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Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the Revised Amended/Not-amended Corrected 
Additional Statement of Basis for the Proposed Draft Federal “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” 
Permit for application Number 15487 Russel City Energy Center in the City of Hayward

The last (undated) Notice of public Hearing identifies "Russell City Energy Company," as  
 "an affiliate of Calpine Corporation." Are they merely an affiliate or is the company wholly owned by 
the Calpine corporation and or General Electric? I have found no disclosure of General Electric (GE) 
ownership of this project. Is GE an owner of the project ? If so how did the District satisfy the notice 
requirements of 40 C.F.R 124. if GE is an owner and the District did not satisfy the notice disclosure 
requirements please disclose this information in a public notice and recirculate the Draft permit. 

The  Notice  states  "Comments  submitted  during  the  previous  comment  period  do  not  need  to  be 
resubmitted at this time" Does this include all comment periods? Are the comments that were received 
by the District and placed in the Eastshore Energy Center proceeding included? Are the comments 
received between comment periods included? Is the submittal to the District appeals board and both 
EAB appeals considered comments? Have the people, whose comments were included in the Easthsore 
Proceeding provided Notice of  this  proceeding? Have the people who signed petitions  against  the 
permit that were submitted to the District, been provided Notice of this proceeding? Have the people 
who participated in the proceeding before the CEC or District since 2001 been provided Notice of the 
proceeding? Have the Comments received by The CEC regarding Air Quality Been included? Please 
provide the District mailing list for this proceeding. Please incorporate all comments questioned above 
into my comments of today. I also incorporate by reference into my comments all comments by Bob 
Sarvey, 
Government and Public Officials:
Supervisor Gail Steele, District II
Congressman Pete Stark
Chabot-Los Positas Community College District
Hayward Area Park and Recreation District, (HARD)

Community Organzations:
Hayward Area Shoreline Planning Agency, Citizens Advisory Committee, (HASPA CAC)
San Lorenzo Heritage Society
Hayward Democratic Club
Hayward Area Planning Association (HAPA)
Skywest Town House Homeowners Association
California State Audubon Society
Sierra Club, Southern Alameda County Chapter
Sierra Club, State of California
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter
Healthy 880 Communities
Green Action
Students for Social Justice, Chabot College
Pacific Environment, 
CARE CAlifornians for Renewable Energy
Citizens to Complete the Refuge
California Pilots Association

Golden Gate University Environmental Law and Justice Clinic 
Earthjustice, and Communities for a Better Environment



Mike Toth, Ernie Pacheco and Andrew Wilson.

It appears from the index posted by the District that application 15487 was received by the District in 
May of 2001. What are the statutory time periods for processing an application? This process has made 
it impossible for informed public participation. There is no other indication of when the application was 
received or considered complete. When was it received? When was it considered considered complete? 
The PSD and ATC permits were apparently first integrated, then disintegrated through District failures, 
A Draft PSD permit was circulated as an amendment  then determined to never have been issued, now 
partially recirculated with partial responses to select comments without identifying commenter's and 
bifurcated with the intent to subsequently reintegrate with an ATC permit that was based upon the PSD 
permit that is now disclosed to not have been issued.  Supporting determinations are stale and scattered 
over the last  decade.  The District  documents do not even disclose the most basic information that 
should be in a public notice, a simple chart detailing the National Air Quality standards, our attainment 
status and the projects effect on air quality or PSD increment. The District has gone to such great 
lengths to evade its responsibility to process a compliant ATC and PSD permit that it can not even keep 
its story straight. The District should rescind the Delegation agreement and let the EPA process this 
permit. 

The Public notices, when the District claimed that the permit was an amendment  gave great weight to 
the idea that it  was an amendment. Now that the district  admits it is not an amendment. There is 
nothing in the public notice identifying this truth. The "Project fact sheet" which I believe is the 4th 
iteration, has not been changed to reflect this information. How many "fact sheets" have been issued? It 
still states that it is an "Amended Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) Permit" The 
District does not disclose that it is not an amendment until page 5 of the Amended Statement Of Basis 
(ASOB). Incorrect information that serves to legitimize the action can mislead the public. The Draft 
permit is riding the coattails of a non existent permit. The District appears to acknowledge this fact in 
the following statement, "To the extent that there were any issues involving the District’s proposal that 
any members of the public refrained from commenting on during the initial comment period because 
they understood the proposed permit to be an amendment and not a new permit, the Air District invites 
the public to submit any such comments for the District’s consideration at this time." ASOB 6 The 
problem is that the District did not include this information in the notice or correct the Fact sheet.  

Please re-notice the draft permit and disclose in the notice the correction and chart identified above. 
Also please issue another Fact sheet, this time limited to facts. It is notable that the District consumed 
considerable  resources  of the EAB to futilely defend the previously issued permit  which included 
concerns of Endangered species act consultation and only now discloses that "the District did not issue 
a final Federal PSD Permit along with its state-law Authority to Construct, as is the District’s normal 
practice. The record indicates that the District did not finalize the Federal PSD Permit at the time it 
issued the Authority to Construct because EPA Region 9 had not completed its Endangered Species Act 
consultation with the US Fish & Wildlife Service." ASOB 5 Is an Authority to Construct (ATC) for this 
facility valid without a PSD permit or should the District have understood that when the PSD permit 
was remanded, it invalidated the ATC?

The District  stated "Redesigning the project  to  incorporate  a  solar  system like Victorville’s  would 
therefore require the facility to be moved to another location,  making it  impossible to achieve the 
project objectives served by the current location" ASOB 12. The City recently put out an RFP for a 
solar facility next to the project site there is nothing on this record beyond a baseless statement to 
support the "impossible" contention.  Does the District have any basis for this statement? 
The District stated "if the underlying estimates turn out to be inaccurate and actual emissions exceed 



the estimates as they have been incorporated into the permit limits, the facility will be in violation of its 
permit and will have to shut down or curtail operations unless it can fix whatever problems are causing 
the increased emissions" ASOB 13  This is not the procedure that we saw in Calpines Metcalf and 
Sutter plants or PG&Es Gateway. What we saw in Metcalf and Sutter with similar plants is that When 
they changed operations to function like peakers because there is not demand for additional baseload 
generation they simply quietly amended their permits to pollute more. Gateway has not been required 
to "shut down or curtail" despite no permit. Would the District include an enforceable permit condition 
that  the  facility will  not  be permitted  to  modify its  permit  or  obtain a  new permit  to  increase its 
emissions? If not the statement is misleading.

Does the District have evidence that the "intermediate-to-Baseload capacity.. for which the facility has 
been proposed and designed" ASOB page 13 is consistent with the intended operations contained in the 
facilities power purchase agreement? 

The District stated "the District also received some comments asking for detailed information about the 
combustion turbines the applicant intends to use at the facility, such as turbine serial numbers, dates of 
manufacture,  cost,  etc.  But  specific  details  such as  these are  not  relevant  to  determining the Best 
Available Control Technology" ASOB 13

I still contend that these are likely used or re-manufactured turbines from a turbine repair company that 
Calpine bought in Las Vegas (where they claim that the turbines are stored). This is important because 
as they District stated;

"The original equipment manufacturer’s degradation curves only account for anticipated degradation 
within the first 48,000 hours of the gas turbine’s useful life; they do not reflect any potential increase in 
this rate which might be expected after the first major overhaul and/or as the equipment approaches the 
end of its useful life. Further, because the projected 5.2% degradation rate represents the average, and 
not  the  maximum  or  guaranteed,  rate  of  degradation  for  the  gas  turbines,  the  Air  District  has 
determined that, for purposes of deriving an enforceable BACT limitation on the proposed facility’s 
heat rate, gas turbine degradation may reasonably be estimated at 6% of the facility’s heat rate." ASOB 
31

"For the gas turbines, the Air District is basing its analysis on a 48,000-operating-hour degradation 
curve provided by Siemens, which reflects anticipated recoverable and non-recoverable degradation in 
heat  rate  between  major  maintenance  overhauls  of  approximately  5.2%  According  to  combustion 
turbine manufacturers, anticipated degradation in heat rate of the gas turbines alone can be expected to 
increase non-linearly over time." ASOB 32

(ii) "a reasonable performance degradation margin of 6% to reflect reduced efficiency from normal 
wear and tear on the equipment between major maintenance overhauls" ASOB 28

An enforceable BACT limitation must be set at a level that the facility can achieve for the life of the 
facility, including as its equipment ages and incurs anticipated degradation. 
 ASOB 28
 
The  turbines’  Design  Base  Heat  Rate  is  6,852  Btu/kWhr  (HHV),  based  on  operation  of  both 
combustion  turbines  with  no  duct  firing,  corrected  to  ISO  conditions.48  (For  comparison  with  a 
pounds-per-megawatt-hour efficiency rating,  this is between 792.9 and 815.5 lbs/MWhr, depending 
upon which CO2 emissions factor is applied.49) This represents what the plant (at the design stage) is 



expected to achieve when it is new and clean; it does not represent what it will achieve over time as the 
equipment incurs degradation between major maintenance overhauls." ASOB 29

So, if  the turbines are used or overhauled,  their  pollution characteristics may be different than the 
original manufacturer specifications. 

 The District stated "The facility’s contribution was based on modeling using the facility’s emissions, 
and the background contribution was based on the Fremont-Chapel Way monitoring data as discussed 
above.  For  the  contribution  from other  nearby sources,  the  Air  District  undertook  a  search  of  its 
database of PM2.5 sources within a radius of six miles (9.7 km) around the facility location that have 
been permitted since January 1, 2007, and located a total of 29 such sources (21 of which are diesel 
backup generators). The Air District also evaluated non-point sources within this area that could cause 
a significant concentration gradient at any of the areas where the facility’s impact was above the SIL. 
The Air District identified a portion of Highway 92 that is located approximately 1 km south of the 
facility as such a non-point source, and included it in the analysis. The cumulative impact from all of 
these contributions (the facility, the 29 point sources, and Highway 92) was then modeled for each 
receptor location within the impact area where the facility’s impact was above the SIL. 
ASOB 87

I contend that Fremont is not the right monitoring station if the District used the Hunters point or 
Oakland stations it would be more representative and comparable distance. I witness from my house 
that smog comes from Oakland and S.F. and is lesser in Fremont.  second the District   recognized 
highway 92 in  their  analysis  but  ignored  within  the  same 6 mile  radius  many miles  of  highways 
including 11.7 miles of 880, 10.5 miles of 92, 4.85 miles 580,  8.6 miles of 238, 10 miles of  route 185 
plus major arterial Roads.

What would the results be if Oakland or San Francisco monitoring stations were used?

The District stated "With respect to the new electrical generating capacity that the project will provide, 
it is speculative whether this new capacity will be a cause or any significant growth in the region. Some 
of it may be used to take the place of older generating capacity that is being taken off-line, and even if 
it does provide some overall expansion of the region’s total electric generating capacity there is no 
indication  that  this  would  cause  any  new  development.  It  is  unlikely  that  any  new  growth  or 
development will occur simply because of the existence of excess electrical generating capacity, as 
opposed  to  some  other  independent  reason."  ASOB  91  This  which  comes  first  chicken  or  egg 
speculation seems to have no basis in the facts on the record. If accepted the same argument could be 
used to dismiss any growth analysis.  It  is  clear that  areas without electricity do not tend to grow, 
inversely areas with excess capacity could tend to grow. Please complete a Growth analysis based upon 
facts on the record. 

Can the District identify any other Plant that presently affects Hayward's Air quality?
Please identify older  plants  that  would be "taken off-line"  as a result  of  this  development  and the 
benefit to Hayward Air Quality.

The District stated "The proposed facility has been designed to handle wastewater from the treatment 
plant and use it as cooling water, not the other way around – the wastewater treatment plant was not 
built to handle wastewater from the proposed facility. This will be an environmentally beneficial aspect 
of the facility in that it will obviate the need for the City of Hayward to discharge its wastewater into 
the Bay." ASOB 92 I have found no evidence on this record to indicate any environmental benefit from 



discharging wastewater into the air instead of into the bay. Discontinuance of water deliveries to the 
bay may cause an undisclosed negative effect that should be studied and disclosed. Emissions of 4 
million gallons of effluent into the air could have public health risks that have not adequately been 
studied.  "The  project  will  require  a  new tertiary treatment  plant  to  treat  the  wastewater  from the 
wastewater treatment plant in order to make it clean enough to use in the facility’s cooling system, but 
it will not involve any expansion to the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant."  92 ASOB There 
has been no disclosure of the energy usage or pollutants associated with this water treatment for the 
facility. please disclose this information. 

The District stated "Commenters suggested that the wet cooling system could involve a risk of causing 
Legionnaire’s disease, and claimed that this potential health risk should be investigated further as part 
of  the Health  Risk Analysis.  The Air District  notes  that  its  expertise  as  a  public  health  agency is 
primarily in the area of chemical air pollutant and the health problems they can cause, not in medical 
pathogens. For this reason, the Air District does not address medical concerns such as issues related to 
Legionnaire’s disease in its Health Risk Assessment. To the extent that the proposed project may raise 
concerns about Legionnaire’s disease, those concerns should appropriately be addressed in the broader 
environmental review context through the Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process."  If the 
District is requiring that the CEC  consider this comment prior to issuance of the PSD permit then this 
response would be sufficient. If not this analysis is deficient because it does not analyze the health risks 
associated with dispersion of 4 million gallons of "effluent" per day into the air. If the District does not 
have the expertise please hire someone who does and provide a health risk analysis for the "effluent" 
dispersal. 

They  State  in  Footnote  164  "As  noted  in  the  December  2008  Statement  of  Basis,  the  state-law 
permitting process has been completed and is now final. Avenues for reviewing state-law conditions 
have therefore been exhausted"  ASOB 98 Is this a true statement?

"Reopening  the  comment  period  under  40  C.F.R.  section  124.10  to  give  interested  persons  an 
opportunity to comment on the new information and the District’s proposed treatment of it; and to give 
interested persons an opportunity to submit any further comments that they could not reasonably have 
submitted during the initial comment period." ASOB 2. It is unclear from the code cited to what extent 
this  partial  reopening  of  the  comment  period  complies  with  40C.F.R.  124.10.  Please  identify  the 
specific authority that permits this piecemeal method to limit public participation and what thresholds 
will be used to determine which comments could or "could not reasonably" have been submitted. Even 
if all comments are accepted this statement by the District may have precluded public participation.

The District stated “it [is] appropriate for the permitting authority to distinguish between electric 
generating stations designed to function as ‘base load’ facilities and those designed to function as 
‘peaking’ facilities, and that this distinction affects how the facility is designed and the pollutant 
emissions control equipment that can be effectively used by the facility”). This issue is moot here, 
however, as the Air District has concluded that there are no superior alternatives even if such an 
analysis were required.  ASOB Footnote 5 page 10 Why would an analysis be necessary if the District 
can reach its conclusions without analysis? 

"A solar alternative to duct burning would not be feasible for the Russell City facility, however, 
because there is far less available area at the project than in the Mojave Desert, and the compact site 
would not provide adequate space for installation of a solar collectors. To construct a solar thermal 
plant to replace some of the peak capacity from duct burning would need 275 acres of To construct a 



solar thermal plant to replace some of the peak capacity from duct burning would need 275 acres of 
land,13 which would not be feasible given the space-constrained project site on the edge of the San 
Francisco Bay.14 " This statement seems to rely on the application For certification from 2001. Has 
solar technology changed at all this decade which  may lead to a different conclusion if a contemporary 
analysis were completed?  Please complete an alternative analysis based upon current technology. The 
San Francisco Bay, industrial areas of Hayward and City streets are well over 275 acres. What 
consideration has been given to utilizing adjacent acreage for solar. Is 275 acres a fixed size for a solar 
installation or would 1/2 the acreage or twice the acreage , for instance, produce "some of the peak 
capacity"? The City of Hayward recently published a request for proposals for an adjacent solar facility. 
Has that been considered in this proceeding? 

The footnote for the above states, 14 The project site for the Russell City Energy Center is a 14.7-acre 
area located in the West Industrial District of Hayward, California, adjacent to the City of Hayward 
Water Pollution Control Facility and near existing transmission facilities. See Calpine, Application for  
Certification, Russell City Energy Center (May 2001) (hereinafter, “RCEC Application for 
Certification”), at 9-3 – 9-4; available at: www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/russellcity/documents/ 
applicant_files/afc/vol-1/.  

This refers to the previous site. Please conduct an analysis of the present site using current data. 
Although, I believe that I informed the District of the new site location in previous comments, the 
Districts confusion is understandable. The public is also likely confused. Many probably still do not 
understand that the plant named Russell City is actually in the city of Hayward. The District also never 
disclosed the actual location before misleading name in public notices. Readers of the notice may stop 
reading when reading the name of another city. The District should first figure out where the project is, 
analyze it in context to its location and then if it intends to issue a permit provide Notice of the location 
prior to the misleading name.  The site location, description and address Continue to change. Is the site 
"on the edge of the San Francisco Bay" as described above? Is it 14.7 acres as described above? Is it 
near the corner of Depot Road and Cabot Boulevard as identified in the latest public notice?  How 
many different addresses and site descriptions has the District published for this project and what are 
they? Is it in the "West industrial District" as identified above. What is the zoning? Have there been 
nearby land use changes since the original application that could effect determinations? for instance 
any protected habitats, Federal wildlife sanctuaries, wetland restorations.

The District also received comments noting that the facility would be operated to meet contractual load 
and spot sale demand, and may not operate on a full-time, base-loaded basis. These comments 
questioned the anticipated operating mode of the proposed Russell City Energy Center, suggesting that 
if it were intended for load-following or other duty that would involve frequent startup and shutdown 
events, the Applicant should be required to construct a fast-start-capable, peaking-to-intermediate duty 
plant instead. 
The Air District has considered this issue further in light of these comments. The Air District notes that 
the Federal PSD Permit process is designed to ensure that a proposed facility will be as low-emitting as 
possible (among other requirements). It is not designed to require an applicant to propose a different 
type of project of a different fundamental scope and design, for example to substitute a simple-cycle 
peaking plant instead of a combined-cycle intermediate-to-baseload project as the commenters suggest 
here.17 Moreover, it would not make any sense from an emissions standpoint to require a simple-cycle 
facility for the purpose that this facility is intended to be used for, which is to serve intermediate-to-
baseload  capacity.  Simple-cycle  facilities  are  less  efficient  than  combined-cycle  facilities,  which 
recover the heat from the turbine exhaust (which would simply be emitted and wasted in a simple-cycle 
facility)  and use it  to  generate  additional  electricity.  Simple-cycle  facilities  are  therefore generally 



inferior to combined-cycle facilities, except for applications where the generating capacity must come 
on-line in a very short time frame, which is not the case with the uses for which this facility has been 
proposed and designed.  The Air District  therefore disagrees that  it  should require  the applicant  to 
redesign the facility as a simple-cycle peaking facility." 
ASOB  12  Like  all  the  District  responses  it  is  impossible  to  identify  which  comments  they  are 
responding to. Is a fast starting or solar augmented facility  necessarily a simple Cycle facility? Could 
these technologies be considered control technologies and not a "different type of project"?

"Of the comments  the  Air  District  has  received so far,  none has  disagreed  with  the  Air  District’s 
assessment that the only feasible control technology for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from fossil-
fuel burning power generating facilities is to use the most efficient electrical generating technology,25 
and that at present there are no feasible post-combustion add-on controls for such facilities." ASOB 18 
Allow  me  to  disagree;  Carbon  Sequestration  is  a  feasible  control  technology  that  has  not  been 
adequately studied for this project. Subterranean sequestration may be a viable alternative as well as 
bio-sequestration of pollutants in algae producing ponds. There are extensive ponds adjacent to the site 
that could accommodate this. After sequestration the water/ algae could be utilized for reforestation or 
irrigation to create a buffer between the the developed and natural areas of the shoreline or in other 
locations further sequestering Carbon. Please study this plan. 

 The Air District did receive comments stating that the Air District should have evaluated alternative 
energy production  methods  that  do  not  rely on  fossil  fuel  combustion,  however.  These  comments 
suggested that the District should not focus simply on turbine efficiency, as opposed to looking at more 
efficient ways of making electricity without using combustion turbines. 
The Air District has considered these comments and is in agreement that the development of non-fossil-
fuel electrical generating sources is of critical importance in meeting California’s energy needs while at 
the same time furthering its air quality goals, especially in light of recent advances in the understanding 
of the problems posed by global climate change. The Air District recognizes, however, that alternative 
generating technologies are not currently capable of meeting the state’s electrical power demand at all 
times and under  all  circumstances,  and that  some fossil-fuel  generating capacity is  still  needed.26 
Determining the most appropriate mix of electrical generation sources under these circumstances is a 
highly complex engineering and policy exercise that is most appropriately undertaken by the California 
Energy Commission, the state’s expert agency on energy policy matters. The Air District obviously has 
a supporting role to play in helping the Energy Commission to understand the air quality impacts of its 
siting decisions and to include appropriate air quality conditions in its licenses. But as an agency, the 
Air District does not have the expertise nor the authority to determine what type of generation sources 
are needed, of what capacity, and where. The Air District must therefore necessarily defer to the Energy 
Commission’s  decision  that  the  proposed  natural-gas  fired,  combined-cycle  facility  is  the  most 
appropriate alternative for this project. If it would be more appropriate to use wind or solar power to 
serve the function intended for the proposed Russell City project, the Energy Commission is the agency 
best suited – and specifically tasked by the California legislature – to make that determination. ASOB 
18
Because The CEC determinations are stale for the purposes of this PSD permit the District should 
require current determinations regarding this vital issue. 

"The Energy Commission ultimately rejected those alternatives as not feasible because “they do not 
fulfill a basic objective of the plant: to provide power from a baseload facility to meet the growing 
demands  for  reliable  power  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.”27  ..  27  2002  Energy  Commission 
Decision,  supra  note  15,  at  p.  19.  The  Energy  Commission  made  a  further  finding  in  its  2007 
Amendment decision that no renewable alternatives would be able to meet the project’s objectives. See 



California  Energy Commission,  Final  Commission  Decision,  Russell  City  Energy  Center  (October 
2007)  (hereinafter,  “2007  Energy  Commission 
Decision”),p.21,finding3(availableatwww.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-800-2007-003/CEC-80
0-2007-003-CMF.PDF).  In  making  this  finding,  the  Commission  relied  in  part  upon  the  detailed 
analyses that were undertaken in connection with the original licensing proceeding in 2002. See id. at 
pp. 20-21."  ASOB 19 Is demand growing? if so is it growing through increased per capita usage or 
population growth? Will this facility facilitate growth? If it is not built will it restrict growth? Is it better 
from an air quality standpoint to increase supply or decrease demand? If the facility is not built may 
demand be met through conservation or cleaner sources?  Would the District collect the same fees for a 
cleaner plant? 

●  Data Showing Achievable Emissions ~800 lb/MW-hr:  The commenters stated that emissions data 
from new turbines show that current equipment should be able to achieve emissions as low as 800 
lb/MW-hr. Commenters also stated that the District should look at the best achievable performance 
level of all turbines, including new turbines, and not limit its review to turbines that were built several 
years ago. Commenters also claimed that the District considered emissions data from only one year of 
operation from only two facilities, and should conduct a broader review. ASOB 25 What year were the 
turbines built? Was it "several years ago" or several decades ago?

"105 In addition, it is worth noting that any Appendix S requirements would be applicable through a 
Non-Attainment NSR permit, not through the PSD Permit. There may be reasons to address both types 
of  requirements  in  an  integrated  permit  proceeding,  but  technically  they  are  separate  permitting 
programs applicable under different sections of the Clean Air Act."  ASOB 55 Wasn't this an integrated 
permit proceeding? will it be reintegrated? Is it now disintegrated or what is it called? What would the 
"reasons to address both types of requirements" be?

"These comments stated that a Flex-Plant 10 system is appropriate for peaking-to-intermediate duty 
operations,  whereas  the  Flex-Plant  30  system  is  the  appropriate  technology  for  intermediate-to-
baseload operations. These comments were based on the observation that there is an energy efficiency 
penalty when using the single-pressure steam boilers system, compared with the more efficient triple-
pressure system that is being proposed here. The Air District agrees with the latter comments. Flex-
Plant 10 is an excellent technology to allow peaking-to-intermediate plants – which have to be able to 
start up and come on line very quickly – to gain the benefits from using combined-cycle technology (as 
opposed to less efficient simple-cycle turbines). But it is not appropriate for intermediate-to-baseload 
facilities  where  quick  startup  times  are  less  important  because  of  the  energy  efficiency  penalty 
associated  with  using  a  single-pressure  steam turbine.  For  intermediate-to-baseload  facilities,  it  is 
preferable to obtain the better overall emissions performance achievable through the use of a triple-
pressure system instead of using a less efficient single-pressure system like the Flex-Plant 10. (Note 
that when Flex-Plant 30 technology becomes available it will allow suitable triple-pressure systems to 
achieve faster startups as well, but this technology is not yet available for this project.)"  ASOB 70 An 
analysis of the Power Purchase agreement and current need assessment should be needed to make these 
conclusions

"The Air District also received comments that disagreed with the District’s assertion that EPA Region 
IX does not require OpFlex as BACT, based on the permit Region IX issued for the Colusa Project. The 



comments noted that a commenter in the Colusa proceeding brought the issue to the Region’s attention 
in  a  comment,  but  that  the  comment  was  withdrawn  and  so  Region  IX  did  not  consider  it.  The 
comments requested that the District  consider the comments that  were submitted and subsequently 
withdrawn in the Colusa proceeding here. The District agrees that that EPA Region IX did not formally 
respond to the withdrawn comments on the record. But once EPA was aware of the issue, it would not 
(and legally could not) fail to require OpFlex technology if that technology were BACT. The agency 
has an independent responsibility to impose BACT based on all of the information available to it, even 
if the specific comment that brought the issue to light was withdrawn. For this reason, the District 
stated in the initial Statement of Basis that EPA Region IX did not require OpFlex as BACT.132 

Finally,  as  for  considering the Colusa comments  that  were withdrawn,  they were submitted in the 
Colusa  proceeding  and were  not  submitted  on the  record  as  comments  in  this  proceeding,  so  the 
District is not obligated to respond to them. If the commenters believe that the Air District should 
consider them on the record in this proceeding, they have an obligation to submit them into the record 
for the Air District to review, but they did not do so here. Nevertheless, the Air District obtained a copy 
of the comments from EPA Region IX to ensure that it had researched all information that could have 
bearing on this issue, and found nothing whatsoever in those comments to suggest that OpFlex should 
be required here. The comment letter cited several of the same points about the Palomar Energy Center 
that  have  been  raised  in  this  proceeding,  to  which  the  Air  District  is  responding in  detail  in  this 
section." ASOB 73 Since the District admits that it has the comments I will consider them "on the 
record" and state that they do not appear to be adequately analyzed. It is also notable that the Colusa 
permit has been reopened for modification. Opflex should be required here.

"Another comment claimed that, based upon telephone conversations with Siemens representatives, a 
low-load “turn-down” technology product is currently available for Siemens turbines. The Air District 
investigated this issue further, and reviewed communications from Siemens confirming in writing that 
it does not have a low-load product that is commercially available for F-class turbines. Siemens’ LLOF 
product, known as “Low Load Carbon Monoxide” (LLCO), has been validated for G-class turbines as 
noted in the documentation the Air District relied on in the initial Statement of Basis. (See Statement of 
Basis at p. 41 and n. 33.) The Air District confirmed this with Siemens in response to this comment. 
Siemens reports that “LLCO validation for F-class turbine began in December 2008 and [is] currently 
in process [but] the validation for the F-class turbine has not been concluded." ASOB 73 There is not 
likely a pressing need for Siemens to develop this technology for the antiquated turbines proposed for 
this facility. If BACT for one pollutant is not the same technology as BACT for another the District 
should consider both before making a decision that coincidently selects the outdated turbines that the 
developer happens to have in stock.  

As explained in the initial Statement of Basis, Air District has estimated sulfuric acid mist emissions as 
accurately as it can, and believes that emissions will be below 7 tons per year. The Air District is not 
aware of any data or analysis suggesting that emissions will be over 7 tons per year, and none of the 
comments on this issue cited any, and so the Air District continues to believe that this is an accurate 
assessment. ASOB 76 How much Sulfuric acid would the facility emit?

Class I Areas Analysis 
Finally, EPA also requires an analysis of the potential for impacts to any Class I areas within 100 km of 
the proposed facility. Point Reyes National Seashore is located approximately 62 km from the project, 
so the Air District conducted a Class I area impact analysis for PM2.5" ASOB 88 Is the Adjacent Don 



Edwards National Wildlife Sanctuary a Class on Area? Should it be considered one?

The District stated "The proposed project will have two stacks each having a height of 150 feet above 
the ground level." ASOB 95 The CEC decision states  Each HRSG unit will have a 145-foot exhaust 
stack CEC decision 10 which is correct? 

"The Air District received comments citing recent developments in the understanding of the health 
impacts of fine particulate matter. These comments suggested that the Air District should consider fine 
particulate matter in its Health Risk Assessment. 
The District has considered adding fine particulate matter in our permitting procedures...
These guidelines have not been developed at this stage, however, and so the Air District does not have 
the appropriate tools to include fine particulate matter in its formal Health Risk Assessment" ASOB 95 
If the "District does not have the appropriate tools" they should get them and use them prior to approval 
or  the   application  should  be  rejected  or  someone  else  with  the  proper  tool  should  process  the 
application. 

#602 Del Monte Corp Oakland 6/6/84 #30

#855 PG&E San Francisco 9/30/85 #14
FDOC

Calpine/GE propose to mitigate polluting in Hayward with Emission Reduction Credits some from a 
plant that closed in San Francisco in 1985 some from Del Monte in Oakland in 1984. How do these 
credits help Hayward?

Page 19 of the FDOC indicates regarding the Emission reduction credits 
(Information for certificate #30 is not available 

Is information regarding certificates required for compliance with the Clean Air Act? 
Are the credits planned contemporaneous?

If after the plant is built the asthma rates increase for children in Hayward or the respiratory rate 
increases for Seniors in Hayward what will the District do?

Some estimates are that we are already overbuilt for electricity generation by as much as 30%, 
including a new 550 megawatt plant that came on line in Antioch 6 months ago. Calpine also curtailed 
operations at its San Jose plant based upon the reduced need. Plants like these operate through contracts 
with PG&E and so get paid by PG&E ratepayers whether they operate or not. With a finite need for 
electricity, overbuilding fossil fuel fired generation prevents the need for renewable resources and the 
potential redistribution of wealth from PG&E, Calpine and GE to communities like ours. 
If Calpine/GE builds this 600 megawatt fossil fuel fired plant in Hayward Does that prevent 600 
megawatts of renewable energy from being developed?

Some estimates suggest that renewable energy projects would create 10 times the number of jobs. 
Would renewable energy projects create more jobs?

This plant was originally planned in response to the turn of the century energy crisis. The crisis has 
since been proved a scam by companies like Enron. Calpine was subsequently fined $6,000,000 by the 



California Attorney Generals office for manipulating the energy market, then Calpine went bankrupt. Is 
the electricity from this plant needed?

It appears that the Turbines planned for this facility are antiquated models perhaps retired from another 
facility and other equipment will be removed from a plant that was never completely constructed in 
another state. 
Modern comparable sized plants like the one planned in Carlsbad would emit less than 1/2 of some of 
the worst pollutants. Calpine/GE intend to emit 12.2 tons per year of Sulfur Dioxide into Hayward's air, 
Carlsbad will emit 5.6 tons. Calpine/GE would emit 71.8 tons of particulate matter (small enough to go 
straight through the lungs into the bloodstream) Carlsbad will emit  39 tons.  Calpine/GE plan to emit 
127 tons of Oxides of Nitrogen compared to Carlsbad 72.8 tons. 
Can the District explain why, if this is the best available Control Technology other plants emit less?

There appears to be limited wastewater storage available. 
Does the District have any information about how much time elapses  between the time we flush and 
when they would vaporize the effluent?

At any time in the last 10 years has  the Air District monitored the Air in Hayward to provide a basis for 
its air quality claims? If not why not?

As a local Real Estate Broker I contend that development of this plant at the San Mateo Bridge gateway 
to the City will harm property values throughout the city. 
Has the District  conducted any studies to demonstrate the effects on property values from their plan?

Rob Simpson
27126 Grandview Avenue 
Hayward CA. 94542
510-909-1800
rob@redwoodrob.com
 




