtener informacion adicional, favor de comuniquese con 
Roger Kohn al (415) 972-3973, por correo electronic° a R9airpermits@epa.gov  o a la direccion 
postal mencionada anteriormente. Si desea que lo incluyamos en nuestra lista de correo para 
recibir informacion sobre la decision adoptada para el permiso propuesto u otras decisiones 
adoptadas para otros permisos de PSD que expida la Region 9 de la EPA en el futuro, 
comuniquese con Roger Kohn al (415) 972-3973 o envie 1111 correo electronic° a 
R9airpermitsnu 	o visite el sitio Web de la RegiOn 9 de la EPA en 
http://www.epa.goviregion09/air/permit/psd-public-guidelines.html.  

Agradecemos que se de a conocer este aviso a todas las personas que puedan teller inter& en este 
asunto. 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION SHEET 
OVERVIEW — 

PIO PICO ENERGY CENTER 
PROPOSED CLEAN AIR. ACT 

PSD PERMIT 

A EpAUnqed States 
Iv 	Environmental Protection 

Agency 

Summary of the Proposed Permit 
On June 20, 2012, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IX. provided notice 

- of and requested public comment on, action relating to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) • 
permit application for the 'No Pico Energy Center (Project). EPA has issued a proposed permit that 
would grant conditional approval, in accordance with the PSD regulations (40 CFR 52.21), to Pio Pico 
Energy Center, LLC (PPEC) to construct and operate a 300 megawatt (MW,.nominal) electric generating 
facility. The public comment period for this proposed permit, which is ongoing, will close on July 24, 
2012. 

The primary equipment for the generating facility will be three General Electric (GE Lm5100 natund gas-.  
fired combustion turbine-generators (CTGs) with a total net generating capacity of 100 megawatts each. 
The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of San Diego County known as Otay Mesa. It is 
comprised of a 9.99 acre parcel located at 7363 Calzacla de la Fuente in the Otay Mesa Business Park. The 
site is located within the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD or District). 

This document is intended to proVide a brief, informal summary of information to assist members of the 
public attending the public hearing scheduled for July 24, 2012 for. EPA's proposed PSD permit for the 
Project. For official permit documents developed in accordance with 40 CFR Part 124 and more details 
about the permit requirements, refer to EPA's public notice, the proposed permit, and the Fact . 
Sheet/Ambient Air Quality Impact Report (FACT Sheet) for this proposed permit: action, which are . 
linked to the EPA Region 9 permit website: iltp1/133.am 
issued,html#pubcomment. • The administrative record for the proposed permit may be viewed in perSon 
at the EPA Region 9 office in San Francisco, California; for more information, or to obtain copies of 
relevant documents, please contact Roger Kohn at (415) 972-3973 or via email at 

.R9airpermitsa epa.gov.  

What Laws and Regulations Apply to EPA's Proposed PSD Permit? 
We have prepared this proposed permit based on our PSD regulations issued under the Clean Aix Act at 

• 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 52.21. We believe that the proposed Project will comply with PSD 
requirements including the installation and operation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT), and, 

• will not cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NA.AQS) for' 
the pollutants regulated under the proposed permit. We have made this determination based on the 
information supplied by the applicant,. our review of.  he analyses contained in the permit application, and • 
other.  relevant information contained in the administrative record for this proposed action. EPA has 
provided the proposed permit and Fact Sheet to the public for review, and will make a 6nal.decision 
the Project's PSD• permit application after considering all public comments on our proposal submitted 
during the public comment period. 

.Environmental requirements from other federal, State, or local laws Ate not included in EPA's proposed 
PSD permit unless they are also part of the Clean Air Act PSID program. The Project is required to comply 
with all other environmental requirements. To this end, PPEC also has submitted applications for State 
and local pre-construction approvals, respectively refetted to as an Application for Certification (AFC) 
submitted. to the California Energy Commission, (CEC) and an application for a Determination of 
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Compliance (DOC) submitted to the SDAPCD. The.  emissions of other air pollutants from, the proposed 
Project, including the pollutants for which the area is not meeting the NAAQS (and precursors that lead to 
the formation of such pollutants), are regulated by the District, which implements the NonattainnientNew 
Source Review (NA-NSR) permitting program for this area. The District is designated as a non-
attainment area for ozone. The non-attainment pollutants subject to NA-NSR permitting by the District 
include nitrogen oxides (NO) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) as ozone precursors. On May 4,. 
2012, the District issued a Final DOC for the Project, which includes the .Districfs NA-NSR permit 
requirements. For power plants over 50 MW, the CEC must issue a license to authorize construction. 
The District and CEC approval processes are separate from EPA's PSD permitting process 

The applicant must also apply for and obtain an Acid Rain permit and a Title -V operating permit from the 
District for this Project. The applicant will apply for the Title V operating permit, which will incorporate 
the acid rain permit, after the facility is constructed, as these permits are not required prior to construction. 

What Does EPA's Proposed PSD Permit Regulate? 
The PSD program (40 CFR 52.21) applies to "major" new sources of attainment pollutants. The 
estimated emissions for this project show that thefacility will be a major source for greenhouse gases 
(GHG). Once a source is considered major' for a PSD pollutant, PSD also applies to any other pollutant 
regulated under the PSI) program that is emitted in a significant amount. The emissions of oxides of 
sulfur (SOx) will be less than the major source threshold and less than the significant, emission rate. 
Therefore, PSI) does not apply for SOx. In addition, because the area in which the Project is located is . 
designated non-attainment for ozone, the PSD program does not apply to ozone and the PSD permit does 
not address ozone. 

In 'accordance with 40 CFR 52.210), a new major stationary source is required to apply best available 
control technology (BALI)- for each PSI) pollutant that it has the potential to emit (PTE) in significant 
amounts. With respect to the Project, NO2, PM, PM PM, 5,  and GHG are emitted in significant amounts, 
and therefore the proposed permit requires the Project to apply BACT to all equipment that emits. these 
pollutants. 

How Would EPA's Proposed PSD Permit Affect Air Quality? 
The PSD regulations require an. examination of the impacts of the proposed Project on ambient air quality 
for the pollutants regulated under the PST) permit. EPA has reviewed the computer modeling analysis that 
predicts the effect of the proposed Project on ambient air quality. Based on the modeling results, and the 
technical information that we have reviewed to date, the Project's impacts on air quality and visibility are 
consistent with limits allowed under the Clean Air Act. The proposed emission limits will protect the 
NAAQS for NO,, PM,,,, and PM,s. There are no NAAQS for PM or GHG. 

The PSD regulations require that: EPA evaluate other potential impacts on 1) soils and vegetation; 2) 
visibility impairment; and 3) growth. Based on our review of the analyses provided by the applicant and 
the maximum potential. concentrations of the visibility-rested criteria pollutants -- NO2, PIA„, and PM2.5 -- 
we do not expect any adverse impacts on visibility, not do we expect this project to result in any adverse 
impacts on plants and soils or significant growth. 

What Other Actions is EPA Taking in Connection with Its Decision making Process? 
EPA has been engaged in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of the 
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) to ensure that its proposedPSD permit decision for the Project is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any federally-listed endangered or threatened,species or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat for such species. EPA will proceed with 
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issuance of its final PSD permit decision after making a determination that its decision will be consistent 
with ESA requirements, 

In addition, in accordance with Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," EPA determined that it would,e 
appropriate to prepare an analysis to consider environmental justice issues in connection ,with the issuance 
of this federal PSD permit. In our Environmental justice Analysis; we conclude that the Project will not 
cause or contribute to air quality levels in excess of health standards for the pollutants regulated tuider the 
permit, inclUding NO2, PM,,, or P.M2.5  and that therefore it will not result in'disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects with respect to these air pollutants on minority or low-
income populations residing near the proposed Project or the t ommunity as a 'Whole. The Envirdnmental 
Justice Analysis is available to the public as part of 	administrative record supporting EPA's proposed 
?so permit for the Project. 
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FOLLETO DE INFORMACION PUBLICA 
RESUMEN 

CENTRO ENERGETIC° PIO PIC° 
PROPUESTA DE PERMISO DE 'PSI) 

CONFORMS A LA LEY. DE.AIRS LIMPIO. 

Resumen del permiso propuesto 
El 20 de junio de 2012,1a Agenda de Protection Ambiental (Environmental Protection Agency, "EPA") 
Region IX de los Estados Unidos comenic6 y solicito comentarios respecto de la medida propuesta en 
relacion a la solicited del permiso de Ptevencian de Deterioros Significativos (Prevention of Significant. 
Deterioration, "PSI)") para el Centro Energetic° Pio Pico (el Proyecto) . EPA ha presentado una 
propuesta de perrni.so que otorgaria un.a a.probaciOn condicional, en conformidad con las reglamentaciones 
de PSI) (40 (....TR 52.21), al Centro Energetic° Pio Pico, LLC (PPRC) para construit y °petal: utia planta 
electrica de 300 megavatios (MW, nominal). El periodo para presentar los comentarios palicos para el 
permiso propuesto, el. cual es continuo, finalizani el 24 de Julio-  de 2012. 

El equipo principal para la planta de generacion elect:dal constara de tres generaclores de turbinas de 
combustion (CTG) de gas natural, modelo General Electric (GE) LMS100, con una capacidad de 
generaciOn neta total de 100 megavaftos cada uno. El predio del Proyecto se ubica en una zona no 
incorporada del Condado. de San Diego conocida coma Otay Mesa. La misma esta compuesta pot un 
predio de 9.99 acres, ubicado al 7363 'Calzada de la F-uente en el Parque Empresarial de Otay Mesa. El 
predio esta ubicado dentro del _Distrito de Control de Contaminacion .Attnasfetica del Coudado de San 
Diego (SDAPCD a Distrito). 

El presente document° tiene coin° objeto ofrecer en re.semen informativo breve e informal con el fin de 
ayedar a los miembros del pUblico que•asistan a la audiencia publica, convocada para el 24 de julio de 2012, 
respecto a la propuesta de permiso de PSD de la EPA para. el Proyecto. Para consultor. los documentos 
oficiales del permiso en conforrnidad con el CPR 40 Parte 124 y otros detalles sabre los requisitos del 
penniso, deben referirse al aviso park° de EPA, al permiso propuesto, y a la hoja de 
informacion/Infonne de Impact° en la Calidad del. Aire Ambiental (FACT Sheet) para el presente permiso 
propuesto, que se encuentran en el enlace del penanso de la Region 9 del sitio web de la EPA. 
http://www.epa.goviregion09/air/permit/r9-permits-isseed.html#pubcomment. El registro 
administrative para el permiso propuesto puede ser consultado en persona en la oficina de la Region 9 
de EPA en San Francisco, California. Para mayor informacion a para obtener copias de dacumentos 
importantes, comuniquese con Roger Kohn al (415) 972-3973 o por correo electronic° a 
.R9airpermitsegepa.gov.  

EQue leyes y reglamentaclones aplican at permiso de PSD propuesto pot EPA? 
El presente permiso propuesto se ha preparado en base a las reglamentaciones de PSI) ernitidas en 
conformidad con la Ley de Aire Lit-npio en el Codigo de Reglainentaciones Federales (CFR) 40 CFR 52.21. 
Creemos que el Proyecto propuesto cumplita. con los requisitos de ]?SD, in.cluyendo la instalacion y 
operation de la Mejor 'Tecnologia de Control Disponible (13.ACT, par sus siglas en ingles), y no sera 
motivo de a contribuira a a faint de cut. .nplinaiento de las Norrnas Nacionales de Calidad del Aire 
Ambiental (iAAQS) de los contatninantes regulados bar) el periniso propuesto. Hernos tornado dicha 
decision en. base a la infonnacion surrainistracla pox el solicitante, la revision del analisis que se incluye en la 
solicited del pertniso, y otra infortnaciOn relevante que se encue-ntra en el registro administrativo para la 
presente medida propuesta. EPA ha proporcionado el perrniso propuesto y la hoja de infortnaciOn para la 
revision piiblica, y tomara Is decision final sabre la solicited del 	PSI) despues de consider= todos 
los comentarios pdblicos sabre la propuesta que se presenten durante el period° de comentarios palicos. 
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En la propuesta tie pertniso de PSD de la EPA no se incluyen requisitos ambientales de otras kyes 
federales, estatales o locales, excepto que tambien formen parte del programa PSD en conformidad con is 
Ley de Aire Litnpio. El Proyecto tendri la obligacion de cumplir con los demis requisitos ambientales. A 
tal fin,-PPEC tainbien ha presentado solicitudes de a.probacion estatal y local para la preconstruccion, a 
saber, una Solicitud de Certificacion (Application for Certification, "AFC") ante la Comision de Etter& de 
California (California Energy Commission "CEC") y una Determinacion de Cutnplimiento 
(Detennination of Compliance "DOC") ante SDAPCD. Las emisiones de otros contaminantes 
ambientales a partir del. Proyecto propuesto, incluyendo los contaminantes' pot los dales zona zto 
cumple con is Norma National de Calidad del ...Aire Arnbiental (y los precursores que conllevan a la 
fonnacian de dichos contaminantes) son reglamentados pot el Distrito, el coal implements el programa de 
permisos d.e Nuevas Fuentes en Areas de Incumplimiento (NA7NSR) pars esta zona. El Distrito ha sido 
designado corno irea de incumplimiento con respecto del ozono. Los contaminantes en situacion de 
incumplimiento sotnetidos al otorgamiento de un permiso NA-NSR pot parte del Distrito incluyen oxidos 
de nitrogen° (NO,,) y compuestos orginicos volatiles (VOC) corno ptecursores del ozono. El 4 may° de 
2012, el Distrito presentO un DOC defiantly° para. el Proyecto, la cull incluye los requisitos pars el 
permiso. Pars las plantas de crier& de mss de 50 MW, Is CEC debe expedir una ikencia que autonee is 
construcciOn. Los procesos de aprobacion del Distrito y la CEC deben realizarse pot separado con 
respecto al proceso de perrniso de PSD de la EPA. 

El solicitante tambien debe pedir y obtener tun Fermis() de Lluvia Acids y un permiso operativo confotrne 
al. Titulo V pot parte del Distrito para el presente Proyecto. El solicitante presentari el. pedido del 
permiso.operativo contort= al Titulo V, que incluiri el Permiso de Lluvia.Acida, una vez que se hays 
construido l.a plants, ya que las normas no e.xigen que dichos permisos se obtengan antes de la 
construccion. 

8Que tegula el permiso de PSD propuesto pot la EPA? 
El programa PSI) (40 CPR 52.21) aplica a nuevas Fuentes "mayores" de contaminantes en ireas de 
cumplimiento. Las etnisiones estimadas pars este proyecto muestran que is plants seri tins fuente mayor 
pars los gases de elect° invetnadero (GHG). Cuando uns fuente es considerada mayor pars un 
contaminante de PSI), Is denominacion PSD tambien aplica a todo otro contatninante reglamentado bajo 
el programa PSD que es ernitid° en cantidades significativas. Las emisiones de Oxidos de atiatre (S0x) 
seran men.ores al utribrid de la fuente mayor y menores que la tasa de emisiones significativas. Pot 10 tanto, 
PSD no aplica al SOx. Adernis, debido a la zona en que. esti ubicado el Proyecto, In inisma ha sido 
designada coma irea de incumplirniento pars el ozono, el programs PSD no aplica al ozono y el permiso 
PSD no aborda el ozono. 

Conforme al Articulo 52.21(j) del Thula 40 del CFR, se requiere que una nueva fuente fija mayor aplique la 
Mejor Tecnologia de Control Disponible (BACT) pars cada contaminante PSD que Ilene el. .potencial de 
emitit (PTE) en cantidades significativas.. Con respect() al Proyecto, NO2, PM, PM/0.  PM2s, y GER; son 
enaitidos eta cantidades significativas y, pot lo tanto, el permiso propuesto exige clue el Proyecto aplique el 
use de I3ACT en tod.os los equipos que emiten dichos contaminantes. 

iCtinao el Permiso.Propuesto de PSD pot la EPA afectaria la calidad del aire? 
Las reglamentaciones del PSD exigen que se realise un anilisis de los impa.ctos que el Proyecto propuesto 
tend/1a en la calidad del lire ambiental pars los contaminantes tegulados en conformidad con el permiso de 
PSD. La EPA ha revisado el analisis c1 diseflo.computatizado que predict el efecto que tendria el Proyecto 
propuesto en Is calidad del. aire snabiental. En base a los resul.tados del disefio y Is informacion tecnica que 
hemos analizado a In tech', los impactos del Proyecto sobre la calidad del sire y visibilidad son coherentes 
can los limites petmitidos en conformidad con is Ley de Aire Limpio. Los litnites de einisiones que se 
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proponen, protegeran las NAAQS para NO2, PM.10, y PM25. No existe una NAAQS para PM o 

Las reglanientaciones de PSD establecen •que la EPA debe evaluar otros posibles impactor en 1) suelos y 
• vegetaciOn; 2) clismin.uciOn de la visibilidad; y 3) crecimiento. En base a la revision realizacia a los analisis 
que proporcion6 el solicitante y las concentrations posibles maxirnas de los contarainantes relacionaclos. 
con la visibilidad NO,, PM„, y PM, 5s — no esperainos tenet ningtin impacto sobre la visibiliclad, asi 
como tampoco esperam.os que surja ningan impact° negativo del presente proyecto en plantas y suelos o 
cre.cimiento significativo. • 

eQue otras rnedidas esti tomando. la EPA en relacion al proceso de ton= de deeisiones?' 
La EPA ha participado en consultas pertinentes con el Servicio de Pesca y Vida Silvestre de los Estados 
Unidos en confortnidad con el Articulo 7 de la...Ley Federal de Especies en Peligro de Extincian (ESA) con 
el fin de asegatat sue la decision que tomb con respecto al pettniso propuesto d.ePSD para el. Proyecto no 
pondria en riesgo la existencia continua de las especies en atnenaaa o peligro de. ev.inci6n enumeradas en la 
lista federal ono podria resultar en la destruccion o modificacion adversa de un habitat critic° para dichas 
especies, La EPA procedera a etnitir su decision definitiva sobre el permiso de PSD despues de 
cleterminar que su decision es coherence con las exigenzias-deESA. 

,Adeinas, en conforrnidad con la Resolucion Ejecutiva 12898, "Medidas Federales para Abordar 
Justizia Ambiental de las Poblaciones Minoritarias y las Poblaeiones de Bajos Ingresos", la EPA ha 
determinado que seria adecuado preparar un analisis en el que se tengan. en cuenta Jos temas d.e justicia 
ambiental en relaciOn a la emision del presente permiso federal de PSD. En nuestro analisis de justicia 
ambiental, se establecia sue el Proyecto no causfira ni conttibuita a causar niveles de caliclad del alie que 
excedan las nottnas sanitarias para los contaminantes regula.dos bajo el presente perrniso, incluvendo NO2, 
PINit,o, o PTA, s, , y sue por lo tanto, no habra efectos desptoporcionaciamente elevados y adversos sobre la 
salud litunana o ambiental debidos a clichos contaminantes atmosfericos en las poblaciones minoritarias o 
1.as poblaciones de bajos ingresos que liven cetca del predio propuesto para el Proyecto o la comunidad en 
su conjunto. El Anfaisis de justicia Arnbiental esti a disposicion del piiblico como paxre del registro 
adrainistrativo que apoya. el permiso propuesto de PSD de la EPA para. ei. Proyecto. 
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PIO PICO ENERGY CENTER (SD 11-01) 
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION PERMIT 

PROPOSED PERMIT CONDITIONS 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Pio Pico Energy Center (Project) consists of three General Electric (GE) LMS100 
natural gas-fired combustion turbine-generators (CTGs) rated at 100 megawatt each. The Project 
will have an electrical output of 300 MW. The Project will be located in an unincorporated area 
of San Diego County known as Otay Mesa. The Project's footprint is a 9.99 acre parcel located 
at 7363 Calzada de la Fuente in the Otay Mesa Business Park. The site is located within the San 
Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD, or District). 

This proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit for the Project requires the 
use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to limit emissions of nitrogen oxides (N0x), 
total particulate matter (PM), particulate matter 10 micrometers (itm) in diameter and smaller 
(PM10), particulate matter 2.5 ,tm in diameter and smaller (PM2,5), and greenhouse gases (GHG), 
to the greatest extent feasible. Air pollution emissions from the Project will not cause or 
contribute to violations of any National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or any 
applicable PSD increments for the pollutants regulated under the PSD permit. 

Pio Pico Energy Center (SD 11-01) 
Proposed PSD Permit 
June 2012 



EQUIPMENT LIST 

The following devices and activities are subject to this PSD permit: 

escrip 
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PERMIT CONDITIONS 

I. 	PERMIT EXPIRATION 

As provided in 40 CFR § 52.21(r), this PSD Permit shall become invalid if construction: 

A. is not commenced (as defined in 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(9)) within 18 months after 
the approval takes effect; or 

B. is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more; or 
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C. 	is not completed within a reasonable time. 

IL PERMIT NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

The Permittee shall notify EPA Region IX by letter or by electronic mail of the: 

A. date construction is commenced, postmarked within 30 days of such date; 

B. actual date of initial startup, as defined in 40 CFR § 60.2, postmarked within 15 
days of such date; 

C. date upon which initial performance tests will commence, in accordance with the 
provisions of Condition IX.G, postmarked not less than 30 days prior to such date. 
Notification may be provided with the submittal of the performance test protocol 
required pursuant to Condition IX.G; and 

D. date upon which initial performance evaluation of the continuous emissions 
monitoring system (CEMS) will commence in accordance with 40 CFR § 
60.13(c), postmarked not less than 30 days prior to such date. Notification may 
be provided with the submittal of the CEMS performance test protocol required 
pursuant to Condition IX.G. 

HI. FACILITY OPERATION 

At all times, including periods of startup, shutdown, shakedown, and malfunction, the 
Permittee shall, to the extent practicable, maintain and operate the facility that is subject 
to this PSD permit (Facility), including associated air pollution control equipment, in a 
manner consistent with good air pollution control practice for minimizing emissions. 
Determination of whether acceptable operating and maintenance procedures are being 
used will be based on information available to EPA, which may include, but is not 
limited to, monitoring results, opacity observations, review of operating maintenance 
procedures and inspection of the Facility. 

IV. MALFUNCTION REPORTING 

A. 	The Permittee shall notify EPA at R9.AE0@epa.gov  within two (2) working days 
following the discovery of any failure of air pollution control equipment or 
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process equipment, or failure of a process to operate in a normal manner, which 
results in an increase in emissions above any allowable emission limit stated in 
Section IX of this permit. 

B. In addition, the Permittee shall provide an additional notification to EPA in 
writing or electronic mail within fifteen (15) days of any such failure described 
under Condition N.A. This notification shall include a description of the 
malfunctioning equipment or abnormal operation, the date of the initial 
malfunction, the period of time over which emissions were increased due to the 
failure, the cause of the failure, the estimated resultant emissions in excess of 
those allowed in Section IX, and the methods utilized to mitigate emissions and 
restore normal operations. 

C. Compliance with this malfunction notification provision shall not excuse or 
otherwise constitute a defense to any violation of this permit or any law or 
regulation such malfunction may cause. 

V. RIGHT OF ENTRY 

The EPA Regional Administrator, and/or an authorized representative, upon the 
presentation of credentials, shall be permitted: 

A. to enter the premises where the Facility is located or where any records are 
required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this PSD Permit; 

B. during normal business hours, to have access to and to copy any records required 
to be kept under the terms and conditions of this PSD Permit; 

C. to inspect any equipment, operation, or method subject to requirements in this 
PSD Permit; and 

D. to sample materials and emissions from the source(s). 

VI. TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP 

In the event of any changes in control or ownership of the Facility, this PSD Permit shall 
be binding on all subsequent owners and operators. Within 14 days of any such change 
in control or ownership, the Permittee shall notify the succeeding owner and operator of 
the existence of this PSD Permit and its conditions by letter. The Permittee shall send a 
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copy of this letter to EPA Region IX within thirty (30) days of its issuance. 

VII. SEVERABILITY 

The provisions of this PSD Permit are severable, and, if any provision of the PSD Permit 
is held invalid, the remainder of this PSD Permit shall not be affected. 

VIII. ADHERENCE TO APPLICATION AND COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS 

The Permittee shall construct the Project in compliance with this PSD permit, the 
application on which this permit is based, and all other applicable federal, state, and local 
air quality regulations. This PSD permit does not release the Permittee from any liability 
for compliance with other applicable federal, state and local environmental laws and 
regulations, including the Clean Air Act. 

IX. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

A. 	Air Pollution Control Equipment and Operation 

As soon as practicable following initial startup of the power plant (startup as 
defined in 40 CFR § 60.2) but prior to commencement of commercial operation 
(as defined in 40 CFR § 72.2), and thereafter, except as noted below in Condition 
IX.C, the Permittee shall install, continuously operate, and maintain the SCR 
system for control of NOx on Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3. The Permittee 
shall also perform any necessary operations to minimize emissions so that 
emissions are at or below the emission limits specified in this permit. 
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B. 	Emission Limits 

. On and after the date of initial startup, the Permittee shall not discharge or 
cause the discharge of emissions from each CTG (Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and 
Turbine 3) into the atmosphere in excess of the following limits. The 
emission limits in this condition shall apply at all times, except that for NOx 
only, the alternate emission limits in Condition 1X.0 shall apply during startup 
and shutdown, after which the limits in this condition shall apply: 

2. CO2e emissions from the circuit breakers shall not exceed 40.2 tons per 
calendar year. 

3. The Permittee shall install, operate, and maintain enclosed-pressure SF6 
circuit breakers with a maximum annual leakage rate of 0.5% by weight. 

C. 	Requirements during Gas Turbine (Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3) 
Startup and Shutdown Periods 

The CTG NOx  emission limits in Condition IX.B.1 shall not apply during CTG 
startup and shutdown periods. During these periods, the following requirements 
shall apply: 

1. 	The CEMS shall be in operation during each startup and shutdown period. 
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2. Duration of startups and shutdowns of each CTG (Turbine 1, Turbine 2, 
and Turbine 3) shall not exceed 30 and 10.5 minutes, respectively, per 
occurrence. 

3. Total number of startups shall not exceed 500 per turbine, per calendar 
year. 

4. For CTGs, "initial startup" is defined as the first fire of each unit. 

5. Startup is defined as the period beginning with combustion turbine 
ignition and lasting until the equipment has reached a continuous 
operating level and the emissions from the turbines are at or below the 
emission limits specified in Condition 1X.B.1. 

6. Shutdown is defined as the period beginning with the initiation of 
combustion turbine shutdown sequence and lasting until fuel flow is 
completely off and combustion has ceased. 

7. NOx emissions during startup or shutdown from each CTG shall not 
exceed 26.6 lb/hr based on a 1-hr average. 

8. NOx emissions from each CTG shall not exceed 22.5 pounds per startup 
event, or 6.0 pounds per shutdoWn event. 

D. 	Operational Limits 

1. The hours of operation for each turbine (Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3) 
shall not exceed 4,000 hours in any calendar year. 

2. During any turbine startup, ammonia injection shall be initiated as soon as the 
SCR catalyst temperature exceeds 575 degrees F. 

3. The cooling tower drift rate shall not exceed 0.001%; and the maximum total 
dissolved solids (TDS) shall not exceed 5,600 ppm. 

4. Within 60 days after achieving normal operation, but not later than 180 days 
after the initial startup of equipment, each CTG (Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and 
Turbine 3) shall achieve an initial heat rate at full load that does not exceed 
9,196 Btuith,/kWhgross. 

5. The circuit breakers shall be equipped with a 10% by weight leak detection 
system. The leak detection system shall be calibrated in accordance with 
manufacturer's specifications. The manufacturer's specifications and records 
of all calibrations shall be maintained on site. 
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E. 	Fuel Use 

1. To fire Turbines 1, 2 and 3, the Permittee shall use only Public Utilities 
Commission (PUC)-pipeline quality natural gas with a sulfur content that (1) 
is less than or equal to 0.25 grains per 100 dscf on a 12-month rolling average, 
and (2) shall not at any time exceed 1.0 grains per'100 dscf. 

2. The Permittee shall keep a monthly record of the quantity of natural gas used 
in Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3. 

3. The Permittee shall sample and record the sulfur content of the natural gas 
fuel on a monthly basis. 

4. The fuel sulfur content of the natural gas shall be determined using any of the 
following test methods: ASTM D1072, D3246, D4468, D5504 or D6667. 

F. 	Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) for Turbines 

1 Before Turbines 1, 2, and 3 commence commercial operation (as defined in 
40 CFR § 72.2), the Permittee shall install and calibrate CEMS to measure 
stack gas NOx, CO2, and 02 concentrations and a"continuous monitoring 
system (CMS) to measure exhaust gas flow and moisture content to 
demonstrate compliance with the emission limits in Conditions 1X.B.1, 
IX.C.7, and IX.C.8. 

2. The CEMS and CMS required by this permit shall be installed, calibrated, 
operated, audited, tested, and maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturers' recommendations and the appropriate performance standards 
and quality assurance requirements in the appendices of either 40 CFR part 
60 or 40 CFR part 75. 

3. The Permittee shall reduce CEMS and CMS data to one-hour averages in a 
manner meeting the specifications in 40 CFR § 60.13(h) for all operating 
hours, including startup and shutdown. 

4. No later than 90 days after commencement of commercial operation, the 
Permittee shall submit to EPA a CEMS and CMS quality assurance plan. 
The plan shall specify how the Permittee will demonstrate compliance with 
emission limits in Conditions DC.B.1, IX.C.7, and IX.C.8, including 
emission limits that apply during startup and shutdown. 

5. The Permittee shall perform for each CEMS: 
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a. Daily calibration checks, 

b. Quarterly linearity checks, and 

c. Annual relative accuracy test audits (RATA). 

6. The Permittee shall perform initial RATAs no later than the initial 
performance test for the associated emission unit. 

7. The Perrnittee shall submit RATA test plans and reports of RATA test 
results to EPA as described in Condition IX.G. 1.h. 

8. The Permittee shall maintain the following records for at least five years 
from the date of origin: 

a. One-hour averages calculated pursuant to Condition IX.G.3, 

b. The results of all calibration and linearity checks, and 

c. RATA test plans and reports of test results. 

G. 	Performance Tests 

1. Stack Tests 

a. Within 60 days after achieving normal operation, but not later than 180 
days after the initial startup of equipment, and, unless otherwise specified, 
annually thereafter (within 30 days of the initial performance test 
anniversary), the Perrnittee shall conduct performance tests (as described 
in 40 CFR § 60.8) as follows: 

i. NOx, CO2, PM, PM10, and PM2,5 emissions from each gas turbine 
(Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3); 

ii. PM, PM10, and PM2.5  emissions from the cooling tower (annual testing 
not required). 

iii. Heat rate performance according to the requirements of the American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers Performance Test Code on Overall 
Plant Performance (ASME PTC 22). 

b. The Permittee shall submit a performance test protocol to EPA no later 
than 30 days prior to the test to allow review of the test plan and to arrange 
for an observer to be present at the test. The performance test shall be 
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conducted in accordance with the submitted protocol, and any changes 
required by EPA. 

c. Performance tests shall be conducted in accordance with the test methods 
set forth in 40 CFR § 60.8 and 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix A, as modified 
below. In lieu of the specified test methods, equivalent methods may be 
used with prior written approval from EPA: 

i. EPA Methods 1-4 and 7E for NOx emissions measured in ppmvd 

ii. EPA Methods 1-4, 7E, and 19 for NOx emissions measured on a heat 
input basis 

iii. EPA Methods 1-4 and 3B for CO2 emissions 

iv. EPA Method 5 for PM, Method 201A for filterable PK() and PM2.5, 
and Method 202 for PK() and PM2.5. In lieu of Method 202, the 
Permittee may use EPA Conditional Test Method CTM-039. 

v. Modified Method 306 for PM emissions from the wet cooling tower, 
and 

vi. the provisions of 40 CFR § 60.8 (f). 

d. The initial performance test conducted after initial startup shall use the test 
procedures for a "high NO2 emission site," as specified in San Diego Test 
Method 100, to measure NOx emissions. The source shall be classified as 
either a "low" or "high" NO2 emission site based on these test results. If 
the emission source is classified as a: 

i "high NO2 emission site," then each subsequent performance test shall 
use the test procedures for a "high NO2 emission site," as specified in 
San Diego Test Method 100. 

ii. "low NO2 emission site," then the test procedures for a "high NO2 
emission site," as specified in San Diego Test Method 100, shall be 
performed once every five years to verify the source's classification as 
a "low NO2 emission site." 

e. The performance test methods for NOx emissions specified in Condition 
IX.G.1.c.i and ii., may be modified as follows: 

i. Perform a minimum of 9 reference method runs, with a minimum time 
per run of 21 minutes, at a single load level, between 90 and 100 
percent of peak (or the highest physically achievable) load, and 

ii. Use the test data both to demonstrate compliance with the applicable 
NOx emission limit and to provide the required reference method data 
for the RATA of the CEMS. 
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f. Upon written request and adequate justification from the Permittee, EPA 
may waive a specific annual test and/or allow for testing to be done at less 
than maximum operating capacity. 

g. For performance test purposes, sampling ports, platforms, and access shall 
be provided on the emission unit exhaust system in accordance with the 
requirements of 40 CFR § 60.8(e). 

h. The Permittee shall furnish EPA with a written report of the results of 
performance tests within 60 days of completion. 

2. Cooling Tower Total Dissolved Solids Testing 

a. The Permittee shall perform weekly tests of the blow-down water quality 
using an EPA-approved method, This weekly test shall not be required for 
any 7-day period in which the wet cooling tower is not in operation, 
provided that the Permittee maintains a log of wet cooling tower 
operation. 

b. The Permittee shall maintain a log that contains the date and result of each 
blow-down water quality test, and the resulting mass emission rate. This 
log shall be maintained onsite for a minimum of five years and shall be 
provided to EPA and District personnel upon request. 

c. The Permittee shall calculate the PM, PM10, and PM2.5 emission rates 
using an EPA-approved calculation based on the TDS and water 
circulation rate. 

d. The Permittee shall conduct all required cooling tower water quality tests 
in accordance with an EPA-approved test and emissions calculation 
protocol. Thirty (30) days prior to the first such test, the Permittee shall 
provide a written test and emissions calculation protocol for EPA review 
and approval, and send a copy to the District. 

e. A maintenance procedure shall be established that states how often and 
what procedures will be used to ensure the integrity of the drift 
eliminators, to ensure that the TDS limits are not exceeded, and to ensure 
compliance with recirculation rates. This procedure is to be kept onsite 
and made available to EPA and District personnel upon request. The 
Permittee shall promptly report any deviations from this procedure. 

H. 	Recordkeeping and Reporting 

1. The Permittee shall maintain a file of all records, data, measurements, reports, 
and documents related to operation of the Facility. All records shall be in a 
permanent form suitable for inspection. 
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2. The Permittee shall maintain CEMS records that include the following: the 
occurrence and duration of any startup, shutdown, or malfunction, 
performance testing, evaluations, calibrations, checks, adjustments, 
maintenance, duration of any periods during which a CEMS is inoperative, 
and corresponding emission measurements. 

3. The Permittee shall maintain records of the hours of operation for each turbine 
(Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3), on a monthly basis. 

4. The Permittee shall maintain records and submit a written report of all excess 
emissions and any other noncompliance with permit conditions to EPA for 
each six-month reporting period from January 1 to June 30 and from July 1 to 
December 31, except when more frequent reporting is specifically required by 
an applicable subpart, or EPA, on a case-by-case basis, determines that more 
frequent reporting is necessary to accurately assess the compliance status of 
the source. The report shall be postmarked by the 30th  day following the end 
of each semi-annual period and shall include the following: 

a. Time intervals, data and magnitude of the excess emissions, the nature 
and cause (if known), corrective actions taken and preventive 
measures adopted; 

b. Applicable time and date of each period during which the CEMS was 
inoperative (monitor down-time), except for zero and span checks, and 
the nature of CEMS repairs or adjustments; 

c. A statement in the report of a negative declaration; that is, a statement 
when no excess emissions occurred or when the CEMS has not been 
inoperative, repaired, or adjusted; 

d. Any failure to conduct any required source testing, monitoring, or 
other compliance activities; and 

e. Any violation of limitations on operation, including but not limited to 
restrictions on hours of operation. 

5. Excess emissions shall be defined as any period in which any turbine exceeds 
any emission limits set forth in this permit. 

6. A period of monitor down-time shall be defined as any unit operating clock 
hour in which sufficient data are not obtained by the CEMS to validate the 
hour for NOR, CO2, or 02, while the CEMS is also meeting the requirements 
of Condition IX.F.3. 

7. Excess emissions indicated by the CEM system, source testing, or compliance 
monitoring shall be considered violations of the applicable emission limit for 
the purpose of this permit. 
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8. All records required by this PSD Permit shall be retained for not less than five 
years following the date of such measurements, maintenance, reports, and/or 
records. 

9. The Permittee shall measure and record the following for each CTG (Turbine 
1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3) on an hourly basis: 

a. Net energy output (MWhnet); 

b. Pounds of CO2 per net energy output (lb CO2/MWhnei); 

c. The 8,760-operating hour rolling average emission rate of lb 
CO2/MWhnet  based on the average hourly recordings. 

10. The Permittee shall maintain a log describing maintenance and repair 
activities, including the following information: 

a. Date of activity 

b. Description of activity 

c. For scheduled maintenance, the elapsed time, hours of 
turbine operation, or other applicable measure since the 
activity was last performed. 

d. For scheduled maintenance, the elapsed time, hours of 
turbine operation, or other applicable measure until the 
activity should next be performed. 

11. The Permittee shall calculate the SF6 emissions due to leakage from the 
circuit breakers by using the mass balance in equation DD-1 at 40 CFR Part 
98, Subpart DD on an annual basis. Records of such calculations shall be 
maintained on site. 

I. 	Shakedown Periods 

The combustion turbine emission limits and requirements in Conditions IX.B, 
IX.0 and IX.D shall not apply during combustion shakddown periods. Shakedown 
is defined as the period beginning with initial startup as defined in Condition 
IX.C.4 and ending no later than initial performance testing, during which the 
Permittee conducts operational and contractual testing and tuning to ensure the 
safe, efficient and reliable operation of the plant. The shakedown period shall not 
exceed 90 days. The requirements of Section III of this permit shall apply at all 
times. 

X. AGENCY NOTIFICATIONS 
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All correspondence as required by this Approval to Construct must be sent to: 

A. Director, Air Division (Attn: AIR-5) 
EPA Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

Email: R9.AE0@epa.gov  
Fax: (415) 947-3579 

With a copy to: 

B. Air Pollution Control Officer 
San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
10124 Old Grove Road 
San Diego, CA 92131-1649 
Fax: (858) 586-2701 

XI. ACROYNMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Act 	Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. Section 7401 et seq.] 
Agency 	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
BACT 	Best Available Control Technology 
BTU 	British thermal units 
CAA 	Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. Section 7401 et seq.] 
CEMS 	Continuous Emissions Monitoring System 
CMS 	Continuous Monitoring System 
CFR 	Code of Federal Regulations 
CO 	Carbon Monoxide 
CO2e 	Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
CTG 	Combustion Turbine Generator 
GE 	General Electric 
GHG 	Greenhouse Gas (Greenhouse Gases) 
g/hp-hr 	grams per horsepower-hour 
gr/scf 	Grains per Standard Cubic Feet 
EAB 	Environmental Appeals Board 
EPA 	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
GHG 	Greenhouse Gases 
HHV 	Higher Heating Value 
HP 	Horsepower 
kW 	Kilowatts of electrical power 
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kWhr 	Kilowatt-hour 
mg/L 	Milligrams per liter 
I-tem3 	Microgram per Cubic Meter 
MMBTU 	Million British thermal units 
MW 	Megawatts of electrical power 
NAAQS 	National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NESHAPS 	National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
NMHC 	Non-methane Hydrocarbons 
NO 	Nitrogen oxide or nitric oxide 
NO2 	Nitrogen dioxide 
NOx 	Oxides of Nitrogen (NO + NO2) 
NP 	National Park 
NSPS 	New Source Performance Standards, 40 CFR Part 60 
NSR 	New Source Review 
02 	Oxygen 
PM 	Total Particulate Matter 
PM2.5 	Particulate Matter less than 2.5 micrometers (pm) in diameter 
PM10 	Particulate Matter less than 10 micrometers (pm) in diameter 
PPEC 	No Pico Energy Center 
PPM 	Parts per Million 
PPMVD 	Parts per Million by Volume, on a Dry basis 
PSD 	Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
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Proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit 
Fact Sheet and Ambient Air Quality Impact Report 

PIO PICO ENERGY CENTER 

Executive Summary 

Pio Pico Energy Center, LLC (PPLLC or applicant) has applied to EPA Region 9 (EPA) 
for authorization under the Clean Air Act (CAA) Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) program to construct a new power plant that will generate 300 megawatts (MW) of 
electricity using natural gas. The plant, known as the Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC or 
Project), would be located in San Diego County, California. EPA is issuing a proposed 
PSD permit for the PPEC, which is consistent with the requirenients of the PSD program 
for the following reasons: 

■ The proposed PSD permit requires the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to 
limit emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO.), total particulate matter (PM), particulate 
matter 10 micrometers (um) in diameter and smaller (PMio), particulate matter 2.5 
um in diameter and smaller (PM2.5), and greenhouse gases (GHG); 

The proposed emission limits will protect the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for nitrogen dioxide (NO2), PM10, and PM2,5. There are no 
NAAQS for PM or Greenhouse Gases; 

■ The facility will not adversely impact soils and vegetation, or air quality, visibility, 
and deposition in Class I areas located within 100 km, which are parks or wilderness 
areas given special protection under the Clean Air Act. 

1. Purpose of this Document 

This document serves as the Fact Sheet and Ambient Air Quality Impact Report (Fact 
Sheet) for the proposed PSD permit for the PPEC. This document describes the legal and 
factual basis for the proposed PSD permit, including requirements under the CAA, 
including CAA section 165 and the PSD regulations at Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) section 52.21. This document also serves as a Fact Sheet for the 
proposed PSD permit per 40 CFR section 124.8. 

Applicant 

The name and address of the applicant is as follows: 
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Pio Pico Energy Center, LLC 
P.O. Box 95592 
2542 Singletree Lane 
South Jordan, UT 84095 

Project Location 

The project site is located in an unincorporated area of San Diego County known as Otay 
Mesa. It is comprised of a 9.99 acre parcel located at 7363 Calzada de la Fuente in the 
Otay Mesa Business Park. The site is located within the San Diego County Air Pollution 
Control District (SDAPCD, or District). 

The map below shows the approximate location of the proposed project. 

4. Project Description 

The applicant has submitted a PSD permit application to EPA for the PPEC. The 
application materials for the PSD permit for the Project are included in EPA's 
administrative record for EPA's proposed PSD permit. 
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We note that PPEC also has submitted applications for State and local construction 
approvals for the Project that are separate from EPA's PSD permitting process. These 
applications are referred to as an Application for Certification (AFC) submitted to the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) and an application for a Determination of 
Compliance (DOC) submitted to the District. The District issued a Final DOC for the 
Project on May 4, 2012. 

The primary equipment for the generating facility will be three General Electric (GE) 
LMS100 natural gas-fired combustion turbine-generators (CTGs) with a total net 
generating capacity of 100 megawatts (MW) each. Table 4-1 lists the equipment that will 
be regulated by this PSD permit: 

Table 4-1: Equipment List 

The simple-cycle turbines will be operated as a peaking facility. Electricity will be 
generated by the combustion turbine generators when the combustion of natural gas turns 
the turbine blades. The spinning blades will drive an electric generator with the potential 
to generate up to 100 megawatts (MW) of electricity from each turbine. 

Air Pollution Control  

The PPEC will use Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) to reduce NO„ emissions from 
the CTGs. The SCR process will use aqueous ammonia as the reagent, where the catalyst 
facilitates the reaction of the ammonia with NOx  to create atmospheric nitrogen (N2) and 

This heat input occurs when load is at 190% and at an ambient temperature of 63° F. 
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water. Pipeline quality natural gas fuel and good combustion practices will be used to 
minimize particulate emissions. Thermal efficiency will be used to minimize GlIG 
emissions. 

We note that the PPEC will use an oxidation catalyst to reduce emissions of CO and 
volatile organic compounds (VOC). Although CO and VOC are not regulated in this 
proposed PSD permit, these pollutants will be regulated by the New Source Review 
(NSR) permit issued by the District, as explained in Section 6 below. The federally 
enforceable District permit serves to limit the CO and VOC potential to emit (PTE) to 
less than the PSD significance thresholds. The District permit contains practically 
enforceable short-term and annual emission limits for CO and VOC, and requires the 
installation of post-combustion air pollution control equipment to control emissions of 
these two pollutants. 

Power Plant Startup 

The GE LMS100 is an intercooled gas turbine system developed especially for the power 
generation industry. The applicant states that each LMS100 produces approximately 100 
MW at an efficiency rate that is approximately ten percent higher than that of other 
commercial simple-cycle gas turbines. The applicant also notes that the LMS100 is 
specifically designed for cyclic applications; it provides flexible power and, according to 
the manufacturer, can deliver 100 MW of power in 10 minutes. 

5. Emissions from the Proposed Project 

This section describes the pollutants that are covered by the PSD program within the 
SDAPCD, which is the area in which the Project is proposed to be located. 

The CAA's NSR provisions include two preconstruction permitting programs. First, the 
CAA PSD program is intended to protect air quality in "attainment areas,"2  which are 
areas that meet the NAAQS. EPA is responsible for issuing PSD permits for major new 
stationary sources emitting pollutants that are in attainment with (or unclassifiable for) 
the NAAQS, in general, and within the District. 

Second, the CAA nonattainment NSR program applies in areas where pollutant 
concentrations exceed the NAAQS ("nonattainment areas"). The District implements the 
nonattainment NSR program for facilities within its boundaries emitting nonattainment 
pollutants and their precursors (e.g., VOC and NOx, which a:re precursors to ambient 
ozone). For purposes of nonattainment NSR, PPEC will not be a major source of any 
nonattainment pollutant; therefore requirements of nonattainment NSR, including Lowest 
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and emission offsets, do not apply to the Project. 
Instead, the minor NSR permit issued by SDAPCD addresses both attainment and 
nonattainment pollutants. 

2  PSD also applies to pollutants where the status of the area is uncertain (unclassifiable) for NAAQS and to any other 
pollutant subject to regulation under the CAA. 
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Table 5-1 below describes the regulated pollutants that will be emitted by the Project and 
their attainment status within the District. 

Table 54: National Ambient Air Quality Standard Attainment Status for 
San Diego County Air Pollution Control'District 

The PSD program (40 CFR § 52.21) applies to "major" new sources of pollutants for 
which an area has been designated attainment or is unclassifiable. A new source is 
defined as a "major source" if emits or has the potential to emit (depending on the source 
type) either 100 or 250 tons per year (tpy) or more of any "regulated NSR pollutant," as 
that term is defined in the PSD regulations, including greenhouse gases (GHG) when they 
are emitted by the source in amounts that are "subject to regulation" as defined in 40 CFR 
§ 52.21(b)(49), currently 100,000 tpy or more of GHG on a carbon dioxide equivalent 
(CO2e) basis for new sources such as this Project . 

3  There are no national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for PM, H2SO4, H2S, TRS, fluorides, or GHGs. 
However, in addition to other pollutants for which no NAAQS have been set, these pollutants are regulated NSR 
pollutants with defined applicability thresholds under the PSD regulations (see 40 CFR §§ 52.21(bX23), (49), and 
(50)). 
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6. Applicability of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
Regulations 

This section describes the PSD applicability thresholds, and our conclusion that the 
Project's emissions of NOx, PM, PM10, PM2.5, and GHG will be regulated by EPA's 
proposed PSD permit. 

The annual emission data in Tables 6-1 and 6-2 (based on allowable operation up to 
8,760 hours per year) are based on the applicant's maximum expected emissions, 
including emissions from startup and shutdown cycles. The data submitted by the 
applicant is based on the assumption that all of the Project's combustion-related 
particulate emissions are PM2 5. As a result, the PTE for PM and PK() equals the PTE 
for PM2.5. This is a conservative approach, as some particulate emissions may be larger 
than 2.5 micrometers. 

The estimated emissions in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 show that the PPEC will be a major 
source for GHG. GHG emissions from the Project are a regulated NSR pollutant because 
the emissions exceed the 100,000 tpy CO2e subject to regulation threshold provided in 
40 CFR § 52.21(b)(49), and the GHG emissions on a mass basis exceed the 250 tpy 
major source threshold. Once a source is considered major for at least one regulated 
NSR pollutant, PSD also applies to any other regulated pollutant that the facility has the 
potential to emit in a significant amount, i.e., at or above the significant emission rate. 
The data in Table 6-1 show that the Project has the potential to emit NOx, PM, PK°, and 
PM2,5 in a significant amount; therefore, the Project is subject to PSD review for these 
pollutants in addition to GHG. Estimated emissions of the PSD-regulated pollutants from 
the facility are listed in Table 6-1. 

Carbon monoxide (CO), and sulfur dioxide (SO2) will be less than the major source 
threshold and less than the significant emission rate for each pollutant. Therefore, PSD 
review does not apply to these pollutants for the PPEC. 

Table 6-1: Estimated Emissions and PSD Applicability 
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Table 6-2: Estimated Emissions of PSD-Regulated Pollutants by Unit (tpy) 

1's.t:C • 
Notes: 
(a) Represents all GHG emissions on a mass basis. 
(b) Represents the carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) of all GHG emissions, rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons. 

(c) The applicant used 2007 California Air Resources Board (CARB) GHG emission factors to calculate its 
GHG emissions. CARB updated its GHG reporting regulations in 2010 to incorporate emission factors 
from EPA's Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule (40 CFR Part 98). EPA has recalculated the 
applicant's GHG emissions using emission factors from Part 98. 

7. Best Available Control Technology 

This section describes EPA's Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis for 

the control of NOx, PM, F'Mio, PM2,5, and GHG emissions from this facility. Section 

169(3) of the Clean Air Act defines BACT as follows: 

"The term 'best available control technology' means an emission limitation based 
on the maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant subject to regulation under 
the Clean Air Act emitted from or which results from any major emitting facility, 
which the permitting authority, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account 
energy, environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, determines is 
achievable through application of production processes and available methods, 
systems, and techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel 
combustion techniques for control of each such pollutant. In no event shall 
application of 'best available control technology' result in emissions of any 
pollutants which will exceed the emissions allowed by any applicable standard 
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established pursuant to section 111 [New Source Performance Standards or 
NSPS} or 112 [or NESHAPSI of the Clean Air Act." 

See also 40 CFR 52.21(b)(12). In accordance with 40 CFR 52.21(j), a new major 
stationary source is required to apply BACT for each regulated NSR pollutant that it 
would have the potential to emit (PTE) in significant amounts: 

EPA outlines the process it generally uses to do this case-by-case analysis (referred to as 
a "top-down" BACT analysis) in a June 13, 1989 memorandum. The top-down BACT 
analysis is a well-established procedure that EPA's Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) 
has consistently followed in adjudicating PSD permit appeals. See, e.g., In re Desert Rock 
Energy Center, 14 E.A.D. 	, slip op. at 52-53 (Sept. 24, 2009); In re Knauf, 8 E.A.D. 
121, 129-31 (EAB 1999); In re Maui Electric, 8 E.A.D. 1, 5-6 (EAB 1998). 

In brief, under the top-down process, all available control technologies are ranked in 
descending order of control effectiveness. The PSD applicant first examines the most 
stringent technology. That technology is established as BACT unless it is demonstrated 
that technical considerations, or energy, environmental, or economic impacts, justify a 
conclusion that the most stringent technology is not achievable for the case at hand. If 
the most stringent technology is eliminated, then the next most stringent option is 
evaluated until BACT is determined. The top-down BACT analysis is a case-by-case 
exercise for the particular source under evaluation. In summary, the five steps involved 
in a top-down BACT evaluation are: 

1. Identify all available control options with practical potential for application to 
the specific emission unit for the regulated pollutant under evaluation; 

2. Eliminate technically infeasible technology options; 

3. Rank remaining control technologies by control effectiveness; 

4. Evaluate the most effective control alternative and document results, 
considering energy, environmental, and economic impacts as appropriate; if 
top option is not selected as BACT, evaluate next most effective control 
option; and 

5. Select BACT, which will be the most stringent technology not rejected based 
on technical, energy, environmental, and economic considerations. 

The proposed Project is subject to BACT for NOR, PM, PM10, PM2.5, and GHG 
emissions. A BACT analysis was conducted for the three natural gas combustion 
turbines. Tables 7-1 and 7-2 provide a summary of the BACT determinations for NON, 
PM, PMio, PM2.5, and GHG from the emission units listed above. 
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Table 7-1: Summary of NOx, PM, PMio, and PM23 BACT Limits 
and Requirements for Testing and Monitoring 

Table 7-2: Summary of GHG BACT Limits 
and Requirements for Testing and Monitoring 

7.1 BACT for Natural Gas Combustion Turbine Generators 



PPEC has proposed three simple-cycle, natural gas-fired combustion turbines (CTs). 
Each CT has a maximum generating capacity of 103 MW and a maximum heat input 
capacity of 7,815 BTU/kw-hr (LHV) at ISO conditions. The CTs are subject to BACT 
for NOx, PM, PM10, PM2.5, and GHGs. A top-down BACT analysis for each pollutant 
has been performed and is summarized below. 

7.1.1 Nitrogen Oxide Emissions 

Step 1- Identify All Control Technologies 
The following inherently lower-emitting control options for NO„ emissions include: 
• Low NO„ burner design (e.g., dry low NO„ combustors) 
• Water or steam injection 
• Inlet air coolers 

The available add-on NO„ control technologies include: 

• 	

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system 
• EMxTM  system (formerly SCON0x) 
• Selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR)4  

Step 2 — Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options 
With the exception of BMxrM, all of the available control options identified in Step 1 are 
technically feasible. EMxTM technology (formerly SCONOx) is a relatively newer 
technology that has yet to be demonstrated in practice on CTs larger than 50 MW. The 
manufacturer has stated that it is a scalable technology and that NOx guarantees of <1.5 
ppm are available. However, this technology is designed to operate at a maximum 
temperature of approximately 700°F. Simple cycle gas turbines operate with exhaust gas 
temperatures of up to 1100° F, which exceeds the maximum temperature that EMx 
catalysts can tolerate while remaining effective. For this reason, we do not consider EMx 
to be technically feasible for simple-cycle gas turbines, and are eliminating this 
technology from further consideration as BACT. We also note that we are not aware of 
any simple-cycle gas turbines currently operating with EMx, or any permit application 
for a simple-cycle gas turbine power plant that proposes the use of EMx to control NOx 
emissions. Therefore we do not consider this technology achievable for simple-cycle gas 
turbines at this time. 

Step 3 — Rank Control Technologies 

According to the applicant, the PPEC is "designed to directly satisfy the San Diego area peaking and load-shaping 
generation current and long-term requirements. Key among these requirements is supporting wind and solar 
generation, whose overall output varies." (PPEC PSD permit application, p. PSD 2.1) The PPEC's capacity for 
frequent and fast turbine startups will provide necessary power to compensate for the intermittent nature of wind and 
solar generation, and thus will ultimately provide critical support for the growth of renewable energy sources in the 
area. Solar and wind power generation would be incompatible with the applicant's peaking power generation 
purpose because they are not steady state power sources that can be relied on to generate power during periods when 
intermittent renewable resources cannot. Therefore, we have not included solar and wind in our BACT analyses 
based on our determination that these technologies would fundamentally redefine the source. 
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Table 7-3: NO Control Technologies Ranked by Control Effectiveness 
M4SiOitf:Rate' 

• 
SCR with water injection 2.5 
SCR with Dry Low NOx combustors 2.5 
SNCR —4.56  
Dry low NOx  combustors and inlet air coolers 9 
Water or steam injection >9 

Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) is a well-demonstrated technology for NOx  control 
and has specifically achieved NOx emissions of 2.5 ppm on a 1-hr average on large 
simple cycle CTs (greater than 100 MW).5  

The available control technologies are ranked according to control effectiveness in Table 
7-3. Since inlet air cooling reduces the amount of thermal NOk formed during 
combustion and are inherent to the design of all new gas turbines, we have evaluated the 
highest ranked control technologies with the assumption that they will utilize this 
inherent control. A summary of recent BACT limits for similar simple-cycle, natural 
gas-fired CTs is provided in Table 7-4. All recently issued permits for such facilities 
indicate that a limit of 2.5 ppm based on a 1-hr average represents the highest level of 
NO„ control. 

Step 4 Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts 
The applicant has proposed SCR, the top-ranked technology, as BACT. We have 
determined that it is appropriate to consider the collateral environmental impacts 
associated with SCR. The SCR system requires onsite ammonia storage and will result in 
relatively small amounts of ammonia slip from the CTs' exhaust gases. Ammonia has 
the potential to be a toxic substance with harmful side effects, if exposed through 
inhalation, ingestion, skin contact, or eye contact.' Ammonia has not been identified as a 
carcinogen. It is noted that the applicant will use aqueous ammonia, which is considered 
a safer storage method than anhydrous ammonia. Additionally, we note that the 
California Energy Commission's Final Staff Analysis for the project proposes to include 
Conditions of Certification to ensure the safe receipt and storage of aqueous ammonia at 
the PPEC.5  

Ammonia slip emissions for the proposed source are limited to 5 ppm by the NSR permit 

5  While a NOx emission rate of 2.0 ppm has been demonstrated to achieve with combined cycle gas turbine 
configurations, SCR has not been able to achieve this emission rate on simple cycle turbines due to their higher 
exhaust gas temperatures. EPA is not aware of any source that has proposed or achieved this emission rate with 
SCR on a simple cycle gas turbine power plant. 
6  This is an approximate value that was estimated considering that the control effectiveness of SNCR has been 
demonstrated to be between 40 and 60 percent. 

Information is available from the Agency for Toxics Substances and Disease Registry at 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/phs/phs.asp?id=98ctid=2.  
a This information is available at http://www.energy.ca.govisitingcases/piopico/index.htrnl. See conditions HAZ-3 
through HAZ-5. 
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issued by the District. The'District conducted a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that 
included ammonia slip emissions. The results of the assessment showed that the 
maximum non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were both less than the 
significance level of 1.0 (0.011 and 0.11, respectively).9  

Considering the above factors, the possible risks associated with onsite storage and use of 
ammonia do not appear to outweigh the benefits associated with significant NO 
reductions. 

SCR with Water Injection versus SCR with Low NOx  Burners: The applicant has 
proposed to use water injection with SCR to control NO from the Project. As noted 
above, this technology is expected to achieve the same level of control as would SCR 
with low NOx  burners. We have determined that the amount of water needed for water 
injection will not result in a significant environmental impact warranting elimination of 
this technology as BACT for the Project. . Therefore, we concur that the applicant's 
selection of SCR with water injection as BACT is appropriate in this case. 

Step 5 — Select BACT 
Based on a review of the available control technologies for NOx  emissions from natural 
gas-fired combustion turbines, we have concluded that BACT for these CTs is the use of 
SCR and water injection with an emissions limit of 2.5 ppm at 15% 02  based on a 1-hr 
average..  

Table 7-4: Summary of Recent NO„ BACT Limits for Similar Simple-Cycle, 
Natural gas-fired CTs 

iCi 1 	,  ,N .-,,. ---- -Aimit' 
Yir4gilif 0 	, ,- , 	' E%riod-.:'' 

i.   - 	outt4 
-i, 	' 	, 	,... -- , 

 Permitv'- ,.,. 	., 
sualleg-,, 

, 	>, ur,,, 
- 	,   

El Cajon 
Energy 

2.5 
ppm 1-hr 

water 
 injection and 

SCR 
Dec 2009 RBLC # CA-1174 

Escondido 
Energy Center 

2.5 
ppm 

1-hr 
water 

 
injection and 

SCR 
Jul 2008 RBLC # CA-1175 

Orange Grove 
Energy 

2.5 
ppm 1-hr 

LNB, water 
 injection, 

and SCR 
Dec 2008 RBLC # CA-I176 

CalPeak Power 
El Cajon 

3.5 
ppm 

1-hr SCR Jun 2001 CARB BACT 
Clearinghouse 

El Colton 3.5 

_PM 
3-hr SCR Jan 2003 

CARB BACT 
Clearinghouse 
CARB BACT 
Clearinghouse 

California Energy 
Commission 

Lambie Energy 
Center 

2.5 
ppm 

3-hr SCR Dec 2002 

T1D Almond 2 
Power Plant 

2.5 
ppm 

1-hr 
LNB, water 
injection, 
and SCR 

Dec 2010 

Canyon Power 
Plant 

2.5 
ppm 

60 minutes 
LNB, water 
injection, 
and SCR 

Mar 2010 
California Energy 

Commission 

9  See FDOC for PPEC issued by the District on May 4, 2012, Section 8. 
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Starwood 
Power — 
Midway 

2.5 
ppm 1-hr 

water 
injection and 

SCR 
Jan 2008 

California Energy 
Commission 

Panoche Energy 2.5 
ppm 1-hr 

water 
inje 	and ction 

SCR 
 Dec 2007 

California Energy 
Commission 

San Francisco 
Electric 
Reliability 
Project 

2.5 
ppm 1-hr 

water 
injection and 

SCR 
Oct 2006 

California Energy 
Commission 

Niland Power 
Plant 

2,5 
ppm 

1-hr 
water 

injection and 
SCR 

Oct 2006 California Energy 
Commission 

Miramar 
Energy Facility 
II 

2. 5 

ppm  
3-hr 

water 
injection and 

SCR 
Nov 2008 ATC 

Walnut Creek 
Energy Park 

2.5 
ppm 1-hr 

water 
injection and 

SCR 
May 2011 California Energy 

Commission 

Note: All facilities listed in the table are located in California. 

7.1.2 PM, PM10  and PM2.5  Emissions 

Because the applicant has taken the conservative approach and assumed that all 
particulate emissions from the turbines are PM2,5, the BACT analyses for PM, PM,O  and 
PM2.5  have been combined. Additionally, the analysis evaluates total particulate 
emissions — condensable and filterable. 

Step 1— Identify All Control Technologies 
The following inherently lower-emitting control options for PM, PM10, and PM2.5 
emissions includel°: 

• Low particulate fuels, low sulfur fuels, and/or pipeline natural gas 
• Good combustion practices (including air inlet filter) 

The available add-on PM, PM10, and PM2,5  control technologies include: 

• Cyclone (including multiclones) 
• Wet scrubber 
• Dry electrostatic precipitator (ESP) 
• Baghouse/fabric filter 

Step 2 Eliminate Technically Infeasible Control Options 
All of the control technologies identified are technically feasible except for cyclones. 
Although cyclones have been identified as being capable of marginal PM2.5 control, the 

" As noted in the footnote 5 above, we have excluded solar and wind generation from our BACT analyses for the 
PPEC based on our determination that these technologies would fundamentally redefine the source. 
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low grain loading makes them technically infeasible for this application.' EPA's Air 
Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet for Cyclones (EPA-452/F-03-005) identifies 
typical grain loading for cyclones as ranging from 1.0 to 100 gr/scf and being as low as 
0.44 gr/scf.12  In contrast, the grain loading for the CTs' exhaust stream in this case 
would be about 0.0027 gr/scf based on the applicant's proposed BACT limits. Cyclones 
are generally used in high dust applications where a majority olthe particulate emissions 
are filterable emissions. In contrast, the majority of emissions from the CTs will be 
condensable particulate matter. For this reason, we are eliminating cyclones in this step 
due to technical infeasibility. 

Step 3 — Rank Remaining Control Technologies 
The applicant proposed a total PM limit of 0.0065 lb/MMBtu (HHV) to be achieved 
through the use of pipeline-quality natural gas and good combustion practices (including 
air inlet filter). EPA evaluated this proposal by reviewing recent PM performance test 
data from other similar simple cycle plants in southern California. These plants and test 
data are shown in Table 7-5. 

Table 7-5: Southern California Simple Cycle Turbine PM Performance Test Results 
11 	7 '7. 	; 	iallik ' , 	'1es 	suit.  

Orange Grove Unit Turbine 1 0.0031 lb/MMBtu 
Orange Grove Unit Turbine 2 0.0049 lb/MMBtu 
El Cajon Energy 0.0008 lb/MtvlBtu 
Canyon Power Project Unit 1 0.00311 lb/MMBtu 
Canyon Power Project Unit 2 0.00311 lb/MMBtu 

Note: These tests were conducted in 2010 and 2011 on GE LMS 6000 turbines, and represent the test average. 

Based on these test data, we have concluded that the applicant's proposed PM emission 
limit for this project is reasonable for simple cycle gas turbines located in southern 
California. BACT will be achieved by the use of low sulfur pipeline-quality natural gas 
and good combustion practices. We have included the applicant's proposed emission 
limit of 0.0065 lb/MMBtu (HHV) in order to ensure the use of low sulfur natural gas and 
good combustion practices. This limit represents the expectecrPM emissions based on 
the engineering design of this specific model (GE LMS100) of natural-gas fired turbine. 

Step 4 — Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts 
The applicant provided a cost analysis for PM controls based on information provided in 
Controlling Fine PM. A modified version of this analysis is provided in Table 7-6. The 
amount of PM2.5  removed is based on the manufacturer's guaranteed emission rate of 5.5 
lb/hr. Because add-on PM controls have not been applied to CTs, the control efficiencies 
evaluated are considered conservative. With cost-effectiveness values ranging between 
$317,902 and $438,860 per ton of PM2.5  removed, add-on controls are considered cost-
prohibitive for the PPEC. Therefore we are eliminating ESP, baghouse, and wet 

I —Information is available at 
http://www.epa.goviapti/Materials/APTP/020413%20student/4  I 3%20Student%20Manual/SYLch%204.pdf. 
12  Information is available at http://www.epa.govitirdcateldirl/fcyclon.pdf.  
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scrubber technologies in this step due to economic impacts. 

Table 7-6: Cost Analysis for Add-on PM Control Technologies 

'17V004:011140: 

Flowrate (ft3/min) 915,000 915,000 915,000 

Capital Costs ($/scfm) 10 6 2.50 

Capital Costs (total $) 9,150,000 5,490,000 2,287,500 

Cost Recovery Factor 0.11 0.11 0.11 

Annualized Capital Costs ($/yr) 1,006,500 603,900 251,625 

0 & M Costs ($/scfm) 3 5 4.40 

0 & M Costs ($/yr) 2,745,000 4,575,000 4,026,000 

Total Annualized Costs ($/yr) 3,751,500 5,178,900 4,277,625 

Removal Efficiency 99%.  99% 90% 

Tons of FM25  Removed (TPY) 11.80 11.80 10.73 
Cost Effectiveness ($/ton 
removed) 317,902 438,860 398,735 

Step 5 — Select BACT 
After eliminating ESP, baghouse, and wet scrubber technologies due to economic 
impacts, we have determined that BACT is the use of low sulfur pipeline quality natural 
gas, good combustion practices, and a PM, PM10, and Plv12.5 limit of 0.0065 lb/MMBtu 
based on a 9-hr average. By "pipeline quality natural gas" we mean Public Utilities 
Commission (PUC)-quality natural gas. While the PUC sets a sulfur content limit of 5.0 
grains per 100 dscf, the average sulfur content of natural gas in San Diego County is 0.20 
g/100 dscf. Therefore we are proposing a sulfur content limit for the natural gas of 0.25 
grains per 100 dry standard cubic feet on a 12-month rolling average and a sulfur content 
of 1.0 grains per 100 dry standard cubic feet that shall not be exceeded at any time. 

7.1.3 GHG Emissions 

Step 1 — Identify all control technologies  

The following control technologies are potentially available for the PPEC: 

• Alternative generating technologies such as combined-cycle gas turbines or 
reciprocating internal combustion (IC) engines. 

Combined-cycle gas turbines recover waste heat from the gas turbine exhaust using a 
heat recovery steam generator (HRSG). In many applications, combined-cycle 
facilities are more efficient than simple-cycle operations because the use of the HRSG 
allows the production of more electricity without additional fuel consumption. 
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Reciprocating IC engines consist of one or more cylinders in which the process of 
combustion takes place within the cylinders. Reciprocating IC engines are generally 
well suited for peaking applications such as the proposed Project. 

• Use of the most energy efficient simple-cycle gas turbines. 

• Carbon capture and sequestration (CCS). 

CCS is a, technology that involves the capture and storage of CO2  emissions to 
prevent their release to the atmosphere. 

Step 2 — Eliminate technically infeasible control technologies  

Reciprocating IC Engines 
As noted above, reciprocating IC engines are well-suited for peaking applications and are 
technically feasible for the proposed Project. 

Combined-Cycle Gas Turbines 
As stated in the permit application, the applicant seeks approval from EPA for 
construction of the PPEC in order to satisfy an obligation to supply electrical capacity 
and energy to San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) under a 20-year Power Purchase 
Agreement (PPA). The purpose of this project is to meet the specific objectives of 
SDG&E's 2009 Request for Offers (RFO) and the resulting contractual requirements 
contained in the PPA between SDG&E and PPEC LLC. Key among these requirements 
is supporting renewable power generation such as wind and solar, whose overall output 
varies. As output from these renewable resources drops, the PPEC must be able to come 
online quickly to make up the lost grid capacity. Thus, in order to satisfy its business 
purpose, the PPEC must be able to offer units that: 1) are highly flexible and that can 
provide regulation during the morning and evening ramps, 2) can be repeatedly started 
and shut down as needed, and 3) can be brought online quickly, even under cold-start 
conditions. There are a number of issues that make combined-cycle gas turbines 
technically infeasible for such a project. 

The start-up sequence for a combined-cycle plant includeS three phases: I) purging of 
the HRSG; 2) gas turbine speed-up, synchronization, and loading; and 3) steam turbine 
speed-up, synchronization, and loading. The third phase of this process is dependent on 
the amount of time that the plant has been shut down prior to being restarted; the HRSG 
and steam turbine contain parts that can be damaged by thermal stress and they require 
time to heat up and prepare for normal operation. For this reason, the complete startup 
time for a combined-cycle plant is typically longer than that of a similarly-sized simple 
cycle plant. For example, the PPEC can be dispatched from "cold iron" to 300 MW in 
less than 30 minutes13. By comparison, the most likely combined-cycle alternative in 
GE's product offering — a 107FA power block — would be capable of providing at most 
160 MW in approximately the same amount of time (General Electric Company, n.d.[1]). 

13  According to GE, the gas turbine proposed by the applicant (LMS 100) offers fast start capability that can deliver 
100 MW in 10 minutes (General Electric Company, n.d.[2]). 
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Even with fast-start technology, new combined-cycle units like the GE 7FA may require 
up to 31/2 hours to achieve full load under some conditions. These longer startup times 
are incompatible with the purpose of the Project to provide quick response to changes in 
the supply and demand of electricity. Furthermore, gas turbines used in peaking duty 
cycles experience high levels of thermal mechanical fatigue due to the large numbers of 
startups and shutdowns, and the impacts of such fatigue would'be even greater in the 
steam-side equipment of a combined cycle plant. Thus, even if the long startup durations 
were not prohibitive in this case, the use of a combined-cycle design would still be 
inconsistent with the PPEC's stated need for flexibility to start up and shut down multiple 
times in a single day in response to changing demand; such a duty cycle would likely 
result in excessive wear to combined-cycle units. Therefore, EPA has concluded that a 
combined-cycle facility is technically infeasible for the Project as defined by the 
applicant and we have eliminated that control option from further consideration as BACT 
in this case. is 

CCS 
The three main approaches for CCS are pre-combustion capture, post-combustion 
capture, and oxyfuel combustion (IPCC, 2005). Of these approaches, pre-combustion 
capture is applicable primarily to gasification plants, where solid fuel such as coal is 
converted into gaseous components by applying heat under pressure in the presence of 
steam and oxygen (U.S. Department of Energy, 2011). At this time, oxyfuel combustion 
has not yet reached a commercial stage of deployment for gas turbine applications and 
still requires the development of oxy-fuel combustors and other components with higher 
temperature tolerances (IPCC, 2005). The third approach, post-combustion capture, is 
applicable to gas turbines. 

With respect to post-combustion capture, a number of methods may potentially be used 
for separating the CO, from the exhaust gas stream, including adsorption, physical 
absorption, chemical absorption, cryogenic separation, and membrane separation (Wang 
et al., 2011). Many of these methods are either still in development or are not suitable for 
treating power plant flue gas due to the characteristics of the exhaust stream (Wang, 
2011; IPCC, 2005). Of the potentially applicable technologies, post-combustion capture 
with an amine solvent such as monoethanolamine (MBA) is currently the preferred option 
because it is the most mature and well-documented technology (Kvamsdal et al., 2011), 
and because it offers high capture efficiency, high selectivity, and the lowest energy use 
compared to the other existing processes (IPCC, 2005). Post-combustion capture using 
MEA is also the only process known to have been previously demonstrated in practice on 
gas turbines (Reddy, Scherffius, Freguia, & Roberts, 2003). As such, it is the sole carbon 
capture technology considered in this analysis. 

In a typical MEA absorption process, the flue gas is cooled before it is contacted counter-
currently with the lean solvent in a reactor vessel. The scrubbed flue gas is cleaned of 

14  We note that although the applicant also submitted an analysis to show that the use of a combined-cycle design for 
the Project would not be cost-effective, we are not relying on that analysis as we have determined that such a design 
is technically infeasible. The applicant's economic analysis is available in EPA's administrative record for the 
PPEC for reference. 
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solvent and vented to the atmosphere while the rich solvent is sent to a separate stripper 
where it is regenerated at elevated temperatures and, then returned to the absorber for re-
use. Fluor's Econamine FG Plus process operates in this manner, and it uses an MEA-
based solvent that has been specially designed to recover CO2 from oxygen-containing 
streams with low CO2 concentrations typical of gas turbine exhaust (Fluor, 2009). This 
process has in fact been used successfully to capture 365 tons per day of CO2  from the 
exhaust of a natural gas combined-cycle plant owned by Florida Power and Light in 
Bellingham, Massachusetts. The CO2 capture plant was maintained in continuous 
operation from 1991 to 2005 (Reddy, Scherffius, Freguia, & Roberts, 2003). As this 
technology is commercially available and has been demonstrated in practice on a 
combined-cycle plant, EPA generally considers it to be technically feasible for natural 
gas combined-cycle sources. 

In 2003, Fluor and BP completed a joint study that examined the prospect of capturing 
CO2  from eleven simple cycle gas turbines at a BP gas processing plant in Alaska known 
as the Central Gas Facility (COP) (Hurst & Walker, 2005; Simmonds et aL, 2003). 
Although this project was not actually implemented (S. Reddy, personal communication, 
December 13, 2011; available in EPA's administrative record for the PPEC), the 
feasibility study provides valuable information about the design of a capture system for 
simple-cycle applications, particularly with respect to flue gas cooling and heat recovery. 
Absorption of CO2  by MEA is a reversible exothermic reaction. Before entering the 
absorber, the turbine exhaust gas must be cooled to around 50 °C to improve absorption 
and minimize solvent loss due to evaporation (Wang, 2011). In the case of the CGF 
design, the flue gas is cooled by feeding it first to a HRSG for bulk removal of the heat 
energy and then to a direct contact cooler (DCC). It should be noted that while Hurst & 
Walker (2005) found that the HRSG could be omitted from the design for another type of 
source studied (heaters and boilers at a refinery), the DCC alone would be insufficient for 
the gas turbines due to the high exhaust gas temperature (480-500 °C). After the MEA is 
loaded with CO2  in the absorber, it is sent to a stripper where it is heated to reverse the 
reaction and liberate the CO, for compression. The heat for this regeneration stage 
comes from high- and intermediate-pressure steam generated in the HRSG. Excess steam 
from the CGF HRSGs would also be used to export electricity to the local grid. 

The integral nature of the HRSG to the overall process for the CGF is notable because it 
would essentially require conversion of the turbines from simple-cycle to combined-cycle 
operation. Therefore, based on this information, we conclude that while carbon capture 
with an MEA absorption process is feasible for a combined-cycle operation, it is not 
feasible for simple-cycle units (i.e., those without a HRSG). Given that combined-cycle 
gas turbines are not technically feasible for the proposed Project, as discussed above, 
CCS is also technically infeasible for the proposed Project. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing finding that CCS is technically infeasible for the proposed 
Project due to issues associated with flue gas cooling and heat recovery, there is another 
(and perhaps more critical) issue to consider regarding the technical feasibility of CCS in 
the present case. As previously discussed, the PPEC is contracted under a 20-year PPA 
and is designed to directly satisfy the San Diego area peaking and load-shaping 
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generation current and long-term requirements. The SDG&E contract for the facility 
allows for 500 startups and shutdowns per unit per year. Thus the operation of the 
facility will be transient in nature as a direct requirement of its fundamental business 
purpose. The high degree of transiency in this case is incompatible with current carbon 
capture systems, which are more suitable for steady-state operations (National Petroleum 
Council, 2007). Chalmers and Gibbins (2007) concluded, for example, that the 
synchronization of power plant startup with capture operations has not yet been fully 
addressed, and that changes in poWer cycle efficiency as a result of variable steam flow 
and heat integration between the power cycle and CO2 capture plant must be subjected to 
more detailed analysis. Consequently, even if the flue gas cooling and heat integration 
issues could be addressed through a combined-cycle design, CCS would still be 
technically infeasible for this project, given its non-steady state operation. Therefore, we 
have eliminated CCS from further consideration in this analysis. 

Step 3 — Rank Remaining Control Technologies  

After elimination of combined-cycle gas turbines and CCS as potential control 
technologies, the use of IC engines and thermally efficient simple-cycle gas turbines are 
the only remaining control methods. These technologies are ranked below by their heat 
rate, which is a measure that reflects how efficiently a generator uses heat energy; the 
heat rate is expressed as the number of BTUs of heat energy required to produce a 
kilowatt-hour of electricity. 

Table 7-7: Ranking of Potential Control Technologies by Heat Rate 

, 	.: 	,,•.,. .A.,  ,- 	Tc‘eiti4il 

	

,,,,...,,,...._4:..‘ 	..,. 

	

eat HaW(Ituivi 	so) 
IC engines —7,500 Btu/kWh 
Simple-cycle gas turbines —8,700 to 10,000 Btu/kWh 

Step 4-- EconomictEnergy, and Environmental Impacts 
Reciprocating IC engines are fast-starting and, as shown above, generally have a lower 
heat rate than simple-cycle gas turbines. From a GHG perspective, these factors may 
make IC engines the preferred generation alternative in some situations. In this case, 
however, there are collateral environmental impacts that we have determined make the 
use of IC engines inappropriate. 

In 2010, Wartsila introduced its 18V50SG gas engine. With a maximum electrical output 
of 18.759 MW, it is the world's largest engine and it is marketed by Wartsila as a viable 
alternative to gas turbine power plants up to 500 MW (Wideskog, 2011). In order to 
provide the 300 MW of electricity called for by the PPA applicable in this case, 
approximately 16 engines operating in simple cycle mode would be required. Multi-
engine plants of this scale are feasible and have in fact been built in a number of locations 
(Wartsila, 2011). At this time, however, the NO„ rate guaranteed by Wartsila for this 
engine following SCR is 5 ppm, or 2.63 lbs/hr (C. Whitney, personal communication, 
January 25, 2012). Sixteen engines running at full load would therefore emit 	- 
approximately 42 lbs/hr of NOx. In comparison, each of the proposed simple cycle 
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LMS100 gas turbines would emit a maximum of 8.18 lbs/hr, for a total maximum NO„ 
rate of 24.5 lbs/hr. The IC engines would thus emit 71% more NO at full load than the 
gas turbines. 

In weighing the trade-offs between the lower NO„ emissions associated with the gas 
turbines and the lower GlIG missions associated with the IC engines, EPA is swayed by 
the fact that San Diego County is currently designated nonattainment for the 1997 8-hour 
ozone standard (69 Fed. Reg. 23858). In addition, both the state of California and EPA 
recently recommended that San Diego County be designated nonattainment for the 
revised 2008 ozone NAAQS (EPA, 2011). Given the current and projected ozone 
nonattainment status of the area, EPA believes it is appropriate in this case to favor the 
technology that reduces NOx emissions over 01-10 emissions, particularly when the 
difference in NO„ emissions between the two technologies is so great. Consequently, 
EPA has eliminated the IC engines as the top control option. After elimination of IC 
engines from the BACT analysis, highly efficient simple-cycle gas turbines represent the 
top control option. 

Step 5 — Select BACT  
Based on the foregoing analysis, EPA has concluded that BACT for GHGs for this source 
is the use of new thermally efficient simple-cycle combustion turbines combined with 
good combustion and maintenance practices to maintain optimum efficiency. The GE 
LMS100 gas turbines proposed by the applicant have a maximum efficiency of 44% 
under ISO conditions (General Electric Company, n.d.121). This is at the high end of the 
efficiency range for gas turbines of this size category;' thus, we believe that the 
applicant's proposal is consistent with the BACT requirement to use highly efficient 
simple-cycle turbines. To ensure that the plant operates as efficiently as possible over its 
entire lifetime, BACT will include a heat rate limit that applies at initial startup in 
addition to a separate emission limit that applies on an ongoing basis. Both the initial 
heat rate limit and the ongoing emission limit must account for a number of factors 
including various tolerances in the manufacturing and construction of the equipment as 
well as actual ambient operating conditions. Based on these factors, and turbine 
performance data provided by GE and the applicant (Hill, 2012), EPA is proposing to 
establish the initial heat rate limit at 9,196 btubh,/kw-hrgr... This limit reflects the initial 
equipment performance levels provided by GE plus 3% to account for slight variations in 
the manufacturing, assembly, construction, and actual performance of the new turbines. 
Where the long-term emission limit is concerned, EPA is using a slightly higher margin 
of compliance than that used for the initial heat rate limit to account for unrecoverable 
losses in efficiency the plant will experience over its entire lifetime as well as seasonal 

15 See, for example, the Siemens product documentation (Siemens, 2008; Siemens, 2011), which states that its gas 
turbine products over 100 MW have efficiencies "approaching 40%" in simple cycle configuration, and that the 112 
MW Siemens SGT6-2000E specifically has an efficiency of 33.9% under ISO conditions. See also the Rolls Royce 
product information (Rolls Royce, n.d.) sating that its Trent 60 gas turbine delivers up to 64 MW in simple cycle 
service with an efficiency of 42%. See also GE's product information page for the LMS100 (General Electric, 
n.d.13}), which states that over the course of a peaking season, the high-efficiency LMS100 gas turbine system 
running at full capacity avoids over 34,000 metric tons of CO2  emissions compared to a typical simple cycle system. 
Finally, information on simple-cycle gas turbine efficiency from EPA's RBLC (see Table 7-8 below) shows 
efficiencies no higher than approximately 37%. 
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variation in site-specific factors that affect turbine performance such as temperature and 
humidity. In this instance, we believe a margin of 6% is appropriate. Using this margin 
of compliance and the emissions data provided in the permit application, EPA is 
proposing an emission limit of 1,181 lbs CO2/MWh net output.16  Due to the nature of the 
emissions, GHG BACT limits established thus far have generally been based on an 
annual average such as a 365-day rolling basis. However, as a peaking facility, the PPEC 
will operate intermittently; on some days it may start up and shut down multiple times 
while on others it may not operate at all. Thus, it is preferable to monitor compliance 
with the limit based on actual hours of operation. To achieve this and still afford the 
facility the necessary flexibility of an annual limit, the averaging period for the CO2 
emission limit will be a rolling 8,760-operating hour average as monitored by a CO2  
CEMS. 

Table 7-8 Simple Cycle Combustion Turbine Efficiency Data from RBLC 
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16 The pollutant GHGs (or greenhouse gases) that is subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act for PSD 
permitting purposes consists of the combination of six gases (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, sulfur 
hexafluoride, hydrofluorocarbons, and perfluorocarbons). However, we are expressing the GHG emission BACT 
limit for the gas turbines in this permit as a CO2  limit because the GHG emissions from the gas turbines are 
overwhelmingly in the form of CO2  and will allow the facility to use a continuous emissions monitoring system for 
compliance monitoring. For example, Table 1C.7 of the permit application shows that, on a tonne/MWh basis, the 
methane and nitrous oxide emissions from the turbines are many orders of magnitude lower than the CO2  emissions. 
Even after accounting for the global warming potential of methane and nitrous oxide, on a ton per year basis, the 
CO2  emissions from the gas turbines represent 99.9% of the total CO2e emissions, and an efficiency-based emission 
limitation that limits CO2  emissions from the combustion of natural gas inherently limits the emission of other 
emissions created through combustion, such as methane and nitrous oxide, from the same units at the same 
efficiency. Accordingly, since BACT for GHGs emissions from the turbines at this facility has been determined to 
be 39.3% combustion efficiency and the CO2  limit selected ensures combustion efficiency at that level, adherence to 
the CO2  limit (which will be determined through the use of CEMS) will also ensure that the BACT (39.3% 
combustion efficiency) is also achieved for emissions of methane and nitrous oxide. 
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7.1.4 BACT During Startup and Shutdown 

It is not technically feasible to use SCR to control NO„ emissions when the equipment is 
outside of the manufacturer's recommended operating temperature ranges. For SCR, this 
occurs during turbine startup or shutdown. Based on vendor information, each turbine 
startup and shutdown is expected to last 30 and 10.5 minutes, respectively. The expected 
NO emissions associated with individual turbine startup and shutdown events are: 

• Startup: 22.5 pounds of NO„ per turbine 
• Shutdown: 6.0 pounds of NO„ per turbine 

Since SCR is not effective during startup and shutdown periods, and there are no add-on 
PM controls, EPA has determined that limiting the duration and number of startups and 
shutdowns is BACT for NO„ and PM during these transient periods. The permit limits 
the duration of these events to 30 minutes for startups and 10.5 minutes for shutdowns, 
and the total number of startups to 500 per turbine per calendar year. In addition, the 
permit requires the use of SCR as soon as the system reaches the minimum temperature 
to become effective, which occurs when the catalyst temperature exceeds 575 degrees F. 
In order to ensure the lowest level of NO emissions during startup and shutdown, we 
have also set an emission limit from each CT of 22.5 pounds of NO„ per startup event, 
and 6.0 pounds of NO„ per shutdown event. Further, in order to ensure compliance with 
the NO2  NAAQS, we have also set a limit requiring that NO•ernissions from each CT 
during startup or shutdown not exceed 26.6 lb/hr. 

We have also determined that these startup and shutdown duration limits also constitute 
BACT for GHG emissions during these periods, because the short startup and shutdown 
times will also increase the overall thermal efficiency of the facility. 

7.2 BACT for Cooling System 

Step 1— Identify All Possible Control Technologies 
Options for controlling PM (including PK() and PM2,$) emissions from cooling systems 
include: 

• Dry Cooling System 
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• Partial Dry Cooling System (including small wet cooling tower) 
• Spray-enhanced Dry Cooling (dry cooling with heat transfer enhanced by spraying 

water on the outside of the heat exchanger tubes) 
• Plume-abated Wet Cooling (wet cooling tower with a dry section that reduces the 

visible plume by heating the wet air from the wet section) 
• Non-Plume-abated Wet Cooling Tower (wet cooling tower) 
• Once-Through Cooling 

Step 2 — Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options 

Once-Through Cooling 

Once-through cooling involves the water withdrawn from rivers, streams, lakes, 
reservoirs, estuaries, oceans, or other waters. In general, once-through cooling is only 
technologically feasible when a large surface water body exists in immediate proximity to 
a power plant. Since this situation does not exist for the PPEC, we conclude that once-
through cooling is not technologically feasible BACT for the Project. 

Step 3 — Rank Remaining Control Technologies 

After eliminating one technically infeasible option, five options remain. In descending 
order of control effectiveness, these options are: 

• Dry Cooling System 
• Partial Dry Cooling System (including small wet cooling tower) 
• Spray-enhanced Dry Cooling (dry cooling with heat transfer enhanced by spraying 

water on the outside of the heat exchanger tubes) 
• Plume-abated Wet Cooling (wet cooling tower with a dry section that reduces the 

visible plume by heating the wet air from the wet section) 
• Non-Plume-abated Wet Cooling Tower (wet cooling tower) 

The Partial Dry Cooling System proposed by the applicant for the PPEC is comprised of 
two components: a dry cooling component that provides necessary cooling most of the 
time and has zero emissions, and a small (7,000 gpm circulation rate) wet cooling 
component that supplements the dry cooling component when ambient temperatures are 
too high for the dry Cooling system to function effectively. Because dry cooling does not 
produce emissions, and the wet cooling portion of the system is much smaller than 
systems designed for condensing steam from a.combined cycle unit, the Partial Dry 
Cooling System produces the lowest PM emissions of the six remaining technologies 
except dry cooling, which has zero emissions. 

Step 4 — Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts 

A technical issue associated with using 100% dry cooling to provide adequate cooling is 
its limited ability to provide adequate cooling under high-temperature conditions. 
Specifically, plant capacity would begin to decrease at ambient temperatures greater than 
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70 degrees F, and plant output would be no greater than 284 MW at the plant design 
maximum ambient temperature of 93 degrees F. The additional energy cost of the 
parasitic load required by a 100% dry cooling system would not be cost-effective 
($109,275/ton of PM reduced), given that total PM emissions are not expected to exceed 
1,4 tons per year. Therefore, 100% dry cooling is not cost-effective as BACT for the 
Project, and we are eliminating it as the top-ranked control option due to economic 
infeasibility. 

Step 5 — Select BACT 

EPA concurs with the applicant's selection of the highest ranked remaining BACT 
option, a Partial Dry Cooling System, with a drift rate of 0.001%, as BACT for the 
cooling system. We note that while drift rates of 0.0005% have been achieved for once-
through and recirculating water towers, this has occurred at facilities with much larger 
wet cooling components in their cooling towers, with much higher water recirculation 
rates. Because most of the cooling for the PPEC's cooling towers will be accomplished 
in the dry cooling portion of the system, we have determined that the proposed drift rate 
of 0.001% is sufficiently equivalent to the lower drift rate for a system that relies entirely 
on wet cooling. To ensure this drift rate is achievable, we are proposing a IDS limit not 
to exceed 5,600 ppm. 

7.3 BACT for Circuit Breakers 

The circuit breakers are subject to BACT for GHG emissions. The only GHG emitted 
from circuit breakers is sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). 

Sten I — Identify all control technologies  

The following control technologies are potentially available for the PPEC: 

• Use of dielectric oil or compressed air circuit breakers., These types of circuit 
breakers do not contain any GHG pollutants. 

• Totally enclosed SF6 circuit breakers with leak detection systems. These types of 
circuit breakers have a specified maximum leak rate and have an alarm warning 
when a certain percentage of the SF6 has escaped. The use of an alarm identifies 
potential leak problems before the bulk of the SF6 has escaped. 

No add-on control options for GHG emissions were identified. Additionally, alternative 
gases to SF6 other than compressed air are currently not available (EPRI, 2003; NIST, 
1997). 

Step 2 Eliminate technically infeasible control technologies 
We assume both control options are technically feasible. 

24 



Step 3 — Rank remaining control technologies 
The expected emissions from the two control options are compared in Table 7-8 below. 
Dielectric oil and compressed air circuit breakers do not contain GHG pollutants and 
therefore would not result in any'  HG emissions. As such, these technologies represent 
the top-ranked control option. 

Table 7-8: Circuit Breaker Control Technologies Ranked by Control Effectiveness 

, 	H 	Control'Te 	nc o 	s 	, e',  Emission Rat 	,, 
Dielectric oil or compressed air circuit 
breakers 0 
Enclosed-pressure SF6 circuit breakers 
with 0.5% (by weight) annual leakage 
rate and leak detection systems 	_ 40.2 

Step 4— Economic, Energy, and Environmental Impacts 
SF6 became commercially available in 1947 and has been used in the utility industry 
since the 1960s (NIST, 1997). Despite efforts over several decades to develop a desirable 
alternative to SF6, none has been found and SF6 is still the preferred gas for electrical 
insulation and for arc quenching and current interruption equipment used in the 
transmission and distribution of electricity. For circuit breakers, for example, SF6 has 
high thermal conductivity and high dielectric strength. These properties along with its 
fast thermal and dielectric recovery are what make SF6-based circuit breakers superior to 
currently available alternative systems (NIST, 1997; EPRI, 2003). Additionally, NIST 
(1997) reports that equipment insulated with SF6 "offers significant savings in land use, is 
aesthetically acceptable, has relatively low radio and audible noise emissions and enables 
substations to be installed in populated areas close to the loads" as compared with 
dielectric oil and compressed air circuit breakers. Therefore, compared to circuit 
breakers with SF6, dielectric oil and compressed air circuit breakers have clear adverse 
environmental and energy impacts, and we are eliminating dielectric oil and compressed 
air circuit breakers as the top-ranked control option. 

Step 5 — Select BACT 
Elimination of dielectric oil or compressed air circuit breakers from consideration leaves 
enclosed-pressure SF6 circuit breakers with leak detection systems as the sole control 
option. A review of recent BACT determinations for this equipment further supports our 
conclusion: . 

Table 7-9: Recent BACT Determinations for Circuit Breakers at Electric 
Generating Facilities 

!..'Facility„  '', 
, 	, 

te:Issuiz ' 	. 	', 	, 	13 	Deterounatto 	 • - 	' 	: 
Lower Colorado River 
Authority — Thomas C. 
Ferguson Power Plant • 

11/10/11 Enclosed-pressure SF6 circuit breakers with leak detection 

Palmdale Hybrid Power 10/18/11' Enclosed-pressure SF6 circuit breakers with an annual leakage rate 
of 0.5% by weight, a 10% by weight leak detection system 
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Based on the above information, we have concluded that GI-10 BACT for the circuit 
breakers is: 

• the use of enclosed-pressure SF6  circuit breakers with a maximum annual leakage 
rate of 0.5% by weight and a 10% by weight leak detection system, and 

• an emission cap of 40.2 tpy 

The SF6 emissions from the circuit breakers shall be determined by using the mass 
balance in equation DD-1 at 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart DD. 

8. Air Quality Impacts 

Clean Air Act section 165 and EPA's PSD regulations at 40 CFR section 52.21 require an 
examination of the impacts of the proposed PPEC on ambient air quality. The applicant 
must demonstrate, using air quality models, that the facility's emissions of the PSD-
regulated air pollutants would not cause or contribute to a violation of (1) the applicable 
NAAQS, or (2) the applicable PSD increments (explained below in Sections 8.4 and 8.5). 
These sections of the Fact Sheet include a discussion of the relevant background data and 
air quality modeling, and EPA's conclusion that the Project will not cause or contribute 
to an exceedance of the applicable NAAQS or applicable PSD increments and is 
otherwise consistent with PSD requirements governing air quality. 

8.1 Introduction 

8.1.1 Overview of PSD Air Impact Requirements 

Under the PSD regulations, permit applications for major sources must include an air 
quality analysis demonstrating that the facility's emissions of the PSD-regulated air 
pollutants will not cause or contribute to a violation of the applicable NAAQS or 
applicable PSD increments. (A PSD increment for a pollutant applies only to areas that 
meet the corresponding NAAQS.) The applicant provides separate modeling analyses for 
each criteria pollutant emitted above the applicable significant emission rate. If a 
preliminary analysis shows that the ambient concentration impact of the project by itself 
is greater than the Significant Impact Level (SIL), then a full or cumulative impact 
analysis is required for that pollutant. The cumulative impact analysis includes nearby 
pollution sources in the modeling, and adds a monitored background concentration to 
account for sources not explicitly included in the model. The cumulative impact analysis 
must demonstrate that the Project will not cause or contribute to a NAAQS or increment 
violation. If a preliminary analysis shows that the ambient concentration impact of the 
project by itself is less than the Significant Impact Level (SIL), then further analysis is 
generally not required. Required model inputs characterize the various emitting units, 
meteorology, and the land surface, and define a set of receptors (spatial locations at 
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which to estimate concentrations, typically out to 50 km from the facility). Modeling 
should be performed in accordance with EPA's Guideline on Air Quality Modeling, in 
Appendix W to 40 CFR Part 51 (GAQM or Appendix W). AERMOD with its default 
settings is the standard model choice, with CALPUFF available for complex wind 
situations. 

A PSD permit application typically includes a Good Engineering Practice (GEP) stack 
height analysis, to ensure that a) downwash is properly considered in the modeling, and 
b) stack heights used as inputs to the modeling are no greater than GEP height, so as to 
disallow artificial dispersion from the use of overly tall stacks. The application may also 
include initial "load screening," in which a variety of source operating loads and ambient 
temperatures are modeled, to determine the worst-case scenario for use in the rest of the 
modeling. 

The PSD regulations also require an analysis of the impact on nearby Class I areas, 
generally those within 100 km, though the relevant Federal Land Manager (FLM) may 
specify additional or fewer areas. This analysis includes the NAAQS, PSD increments, 
and Air Quality Related Values (AQRVs). AQRVs are defined by the FLM, and 
typically limit visibility degradation and the deposition of sulfur and nitrogen. Generally, 
CALPUFF is the standard model choice for Class I analyses, since it can handle visibility 
chemistry as well as the typically large distances (over 50 km) to Class I areas. 

Finally, the PSD regulations require an additional impact analysis, showing the Project's 
effect on visibility, soils, vegetation, and growth. This visibility analysis is independent 
of the Class I visibility AQRV analysis. The additional impact analysis for the PPEC is 
discussed in Section 9 below. 

8.1.2 Identification of PPEC Modeling Documentation 

The PPEC modeling analysis comprises the documents listed in Table 8-1 below. The 
Nearby Sources (July 2011) letter proposes the nearby non-project source inventory for 
use in the cumulative impact modeling. The re-submitted PSD.Application and 
associated hard-drive (September 2011) contains the results of the modeling. The 
applicant submitted a letter, Response-EPA Modeling Questions #1 (December 2011) 
addressing EPA's comments on its choice of background monitors, meteorological data, 
and its justification, procedures and data used in its Tier 3 NO2  analysis. In addition, in 
this letter, the applicant presented results of a PM2.5  increment analysis for Class I and 
Class II areas along with an annual NO2  Class I increment analysis. Clarifying  
Information on 1-hr NO  Results (December 2011) is an e-mail from the applicant that 
provided information clarifying the method used to obtain NO2  values for compliance 
with the 1-hr NO2  NAAQS. Response-EPA Modeling Questions #2 (January 2012) is a 
letter from the applicant that further clarified the representativeness of the meteorological 
data chosen for the modeling analysis, and addressed the NO2/NOx in-stack ratio for use 
in the NO2  input data. Response-EPA Modeling Questions #1b (February 2012) is a 
letter from the applicant that presented an NO2 compliance demonstration using El Cajon 
as an alternate monitoring site, and, to a limited extent, Otay Mesa, and their data as 
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background concentrations. The applicant's letter Response-EPA Modeling Ouestions #3  
(March 2012) provided further justification for its use of the Tier 3 PVMRM non-
regulatory default option for determining NO2  concentrations for compliance with the 
NAAQS. This letter also provided supplementary information about surface roughness 
representativeness between the project site and the meteorological site. In addition, the 
applicant provided EPA with its Class II Level 2 Visibility Response (March 2012), a 
letter presenting the results of a Level 2 VISCREEN screening analysis for two federal 
land manager (FLM) Class II areas within 50 km of the project site. A letter containing 
the results of an alternate modeling analysis based on a corrected in-stack NO2/NOx ratio 
for a nearby facility are given in the applicant's Response-EPA 	Alternate_Modeling  
Request (May 2012). 

Table 8-1: Modeling Documentation for PPEC Project PSD Application 

Short name Citation,  

Nearby Sources Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (C. Bohnenkamp) on 
nearby sources to be modeled, July 2011 

Original PSD Application 
Initial PPEC PSD Permit Application, September 2011 

Response-EPA Modeling 
Questions #1 

Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on modeling, 
December 2011 including Class I impact analysis 

Clarifying Information on 1- 
hr NO2  Results 

Email from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (C. Holladay) forwarding 
NO2  data, both monitoring and modeling results, December 2011 

Response EPA Modeling 
Questions #2 

Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on modeling & 
PM BACT, January 2012. 

Response EPA Modeling 
Questions #1b 

Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on 1-hour ozone 
compliance demonstration and further background NO2  information, 
February 2012. 

Response EPA Modeling 
Questions #3 

Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on SF6 
emissions and modeling, March 2012 

Class II Level 2 Visibility 
Response 

Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios), Class II Level 2 
Visibility Analysis Results, March 2012 

Response-EPA NO2 
Alternate Modeling Request 

Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios), Alternative 
Modeling Analysis (Donovan NO2/NOx ratio), May 2012 

8.2. Background Ambient Air Quality 

The PSD regulations require the air quality analysis to contain air quality monitoring data 
as needed to assess ambient air quality in the area for the PSD-regulated pollutants for 
which there are NAAQS that may be affected by the source. In addition, for 
demonstrating compliance with the NAAQS, a background concentration is added to 
represent those sources not explicitly included in the modeling, so that the total accounts 
for all contributions to current air quality. 

Ambient air concentrations of ozone (03), NO2, PK() and PM2.5  are recorded at 
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monitoring stations throughout San Diego County. The area surrounding the Project site 
(within 1.5-2 miles) is an area with sparse population. Farther out, areas to the north, 
northeast, east, and southeast are all generally vacant, hilly terrain with sparse population. 
However, areas more than 2 miles to the south (Tijuana, Mexico), 5 miles west (Otay 
Mesa West) and northwest (Sunbowl) are urban or.suburban areas with moderate to high-
density residential areas. The closest air quality monitoring station to the project site is 
located in Otay Mesa at the Otay Mesa-Paseo International Border crossing 1.2 miles 
south of the Project site. Pollutant concentrations recorded at this station are heavily 
influenced by the emissions from hundreds of vehicles queued and waiting at the Otay 
Mesa-Paseo International border crossing. The San Diego-1110 Beardsley Street 
monitoring station is more than 15 miles away from the Project site, and is located in the 
coastal area. The air quality at this monitoring station is not representative of the greater 
Lower Otay Lake area. In consultation with SDAPCD, the applicant chose the Chula 
Vista monitoring station, which is approximately 9 miles from the Project site, to 
represent background air pollutant concentrations for the area near the Project site. This 
site is further inland than the San Diego-1110 Beardsley Street monitoring station. It is 
also the closest source of existing data that is not heavily impacted by a known nearby 
source. The most recent years of data available at the time SDAPCD recommended the 
site for use for this Project was 2004-2008. However, EPA has added in the results of the 
2009-2010 data to the table below. 

At EPA's request, the applicant submitted additional NO2  modeling using the El Cajon 
monitoring site located 15 miles to the north as a second site to characterize background 
concentrations for input into the modeling. Also, at EPA's request, the applicant did 
modeling within 0.5 km of the Otay Mesa monitor to characterize background 
concentrations due to Mexican sources not included in the modeling inputs for the Pio 
Pico modeling analysis. (Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on 
modeling, including Class I impact analysis, December, 2011; Letter from Sierra 
Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on modeling & PM BACT, January, 2012). 

Table 8-2 below describes the maximum background concentrations of the PSD-
regulated pollutants for which there are NAAQS that may be affected by the Project's 
emissions, and the corresponding NAAQS. 

Table 8-2 Maximum Background Concentrations and NAAQS 
2004-2010-Chula Vista Site 

NAAQS 
pollutant & 

averaging time 
Background 

Concentration, µg/m3  NAAQS, pg/m3  
NO2, 1-hr 118(63 ppb) 188 (100 ppb) 
NO2, annual 36(19 ppb) 100 (53 ppb) 
PM.10, 24-hr 57 150 
PM2.5, 24-hr 30 35 
PM2.5, annual 12 15 

Note: The PM2,5  24-hr value is 98i  percentile averaged over three years rather than maximum 
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The NO2  1-hr value is 98th  percentile averaged over three years rather than maximum 

8.3 Modeling Methodology for Class II areas 

The applicant modeled the impact of PPEC on the NAAQS and PSD Class II increments 
using AERMOD in accordance with EPA's GAQM (Appendi)c W of 40 CFR Part 51). 
The modeling analyses included the maximum air quality impacts during normal 
operations and startups and shut-downs, as well as a variety of conditions to determine 
worst-case short-term air impacts. 

8.3.1 Model selection 

As discussed in the PSD Application (PSD Application p.4.38 pdf.147), the model that 
the applicant selected for analyzing air quality impacts in Class II areas is AERMOD, 
along with AERMAP for terrain processing and AERMET for meteorological data 
processing. This is in accordance with the default recommendations in EPA's GAQM, 
Section 4.2.2 on Refined Analytical Techniques. 

8.3.2 Meteorology model inputs 

AERMOD requires representative meteorological data in order to accurately simulate air 
quality impacts. SDAPCD provided the applicant surface meteorological data collected 
for a five consecutive-year period (2004-2008) at the Otay Mesa/Paseo International 
meteorological monitoring station maintained by the District. The District processed 
these data using EPA's AERMET data processor and the applicant concurred with the 
processing. This station is located only 1.9 miles (3.0 km) from the Project site, with no 
intervening structures, hills, or water bodies that might significantly affect meteorological 
conditions. The Project site, the meteorological site and the "area of interest" are located 
inland and close to each other. For analyzing the represent'tiveness of the meteorological 
data, the area of interest includes the SIA where screening modeling predicts the Project's 
pollutant impact to be greater than the SILs, and also includes the sources and receptors 
used in the modeling. Other nearby surface meteorological sites were examined, but the 
Otay Mesa station had sufficient data completeness, is the closest, and is the most 
representative with no intervening high ground between the Project site and the 
meteorological tower. (PSD Application, p.4.41 pdf.150). EPA believes that the chosen 
2004-2008 Otay Mesa data from SDAPCD is the most representative for the PPEC 
analysis. Further discussion of the meteorological data used in the analysis is given in the 
following section on land characteristics. 

For upper air data, the applicant selected 2004-2008 Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) .at 
Miramar, California, located approximately 24 miles (39 km) northwest of the Project 
site as being the most representative site available that had data complete enough to use. 
No other upper air meteorological monitoring stations are located in the San Diego Air 
Basin. (PSD Application, p-PSD-4.41pdf.150). EPA agrees that it is appropriate to use 
the MCAS upper air data for the PPEC analysis. 
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8.3.3 Land characteristics model inputs 

Land characteristics are used in the AERMOD modeling system in three ways: 1) via 
elevation within AERMOD to assess plume interaction with the ground; 2) via a choice 
of rural versus urban algorithm within AERMOD; and 3) via specific values of AERMET 
parameters that affect turbulence and dispersion, namely surface roughness length, 
Bowen ratio, and albedo. The surface roughness length is related to the height of 
obstacles to the wind flow and is an important factor in determining the magnitude of 
mechanical turbulence. The Bowen ratio is an indicator of surface moisture. The albedo 
is the fraction of total incident solar radiation reflected by the surface back to space 
without absorption 

The applicant used terrain elevations from United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
National Elevation Dataset (NED) data in the GeoTIFF format (at a horizontal resolution 
of 30 meters), for receptor heights for AERMOD„ which uses them to assess plume 
distance from the ground for each receptor. All coordinates were referenced to UTM 
North American Datum 1983 (NAD83, Zone 11. The AERMOD, receptor elevations 
were interpolated among the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) nodes according to standard 
AERMAP procedure. For determining concentrations in elevated terrain, the AERMAP.  
terrain preprocessor receptor-output (ROU) file option was chosen. 

The applicant used surface roughness values in the modeling inputs developed by 
SDAPCD. The District followed EPA's "AERMOD Implementation Guide" (2009 
version) in using EPA's AERSURFACE processor with the National Land Cover Data 
1992 archive to determine surface characteristics for AERMET (Letter from Sierra 
Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on SF6 emissions and modeling, March 2012). The 
surface roughness characteristics are representative of the area surrounding the site, where 
the meteorological data is collected. The applicant also used the criteria described in 
Section 3 (Representativeness) from EPA's Meteorological Monitoring Guidance for 
Regulatory Modeling Applications (2000). AERSURFACE uses a Land Use data base 
from 1992, and does not take buildings into account. In addition, SDAPCD reviewed 
recent aerial photos for the area, which show that the Otay Mesa Meteorological tower is 
surrounded by a light industrial and residential area that includes northern Mexico and 
the United States border area. Using this information, SDAPCD adjusted the surface 
roughness factor from the value of approximately 0.2 meters calculated by 
AERSURFACE to 0.7 meters to more accurately represent the current terrain and 
structures surrounding the Otay Mesa meteorological site. SDAPCD's adjustment is 
supported by AERSURFACE/AERMOD guidance. 

EPA requested additional detail characterizing the surface roughness surrounding the 
Project site and correspondingly in the "area of interest". The Meteorological Monitoring 
Guidance referenced above states that a quantitative method does not exist for 
determining representativeness absolutely. The applicant did a qualitative comparison of 
the following factors from the Meteorological Monitoring Guidance (p.3-3) 
recommended for consideration for siting: proximity, height of measurement, boundary 
layer profile considerations, and surface characteristics (Letter from Sierra Research (S. 
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Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on SF6 emissions and modeling, March 2012). Based on this 
comparison, the applicant and EPA conclude that the use of Otay Mesa meteorological 
data is adequately representative of the "area of interest" and the Project site. 

8.3.4 Model receptors 

Receptors in the model are geographic locations at which the model estimates 
concentrations. The applicant places the receptors such that they have good area coverage 
and are closely spaced enough so that the maximum model concentrations can be found. 
At larger distances, spacing between receptors may be greater than it is close to the 
source, since concentrations vary less with increasing distance. The spatial extent of the 
receptors is limited by the applicable range of the model (roughly 50 km for AERMOD), 
and possibly by knowledge of the distance at which impacts fall to negligible levels. 
Receptors need be placed only in ambient air, that is, locations to which the public has 
access, and that are not inside the project fence line. 

The applicant used,Cartesian coordinate receptor grids to provide adequate spatial 
coverage surrounding the project area, to identify the extent of significant impacts, and to 
identify maximum impact location. In the screening analyses, the applicant placed over 
11,000 receptors spaced no more than 250 meters apart out to 30 km. The most distant 
receptor with a significant project impact was 24 km east of the project site (1-hour NO2). 
The significant impact receptors were used to define the domain where the cumulative 
impact analysis was be performed. 

For the cumulative impact analyses, the applicant used over 9600 receptors to determine 
NO2  impacts and over 1600 receptors to determine PM2.5 impacts. The applicant 
developed a nested grid to fully represent the maximum impact areas. This grid has 25- 
meter resolution along the facility fence-line, 100-meter resolution from 100 meters to 
1,000 meters from the fence-line, and 250-meter spacing out to at least 10 km from the 
most distant source modeled. Additional refined receptor grids with 25-meter resolution 
were placed around the maximum first-high and maximum second-high coarse grid 
impacts and extended out 1,000 meters in all directions. Receptor locations at which the 
model did not predict NO2, PM10/ FM2.5 significant impact level exceedances were not 
included in cumulative analyses for these pollutants. (p.3 of "Additional Clarification 
Regarding Application of Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the 1-hour NO2  National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard", Memorandum from Tyler Fox, EPA Air Quality 
Modeling Group to EPA Regional Air Division Directors, March 1, 2011). (PSD 
Application p.PSD-4.40 pdf.149) 

8.3.5 Load screening and stack parameter model inputs 

The applicant performed initial "load screening" modeling, in which six source operating 
loads and ambient temperatures were modeled, to determine the "worst case" stack 
parameter scenario for use in the rest of the modeling, whenever normal operations are 
considered. It modeled two loads: a minimum load of 50% and a maximum load of 
100%. The choice of "worst case" is different for each pollutant and averaging time, 
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because different pollutants' emissions respond differently to temperature and flow rate. 
Ambient temperatures modeled were 30°F, 63° F and 110°F. The "worst case" hourly 
scenario (for this project the only hourly pollutant is NO2) is expected to occur under the 
conditions with the highest firing rate: 100% load and 30°F ambient temperature. The 
worst case annual scenario for PMia/PM2 5  is expected under low load, cold temperature 
conditions; for annual NO2  it is the peak load, 63° F case. The "worst case" 24-hour 
average (for this project only PM10IPM2,5) scenario is the same as for the annual average 
(PSD Application p.PSD-4.42 pdf.151). In addition, for the NO2  1-hour averaging time, 
the PPEC' s startup and shutdown emissions would be higher than the normal operating 
emissions because the emission control systems are not fully operational. For the PPEC, 
startup emissions are higher than shutdown emissions. The "worst case" load scenario 
for startup is the low load cold temperature scenario. Further discussion of the impact of 
these emissions is provided in Section 8.4.3.5. The remainder of the modeling done by 
the applicant used the corresponding stack parameters to provide conservative estimates 
of PPEC impacts and are represented in the Table 8.3 below. 

Table 8-3: Load screening and stack parameters 

Screening Modeling Inputs 
Pio Pico Energy Center 

Ambient 
Temp 

Stack 
Height 

Stack 
Diameter 

Stack 
Flow 

Stack 
Velocity 

Stack 
Temp 

Operating Mode degrees F feet feet wacfm ft/sec degrees F 

Startup/shutdown 30 100 14,5 645,580 65.16 ' 	820 
Hot Peak 110 100 14.5 877,825 88.60 802 
Average Peak 63 100 14.5 913,777 92.22 785 
Cold Peak 30 100 14.5 909,632 91.81 754 
Hot Low 122 100 14.5 733,309 74.01 825 
Average Low 63 100 14.5 646,428 65.24 831 
Cold Low 30 100 14.5 645,580 65.16 820 

Pollutant NOx PM,c/ 
P M2 3 

NOx PM10/ 
PM2,5 

Operating Mode lb/hr lb/hr g/sec g/sec 
Startup/Shutdown 26.63 5.50 3.36 0.69 
Hot Peak 7.72 5.50 0.97 0.69 
Average Peak 8.18 5.50 1.03 0.69 
Cold Peak 8.07 5,50 1.02 0.69 
Hot Low 5.92 5.50 0.75 0.69 
Average Low 4.94 5.50 0.62 0.69 
Cold Low 4,92 5.50 0.62 0.69 

Startup Modeling Inputs 
Ambient 

Temperature 
Stack 

Height 
Stack 

Diameter 
Stack 
Flow 

Stack 
Velocity 

Stack Temp 

Case degrees F feet feet wacfm ft/second degrees F 
Cold Low 30 100 14.5 645,580 65.16 820 
Source: PSD Application Appendix Table 1D.1 and 1D.2, p.PSD•pp-1.57-1.58pdt370-371 
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83.6 Good Engineering Practice (GEP) Analysis 

The applicant performed a Good Engineering Practice (GEP) stack height analysis, to 
ensure that a) downwash is properly considered in the modeling, and b) stack heights 
used as inputs to the modeling are no greater than GEP height, so as to disallow artificial 
dispersion from the use of overly tall stacks. As is typical, thd GEP analysis was 
performed with EPA's BPIP (Building Profile Input Program) software, which uses 
building dimensions and stack heights as inputs. Based on the analysis, the applicant 
shows that the GE? stack height for the main combustion turbines was greater than 65 m 
(213 ft), which is greater than the planned actual height of 30.4 m (100 ft). The applicant 
showed that the GE? stack height for the other equipment was similarly greater than the 
planned heights. So, for all emitting units, the applicant used the planned actual stack 
heights for inputs in AERMOD modeling, and included wind direction-specific 
Equivalent Building Dimensions to properly account for downwash. (PSD Application 
p.PSD 4-39 pdf.148) 

8.4 National Ambient Air Quality Standards and PSD Class II Increment 
Consumption Analysis 

8.4.1 Pollutants with significant emissions 

40 CFR 52.21 requires an air quality impact analysis for each PSD-regulated pollutant 
(for which there is a NAAQS) that a major source has the potential to emit in a 
significant amount, i.e., an amount greater than the Significant Emission Rate for the 
pollutant. Applicable PPEC emissions and the Significant Emission Rates are shown in 
Table 8-4 (derived from PSD Application Table 1-1, p.PSD1.1 pdf.11). As shown in 
Table 8-4, EPA does not expect PPEC to emit CO, Pb and SO2  in significant amounts. 
However, based on the estimates submitted by the applicant EPA expects the PPEC to 
emit NOR, PM10, and PM2.5  in significant amounts. Therefore, this project triggers the air 
impact analyses for NO2, PK()  and PM2.5. 

Table 8-4: PSD Applicability to PPEC: Pollutants Emitted in Significant Amounts 
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,  
CO 96.4 100 No 
NO 70.4 40 Yes 
PM,() 37.2 15 Yes 
PM2.5 37.2 10 Yes 
SO2  4.1 40 No 
Pb 0.0 0.6 No 

Source:  PSD Application Table 1-1, p.PSD1.1 pdf.11 

8.4.2 Preliminary analysis: Project-only impacts (Normal Operations and Startup) 

EPA has established Significant Impact Levels (SILs) to characterize air quality impacts. 
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A SIL is the ambient concentration resulting from the facility's emissions, for a given 
pollutant and averaging period, below which the source is considered to have an 
insignificant impact. For maximum modeled concentrations below the SIL, further air 
quality analysis for the pollutant may not be necessary. For maximum concentrations 
that exceed the SIL, EPA requires a cumulative modeling analysis which incorporates the 
combined impact of nearby sources of air pollution to determine compliance with the 
NAAQS and PSD increments. 

Table 8-5 shows the results of the preliminary or Project-only analysis based on normal 
operations for the PPEC. Startup emissions are used for determining the maximum 1-hr 
NO2  impacts with maximum project impacts from normal operations included in 
parentheses. PPEC impacts are significant only for 1-hour NO2 and 24-hour PM2.5, and 
we have determined that cumulative impact analyses are required for only these two 
pollutants. 

Table 8-5: PPEC Significant Impacts 
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NO2, 1-hr 111 (27) 7.5 (4 ppb) Yes 
NO2, annual 0.3 1 No 
PM10, 24-hr 3 5 No 
PM2.5, 24-hr 2.6 1.2 Yes 
PM25, annual 0.26 0.3 No 
Sources: PSD Application Table 4-24, p.PSD 4-43pdf 152 

8.4.3 Cumulative impact analysis 

A cumulative NAAQS or, PSD increment impact analysis considers impacts from nearby 
sources in addition to impacts from the Project itself. In addition, for demonstrating 
compliance with the NAAQS, the applicant adds a background.concentration to represent 
those sources not explicitly included in the modeling, so that the total accounts for all 
contributions to current air quality. In this case, the applicant submitted cumulative 
impact analyses demonstrating compliance with the annual PM2.5  NAAQS, the 24-hour 
PM2•5 NAAQS and the 1-hour NO2  NAAQS, 

For demonstrating compliance with the PSD increment, only increment-consuming 
sources need to be included, because the increment concerns only changes occurring 
since the applicable baseline date. In this analysis, there is no 1-hour NO2  PSD 
increment; therefore, only 24-hour PM2. 5 requires a cumulative PSD increment analysis. 

With respect to the PSD increment analysis for PM2.5, the applicable trigger date is 
October 20, 2011. In general, for PM2.5, the minor source baseline date is the earliest 
date after the trigger date of a complete PSD permit application for a source with a 
proposed increase in emissions of PM2. 5 that is significant. No source triggered the minor 
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source baseline date in the area at issue prior to the submittal of PPEC's complete PSD 
permit application. Thus, the first source to submit a complete PSD permit application in 
the area at issue is PPEC, and the applicable minor source baseline date for PM2,5  is the 
date on which the PPEC PSD permit application was complete, i.e., June 14, 2012. The 
minor source baseline area established by this source for the PM2  5 increment is San 
Diego County; PPEC will not have an air quality impact equal to or greater than 0.3 
ug/m3  (annual average) for PM2.5 in any other intrastate area designated attainment or 
unclassifiable. (See 40 C.F.R. 52.21(b)(15)(i).) There have been no actual emissions 
changes of PM2.5  from any new or modified major stationary source on which 
construction commenced after October 20, 2010, the major source baseline date for 
PM2.5, for purposes of analyzing PM2.5 increment consumption here. Therefore, the 
applicant considered only the allowable emissions increase from PPEC in the 24-hour 
PM2.5  increment analysis. 

8.4.3.1 Nearby source emission inventory 

For both the PSD increment and NAAQS analyses, there may be a large number of 
sources that could potentially be included, so judgment must be applied to exclude small 
and/or distant sources that have only a negligible contribution to total concentrations. 
Only sources with a significant concentration gradient in the vicinity of the source need 
be included; the number of such sources is expected to be small except in unusual 
situations. (GAQM 8.2.3) 

SDAPCD provided a list of all stationary sources within the District and within 80 km of 
the project (approximate distance to the farthest significant impact plus 50 kin). A 
comprehensive procedure was used to determine which sources were included in the 
emissions inventory. 

It should be noted that short-term maximum emission rates rather than annual emission 
rates determine the distance over which a facility might have a significant impact for 
short-term standards (e.g., hourly NO2). Peak rates that occur during startup determine 
the PPEC significant impact area for hourly NO2. 

The applicant identified five facilities nearby for inclusion in the emission inventory for 
the cumulative analysis, based on discussions with SDAPCD. The following non-PPEC 
facilities and their NOx and PM2.5 emissions are included in the cumulative compliance 
demonstration: Larkspur Energy Facility (a small peaking plant 2.5 km west of the 
Project site); Pacific Recovery Corp. (a landfill gas waste-to-energy facility 9.2 km west 
of the Project site); Calpeak Border (a 50 MW peaking plant located 2.6 km southwest of 
the Project site); Donovan Correctional Facility (a small turbine 1.5 km northwest of the 
Project site) and Otay Mesa Energy Center (a baseload power plant located adjacent to 
the Project site). These facilities are large enough and close enough to the Project site to 
have the potential to directly impact the Project's significant impact area. (PSD 
Application, p. App-1.134 pdf.451). 

Current EPA NO2  guidance suggests that emphasis on determining which nearby sources 
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to include in the nearby source inventory should focus on the area within about 10 
kilometers of the project location in most cases, which indicates that the PPEC inventory 
is adequate for performing these cumulative analyses (p.16 of "Additional Clarification 
Regarding Application of Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the 1-hour NO2  National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard", Memorandum from Tyler Fox, EPA Air Quality 
Modeling Group to EPA Regional Air Division Directors, March 1, 2011). 

Nevertheless, as an additional factor, the applicant also considered emission levels and 
distance as factors for determining which sources with small emissions and/or at large 
distances would be reasonable to exclude from the analysis. The applicant proposed that 
NO2 sources with a ratio less than 70 TPY/24 km=2.9 and PM2.5  sources with a ratio less 
than 35.8TPY/3.8 km = 9.4 (based on the ratio of annual emissions to the distance to the 
limits of significant impact) be eligible for consideration for exclusion from the relevant 
inventories. This ratio was used to classify non-Project sources into three categories: 
those that could clearly be excluded, those that clearly should be included and those 
where additional judgment is required. 

Therefore, taking into consideration the current EPA guidance suggesting a focus on 
sources within 10 km, EPA concludes that the combination of a representative 
background monitored concentration, and the additional consideration of emission levels 
and distance, provide sufficient justifications for the inventory used in the cumulative 
analysis. 

8.4.3.2 PM2.5-specific issues 

EPA has issued guidance on how to combine modeled results with monitored background 
concentrations, which the applicant adequately followed. ("Modeling Procedures for 
Demonstrating Compliance with PM2.5NAAQS", memorandum from Stephen D. Page, 
Director, EPA OAQPS, March 23, 2010.) 

The applicant provided a cumulative PM2. 5 analysis. The applicant's analysis 
conservatively assumed that all PK° emissions were also PM2.5  emissions, and therefore 
made use of PM,() emissions data as input to the modeling, so actual PM2.5 impacts would 
be expected to be lower than those indicated in the model results. 

PM2.5  is either directly emitted from a source (primary emissions) or formed through 
chemical reactions with pollutants already in the atmosphere (secondary formation). 
EPA has not developed and recommended a near-field model that includes the necessary 
chemistry algorithms to estimate secondary impacts in an ambient air analysis. 

The PPEC application does not specifically address secondarily formed PM2.5 (as 
distinguished from directly emitted primary PM2.5). Secondary PM2.5  is formed through 
the emission of non-particulates (L e., gases) — such as SO2  and NOx,— that turn into fine 
particulates in the atmosphere through chemical reactions or condensation, Using the 
results for PM2.5 impacts given in Tables 8-5 and 8-7 and the projected emission rates of 
SO2, NOx and PM2 5, EPA notes that the PPEC emissions of 4.1 TPY SO2  are less than 

37 



the SO2 SER of 40 TPY, and would not be expected to result in significant secondary 
PM2.5. The PPEC NOx emissions of 70.4 TPY are above the NOx SER of 40 TPY. 
However, secondary PM2.5 formation occurs only as a result of chemical transformations 
that would affect only a portion of those emissions, and which occur gradually over time 
as the plume travels and becomes increasingly diffuse, and would be expected to be 
considerably smaller than the impacts from the 37.2 TPY of directly emitted primary 
PM2.s. The maximum impact of source primary PM2.5  was 2.6 ng/m3  for 24-hour PM2,5  
and 0.26 ug/m3  for annual PM2.5. The PM2,5  cumulative impacts analysis indicates that at 
least 7.3 ug/m3  and 2.5 ug/m3  remain available for the 24-hour and annual averaging 
times, respectively, before the NAAQS is challenged (35 ug/m3 — 27.7 ug/m3  for the 24-
hour averaging time, and 15 ug/m3— 12.5 ug/m3  for the annual averaging time). Because 
the secondary PM2.5 formation from PPEC' s NOx emissions would be expected to be 
considerably smaller than the primary PM2,5  impacts, they would also be smaller than the 
additional 7.3 ug/m3  or 2.5 ug/m3  needed to cause or contribute to a PM2.5  NAAQS 
violation. In addition, because most of these chemical transformations in the atmosphere 
occur slowly (over hours or even days, depending on atmospheric conditions and other 
variables), secondary PM2.5  impacts generally occur at some distance from the source of 
its gaseous emissions precursors, and are unlikely to overlap with maximum primary 
PM,.5  impacts that are close by. 

8.4.3.3 NO2-specific issues 

While the new 1-hour NO2  NAAQS is defined relative to ambient concentrations of NO,, 
the majority of NOx emissions from stationary sources are in the form of nitric oxide 
(NO) rather than NO2. Appendix W notes that the impact of an individual source on 
ambient NO2  depends in part "on the chemical environment into which the source's 
plume is to be emitted" (see Section 5.1.j). Because of the role NOx chemistry plays in 
determining ambient impact levels of NO2  based on modeled NOx emissions, Section 
5.2.4 of Appendix W recommends a three-tiered screening approach for NO2  modeling. 
Later guidance documents issued by EPA expand on this approach. Tier 1 assumes full 
conversion of NO to NO2. Tiers 2 and 3 are refinements of the amount of conversion of 
NO to NO2. The applicant used the Tier 3 Plume Volume Molar Ratio Method 
(PVMRM) option in AERMOD, which simulates the interaction of NO with ambient 03 
to form NO2. The PVMRM determines the conversion rate for NOx to NO2  based on a 
calculation of the NOx emitted into the plume, and the number of 03  moles contained 
within the volume of the plume between the source and receptor. In addition to requiring 
monitored ozone, the method requires specification of an in-stack NO2/NOx  ratio. The 
following presents a discussion of the in-stack NO2/NOx ratios used in PVMRM for the 
proposed turbines and nearby sources for the cumulative impact analysis. 

A. In-stack NO2/N0), ratio 

Defining source-specific in-stack NO,/NOx ratios is part of the refinement of the Tier 3 
PVMRM. An in-stack NO2/NOx ratio of 0.50 is the default value and can be used 
without further justification. This applies not only for the proposed LMS100 turbines but 
also for the other sources used in the cumulative impacts analysis. As discussed in 
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Section 8.4.3.1, five facilities (with ten emission units among them) were included in the 
cumulative impacts analysis. For the proposed turbines and units in the cumulative 
impacts analysis, the applicant did not use the default value of 0.50. Therefore, to 
determine whether the proposed values would be acceptable, we requested additional 
information from the applicant, obtained available source test summary results for the 
five facilities' emission units, and further discussed the selection of the ratios with the 
applicant and the SDAPCD. Table 8-6 presents the resulting PVMRM in-stack 
NO2/NOx ratios. 

Table 8-6: In-stack NO2/NOx Ratios 

Source.  Emissiorf ru 	' 
 ..,  

V. ;ratio 	,, 

Pio Pico turbines — startup operations 0.24 
No Pico turbines — normal operations 0.13 
CalPeak Border 0.10 
Otay Mesa, Units #1, #2 0.05 
Pacific Recovery Landfill, Units #1, #2, #3, #4 0.75 
Larkspur, Units #1, #2 0.10 
Donovan Detention Center 0.56 

1. Proposed Turbines 

The applicant proposed an in-stack NO2/NOx of 0.13 for normal operations and 0.24 for 
startup, when the SCR is not fully operational. Absent available,  ratios specific for 
LMS100 turbine operations, the SDAPCD recommended these two ratios based on 
source test results of gas turbines with operations considered similar to a LMS100 
turbine. For normal operations, the average of source test results from four LM6000 PC 
SPRINT turbines were used to establish the 0.13 ratio. These turbines were selected by 
the SDAPCD because, similar to the LMS100, the LM6000PC SPRINT turbines are 
aeroderivative turbines with diffusion flame combustors, operating in simple-cycle mode 
with add-on catalyst system controls. While the LM6000PC SPRINT uses water 
injection to reduce combustion temperatures and the formation of thermal NOx by 
cooling, the LMS100 interstage cooling system achieves a similar and more effective 
outcome. For startup operations when the SCR is not fully operational, the average of 
source test results from eleven natural gas-fired, water injection-only GE Frame 5 
turbines without SCR and oxidation catalyst add-on controls were used to establish the 
0.24 ratio. 

2. Nearby Sources for Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

The applicant performed a full impacts analysis, which included the ten emission units at 
the five nearby facilities. In-stack ratios for these emission units were based on available 
SDAPCD historical source test data. In a January 2012 response to an EPA December 
2011 request for additional information," the applicant presented its approach for 

17  Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on modeling & PM BACT, January, 2012. 
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selecting the in-stack NO2/NOx ratios. After review of this data, we requested further 
clarification in March 201218  including more details about the source test data. In May 
2012, we reviewed additional source test summary results. We further discussed the 
selection of the ratios with the applicant and the SDAPCD and requested that an alternate 
modeling evaluation be performed replacing an originally proposed ratio of 0.10 with 
0.56 for the Donovan Detention Center to reflect the average of seven source tests for this 
emission unit. Table 8-7 in Section 8.4.3.5 presents the modeling results. 

B. NO2  monitor representativeness/conservativeness 

As mentioned above, the applicant chose the Chula Vista monitor for background NO2 
concentrations_ This monitor is 9 miles from the PPEC site. As mentioned in Section 8.2, 
EPA requested that the applicant perform additional modeling using background 
concentrations from El Cajon and, to a limited extent, from Otay Mesa. 

C. 03 background monitor representativeness 

The applicant notes that since 03 is a regionally-formed pollutant, the nearness of the 
monitoring site to the Project is the most important criterion for representativeness (NO2 
Memo #1 p.10 pdf.10). The Chula Vista monitor is 9 miles away from the PPEC site, 
and EPA agrees that it is adequately representative. 

D. Missing 03 data procedure 

The applicant reported and provided the procedure that SDAPCD used to fill in missing 
ozone data to ensure that NO to NO2 conversion is not underestimated. 

EPA concurs that SDAPCD followed a reasonable and conservative procedure for filling 
in missing ozone values. 

E. Combining modeled and monitored values 

Originally, the applicant proposed to combine each modeled concentration with the 
background concentration from the corresponding hour ("hour-by-hour" approach). The 
applicant later switched to a variant of EPA's March 2011 memo's 19  "first tier" approach: 
it used month by hour-of-day temporal pairing. The applicant correctly used the first 
highest values from the distribution for each temporal combination. (The EPA March 
2011 memo's "first-tier" approach uses the 98th percentile of the annual distribution of 
daily maximum 1-hour values averaged across the most recent three years of monitored 
data as a uniform background contribution but also mentions the above procedure as a 

IS  Email from EPA (C.Holladay) to Sierra Research (S. Hill), NO2/NOx in-Stack Ratio Documentation and Test 
Results for Pio Pico, March, 2012. 
19  "Additional Clarification Regarding Application of Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the I-hour NO2 National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard", Memorandum from Tyler Fox, EPA Air Quality Modeling Group to. EPA Regional 
Air Division Directors, March 1, 2011. 
http://www.epa.govittn/scram/Additional_Clarifications_AppendixW_Hourly-NO2-NAAQSJINAL_03-01-  
2011.pdf 
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suggested temporal pairing option on p.20.) This procedure is based on a conservative 
assumption. 

EPA believes that the applicant's overall approach to the 1-hour NO2  analysis for the 
PPEC, including the emission inventory, background concentrations of NO2  and 03, and 
method for combining model results with monitored values, i8 adequately conservative. 

8.4.3.4 Startup and shutdown analyses 

As stated in Section 8.3.5, the applicant estimated combustion turbine NOR  emissions 
during startup and shutdown to be substantially higher than during normal operations, 
and thus the applicant also modeled for startup (as emissions are highest during startup). 
The stack parameters input into the model such as exit temperature and exhaust velocity 
were consistent with a 50% operating load; the ambient temperature the applicant used 
represented worst-case meteorological conditions, i.e., emission into a cold morning 
stable layer. Since startup duration may not exceed half an hour, worst case hourly 
emissions consist of a half-hour of startup emissions followed by a half hour of normal 
operations. For NOR, this is 1/2 of 45.0 (22.5) lb/hr, plus 4.1 lb/hr, for a combined rate 
of 26.6 lb/hr per turbine (PSD Application Tables 4-18 and 4-19. p.PSD-4.33-4.34 
pdf.142-143). This 1-hour NO2  startup analysis continues to use the conservative 
assumptions discussed above for the analysis of normal operations. The model results are 
shown in Table 8-6 for the cumulative impacts analysis. The results demonstrate that 
emissions from PPEC will also comply with the 1-hour NO2  NAAQS during startup and 
shutdown conditions. 

8.4.3.5 Results of the cumulative impacts analysis 

The results of the PSD cumulative impacts analysis for PPEC's normal operations for 
PM2.5 and startup emissions for 1-hr NO2  are shown in Table 8-6. In addition, the results 
include additional modeling using background NO2  concentrations from the El Cajon 
monitor to the north of the Project site and from the Otay Mesa monitor 2 miles to the 
southwest. The analysis demonstrates that emissions from PPEC will not cause or 
contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS for 1-hour NO2  or 24-hour PM2.5  or for any 
applicable PSD increments. As discussed above, PPEC's maximum modeled 
concentrations are below the SILs for annual NO2, 24-hour PM10, and annual PM2.5; 
therefore, a cumulative impacts analysis was not required to demonstrate compliance for 
these pollutants/averaging times. A cumulative impacts analysis was also done for PM2.5 
annual, however, and the results included in the table. 

EPA also considered additional information to ensure that the Project would not be 
responsible for causing a new NAAQS exceedance outside this modeling area. EPA 
considered sources in San Diego County (no sources of interest were located outside of 
the county) that were not included, but which had been evaluated for inclusion/exclusion, 
in the cumulative impacts modeling above. EPA concluded that these sources are either 
small enough or distant enough that the Project's expected emissions along with 
emissions from these sources would not create any new NAAQS exceedance in the 
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modeling area outside of the SIA. 

Table 8-7: PPEC Compliance with Class II PSD Increments and NAAQS 

:iAAQS 
pollutant .-, 

Ali 
urge emulative  , 

*era ode1e' ncrenic .. 	: 	.,., 	.  at 	roun ac „ 

time mpai 
, 

, onstiMPtiOW Concentration. , 	Cli0Onn m. nerement, 

NO2, 1-hr 111 NA (hourly) 179 188 (100 
ppb) 

NA  

PM2.5, 24-hr 0.7 2.6 27.0 27.7 35 9 
PM2,5, annual 1.9 0.3 12.5 14.4  15 4 
Notes: - There are no PSD increments defined for 1-hour NO2. 
Sources:  
NO2, PM2,5 (NAAQS): PSD Application Table 4-25, p. PSD-4.45 pdf154 and Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) 
to EPA (G. Rios), Alternative Modeling Analysis (Donovan NO2/NOx ratio), May 2012 

PM (PSD increment): Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on modeling, December 2011 

8.5 Class I Area Analysis 

8.5.1 Air Quality Related Values 
The two nearest Class I areas are listed below, with only one being located within 100 km 
of the Project site: 

• Agua Tibia Wilderness (91 km) 
• San Jacinto Wilderness (122 km) 

Based on the most recent Federal Land Managers' Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) 
Work Group (FLAG) published guidance2°  the following screening approach is used to 
determine whether a more refined Class 1 Air Quality Analysis is required. This 
approach, which only applies to projects located more than 50 km from a Class I area, 
requires adding all of the visibility-related emissions (502, NOx, PK° and sulfuric acid 
mist) from a project (based on 24-hour maximum allowable emissions expressed in units 
of tons per year) and dividing the sum by the distance between the project and the Class 
area. If the result is less than 10, the project is presumed to have negligible impacts to 
Class I AQRVs. The table below shows that the Project's emissions are well below the 
FLAG screening criteria. Therefore, no further Class 1 AQRV analysis is required. 
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CLASS. I AIR QUALITY IMPACT SCREENING. ANALYSIS 

PPEC Emissions 	PPEC EMissiOne? 	pip seteemn4 	Glass 1 Analysts 
Pollutant 	(max 24-hours, lbiclay) 	(max 2441ours, TPY) 	Threshold. 	Required?  

SO 	 1361 	 251: 	- 	— 	 —  
PMI's 	 4111 	 75.2:  
Nflx 	 864.3: 	 157.7 	 —  
Sulfa& Acid Mist 	 0 	 0 	 — 
Total 	 _- 	 2571 	 —  
Distance, km 	 91- 	 — 	 -,  
OM 	 — 	 26 	 10 	 NO  
.rPY. Max 'clay emissions (lb/day) "302000 
b  (ES Forest Service et al., 'Federal Land Managers' Air ()nett' Related. Valuei Walt Group (El.AG),, Phase I Report—ReviSed (2010): 
October 2010, p 1819 

8.5.2 Class I Increment Consumption Analysis 

EPA requires an analysis addressing Class I increment impacts for the applicable 
pollutants regardless of the results of the Class I AQRV analysis. This analysis was not 
in the original application. EPA requested that the applicant provide an analysis to 
address increment consumption in the Class I areas within 300 km of the project site. 
The applicant provided an analysis (Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. 
Rios) on modeling, including Class I impact analysis, December 2011) using AERMOD 
to show that the most distant location where the impacts of NO2  or PM2.5 emissions from 
the Project exceed the Class I SILs is 52 km. The closest Class I area, the Agua Tibia 
Wilderness, is 91 km from the Project site. Impacts from the Project would continue to 
decrease as the distance from the Project site increases. As shown in Table 8-8, for the 
PSD pollutants for which there are applicable increments, PPEC impacts are less than the 
Class I SILs almost 40 km away from the nearest Class I area. 

As discussed above, PPEC's complete application on June 14, 2012 established the minor 
source baseline date and established San Diego County as the minor source baseline area 
for the PM, , 5 increment. As noted previously, there have been no changes in actual 
emissions of PM2,5 from any major stationary source on which construction commenced 
after October 20, 2010, the major source baseline date for PM2, 5, for purposes of 
analyzing PM2.5  increment consumption here. Therefore, for purposes of this Class I 
PM2.5 increment analysis, we consider only PPEC's increment consumption. Because 
PPEC impacts are less than the Class I SILs at a substantial distance from the closest 
Class I area, and the Class I SILs are much lower than the increments, EPA has 
determined that PPEC's maximum impacts are well below the PM2.5 increments. 
Therefore, the applicant has demonstrated that the Project will not cause or contribute to 
any Class I PSD increment violation for PM2.5. 

For NO2  annual increment impacts, extrapolating the Project's predicted impacts out to 
the border of the closest Class I area would result in extremely low impacts since the 
significant impact distance is only 7 km. In addition, with the continued NOx reductions 
since the NOx baseline date (1988), EPA concludes no increment violation is likely even 
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if other sources outside of the significant impact distance were to be modeled. 

Table 8-8: PPEC Class I Increment Impacts 

ash 
eillittan ..L,4 	- iitOtt 

less 	a 	" 	U 
4. 

§ *IA 
v, 	, --xy, 

,.... 

, 

, 
, 

cre11)en 

Agua Tibia 
(91 km) 

NO2, annual 7 0.1 2.5 
PM2.5, 24-hr 52 0.07 2 
PM2.5, annual 6 0.06 1 

Source: Letter from Sierra Research (S. Hill) to EPA (G. Rios) on modeling, including Class I impact analysis, 
December 2011 

9. Additional Impact Analysis 

In addition to assessing the ambient air quality impacts expected from a proposed new 
source, the PSID regulations require that EPA evaluate other potential impacts on 1) soils 
and vegetation; 2) growth; and 3) visibility impairment. 40 CFR § 52.21(o). The depth 
of the analysis generally depends on existing air quality, the quantity of emissions, and 
the sensitivity of local soils, vegetation, and visibility in the source's impact area. 

9.1 Soils and Vegetation 

The additional impact analysis includes consideration of potential impacts to soils and 
vegetation associated with the PPEC's emissions. 40 CFR § 52,21(o). This component 
generally includes: 

• a screening analysis to determine if maximum modeled ground-level 
concentrations of project pollutants could have an impact on plants; and 

• a discussion of soils and vegetation that may be affected by proposed project 
emissions and the potential impacts on such soils and vegetation associated with 
such emissions. 

The PPEC is proposed within an industrial park, the Otay Mesa Business Park, in the 
County of San Diego, with the majority of the area being previously disturbed or 
developed with commercial and public infrastructure. The industrial park developer 
graded the Project property, which was planned prior to the inception of, and would have 
occurred regardless of, the proposed PPEC. The applicant presented its discussion of the 
potential impacts on soils and vegetation in Section 5.0 of its PSD permit application. 
Section 5.0 included a discussion of the existing setting, nitrogen deposition potential, 
modeled impacts, and biological resources (including observed vegetation 
communities/land cover types and plants). 

The initial application (dated September 2011) presents the applicant's use of EPA's 
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"Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils and 
Animals" (1980)20  to determine if maximum modeled ground-level concentrations of 
SO2, NO2  and CO from the PPEC could have an impact on plants, soils, and animals. In 
addition, the applicant submitted information that included a discussion of the Project 
location and adjacent areas, the observed vegetation communities/land cover types, the 
observed plants, and soil types as part of the description of the various vegetation 
communities/land cover types and plant habitat observed within the project study area. 
The modeled impacts of SO2, NO2, and CO emissions.from the facility, individually, and 
in addition to the background concentrations of NO2 and C0,21  are well below the 
minimum impact levels/screening concentrations identified in the Screening Procedure 
for sensitive plants. The following table summarizes information in this regard from 
Section 5.0 (Impacts on Soils and Vegetation) in the PSD application (Table 5-1, p. PSD-
5.4). 

Table 9.1 Project Maximum Concentrations and EPA Guidance Levels 
for Screening Concentrations for Ambient Exposures 

t; ">ii. 	olluta' '''" 
am acid 

:, 
:. 	.agM 

Screening 
noe04ii b 	. 	 

gink, 	, 

'''' 	air 	'.‘4  — 
rtielff 

w 
SO2  1-Hour 917 6 1 hour 

SO2  3-Hours 786 
(0.30 ppm) 

3 
(0.0011 ppm) 3 hour 

SO2  Annual 18 <0.1 Annual 

NO2  4-Hours 3,760 111 1 hour 
NO2  8-Hours 3,760 111 1 hour 
NO2  1-Month 564 111 1 hour 

NO2  Annual 94 
(0.05 ppm) 

0.3 
(0.00016 ppm) 

Annual 

CO Weekly 1,800,000 52 	• 8 hour 

For most types of soils and vegetation, ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants 
below the secondary NAAQS will not result in harmful effects because the secondary 
NAAQS are set to protect public welfare, including animals, plants, soils, and materials. 
The modeled maximum concentrations of SO2, NO2, pm2.522 and PM1023  are also 
significantly below the secondary NAAQS that have been established 'by EPA:24  

" "Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and Animals," EPA 450/2-81-078, 
December 1980. 
21  The PPEC is not subject to PSD review for SO2, and therefore background data is not included. 
n  The modeled maximum concentrations for the annual and 24-hour secondary PM2,5  standards are 0.26 µg/m' and 
2.6 .g/m3, respectively. 

The modeled maximum concentrations for the 24-hour secondary PK°  standard is 57 µg/m3. 
24  EPA has not promulgated secondary NAAQS for CO. 
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• secondary 3-hour NAAQS for SO2 = 0.5 ppm 
• secondary annual NAAQS for NO2 = 0.053 ppm 
• secondary annual NAAQS for PM2,5 = 15 µg/m3  
• secondary 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5  = 35 µg/m3, and 
• secondary 24-hour NAAQS for PNlio = 150 i.igim3  

The applicant's description of the soils and vegetation that may be affected by the Project 
included a discussion of the Project location and adjacent areas, the observed vegetation 
communities/land cover types, and the observed plants in the Project's biological study 
area or study area. The study area includes the physical ground disturbance footprint 
(i.e., generating facility site, construction laydown area, transmission line pole locales, 
gas line) plus a 1,000-foot buffer (Section 5.0, p. PSD 5-6) as presented in Figure 5.6-1 
(Section 5.0, p. PSD-5.43). A description of soil types was part of the description of the 
various vegetation 	cover types and plant habitat observed within the 
study area. Types of soils identified include loam or clay, sandy, seipentineserpenthilte, 
gabbroic, metavolcanic, mesic, and alkaline soils. Thirty-nine special-status plant species 
were identified in the study area (Section 5.0, Table 5.6-4, pp. PSD-5.14 to 5.17). All 39 
special-status plant species were determined not to occur within the project disturbance 
footprint or were negligible within the project disturbance footprint. 

The applicant's discussion of impacts associated with potential nitrogen deposition from 
the Project included the following: 

• For characterizing a threshold of significance for sensitive habitats, the applicant 
chose a nitrogen deposition rate of 5 kg/ha/yr that is based on a threshold used by 
the California Energy Commission (CEC). (Section 5.0, p. PSD-5.2, p. PSD-
5.87). 

• The estimated Project contribution is 1.6 kg/ha/yr compared to the CEC-specified 
regional background deposition (Section 5.0, p. PSD-5.97) estimate of 11.56 
kg/ha/yr (without the Project). 

• The applicant estimated a 6% Project contribution to the area as a percentage of 
the total cumulative nitrogen deposition. (Section 5.0, p. PSD-5.2, p. PSD-5.98). 

• The applicant provided cumulative nitrogen deposition isopleths showing a 19 
kg/ha modeled maximum cumulative impact in the area presented in Figure DR-
B1O 29.1 (Section 5.0, p. PSD-5.99), which included nitrogen deposition impacts 
from four nearby sources. 

The applicant discussed other activities contributing to (although not initiated specifically 
for the purposes of) the minimization of impacts to soils and vegetation. NO„ emission 
offsets from the decommissioning of a power plant located 10 miles west of the Project 
site were provided, as required by the local air agency permitting requirements. 

The applicant has also agreed to voluntarily contribute to funds in support of weeding 
efforts at an approved research and habitat management area that would include periodic 
weeding of non-native plants to minimize potential impacts associated with nitrogen 
deposition. As discussed in Section 10 of this Fact Sheet, the applicant and EPA 
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identified one plant species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the 
Otay tarplant (Deinandra conjugens), that might be affected by the proposed PSD 
permitting action for the Project due to nitrogen deposition. The applicant submitted a 
Biological Assessment (BA) to EPA in December 2011, in which the applicant addressed 
the possible cumulative effects of nitrogen deposition on this and other Federally-listed 
species. In a letter to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS dr Service) dated December 
23, 2011, EPA requested the initiation of formal consultation to address potential effects 
to these species including the Otay tarplant. EPA will proceed with its final PSD permit 
decision after making a determination that issuance of the permit will be consistent with 
ESA requirements, including the requirement that impacts to the Otay tarplant are 
satisfactorily addressed pursuant to the requirements of the-ESA. In making this 
determination, EPA will consider actions taken, or to be taken, by the applicant to ensure 
ESA compliance. 

In sum, based on our consideration of the information and analysis provided by the 
applicant, and other relevant information, we do not believe that emissions associated 
with the Project will generally result in adverse impacts to soils or vegetation. While 
nitrogen deposition from the Project has the potential to impact the Otay tarplant, those 
potential impacts are being appropriately considered and addressed through the ESA 
consultation process with the FWS. 

9.2 Visibility Impairment 

The additional impact analysis also evaluates the potential for visibility impairment (e.g., 
plume blight) associated with PPEC. 40 CFR § 52.21(o). Using procedures from EPA's 
Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis25, the potential for visibility 
impairment is characterized for: 

• Class I areas located within 50 km of the proposed PPEC; and 
• Class H areas identified as potentially sensitive state or federal parks, forests, 

monuments, or recreation areas. 

There are no Federal Class I areas located within 50 km of the Project site; the nearest 
Class I area is Agua Tibia (91 km away), as presented in Section 8.5.1. For Class II 
areas, the applicant evaluated visibility impairment for two federal Class II areas within 
50 km of the project site: 

• Cleveland National Forest (23 km away) 
• Cabrillo National Monument (33 km away) 

Because EPA has not yet established a quantitative visibility impairment threshold for 
Class II areas (similar to what exists for Class I areas), the applicant proposed a threshold 
and methodology to demonstrate whether the two Class II areas would be affected by 
visibility impairment from the Project. The applicant concluded that although the results 

25  "Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (Revised)", EPA, EPA-454/R--92-023, 1992. 
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of the Level 1 VISCREEN screening analysis for these two areas exceeded the 
established Class I threshold, the results were below the applicant's proposed Class II 
threshold. 

At EPA's request, the applicant subsequently provided a Level 2 VISCREEN screening 
analysis for these two areas. The results of the Level 2 analysis show that maximum 
predicted visual impacts inside these two Class II areas are below the Class I significance 
criteria.. Consequently, EPA guidance indicates that these results may be used to 
determine that the project will not contribute to visibility, impairment, and no further 
analysis is required. 

9.3 Growth 

The growth component of the additional impact analysis involves a discussion of general 
commercial, residential, industrial, and other growth associated with the PPEC. 40 CFR 
§ 52.21(o). This analysis considers emissions generated by growth that will occur in the 
area due to the source. In conducting this review, we focus on residential, commercial 
and industrial growth that is likely to occur to support the source under review including, 
for example, employment expected during construction and operations and potential 
growth impacts associated with such employment, such as impacts to local population 
and housing needs. 

Construction on PPEC is projected by the applicant to begin in February 2013, with 
commercial operations beginning May 2014. For the periods of construction and plant 
operations, the applicant provided a discussion of potential growth impacts in Section 6.0 
(Growth-Inducing Impacts) of its PSD application submitted to EPA in September 2011. 
This information included a discussion of the socioeconomics of the project. Topics 
included population, housing, economic base, employment, public services and utilities 
(e.g., fire protection, medical facilities, law enforcement, schools and libraries, water 
supply and sewage services, electrical power and natural gas), and fiscal resources. The 
applicant also provided a description of the Project in Section 2.0 (Executive Summary) 
and Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the PSD permit application. 

As noted above, the PPEC is proposed within an industrial park, the Otay Mesa Business 
Park, in the County of San Diego. During the construction and commissioning phase, the 
applicant estimates a required average of 148 workers, with a peak workforce of 284 
workers in the eighth month of construction. The applicant estimates that the maximum 
percentage of nonlocal workers (excluding management) supporting the Project during 
construction would be five percent. During construction, these workers are expected to 
temporarily lodge in hotels and motels within the project vicinity; following construction, 
the nonlocal workers are expected to return to their existing residences. During 
commercial operations, 12 full-time employees are expected. Operation of the PPEC is 
not expected to cause an influx of operation workers to relocate to the local area and, 
therefore, will have no significant impact on the population and housing in the region. 
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With respect to public services and utilities, additional medical facilities, schools and 
libraries, water supply and sewage services, and electrical power and natural gas are not 
needed as a result of the proposed PPEC. PPEC is designed and intended to use recycled 
water. For recycled water, the Otay Water District is in the process of completing the 
planned Otay Mesa area recycled water system. Connections will be made to existing 
infrastructure, e.g., the San Diego County sewer lines, utility natural gas transmission 
pipelines, and electrical transmission lines. The existing Otay Water District will supply 
the facility's potable water needs and fire protection water; if recycled water is not 
available upon start-up of the Project, potable water would be used until recycled water is 
available. 

With respect to fire protection, there are existing San Diego Rural Fire Protection District 
(RFPD) fire stations in the East Otay Mesa Planning area where the PPEC is proposed; 
one interim fire station and a permanent station are located within 0.25 mile of the 
Project. With respect to law enforcement, no sheriff facilities are located within East 
Otay Mesa where the Project is located; the nearest sheriff station is approximately 11.5 
miles west of the site. Patrol functions in the East Otay Mesa area (which includes the 
Project area) are performed by several patrol units assigned to the East Otay Mesa area. 
Independent of the proposed Project, a permanent facility less than one mile from the site 
is currently being planned for both RFPD and sheriff stations. 

In sum, based on our consideration of the information and analysis provided by the 
applicant, we do not expect the Project to result in any significant growth. 

10. Endangered Species 

Pursuant to section 7 of the ESA, 16 U.S.C. § 1536, and its implementing regulations at 
50 CFR Part 402, EPA is required to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried 
out by EPA is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or 
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of such species' 
designated critical habitat. EPA has determined that this PSD permitting action is subject 
to ESA section 7 requirements. 

The applicant and EPA identified three federally-listed species, the Otay tarplant 
(Deinandra conjugens), the Quino Checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), and 
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), that might be affected 
by the proposed PSD permitting action for the Project. The applicant submitted a 
Biological Assessment (BA) to EPA in December 2011, in which the applicant addressed 
the possible cumulative effects of nitrogen deposition on these species. In a letter to the 
FWS dated December 23, 2011, EPA requested the initiation of formal consultation for 
PPEC to address potential impacts to the Quino Checkerspot butterfly, the Otay tarplant, 
and the coastal California gnatcatcher. That consultation is ongoing. 

As noted above, EPA will proceed with its final PSD permit decision after making a 
determination that issuance of the permit will be consistent with ESA requirements. In 
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making this determination, EPA will consider actions taken, or to be taken, by the 
applicant to ensure ESA compliance. 

11. Environmental Justice Screening Analysis 

Executive Order 12898, entitled "Federal Actions To Address'Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," states in relevant part that "each 
Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations." Section 1-101 of Exec. Order 12898, 59 Fed. 
Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994). 

EPA determined that there may be minority or low-income populations potentially 
affected by its proposed action on the PPEC PSD permit application, and determined that 
it would be appropriate to prepare an Environmental Justice Analysis for this action. 
EPA therefore prepared an Environmental Justice Analysis, which is included in the 
administrative record for EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project. EPA's analysis 
concludes that the Project will not cause or contribute to air quality levels in excess of 
health standards for the pollutants regulated under EPA's proposed PSD permit for the 
Project, and that therefore the Project will not result in disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects with respect to these air pollutants on 
minority or low-income populations residing near the proposed Project, or on the 
community as a whole. 

12. Clean Air Act Title IV (Acid Rain Permit) and Title V 
(Operating Permit) 

The applicant must apply for and obtain an acid rain permit and a Title V operating 
permit from the SDAPCD. The Title V permit application is due within 12 months of the 
date that the new facility commences operation, while acid rain permit applications for 
new units are due 24 months before the applicant commences operation of the new units. 
The District has jurisdiction to issue the Acid Rain Permit and the Operating Permit for 
the facility, 

13. Comment Period, Procedures for Final Decision, and EPA 
Contact 

The comment period for EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project begins on 300c 
2012. Any interested person may submit written comments on EPA's proposed PSD 
permit for the Project. All written comments on EPA's proposed action must be received 
by EPA via email by WC,. 20Il2, or postmarked by )00Ci 201t, Comments must be sent 
or delivered in writing to Roger Kohn at one of the following addresses: 
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E-mail:R9airpermits@epa.gov  

U.S. Mail: Roger Kohn (AIR-3) 
U.S. EPA Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 
Phone: (415) 972-3811 

Comments should address the proposed PSD permit and facility, including such matters 
as: 

1. The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determinations; 
2. The effects, if any, on Class I areas; 
3. The effect of the proposed facility on ambient air quality; and 
4. The attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS. 

Alternatively, written or oral comments may be submitted to EPA at the Public Hearing 
for this matter that EPA will hold on July 24, 2012, pursuant to 40 CFR § 124.12, to 
provide the public with further opportunity to comment on the proposed PSD permit for 
the Project. At this Public Hearing, any interested person may provide written or oral 
comments, in English or Spanish, and data pertaining to the proposed permit. 

The date, time and location of the Public Hearing are as follows: 

Date: July 24, 2012 
Time: 6:00 p.m. — 8:00 p.m. 
Location: San Ysidro High School 

Performing Arts Center 
5353 Airway Road 
San Diego, California 92154 

English-Spanish translation services will be provided at the Public Hearing. If you 
require a reasonable accommodation, by July 10, 2012 please contact Philip Kum, EPA 
Region 9 Reasonable Accommodations Coordinator, at (415) 947-3566, or 
kum.philip@epa.gov. 

All information submitted by the applicant is available as part of the administrative 
record. The proposed air permit, Fact Sheet, permit application and other supporting 
information are available on the EPA Region 9 website at 
http://wvvw.epa.goviregion09/air/permit/r9-permits-issued.html#pubcomment. The 
administrative record may also be viewed in person, Monday through Friday (excluding 
Federal holidays) from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM, at the EPA Region 9 address above. Due to 
building security procedures, please call Roger Kohn at (415) 972-3973 at least 24 hours 
in advance to arrange a visit. Hard copies of the administrative record can be mailed to 
individuals upon request in accordance with Freedom of Information Act requirements as 
described on the EPA Region 9 website at http://www.epa.gov/region9/foial.  
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Additional information concerning the proposed PSD permit may be obtained between 
the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding holidays, by 
contacting Roger Kohn at the telephone and email address listed above. 

EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project and the accompanying Fact Sheet are also 
available for review at the following locations: SDAPCD, 10124 Old Grove Road, San 
Diego, California 92131, (858) 586-2600; San Ysidro Library in San Diego, CA; Otay 
Mesa Nestor Library in San Diego, CA; Civic Center Branch Library in Chula Vista., CA; 
National City Public Library in National City, CA; and Central Library in San Diego, 
CA. 

All comments that are received will be included in the public docket without change and 
will be available to the public, including any personal information provided, unless the 
comment includes Confidential Business Information (CBI) or other information whose 
disclosure is restricted by statute. Information that is considered to be CBI or otherwise 
protected should be clearly identified as such and should not be submitted through e-mail. 
If a commenter sends e-mail directly to the EPA, the e-mail address will be automatically 
captured and included as part of the public comment. Please note that an e-mail or postal 
address must be provided with comments if the commenter wishes to receive direct 
notification of EPA's final decision regarding the permit. 

EPA will consider all written comments submitted during the public comment period and 
all written and oral comments submitted during the public hearing before taking final 
action on the PSD permit application and will send notice of the fmal decision to each 
person who submitted comments and contact information during the public comment 
period or requested notice of the final permit decision. EPA will respond to all 
substantive comments in a document accompanying EPA's final permit decision and will 
make the Public Hearing proceedings available to the public. 

EPA's final permit decision will become effective 30 days after the service of notice of 
the decision unless: 

1. A later effective date is specified in the decision; or 
2. The decision is appealed to EPA's Environmental Appeals Board pursuant to 40 CFR 

124.19; or 
3. There are no comments requesting a change to the proposed permit decision, in which 

case the final decision shall become effective immediately upon issuance. 

14. Conclusion and Proposed Action 
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EPA is proposing to issue a PSD permit for the PPEC. We believe that the proposed 
Project will comply with PSD requirements, including the installation and operation of 
BACT, and will not cause or contribute to a violation of the applicable NAAQS or 
applicable PSD increments. We have made this determination based on the information 
supplied by the applicant and our review of the analyses contained in the permit 
application and other relevant information contained in our administrative record. EPA 
will make this proposed permit and this Fact Sheet available to the public for review, and 
make a final decision after considering any public comments on our proposal. 
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EPA REGION IX 
June 20, 2012 

* ERRATA CORRECTION* * * 
PIO PICO ENERGY CENTER 

PROPOSED CLEAN AIR ACT ?SD PERMIT NO. SD 11-01 

Please note that the hard copy version of the Fact Sheet And Ambient Air Quality Impact Report (Fact 
Sheet) sent to you via UPS delivery on June 19, 2012 concerning the above-referenced matter may have 
contained a typographical error. The first paragraph in Section 13 on page 50 of the Fact Sheet should 
be replaced with the following text: 

"The comment period for EPA's proposed. PSD permit for the Project begins on June 20, 2012. Any 
interested person may submit written comments on EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project. All 
written comments on EPA's proposed action must be received by EPA via email by July 24, 2012, or 
postmarked by July 24, 2012. Comments must be sent or delivered in writing to Roger Kohn at one of 
the following addresses:" 

We apologize for any confusion that this typographical error may have caused. We have enclosed the 
corrected page 50 of this document for insertion into the hard copy Fact Sheet previously sent to you. 



making this determination, EPA will consider actions taken, or to be taken, by the 
applicant to ensure ESA compliance. 

11. Environmental Justice Screening Analysis 

Executive Order 12898, entitled "Federal Actions To Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," states in relevant part that "each 
Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on .minority 
populations and low-income populations." Section 1-101 of Exec. Order 12898, 59 Fed. 
Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994). 

EPA determined that there may be minority or low-income populations potentially 
affected by its proposed action on the PPEC PSD permit application, and determined that 
it would be appropriate to prepare an Environmental Justice Analysis for this action. 
EPA therefore prepared an Environmental Justice Analysis, which is included in the 
administrative record for EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project. EPA's analysis 
concludes that the Project will not cause or contribute to air quality levels in excess of 
health standards for the pollutants regulated under EPA's proposed PSD permit for the 
Project, and that therefore the Project will not result in disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects with respect to these air pollutants on 
minority or low-income populations residing near the proposed Project, or on the 
community as a whole. 

12. Clean Air Act Title IV (Acid Rain Permit) and Title V 
(Operating Permit) 

The applicant must apply for and obtain an acid rain permit and a Title V operating 
permit from the SDAPCD. The Title V permit application is due within 12 months of the 
date that the new facility commences operation, while acid rain permit applications for 
new units are due 24 months before the applicant commences operation of the new units. 
The District has jurisdiction to issue the Acid Rain Permit and the Operating Permit for 
the facility. 

13. Comment Period, Procedures for Final Decision, and EPA 
Contact 

The comment period for EPA's proposed PSD permit for the Project begins on June 20, 
2012. Any interested person may submit written comments on EPA's proposed PSI) 
permit for the Project. All written comments on EPA's proposed action must be received 
by EPA via email by July 24, 2012, or postmarked by July 24, 2012. Comments must be 
sent or delivered in writing to Roger Kohn at one of the following addresses: 
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With respect to public services and utilities, additional medical facilities, schools and 
libraries, water supply and sewage services, and electrical power and natural gas are not 
needed as a result of the proposed PPEC. PPEC is designed and intended to use recycled 
water. For recycled water, the Otay Water District is in the process of completing the 
planned Otay Mesa area recycled water system. Connections will be made to existing 
infrastructure, e.g., the San Diego County sewer lines, utility natural gas transmission 
pipelines, and electrical transmission lines. The existing Otay Water District will supply 
the facility's potable water needs and fire protection water; if recycled water is not 
available upon start-up of the Project, potable water would be used until recycled water is 
available. 

With respect to fire protection, there are existing San Diego Rural Fire Protection District 
(RFPD) fire stations in the East Otay Mesa Planning area where the PPEC is proposed; 
one interim fire station and a permanent station are located within 0.25 mile of the 
Project. With respect to law enforcement, no sheriff facilities are located within East 
Otay Mesa where the Project is located; the nearest sheriff station is approximately 11.5 
miles west of the site. Patrol functions in the East Otay Mesa area (which includes the 
Project area) are performed by several patrol units assigned to the East Otay Mesa area. 
Independent of the proposed Project, a permanent facility less than one mile from the site 
is currently being planned for both RFPD and sheriff stations. 

In sum, based on our consideration of the information and analysis provided by the 
applicant, we do not expect the Project to result in any significant growth. 

10. Endangered Species 

Pursuant to section 7 of the ESA, 16 U.S.C. § 1536, and its implementing regulations at 
50 CFR Part 402, EPA is required to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried 
out by EPA is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or 
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of such species' 
designated critical habitat. EPA has determined that this PSD permitting action is subject 
to ESA section 7 requirements. 

The applicant and EPA identified three federally-listed species, the Otay tarplant 
(Deinandra conjugens), the Quino Checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), and 
coastal California gnatcatcher (Folioptila californica californica), that might be affected 
by the proposed PSD permitting action for the Project. The applicant submitted a 
Biological Assessment (BA) to EPA in December 2011, in which the applicant addressed 
the possible cumulative effects of nitrogen deposition on These species, In a letter to the 
FWS dated December 23, 2011, EPA requested the initiation of formal consultation for 
PPEC to address potential impacts to the Quino Checkerspot butterfly, the Otay tarplant, 
and the coastal California gnatcatcher. That consultation is ongoing. 

As noted above, EPA will proceed with its final PSD permit decision after making a 
determination that issuance of the permit will be consistent with ESA requirements. In 
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