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I hereby certifii that copies of Opening statement of Rob Simpson in the
matter of Russell City Energy Center was served in the following manner.

By placing the document in a sealed envelope with postage fully paid in the
United States mail addressed to :

Alexander Crockett
Assistant General Counsel
Bay AreaAir Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco CA 94109

I declare under the penalty ofperjury under the laws ofthe State of
Califomia that the foregoing is true and correct

Executed ion March 27,2008 at Hayward Califomia

Rob Simpson



In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center

BEFORE THE ENVIRONNiENTAL AFPEALS BOARD
UT{ITED STATES ENVIROI{TIENTAL PROTEGNOil AGENCY

WASHINGTON DC

I
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APPEITANT ROB SIilIFSON'S REGIUEST FOR JUDICIAL

Pursuant to Rute 201 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, I

respectfully request that the Erwironmental Appeals Board take

judlcial notice of the following decision by the Bay Area Air Q'Jality

Management District (BAAOMD) Headng Board:

1. On March 6, 2008, the BAAQMD Hearing Board dismissed rny

appeal (App. No. 15487) for lack of iurisdiction and cited EAB

jurisdidion- At this time, the ofFrcial order has not been posted

DEted: Mar* 14,20O8
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I hereby certifu that copies ofAPPELLANT ROB SIMPSON'S REQUEST
FOR JLIDICIAL NOTICE in the matter of Russell City Energy Center was
served in the following manner.

By placing the document in a sealed envelope with postage fully paid in the
United States mail addressed to :

Alexander Crockett
Assistant General Counsel
Bay Area Air Quality Management Diskict
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco CA 94109

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct

Executed ion March 19, 2008 at Hayward Califomia

Rob Simpson
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IJI{ITED STATES EI{WROI\MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON,D.C.

Appeal No. 08-01In the matter of
Russell City Energy
Center
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Opening statement of Rob Simpson

The California Energr Commission CEC Was the lead agency in this this case that
is not disputed.
The CEC Monasmith declaration states that "several comment letters were filed by
various parties addressing Air quality issues, as shown on the docket index, but none
were filed between April2, 2007 and May 12,200'1 .... the energy commission did not hold
any public hearings during this time period and thus received no oral comment during this
period" CEC Monasmith Decl3 of 32

Calpine states in an April 5'n, 2007 status Report: (exhitrit 27)
"The Applicant recommends that the Staff Assessment on Air Quality be issued during
the 30 day public comment period following the issuance of the PDOC , that the
BAAQMD and the public may be informed of any concems or questions that the staff
may have with the PDOC... There is clear precedent for a schedule that requires the staff
to file its Assessment after the Districts Preliminary Determination of Compliance but
before the Districts final determination."
10  o f  14

The CEC did not issues its Air Assessment until July 2od,2007well after the
comment period. This prevented the public from being inforrned of necessary
information to effectively comment on the PDOC

Extensive air data is offered during the commenl period by Calpine. Response to Data
Requests 73-96 ard 16 utd 55-72 (exhibit 28)



An Air Quality "WORKSHOP'was conducted by the CEC and BAAQMD on April
25,2M7 during the comment period in the same room (City Council Chambers) with the
same Public hearing format as used in their "Public Hearings" but no record was kept of
the "Workshop" Notice Posted: April 13, 2007. (Exhrbit2$ ]7

"The Califomia Energy Commission staff will conduct a Data Response, Issue Resolution
workshop for the Russell City Energy Center. The purpose is to discuss the project
owner's responses to staffs data requests and to work toward resolving issues on the
topics listed below. Discussion will also focus on grylg and concems fiom tle City
of Hayward's public agencies. All interested agencies and members of the public are
invited to participate.
Wednesday, Apil 25, 2007
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
HAYWARD CITY HALL BUILDING
Room 2A
777 B St., Haywmd, CA 94541
(Wheelchair Accessible)
(Map to Location)
Discussion Topics
Air Quality
Land Use
Traffi c and Transportation

The public attended this workshop believing that this was a hearing and made
"comments' believing that they would be considered, Their comments were not
considered or even recorded and no record of attendance has been offered.

When one opens the PDOC on the CEC website posted May 3rd (31 days after the start
of the "public comment period) it opens to page 2 of the document skipping t}re nolice
page. I must have read it 50 times and never noticed to scroll back from where it opened
to find the notice rmtil these hearings started, other members of the public may have had
the same experience.

40cfr 51.161 requires that the notice include *the local agency's analysis ofthe effect
on air quality' because the notice does not contain this information the public was not
informed of this vital decision making infonnation and thus could not effectively consider
or comment on the project during the purported comment period.

The Dishicts contention that agencies opted out ofthe notice by purportedly failing to
respond to a third party agencies notice that made no reference to air Quality or PSD
permitting is flawed. The opt out provision of 40cfr124.10 must refer to an affirmative
action of the opting agency and cannot be construed as the District would contend. The
District also offers no explanation of failing to provide notice to Communities for a
Better Environment, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and



for failing to provide notice of the perrnitting action to the 60G+- commenters and those
who made public comments at the Air Quality Workshop. The question should not focus
only on Did the District provide notice to Rob Simpson but did the District follow the
required procedures to issue the PSD pennit including the requirements for notice.
Because they did not follow the procedures the EAB should either remand this issue to
the Distric! allow the appeal to proceed and or investigate this matter on its own accord.

Respectfully submitted
On March 27, 2008

Rob Simpson



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Commission

IN THE MATTEROF:
Docket No. 0l AFC 7C

PETITION TO AMEND TI{E COMMISSION )
DOCKETNO. OI.AFC-7C )
DECISION APPROVING TIIE APPLICATION )
FORCERTIFICATIONFORII{E )
RUSSELLCITYENERGYCENTER )

APPLICA}IT'S STATUS REPORT #T

The Russell City Energy Center LLC ("Applicant') submiis this Status Report in

response to the Conmitte€'s order of December 21, 2006.

I. Stotns of the Pmcecding

The status ofthe proceeding is as follows:

(l) The Applicant has cooperated fully and in a timely manner with the Staffs

investigation. The Applicant and Staffhave b€en oonferring weekly to raview the status ofthe

Staffs review. The Applicant has responded fully to all Staff Data Requests within the

deadlines specified by Staff. As a result ofthis cooperation, the Staffhas conoluded its

investigalion ofat least 16 ofthe 20 technical areas. For these areas, there are no disputod issues

and the areas are "ready for publication."l

(2) The Bay Area Air Quality Managernent District (BAAQMD or District) is proceeding

in a timely manner in its assessment of the air quality impa€ts of this projest. The RCBC

' CEC Staff Stans nepoft f I , Fetrruary 2?, 200?, p- |.



Application to the BAAQMD was accepted as an Amendment and was de€med complete by the

District on December 14,20M . Following typical BAAQMD procedures, the PDOC will be

issued on or before April 2, 2007 and the FDOC will be issued (following I 30 day public

comment pcriod) on or before June 1, 2007.

(3) On February l, 2007, fie Alameda Counp Local Area Formation Commission

(LAFCO) approved the Mt Edsn Reorganization (Phase l) Annexation of Tenilory to the City

ofl{ayward and Conesponding Detachments from the Alameda County Libmry District and the

Alameda County Fire Departnent. The approved annexation includes the unincorporated

'islands" ofterritory known as the Depot Road Island where the northern portion ofthe

proposed RCEC is located.

In short, the pmceeding has moved forward in a timely manner. At least 16 of20

technical arcas are "ready for publication" at this time. Tlre Applicant subrnirs that the Staff

Assessment should be issued promptly for all technical areas thlt ar€'teady for publication."

II Technicel Arces Reedy For Pnblication

Th€ StafPs Statls Report #l identifies 16 technical areas that the Staffhas determined

"have no issues and are ready for publication.'' Because the Staff has completed its anslysis of

these subject areas, because the areas have no unresolved issues and because these issues are

't€ady for publication" the Applicant respectfully submits th* tbe SAff promptly publish its

Ass€ssm€nt on these 16 issues, Following publication ofthese issues, the Applicant

rccommends that there be an opportunity for a Staff Assessment Workshop, if any party so

requests. If no party requests a Workshop, then the Workshop need not be scheduled. The

2 Id



Applicant recommends thal Agenry cnmments on these issues be requested fifteen days after

issuance ofthis Assessment, consist€nt widr the time period provided in the curent CommitEe

schedule. The Applicant's proposed schedule is discussed firther in Section Mslow,

IIL Technicrl Areas That May Have Unremlv€d Issucs

The Staff has listed four technical areas that it believes still have "issues". Excepi for Air

Quality, it is not clear whether Staffbelieves that these other issues are ready for publication or

will be ready for publication soon, We address each ofthcse areas below.

A. Air Quality

The BAAQMD has informed the Staff and Applicant that it intends to issue a PDOC on

or before April 2 and an FDOC on or before June l. This is not a changs in th€ District's

planned procedures for processing the Amendment to the RCEC FDOC. In a prefiling meeting

with the CEC Staffon November 9, 2007 (this Amendment was filed on November l7) the

Applicant explicitly discussed with the CEC Air Quality Staff that thB District would prepare

both a PDOC and a FDOC. Therefore, when the Stali proposed in its Issues Identification

Report (IR) to release ie Staff Assessment on Febnrary 23, 2007 , it knew or should have known

that the FDOC would be released after February 23. Moreover, even if the Staff did not

understand the District's schedule when it issued its IIR, the Staff had furfier opportunity to

clari$ its understanding with Mr. Weyman Lee (the Dishict's Senior Air Quality Engineer who

will be reviewing the RCEC Application at the Distsict) when he attended the informational

hearing and site visit on December 15, 2006.

The Applicant respectfully submits that the Staffshould issue its Assessmenl of Air

Quality issuas after issuance ofthe PDOC. The PDOC for the Amended projcct will b€ very

similar to the FDOC for the current proje€t. Moreov€r, based on our extensive experience with



the BAAQMD, there is a very low probability that there will be any significant changes between

the PDOC to be issued on or bcforc Apdl2 and FDOC to be issued on or before June l.

Ifthe Staff issues its Assessment ofAir Quality issues after release ofthe PDOC, two

important purposes are served. First, ifthe Staffhas any questions or concems about the PDOC,

the public interest is served by the Staffmaking these concems known to lhe District and to the

public after the PDOC is issued so that these concems may be taken ioto consideration by the

Distict in its preparation of the FDOC. Second, if t}e FDOC does not r€quite any changes to

the PDOC, the SteffAnalysis is complete and this proceeding may move forward more

promptly. In the unlikely event that there are any changes b€tween the PDOC and FDOC, the

schedule should allow the Staff an opportunity to supplement its air analysis (as provided in the

curr€nt Committee schedute^)

B, Land Use

Under the category ofland Use, the Staffraises issues regading thermal plumes, zoning

and traffic impacts. The Applicant submits that whilo these issues represent matt€rs that may be

poins of disagreement between th€ Applicant and Staff (issues that we are hopeful will be

resolved), thcse arr not rcasons to dolay issuance ofthe Staff Assessment on Lend Use.

L Thermal Plumes

Th€ Staff states that (l) the Applicant is required to submit a Form 746G1 to the Federal

Aviation Administration (FAA), (2) the FAA must review the form and (3) the Alameda Ahport

Land Use Commission (AALUC) must receive the FAA response to the Form 7460-I before the

AALUC makes its determbation regarding the compatibility of the new pmposed location with

airport land use plans.s

t  Id.*2.



These statements by St"afrare premised on a misre&ding of Applicable LORS. First, the

Staff assumes that potential thermal plumes from the RCEC require the filing of a Form 7460-1 .

This is incorlect, According to the FAA, the Form applies only to solid structures. Because the

RCEC does not penetrate the airport's horizontal surface or any ofthe approach surfaces, RCEC

does not qualiff under the 14 CFR Part 7?,13 rules as a project that is a potential obstruction to

air navigation and the FAA form is therefore not requir€d.

Second, the staffassumes that the AALUC makes determinations of compatibility for

specific projeots.a This is also inconect. According to the AALUC, it has no review au6ority

over individual projects.

The Applicant will shortly submit a memorandum flat addresses this issue with citation

to applicable LORS and with records ofoonversation with the relevant agencies. However, it is

not necessary to dctermine at this time whether the Statf s int€rpretation of FAA LORS is

corTect.

The significant point h€re is that the Staffshould publish its interpretation in the Staff

Assessment so that the Applisant and other inter€sted agencies may formally respond. That is

lhe normal process in Commission prac€edings. The very purpose ofthe Staf Assessment is to

place issues on the record for discussion and resolution. There is no basis for delaying issuance

of the Staff Assessment on this issue.

2. Zoning

The Stafr statEs that the City ofHayward would be required to issue the project owner an

amended or new rcsolution for RCEC which has not occurred.

To the Applicant's knowledge, the City has not indicar€d that it agrces with the Staffs



intErpretation ofcity LORS. The City Council has expressly endorsed this Project and has

endorsed moving forward with the Amendment.t In any event, where the Staffbelieves that

further input is r€quired by a local agency, Staff should publish its lnterpretation inthe Staff

Assessment and allow tlre City to respond as appropriate. As noted above, that is the nomtal

process in Commission proceedings. There is no basis for delaying issuance ofthe Staff

Assessment on this issue.

3. Alternrtivc parking sitcs

The Staff states that cumulative trafrc impaots mdl require relocation of offsite parking

for workers during construction "but no alternativ€ sites have been identified by the project

owner.'r No altematives have been offered by the Applicant because the Staffhas not

heretofore shared with the Applicant the reasons why it believes relocation may be required, nor

has the Staffrcquested that the Applicant provide altemative locations. At this time the Staff

should publish its Assessment ofthe issue. Then the Applicant can review the Assessment and

either propose alternative sites or offer information why such sites are not required, Once again,

therc is no basis for delaylng issuance ofthe Staff Assessm€nt on this issue,

C. Trrllic and Transportation

The Saffconectly notes that it issued a supplemental data request on February 5, 200?

and requested a response by March 5, 2007. The Applictnt submitted its response on March 2,

2007. With this response, the Staff should have all of tre information it needs to promptly issue

its Assessment on this technical area.

' Inform8tiooal Hceing, D€..cmber 15, 2006, Tr. Psge 6
o CEc StBff Status Report * I, Febluary 27, 2007, p. 2



D. Wrst€ Mrnrgement

The Staff statEs that'Both the Energy Commission and DTSC lDepaftnent of Toxic

Substances Controll recognize that there are defrciencies in the potential level of contamination

on the paroels for the proposed new location."T To datc, fte Steffhas not idedified these alleged

deficiencies to the Applicant. That is the purpose of the StaffAqsessment.

Staff correctly notes that DTSC has provided Commission staff and the project owner

with a draff copy of their comments and thrt we arc in the process of r€sponding to these

comments. we expect that the DTSC will finalize its comments very soon, The Applicant

expects to respond by March 9, 2007.

The Staff also states that Staffis working with the Regioml Water Quality Control Board

(Water Board) and the DTSC to understand which agency will be the administering agency, In e

telephone conference call on February 27,2007, between the Stafl Applicant, Water Board and

DTSC, it was mutr.rally sgreed that the City of Hayward Fire Dcpartnent is the prefened

administering agency. The Applicant will ask the Hayward Fire Departnent to acc€pt this rolc,

With the Applicant's response to the DTSC to be filed by Marph 9, 2007 and the

Hayward Fire Departurent's agr€€ment 10 b€ the administering agenoy, the Staffwill have all of

the information necessary to complEte the StafrAssessmEnt on this technical area.

ff, Schedule

As an Altcrnative to the Slat?s proposed schedule, the Applicant proposes the schedule

set fortl b€low.

( I ) The Applicant r€commends that the Staff promptly issue its Assessment on all

' Id. t3.



tcchnical areas that are "ready for publicarion" and that th€ Committee process these technical

arEas into the recod, without awaiting the Staff Assessment on Air Quality. The uncontested

technical areas represent 8096 or more ofthe technical areas. Ifthese technical areas are

processed now by the Committee, the Cornmitte€ can begin pr€paration of substantial portions of

the Proposed Decision without awaiting the issuance of dre FDOC . Then, once the FDOC is

issued, the only remaining issue will be Air Quality and this issued can be addressed much more

quickly if it is the only outstanding issue to b€ rcsolved.

The Staff Schedule proposes to delay issuance ofthe Assessment on Phase I technical

arcas until March 30, 2007, This is more tran 5 weeks after the date previously proposed by

Stafr. Because most technical areas are ready for publioation, there should be no reason why the

StaffAssessment on all technical areas excep for Air Quality cdnnot be issued by March 15.

(2) In its revised schedule, the Staffproposes that im Asses$nent on Air Quality be filed

after issuance of the FDOC, The Applicant rccommends drat the StaffAssessment on Air

Quality be issued during the 30 day public comment period following issuance of the PDOC, so

that the BAAQMD and the public may be informed of any concems or questions ihat the Staff

may have witl the PDOC. If the District is informed of the Staffs concems in a timely manner,

the District can address tiese concems in the FDOC. In most cases, there are few if any

substantive differences betwecn the PDOC and the FDOC. In the unlikely event that the FDOC

is different from the PDOC, the Staff should be pennitted to supplement its Assessment on Air

Quality affer issuance ofthe FDOC.

There is clear precedent for r sohedulc that requires the Saffto file its Assessment after

the Distict's pdiminary determination but before the Distict's final determination. As shown

below (emphasis added), the suggested 6-month schedule published by the Siting Division



provides for exactly this s€quence ofPDOC - StaffAssessment - FDOC - Addendum {or

Errata) to Staff Assessment.

GMonth Energr Facility Licensing Processt

Example GMonth Schedule

Activitv Dry
Applicant files Application for Certification (AFC)
Executive Director's recommendation on data adequacy
Decision on data adcquacy at the business meeting
Staff files data requests
Staff files Issue Identification Report
Applicant provides data responses
Information hearing and site visit
Data ftsponse and issue risolution workshop
Locrl, strte and fcderrl agcncy draft d€terDinations
Stdf AssoNctnent liled
Stalf Assessnent workshop
Local, state snd f€dcrel rgen(y linsl dcterminations
Addcndum to Stilf Asscssmcnt filcd
Bvidentiary hearings
Committee files Propos€d Decision (20 days after hearing)
Hearing on the Proposed Decision
Close of Public Comments on the Prcposed Decision (15
days rfter the filing ofthe Proposed Decision)
Commission Decision

(3) Under the Committee's adopted schedule, there is a 14 day period for agency

comments on the Staff Assessment and a 2l day period after rcc€ipt of comments for the Staff io

issue its errata. Under the Staffs proprosed revisions to lhe Schedule, there is a 30 period for

agency comment on the Assessment and a I 15 day period after rcceipt of comments for Staff to

issue its errata. Assuming that evidentiary hearings cannot be h€ld until affer the errata is filed,

the Staffs schedule would oudr a final decision on this Amendmenl into the fall.

-45
-15
0
10
35
40
45
50
60
75
85
100
L20
130
150
160
165

180
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The Applicanfs schedule would preserve the same time periods for agency comment and

prcparation ofthe erata and would allow the Committee to conduct evidentiary hearings on all

iechnical ereas €xcept Air Quality this spring rather than next fall.

(4) The schedule originally proposed by the Staffin this proceeding targeted a final

Commission decision on this Amendment by June 1 l, 2007. As the Applicant explained at the

Informational Hearing a decision by the Commission in Jun€ 2007 is a critical milestone in

achievirg commercial operation by June 2010. A timely decision by the Commission on the

Amendment is necessary for the RCEC project to obtain financing and for PG&E to apply for a

CPCN at the Califomia Public Utilities Commission.

The Applicant has cooperated firlly with the Staff and has responded to all Staffrequests

in a timely manner. Most technical areas have no disputed issues and are ready for publication.

The Air District will issue its PDOC on or before April 2, 200?. Given these facts, there is

simply no justification for the lengthy delays proposed by the Staff in its revised schedule . The

Applicant urges the Committee to adopt the schedulc set forth b€low,

March 2, 2007 Respectfu lly submitted,

ELLISON. SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.

"' ep* U At"^,f!'-,!./g
Greggory L. Wheatland
Jeffery D. Hanis
2015 H Soeet
Sacramcnto. Califomia 958 l4-3 I 09
Telephone: (916) 447 -2166
Facsimile: (916) 447-3512

Attomeys for Calpine Corporatior-

10



Applicaat's Propose d S c hedule

Activity Dry Drte
Petition filed by proj€ct owner

Committee assigned to oveI:e€ petition process

Staff files Issues Identificltion Report

Committee holds information hearine and site visit

Stalf files data r€quests

Pmject owner providcs data responses

Local state, and federal agency preliminary determinations rnd
commcnts from all agencies except BAAQMD

Possible Staff data response workshop (Not Required)

Stafl Ass€fsment Part I frlod on all is*ucs ercept air quality

BAAQMD issuts PDOC

Agency comment duc on StrlT Asscssmert Part 1

Strff i$ues Errata on Fart I i$ucs

StafrAssessneut Worlcihop on Prrt I end Discusgion of
PDOC

Siafr issues Assessment on Air Quality f63

Prebearing ConfereDce on Part I

Evidcntiary Hearilg on Part 1 (if neccsrary)

BAAQMD Issucs X'DOC (tentative)

Stafr issucs erratr to Air Quality Asscrsnelt 15 days after
Issuence of tr'DOC (if nccersary)

Evidentiary heerilg on Air Queltty (if neccssary)

Committee files Proposd Decision on Amcndmetrt

Comuicsion decision

0 Nov 17,2006

0 Nov 17,2006

24 Dec 11,2006

28 Dec 15,2006

33 Dec 20,2006

59 Ian 15,200?

6l Jan 17,2007

66 lan22,200"l

118 Mar 15, trfi)7

135 Apt2,2O07

135 Apr 2,2007 e

156 Apr 23,2007 ro

15E Apt 24,2007

Apr 30, 2007 rr

May TBD 12

Itfay TBI)

May 16 Jun 01,
2007

Jun 1 -15,2{X}? r3

Jun TBI)

TBI)

TBD

' 14 days after SA filed, pcr Comminee Schedule for tle RCEC Amendrnent.
'' 2 I days after agcncy comrnsrrt deadlhe p€. Commiuee Schcdulc.
" On the last dsy ofthc 30 dqy public comment period on the PDOC.
" l4+ days following filing ofcrata per Committee Sdrcdule
" | 5 dqys cfter issuance of the FDoC

1 l
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Introduction

Attached are Russell City Energy Company, LLC's responses to California Energy
Commission (CEC) Staff data requests numbers 16 and 55 through 72 for the Russell City
Energy Center (RCEC) Petition for Amendment No. 1 (01-AIC-7C). The CEC Staff served
Data Requests 55 through 72 on March 8, 2007, as part of the discovery process for the RCEC
amendment petition. The responses are grouped by individual discipline or topic area-
Within each discipline area. the responses are presented in the same order as CEC Staff
presented them and are keyed to the Data Request numbers (1 through 72). New or revised
graphics or tables are numbered in reference to the Data Request number, For example, the
first table used in respons€ to Data Request 15 would be numbered Table DR15-1. The first
figure used in response to Data Request 28 would be Figure DR28-1, and so on.

Additional tables, figures, or documents submitted in response to a data request
(supporting data, stand-alone documents such as plans, folding graphics, etc.) are found at
the end of a discipline-specific section and are not sequentially page-numbered consistenfly
with the remainder of the document, though they may have their own internal page
numbering system.

RCEC-tn-BESP_10_56t2.DoC tmFoorJcTroN



Air Quality
Data Request Response L5



Air Quality (16)

Cumulative lmpacts Analysis
16. Please prooide the cundatioe ifipacts analysis or identifu the tfuteline for completion and

submittal af the cumulative impacts analysis.

Response Localized impacts from the Russell City Energy Center (RCEC) could result
from emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO:),
directly-emitted particulate matter less than 10 nicrons in diameter (PM1q), and directly-
emitted particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter @M25). A dispersion modeling
analysis of potential cumulative air quality impacts was pedormed for SO:, CO NOx, PMro,
and PMzs. A cumulative multi-source modeling analysis was performed for the proposed
RCEC emission sources, cornbined with ernissions for the Eastshore Energy Center
(Eastshore), a proposal to construct a new power plant energy near Industrial Boulevard in
Hayward, Califomia, approximately 0.5 miles east of the RCEC site. The BAAQMD has
been contacted in order to provide information on other potential sources located within six
(6) miles of RCEC. At this time, it is expected that if olher sources exist within the six mile
radius of RCEC, these sources would be insignificant. These sources will be induded in a
updated cumulative impact modeling assessment when the BAAQMD makes information
about them available.

In evaluating the potential cumulative localized impacts, the proposed facility is modeled h
coniunction with the impacts of existing facilities and facilities not yet in operation but that
are reasonably foreseeable. At this time, modeling data for enission sources have not been
finalized for propets other than Eastshore and RCEC. Proiects that exist and have been in
operation are reflected in the ambient air quality data that have been used to represent
background concentrations; consequently, no further analysis of the emissions from this
catetory of facilities will be performed. The cumulative rnultisource modeling analysis
adds the modeled impacts of selected facilities to the maximum measured background air
quality levels. thus msuring that existing and proposed proiects are taken into account.

Based on the results of the air quality modeling analyses described in the Arnendment
(Section 3.1, Air Quality), "significant" air quality impacts, as that term is defined in federal
air quality modeling guidelines. have generally not been shown to occur for the RCEC.
Significance is defined as the concentration levels al whidr a project impact could be
measured. Typically. if the proiect's impacts do not exceed the siglificance levels, no
cumulative impaAs would be expected to occur, and no further analysis would be required
under federal regulations. Notwithstanding this fac! a potential impact area in which
cumulative localized impacts could be expected to occur has typically beur identified as an
area within a radius of 6 miles around the proposed site. Sources that are proposed but not
yet operational located within this area (or within a search area with a radius of 6 miles
beyond the proiect's significanl impact area) are modeled in a multi-source modeling
analysis. As described above, a multi-source rnodeling analysis has been prepared for
proposed emiss,ions from the RCEC and Eastshore facilities. which when combined, are
expected to b€ the orrly two predominant sources in the area.

RCEC r1R_RESP_16_5$?2.C|oC an dAUTY (16)
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Given the potentially wide geographic area over which the dispersion modeling analysis
may be performed, the ISCST3 model was used to evaluate cumulative localized air quality
impacts for all pollutants other than the l-hour nitrogen dioxide (NOz) concentrations. For
1-hour Nor concentrations, impacts were evaluated with the ISCOLM model as was done
for the facility-only analyses. The detailed modeling procedures, model options, and
meteorological data used in the cumulative impacts disp€rsion analysis were the same as
those used for the proposed facility as described in the AfC Air Quality section. In addition
to the receptor grids used in the original RCEC modeling analysis, the l&meter sPaced
downwash and fenceline receptor grids from the Eastshore modeling analysis were
included. Since Zr!.hour PMzs maximum multi-source impacts were predicted to occur in
the coarse/intermediate grids. an additional lGmeter-sPaced refined receptor grid was
modeled for this pollutant and averaging time.

The dispersion modeling analysis of cumulative localized air quality impacts for the
proposed proiect was evaluated in combination with the Eastshore Energy Center and air
quality levels attributable to existing emission sources, and the impads were compared io
state or lederal air quality standards to determine significance. The maximum modeled
concentrationa were us€d to demonstrate compliance with Califomia arnbient air quality
standards (CAAQ$) and Federal (USEPA) National ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).

Supporting information used in the analysis induded the following:

. Each sourcds respective coordinate locations

. Stack parameters for sources included in the curnulative air quality impacts
dispersion modeling analysis

o Output files lor the dispersion modeling analysis

Stack locations and building dimensions used for downwash considerations werc the same
as the facility modelhg analyses for both RCEC and Eastshore- Worst-case source
conditions delined by the screening analyrs in the facility modeling analyses for both
RCEC and Eastshore were used to define stack conditions analyzed, For CO, worst-case
impacts were shown in the RCEC modeling analyses to occur for RCEC start-up conditions
(RCEC fire pump assumed not to run concunently). All of these conditions are shown in
Tables DR161 and DR1G2.

TABLE DRIG.I
Siack Paramste.s and Emissiofl Bales fof RCEC Facilitv'

StEck Strct
Hebhl Diem.
(meter) {mel!r)

Stact
Temp

Erhaust Emission nabs (g/s) ior each
Vebcity turbinc/HBsc and coollng towcr cell

(rds) ipr SO, CO Ptr*/Pliu*(dcS K)

AvGraging P"riod: l-hour
Tudin€VHRSGS 44. 1 96 5.48&t 355.39 22-175 2.tr179 0.7812 169.946
Fire Pump Dies€lEnghe 4.572 0.1524 665.37 53.340 0.3558 3.942E4 N/A

wA
t'l/A

A\reraging PeiH: 3+ours
Tubinss/HRSGS 44.196 5.486/. 355.39 22-175 N/A 0-7812 N,/A IVA
Fire Pump Dissel Enoine 4.572 0.1524 665-37 53.340 N/A L314E-4 tl/A ll,/A

Avcraglng Period: 8+oure
Turbines/HBscs 44.196 5-4864 355.39 22.175 MA wA 80.2353 N/A
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TABLE DH&l
Sbck Paramelets and Emissbn Rat€s loj HCEC Facilrty"

Stack Stack Stack Erhaust Emi$ion Fatcs (gl3) lor each
Helght Diam. Temp velociry @
(meter) {rneler) (deS n (d/3) NOx SO, CO PlllorPlr,r

Av€raging Perlod: 24 hours

Tubine€/HRSGs 44.196 5.,$64 350.68 14.075 N/A 0.4284
Fire Pump DieselEngine 4.572 0-1524 665.37 53.340 N/A 'l -640E-5
Coofing Torvor 18.288 9.7536 29A.17 10.308 N/A lVA

N/A 1.1340
fl/A 4.167E4
wA 0.0s96

Avaraging Period: Annual
Tubines/HRSGS 44.19G 5.4864 356.8t1 21-65s 1.9350 0.1755 N/A 1.0742
Fir€ Pump Diesel Engine 4-572 0.1524 665.37 53.3110 2.112E-3 2.339E-6 N/A 5.936E-5
Coolinq Torrer 18.284 9.7536 300.t 10.308 N/A IVA tUA 0.0387
'Annual a\reraging periods include startudshutdown emissiotrs, where applicabl€.
d€g K = degrce KeMn, g/s = grams per s€cond, rn/s = melers per second

TABIE DRIs-2
Shck Parameters ard Emissim Rates for East*lore FacilM

stack Stack Stact Exhaust Embsion Fates (gra) lor each
iGight Diam Tecrp Veloclty Enghe and Dirsel Emer'Ger€rstor

(n) (m) (dcs lg (rn/s) Nox so, co prrl|a/plrer

AvG.aging Pedod: l-hour
Engines (14) 21.3:16 1.208 62a-71 22.42 1.2424 0.03024 1.8698 N/A
Black Stan DieselEnoine lO.0 0.t778 735.37 41.02 0126 4.79E-4 0.0270 IUA
Averaging Period: 3.hours
Engin€s (14) 21.336 1.208 828.71 A-42 N/A 0.03024 NiA fUA
Black Stan Diesel Enqine 1 O.O O. 1 778 735.37 41 .02 N/A 1 .60E-4 wA tUA
Averaging Prriodr &.hours
Engines (14) 21.336 '1 .208 628.71 n.42 N/A N/A 1 .869a N/A
glack Slart DieselEngine 1O.O Ol77A 735.37 41.02 Il/A il/A 3.38E-3 IVA
Averaging Period: 24 hour6
Engine6 (14) 21.336 1.2m 628.71 22-42 I'uA 0.03024 I'l/A 0.284655
Black Start Diesel Enqine 10.0 0.1n8 7315-37 41-02 N/A 2.0E\5 IVA 5-60E-4
AEraging Period: Annual
Engin€s (14) 21.436 1.208 &1.8 22.27 0.11535 1.395E-2 N/A 0-1474

Flack Stad DieselEnqine 10.0 0.1778 735.37 41.02 7.728E4 1.640E6 N/A 4.596E-5
Annual averaging perbds include startup/shutdown emissions, where applicabl€.
deg K = degrE€ Kelvin, g/s = grams per 6econd, rn/s = meto.s p€r second

The proposed project was modeled with these sources in the cumulative multisource
analysis to determine maximum concentrations- The maximum background concentrations
werc then added to this total and compared to CAAQS and NAAQS. Table DRIG3 below
sumrnarizes the results of the cumulative modeling analysis.
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TABLE DR1S3
Gumdalive lmpacls irlodelinp Beslts hgirnS)

po,,ut nt o** 
"l,t$$#" T:lfi* I::i:*HF# .."T,h i:::S

,ffT'"n 
(w-'' (pgrm1 (pgr.1 (pe/-1

NO, 1-hour
Annual

369.83 470
32.64 - r00

226.83
0.64

1,t3.O
32.0

1-hour
3-hour

2+jtolll
Annual

6.61
4_A7
o-075

102.2
49.4
23.5
8.O

109.s3
56.01
2437
8.075

r 300
105

1300
Jt\a

80
CO l-hour 1199.88 3680.0 4a79-88 23.000 40,000

8-hour nz63 217a-o 2400.63 1 0.000 1 0.000
PMro 2+hour

Annual
8.29
0.81

5't.7

1 8 . 1

59.99
'18.91

50
20

150
50

Pi,le.s 24-hour
Annual

4.36
0.81

41.36
10.21

37
9.4 12

65
1 5

Mod€led ard Background P[h.5-24-hour averagss, lor compari6on to lhe lederal standard, are lhe maximum
Syear average ol lhe annual 98"' psrc€ntils 24-hourcorEeniralions (i.e,, lor modeled impacls eqialto lhe
8' highest concedralion at sach receptor),

As can be seen, maximum modeled concenhations are less than the CAAQS and NAAQS
for all pollutants and all averaging times. Maximum arnbient (modeled plus background)
conf,€ntrations are grealer than the CAAQS for 24-hour and annual PM15- Maimum
ambient (modeled plus background concentrations) are greater lhan the 6A"{QS and
NAAQS for annual PMzs, Maximum ambient (modeled pltrs background) concentrations
for all other pollutants and averaging times are less than the CAAQS and NAAQS.

Maximum ambient (modeled plus background) concmtrations exceed the applicable PMro
and PMzs CAAQS/NAAQS because the background concentrations already are very nearly
equal to or exceed the applicable standards (e.g., there were no modeled PMls or PMes
concentrations without background greater than thg CAAQS sr NAAQS). The proiect is
located in a state non-attainrnent area for PM:s and PMro. Since the modeled multisource
irnpacts by themselves, without considering background, are less than the PMro or PMas
ambient air quality standards. the proiects do not cause or contribute to the regional non-
attainrnent status because the proiects are located in a state non-attainmmt areas and will
mitigate the modeled exceedances to a level of insignificance.

ncEc-DR_nEsP_16_5t72.00C ArB outrnY ilE
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Introduction

Attached are Russeil City Energy Company, LLC's (RCEC LLC's) responses to Califomia
Energy Commission (CEC) Siaff Data Requests 73 through 96 for the Russell City Energy
Center (RCEC) Petition for Amendment No. 1 (01-AFC-7Q. The CEC Staff served Data
Requests 73 through 81 on March 30,2007, as pafi of the discovery process for the RCEC
amendment petition. Although these Data Requests were numbered 71 through 79, Staff
had previonsly issued Data Requests nurrbered 7'L and,72 as part ol the March & 2007 Data
Request package. We have t}erefore renumbered this series as Z) through 81 (with the
numbers as issued in parentheses). On April 10, Staff issued additional Data Requests,
nurnbered 83 through 96. These Data Requests have not been listed by discipline, but are
grouped under the heading "Reconductoring Proiect Impact Analysis." They are included
in this response package under that heading, as well. Also included in this submittal is
supplemental information in response to Data Requesb 16, 57, and 62,Ior which responses
were previously provided.

hr additioru at the Data Request Response and Staff Assessment Workshop held on April 9,
2002 Staff in-iormally asked for additional information regarding the thermal plume
modeling that RCEC provided on March 23, 2fi)7 in the response to Data Request 66. These
information requesb are called workshop queries (WSQ) and are assigned sequential
numbers (WSQI through WSO3).

The responses are grouped by individual discipline or topic area. Within each discipline
area, the responses are presented in the sane order as CEC Staff presented them and are
keyed to dre Data Request or WSQ numbers- New or revised graphics or tables are
numbered in reference to the Data Request nunber. For example, the first table used in
response to Data Request 15 would be numbered Table DR1F1. The first figure used in
response to Data Request 28 would be Figure DR2&L, and so on.

Additional tables, figures, or documents submitbd in response to a data r€quest
(supporting data, stand-alone documents such as plans, folding graphics, etc.) are found at
the end of a discipline'specific section and are not sequerrtially page.numbered consistently
with the remainder of tire documen! though they may have their own internal page
numbering system.

RCEC_DR_RESP_71S&WSO1-3.DOC l BINTROUJCTION
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Air Quality (165, 73-81)

Cumulative impacts analysis (supplemental)
t o J - Please prooiile tfu cumulatioe impacts analysis or idtntify the nmeline for cornpletintr

attd submittal of the cumulatio( imrycts annlysis .

Response: ln a previous response to Data Request #15, RCEC, LLC provided a cumulative
air impacts analysis of the RCEC in combination with the Eastshore Energy Center, the
largest expected new source of air emissions in the RCEC project area. Because it is
customary to conduct a cumulative air impacts analysis that takes into consideration all
potential new or recently permitted sources (the emissions of which have not been taken
into consideration in the baseline air monitoring data), the following is a supplement to the
response to Data Request 16 that considers the other sources in addition to Easbhore. These
sourc€s were not considered previously because the applicable data had not yet been made
available by the Bay Area Air Quality Managernent District (BAAQMD).

Since the previous submittal, the BAAQMD has prowided an emissions inventory of sources
Iocated within six (5) miles of RCEC. These additional sourc€s, listed below, were induded in
an updated cumul,ative impact modeling assessrnent. As expected, these additional sources
within a six-mile radius of RCEC did not significantly change the results provided previously
(Tables DR16$1 and -2).

TABLE DR16$1
Modeled Stack Parametes for Pmpoeed Sources pmvided by BAAQMO*

Facilitlf#-source
Stack Stack Stack Exhaust
Height Diam. Temp Veloctty
(meGr) (meter) (deg K) {mrs)

Stack coordinates
{meiersH{AD27

#0069&Georgia Pacific
Gypsum Emer. Generator
#1644SHaylvard Public
Woks Emer.Generatof'*
#16451- Hayward Public
Works Emer.Gen
#17037-Elder Care Alliance
Emer. Generator
#175484lameda County
Nat.Gas Boibt**
#17551Rohm & Haas
Pyrolysis Furnac€
#1755!Rohm & Haas
Reg.Themal Oxidizer
#1762'1-Sky €st Emer. cen
#1818gAstra Zeneca

-Gen
*Those lacilitGs with omissions of pollutants other lhan VOC only.
*Source elevations taken ftorh n€arest point in USGS D€M datafihG with l Gmeter spacing.
*Exit l/elocity conse.valively revised to matdr pr€vious similar source (BMOMD velocity too high).
*Facility emissions gir€n brlhree sources (t ro identical boilers and on€ €m€r.Ocn). All emissiorF mo@bd fom one of
the two boilers. Stac* iowrate and tomperature reviseit to reiect aveflable intoamation tor similar sized boilers (BAAQMD
values were unrealistic|

2.134

5.486

2.591

6.096

7.925

9.'t44

11.582

2.1U

0.500

0.500

0.250

0.333

1.674

1 .167

2.498

1.333

0.500

750.37 46.94

763.71 46.94

740.37 56.29

844.26 49_63

422.M 4.95

1033.15 6.42

377.59 4.15

733.15 47.03

572807 4173ffi1

579654 4163912

575910 4168060

58s526 416073'1

57788,6 4174623

577238 4165215

577234 41652't5

578142 4168365

577689 4166266

3.1

2.4

129.9

3.4

1 1 . 6

r - d
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IABLE DRI6$2
Modeled E$issions ftr Prooosed Sources Drovided by BMQMD

Embsion Ratcs (grs)
Facilitlf#-Source

SOu PlfiorPr&!

#00698-Georgia Pacifi c Gypsum Emer.Gen
#164.40-Hayward Public Works Emer.Gen
#16451- Hayward Public Works Emer.@n
#17037-Elder Care Alliance Emer.Gen
#1 754&Alameda County Nat.Gas Boiler
#17559Rohm & Haas Pymlysis Fumace
#17553-Rohm & Haas Reg.Thermal Oxidizer
#1 762 1 -Skywest Emer.Gen
#1818+Astra Zeneca Emer.Gen

0.000086 0.000777
0_000058 0.000173
0.000029 0.000058
0.000058 0.000173
0.001985 0.15e/.21
0.000288 0,008371
0.000086 0.003279
0.000633 0.002359

N/A 0.000432

0.001927
0.001093
0.000748
0.001093
0.080001
0.004603
0.04't 137
0.019878
0.000863

0.000058
0.000029
0.000029
0.000029
0.010701
0.oo2273

N/A
0.00M03
0.000029

Table DR1693 summaiizes the results of the cumulative modeling analysis with the
Eastshore project and the BAAQMDprovided inventory. These concentrations are very
similar to the concenhations provided previously to the CEC.

TABLE DR16SN
Cumulative lmpacb Modeling Results (ug/m3)

total Ambient Stat€ Federal
Conceotration Standatd Standard

(ps/mt) (udm') (Ig/mt)

Maximum
pollutant Averaging -Multisource Backgroud

rrme uoncenTalon (!gtm I
(ps/m")

NO, '1-hour

Annual
226.83

't.12
143.0
32.O

359.83
33.12 100

SQ 1-hour
3-hour

24-hour
Annual

6.61
1 . 1 0

0.075

102.2
49.4

8.0

56.01
24.60
8.075

1300 1300

80
co 1-hour

&hour
1199_94 3680.0

2178.0
4879.94
2400.66

23,000 40,000
10,000 10,000

PMro 24+,our
Annual

8.29
0.81

51.7
't8.1

s9.99
18.91

150
50

50
20

PM:.u 24-hour
Annual

4.36
0.81

41.36
10.219.4

65
1 5

Modeled ard Eladqround Pir2 s 2+hour a\€rages, fo. comparbon to the federal shndard, 8re the maximum 3-year
a\re.age of the annual 98o percentile 2+hour concenlratlons (i-e., ,or modeled impads equal to the 8- highest
concentration at eadl receptor).

As can be seen, maximum modeled concentrations are less than the CAAQ6 and NAAQF
for all pollutants and all averaging times. Maximum total ambient (modeled plus
background) concentrations are greater than the CAAQ$ for 24-hour PMro- Maximum total
ambient (modeled plus background) concentrations for all other pollutants and averaging
tirnes are less than the CAAQS and NAAQ€.

Maximum total ambient (modeled plus background) concentrations exceed the applicable
PM10 CAAQS because the background concentrations aiready exceed the applicable
standards (e.g., there were no modeled PM concenkations ririthout background greater
ttnn ttrc CAAQS). The project is located in a state non-attainment area for PMro. Since the

RCEC_DLRESP_73-9+WS01-3.00C 2BAIR OUAIITY 069, r}81)
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modeled multisource impacts by themselves, without considering background, are less than

the PMro ambient air quality standards. the projects do not cause or contribute to the

regional non-attainrnent stafus because the projects are located in a state non-attainment
area and proiect emissions will be mitigated for the modeled exceedances to a level of

insignificance.

Emission calculations
rc (n) Pbase yooide achtal calulations, assurnptiors, and methods used to estinnte fue facility's

dnily and annual emissions of NOx, VOC, SOL CO, and PM10/PM2.5 thnt are shourn in
Tablzs 3 .1.-3 tbtrugh 3 .1-5 .

Response: The response is provided below for each emission category.

Cooling tower-The facility's cooling tower emissions are based on lhe standard cooling

tower emission equation as follows:

(IDS mg/l)(gpm)(60 mins/hr)(8.33 lbs/ gal)(drift fraction)(0.000001)

These calculations and assumptions are presented in Appendix Table 3.1,{-8.

Fire pump engine -The emissions from the proposed fire pump engine as Presented in

Table 3.1-4 are calculated based upon the emissions factors in terms of g/hp-hr, the rated hp

of the engine, and the total proposed hours of runtime per day and per year, and the
conversion factor for grams to pounds.

(EI g/hp-tu)GP)(runtime))/453.59

These finai calculations and assumptions are presented in Appendix Table 3'1A-10.

Ammonia slip - The ammonia slip emissions are calculated based upon the standard
emissions equation as follows:

D6*D7lD8.(14.00 67 +L.w7e7*3) / 10^ 6" (0.aW-Ee / (r-810)/ (0.2094.1srG-E10)

where: D6 = NlIa limi! ppm @15%Oz

DZ = exhaust rate, lbs/hr

D8 = exhaust gas molecular weight

E9 : mole fraction Oz in exhaust

E10 = mole fraction I{zO in exhaust

The calculations and assumptions are presented in Apperdix Table 3.1,{-1-

Turbine and HRSG -The turbine and HRSG emissions are calculated as follows:

a. Total heat rate of each turbine/HRSG set is 2238.8 MMbtu/hr.

b. Total heat rate of each tffbine/HRsc set nultiplied by the EFs (lbs/MMbtu) per

Table 3.1-3 yields the normal operational (non-startup) hourly emissions

c. T?re maximurn daily emissions per turbine/HRSG set arc the norrral daily
operational hours muldplied by the normal operational hourly enrissions, plus the
emissions from any required startups (worst case cold start) and shutdowns derived

RCEC_DR_RESP_799&WS01-3.DOC 2BAR AUAIIY (165, 7]31)
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from Table 3.16. Thus. the worst-case day {or NOx, POC. and CO assume 18 hours
of base load with duct firing plus one cold start lasting 6 hours. For SO2 and PM10,
the worst-case day is based upon 24hour of base load operation with duct firing'

d. The annual emissions per turbine/HRffi are the total normal operational emissions
plus the startup and shutdown emissions (based upon the total hours of startup and

shutdown per year and the types of startups expecbd" i.e., cold, warm, or hot).

e. The total hourly emissions from all turbines/HRSGs are the values calculated in a.

through d. above multiplied by the nunber of turbine/HRsc sets.

VOC emission rates
74 (n) Table 3.1-3 lists the proposed maximum prrmitted VOC emissions for each h'trbine as

2.82 lbs/hour, zohich conesponds to a VOC stack concentrttion of 2 ppm@75%
02 (Data Response #6, pp. 10). Table 3-1'A4 (in the appendix) shmns each htrbiru's
hmrly VOC emissians are equal to 5.6 lbs/hour, but still at a 2 rym VOC concntration.
Please explain tfu differetnces befiimt tht htto emission rates (i.e., the lbs/hr aalues).

Response: The 5.6 lbs/hr value is an intermediate, uncontrolled value. The "permitted stack
emissions" values as delineated on page 4 of Table 3.1A-4 are the correct values' The 2.82
lbs/hr VOC emissions estimate is a controlled value based upon the assumption that the
proposed CO oxidation catalyst reduces VOCs by approximately 50 percent. The VOC
emission rate of 2.82 lbs/hr/turbine is equivalent to the proposed VOC BACT linit for VOC
at 2.0 ppm (@75'/. A).

NOx and VOC emission reduction credits
75 (73) Please identify additional NOx md VOC nnission reduction ueitits to fully mitigatu the

project's daily ozone pftcltrsor impact*

Response: No additional NOx and POC emission reduction credits are proposed.
BAAQMD regulatiors 2-2-2f5,302, and 303 require RCEC to provide emission offsets, on a
tons per year basis, when emissions exceed specified levels on a pollutant-specific basis.
Regulation 2-2-302 requires NOx and POC to be offset because both NOx and POC
contribute to Bay Area ozone levels. Thus, the proposed offsets of 154.8 tons per year of
NOx and 27.8 tons per year of POC will fufu mitigate ihe project's daily ozone Precursor
imDacts.

Mitigation measures
76 (74) lf additional emission reduction creilits are not being considned, please identify othet

mitigation tneasures to reduce the ilaily emission liability to lessen tlu facility's
impacts on the enoironment. These can be new technologies that are designed to
reduce tla start-ups or start-uV times (e.g., Rapid Start Process @ GE or Benson Once-
Thraughboiler design byWestinghouse). AltEnntioely, conditions on sdtefuiing of
electriul deliaay n tlat simultoneous start-up ofboth twbhes, or excessiue start-up eoents
duing ozone season can Lte aaoidcd could be used to reduce dnily emissions and impacts.

Response: The ability to start both turbines at *re same time on a daily basis was included
in the air quality dispersion modeling analysis, whieh demonsbated that no imPacts would
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occur to ambient air quality standards. Further, the project's emissions of ozone-producing
compounds, specifically NOx and POC, will be mitigated to levels of insignificance tlffough
the use of emission reduction credits.

The Applicant will not control the scheduling of electrical delivery and thus will also have
no control over the simultaneous start-up of both turbines, or tl-re total number of start-up
events,

Start-up times
77 (75) 'fhis 

fucility employs the Westinghouse 501 FD turbines, which arc the same
turbines employed in the Sutter Energy Center that are mnently owned and
operated by Calpine. Accmding to axailable soutce test results, these turbines, tuen
withntt imyoaement to red ce start-up times, haoe met much louer staft-up and shut
dotnn emission limits than are requested in this amendment request- Please prcaide
explanations of why such high start-up and shut dsum emission limits are being
proposed.

Response: The proposed start-up emissions arc based upon potential vendor-supplied
emissions data and on operating experience with other projeets owned by Calpine. Source
test results represent instantaneous actual emissions and are used to demonstxate
compliance with the permitted potential emission limits. While actual emissions are
typically lower than potential enrission limie, actual data will change over time as the air
pollution control devices age as well as the turbine(s)- In addition, emissions during a
turbine start can vary from start to start making the use of actual data difficult to use as
potential enrission limits.

The potential emissions during a turbine start were modeled and demonstrated
compliance with the a:rrbient air quality standards. The emission reduction credits are
also based upon tlle potential emissions during a start. Thus, the turbine starts will not
cause an exceedance o{ the ambient air quality standards and the projects emissions will be
mitigated to levels of insignficance.

ERC schedules
78 (75) Please prmiib an apporimate schedule uhen SOx and PMt/PMts emission ftductisn

ctedits, whichruill mihgatt tln project's nnission impacts, zrill be idmtifed nnd then
prutided.

Response: The RCEC project license identifies a schedule for PMp/PMzs emission
reduction credits through the use o{ a fireplace retrofit program. To date, no agreemerrt
with CEC Staff has been made with regards to using SOx for PMro/PMz.s. Thus, no updated
schedule is proposed at this time for SO:x.

PMrdPilzs mitigation
79 (77) Table 3.7-5 idmtifes that the project PMr{PMzs emissions would be limited to 86.8

tons/yr, and Calpine has yoposed to only mitigate the Woject PMru PM2s and SOx
enissions duing the fuIl mdwinbr months. Thus the propoxil rnixd conilition AQ-58
only identifes 43.4 tons of PMntrMzs liabilities (fuII and winter, M hnlf a year) to be
mitigated. The lanuary 2007 Data Response re-sts.ted that Calpine would only Woaide
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50 percent of tht project's annual PMr{PMzs emissions liability. For any one day,
the project can emit 500 lbs of PM1/PM2.5 and thr coflmitted. emission reduction
credits fur mitigation u)ould only be aryoirnntely 238 lbs/day . Tfus, fu any one dny
mme thnn 50 percntt of the project daily emissions are not mitigated. Pleax itlentify
additional emission teduction caeiLits for PMt{PMzs

Response: The Applicant is proposing to offset the project's PMro/PMzs emissions during
the fall and winter months by providing mitigation for up to 43.4 tons of Particulate
matter. The PM10/PM25 emissions would be mitigated during the traditional fall and
winter PMro/PMzs non-attainment season(s). These ProPosed offsets are consistent with
the currently approved mitigation plan that would provide the same level of rritigation
(476 lbo/day of PMlo/PM2.s on a seasonal basis, or 238 lbs/day on an armual basis (43.4
tons " 2000 lbs/ton / 182.5 days = 476lbs/ Cay). While the proiect could theoretically emit
potential PMle/ PMr s emissions of up to 500 pounds per day, the actual emissions of
PMro/PMzs from the project are expected to be less, based upon source test data flom
similar power plants. Source data from recenfly-tested Calpine power plants have hourly
PM16/PM2,5 emission rates in the range of 5 to 7 lb/hr. Thus, whether the emissions are
mitigated by t}re currendy approved mitigation plan or by the proposal to use SOx for
PMro/PMzs, the project s daily emissions of PMls/PM25 will be mitigated to levels of
insignificance.

SOx for PMro trading ratio
80 (78) Staff asked in the Derember 22, 2006 Datu Request for an annlysis demons?ating tlmt thz

use of the ptoposed 3 to 1 SOx for PMto traling rutio would mitigate the ptojectt s neul
PMtalPMz.s emissions impacts. Calpine has not proaided such analysis; instead, they
cited other licensed Wojects that use the same trading ratio to tequest approoal for the
use of such ratio. Because each area and region can haoe diffoent ahnospheric
chemistry and missions bnmtory, a prtuious SOx to PM trading ratio may not be
appropiate for use in this case. Please prooide an aralysis calatlnkng a SOx fa PMrc
interpollutant trading ratto for this yoject or demonstreting thnt the Toposed 3 to 1' SOx

frtr PM trading ratio zoould mitigatu this project's PMI{PM. emissio'ns impact.

Response: Based upon our previous response, we believe the 3:1 SOx to PM10/PM2.5 ratio
is more than sufficient to result in a net air quality benefit. After careful consideration, the
BAAQMD Staff have recendy approved an interpollutant hading ratio of 3:1 for SOx to
PM10/PM2.5 for at least two proiects in the Bay Area District the Potrero Unit 7 Project in
San Francisco and the East Altamont Energy Center. The dispersion conditions and source
inventories of PM10/2-5 and SO2 for these two projects are substantially similar to
conditions for RCEC. Pohero Unit 7 is upwind of RCEC and the East Altamont Energy
Center is downwind of RCEC. ln its final decision on the East Altamont project the
Commission thoroughly reviewed the extensive analysis presented by the Applicant the
BAAQMD, the SJVUAPCD and the Commission Staff and concluded that the proposed
mitigation was adequate to mitigate PMro emissions to a level of insignificance (EAEC Final
Decisiory pp. 143-150). The Commission carefully reviewed the BAAQMD analysis and all
of Staff's objections and found "no reason to override" the BAAQMD decision (EAEC Final
Decisiorl p. 145). Therefore, in tlre absence of any showing by the Commission Sta.ff that
there are significant differences in the dispersion conditions and source inventories between
RCEC EAEC and Potrero 7, drere is no need to perform any additional analysis and there is

RCEC,DR RESP 7!SGWS01-3.DOC 2BA|R oUAllI/ (165, 7331)



RUSSELL CITY ENERGY CENITR (01-AFC{7C) DATA FEOUEST FESPONSES 7}96

no reason to override the BAAQMD's determination on this issue. In addition, BAAQMD
staff have clearly indicated that the ratio should be based on the winter PM episode data,
not annual average data.

If the Commission finds this proposed mitigation to be incorrecg the Commission can apply
the mitigation plan for PM10 as outlined in our approved PM1 Mitigation Plan dated April
4,2002.

Cumulative construction impacts analy$is
81 Qg) Because this fncility and tla reently nbmitted Appliutton for Certifation of tfu Eastshore

facility haae aVproximately the same construction timeline. Please include in tht
anmulntioe impact andlysis the construc on imrycts of both facilities, and of the
construction of Interstate 880 and Route 92 interchenge that also may occur duing the
RCEC construction fime frame-

Response: An ISCSTB modeling analysis was previously provided to the California Energy
Comlrission for air quality impacts due to construction activities associated with the
proposed RCEC facility. The CEC h,as requested an analysis of cumulative impacts due to the
potential for simultaneous construction activities at both the RCEC facility and the nearby
proposed Eastshore Energy Center (Eastshore) facility (Eastshore is a proposed new power
plant energy near Industrial Boulevard in Ha)'ward, California, approxirnately 0.5 miles east
of the RCEC site). The CEC requested also that the construction impacts of the California
Departrnent of Transportation s planned reconstruction of the Interstate 880/State Route 92
interchange be included in this analysis. At this time, no construction emissions data is
readily available for the I-880/SR-92 project and so this proiect could not be included in the
analysis. Further, based on the modeling results sumrnarized below, the potential for
cumulative construction impacts to cause violations of the ambient air quality standards is
very low. Given that all tluee projects will have the conshuction impacts mitigated to levels
of insignificance for CEQA compliance, little to no potentiai for air quality impacts is
expecied to occur. Current estimates of maximum construction impacb for the two facilities
separately are shown below in Table DR81-1.

Maximum modeled impacts due to construction activities separately for either the RCEC or
Eastshore facilities are less than the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
all pollutants and averaging dmes. Maximum modeled inpacts {or RCEC construction
activity impacts are greater than the Califomia Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQ$) for
PMro 2&hour averaging times. Maimum modeled impacb due to construction activities
separately for both the RCEC and Eastshore facilities are less than the CAAQS for all other
pollutants and averaging times.

TABLE DR81.1

porutant Arcraslns co#iiJtion c;;;;i;" Backs.round sdri'i.o iuii"ioI rme (Fs,/m") (uq/m") (Fg'm ' (ps/mt) (ugi.t)
1-hour
Annual

't 14,9 267.6
'16.6

143.0
32.0 100

1S.3
1+lour
3+our

64.0
52.6

1 3

102.2
49.4 1300
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TABTT DR8'I.I
Conshuction

Pollutant Averaging
Time Construction Conslruclion

{uq/mr} (uo/m3)
Backgro-und

(ttsrm') Standard
(uqi m3)

Standard
(!q/m3)

24-hour
Annual

19 .4
3.8

23.5
8.0

7.0 105 365
80

1-hour
&hour

177 3680
2178

50 23,000 40,000
10,000 10,000

PMro 24-hour
Annual

55.3
5.8 18 .1

22.5
5.3

150
50

PMz.s 1 '1 .8 NiA
N/A 9,4

24-hour
Annual

65
12

"PMr s 2+hour backgound, br conparison to the tuderal standard, is lhe gyear average of the annual 98'n percentile 2+
hour concenfatons. Modeled z+hour PMr s conceniralions are lhe maximum modeled 2l|-+|our oonoentalion.

Maximum total ambient concentrations can be conservatively estimated as the sum of the
maximum modeled ISCST3 impacts for each facfity separately plus background (regardless
of the locations and periods of meteorological data for the maximum modeled impacts).
Under this conservative assumption, maximum combined impacts for SO: and CO for all
averaging times and NOz for armual averaging times are less than both the 54rqQ$ and the
CAAQS. Therefore, a cumulative impact assessment was not performed for these pollutants
and averaging times. In addition, the PMro combined inpacts (maxima for both facilities
plus background) due to construction activities are less than the NAAQS for either 24-hour
or annual averaging times. Impacts for prirnary eanissions of fine particulate matter (PM?.5)
due to conshuction activities were not provided in tlle Eastshore fiIings to date.

Cumulative impact analyses for NO2 (1-hour averaging tirnes) and PMro and PMzs (2tl-hour
and annual averaging times) were prepared for construction activities at both facility sites
using the information presented in the CEC filings to date. This included modeling on-site
construction emissions from combustion sources as point sources evenly spaced over the
on-site conshuction area- 28 point sources in lhe case of RCEC and r14 point sorrrces for
Eastshore. Fugitive particulate emissions were modeled as area sources for the main on-site
construction area for RCEC and for the main on+ite and laydown construction areas for
Eastshore. The downwash and fenceline receptor grids for both facilities were modeled,
together with the RCEC coarse and intermediate grids and model options from the previous
analysis of construction impacts for RCEC. For NO:, 1-hour impacts were calculated using
the ISC3OLM model combined-plume option. For PM16 and PIvIr.s, the ISCST3 model was
used to calculate 2rl-hour and annual impacts. For other pollutants (So: and CO) or
averaging times (NG annual), combined maximum irrpacts are shown as the sum of each
facility's maximum impact determined previously regardless of location or meteorological
period. These maximum cumulative impacts due to construction activities at both facilities
are shown below in Table DR81-2.

Total cumufative impacts due to construction actiwities (modeled impacts plus background)
for RCEC and Eastshore facilities combined for NOz SO:, CO and PMzs are less than all
applicable NAAQS/CAAQE. Total PM16 curnulative irnpacts due to construction activities
(modeled impacts plus background) are less than the NAAQS, but greater than the CAAQS
and are sinrilar to the previous modeled construction impacts for RCEC. The 2rl-hour PMro
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CAAQ$ is already exceeded (and very nearly equaled in the case of the arurual PMro
CAAQfl in tte absence of construction emissions, based on background corrcentrations
alone. Fugitive particulate impacts as currently modeled would be expected to occur in the
immediate vicirdty of the modeled sources and, as expected, maximum cumulative
PMlp/PM25 impacts are nearly idenEcal to the previous maximum modeled impact for
either facility when modeled individually. As the modeling indicates, the maximum
construction impacts for PMro/PMz5 occur within the immediate vicinity of the construction
activity and decrease rapidly with distance.

TABLE 0R81.2
Cumulative Construction lmpacts Modelinq Results (pqlm3) fof RCEC and Eastshore facilities

poluta]r o"ifi#'n -rHi$'ffid ""ftnfr{'lo
. State NationalloBl lmgacr shndard standard

(Pgrm , (ug/m,) (pg/m,)
Noz 1-hour

Annual
255,6
21.9

143.0
32.O

398.6
53.9 100

Sor 1-hour
lhour

24-hour
Annual

t ' b b

7 1 . 9
26.4

102.2
49.4
23.5
8.0

188.8
12 '1 .3
49.9
13.4

1300 '1300

365
80

1-hour
8-hour

227
'158

3680
2'178

23,000 40,000
10,000 10,000

2+hour
Annual

55.3
5.9

51.7
1 8 . 1

'107.0

24.O
150
5020

PMz.u '11 .8 37"
9.4

48.8
1 1 . 5

2+hour
Annual 1 5

'PMr5 z+hour background, for compadson to the hderal 6iandard, is the lyear a\,rerage ot the annual 98'' perceriile 2+
hour concentrations. Modeled 24.hour PMr 5 concenbalions are the maximum modeled 2+hour concentElion-

The ISCST3 model over-predicts construction emission impacts due to the cold plume (i.e..
ambient temperature) effect of dust emissions. Most of the plur:ne dispersion characteristics
tn the ISCST3 model are derived from observations of hot plumes associated with typical
exhaust stacks. The ISCST3 model does compensate {or plume temperature; however, for
ambient temperatue plumes the model assumes negligible buoyancy and dispersion.
Consequently. the ambient concentrations in cold plu.rres remain high even at significant
distances ftom a source. In addition, ISCST3 impacts as currently modeled do not consider
plume depletion due to particulate deposition. The modeled construction site impacts are
not unusual in comparison to impacts predicted for most construction sites; construction
sites that use good dust suppression tedmiques and low-emitting vehicles typically do not
cause violations of air quality standards.

As the dispersion modeling indicates, the maximum construction impacts for PMro/PM:.s
occur within the immediate vicinity of the construction activity and decrease rapidly with
distance. The potential for cumulative air quality impacts from simultaneous construction
activities from the Eastshore and RCEC proiects is very lov/. When the CEC constuction
mitigadon techniques are employed on both projecis, any potential for impacts will be
mitigated to levels of insignificance.
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Notice of Data Response and Issue Resolution
Staff Workshop

for the Russell City Energy Center
(o1-AFC-7C)

Amendment  No.1

The California Energy Commlssion staff will conduct a Data Response, Issue Resolution
workshop for the Russell City Energy Center, The purpose is to discuss the project owner's
responses to staffs data requests and to work toward resolving issues on the topics listed
below. Dlscussion will also focus on comments and concerns from the City of Hayward's public
agencies. All interested agencies and members of the public are invited to participate,

Wednesday, April 25, ZOOT
5:OO p,m, to 8:OO p.m,

HAYWARD CITY HALL BUILDING
Room 2A

777 B St,, Hayward, CA 94541
(wheelchair Accessible)

(Map to Location)

Discussion Topics
Air  Qual i ty
Land Use

Traffic and Transooltation

Purpose

The Energy Commlssion staff is currently analyzing a Petition to Amend the Commission
Declsion for the Russell City Energy Center (01-AFC-7C). The workshop will focus on Air
Qualityf Land Use and Traffic and Transportation issues and data responses.

Prior to the discussion of individual technical areas, staff will explain the Energy Commission's
amendment process. Staffs data requests and Russell City Energy Center's responses can be
found on the Energy Commission's website:
http ://www.energy. ca. gov/siti n gcases/russellcity/com pl ia nce/.

Background

The Russell City Energy Center (RCEC) will be Iocated in the City of Hayward (City) in
Alameda County and was ceftified by the Energy Commission on Sept 11, 2002. On November
L7, 2006, Calpine Corporation and cE Energy Finance Services, known as the Russell Clty
Energy Company, LLC, filed a Petition to Amend the Commission Decision to move the project
location 1,300 feet northwest of the original location. The RCEC was ceftified to be
constructed in the City's Industrial Corridor at the southwest corner of the intersection of
Enterprise Avenue and Whitesell Street, directly south of the City's Water Pollution Control
Faci l i ty (WPCF).

http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/russellcity_amendment/noticesl2007-04-25_notice ... 3n7D008
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As described in the Petition to Amend, the project owner plans to construct the facility on four
parcels that are presently in both the City and an unincorporated area of Alameda County,
directly west of the City's WPCF between Depot Road and Enterprise Avenue,

California's Warren-Alquist Act (Pub. Resources Code (PRC) 5 25000 et seq.), provides the
Energy Commission the exclusive authority to certify thermal electric power plants of 50 MW
or more within the state (Pub. Resources Code 5 25120 and 25500 et seq.) .  Addit ional ly,  Ti t le
20, California Code of Regulations 5 1769 authorizes the Energy Commission to approve
amendments and modifications to those facilities it has certifled. The amendment Drocess
includes an evaluation of the engineering and environmental impacts of the modified project,
and whether i t  wi l l  remain in compl iance with appl icable laws, ordinances, regulat ions, and
standa rds.

Public Participation

The Energy Commission's Publ ic Adviser provides the publ ic wi th assistance in part ic ipat ing in
Energy Commission activities. If you want information on how to participate in this
proceeding, please contact the Public Adviser's Oftice at (916) 654-4489 or toll free at (800)
422-6228t by FAX at (916) 654-4493, or by e-mail at pao@energy.state.ca. us. If you have
a disability and require assistance to participate. please contact Lou Quiroz at (916) 654-5L46
at least five days in advance.

Questions

General information and documents on the proposed project are available on the Energy
Commission's websi te at  ht tp: / /www. energy, ca. gov/si t ingcases/russel lc i ty/compl ia nce/.
Please direct  al l  news media inquir ies to Claudia Chandler,  Assistant Director,  at  (916) 654-
4989 or e-mail at medlaoffice@energy.state,ca.us. For technical questions on the subject
matter, please contact Lance Shaw, Compliance Project lYanager, at (916) 653-1227 or by e-
mail to lshaw@energy,state.ca.us. If you are unable to attend the workshop, written
comments may be sent to the Compliance Project Manager electronically or to the Energy
Commission's street address shown on the letterhead of this notice,

Date Posted: Apr i l  13, 2007 lci.tncd, /

TERRENCE O'BRIEN,
Deputy Director
Energy Faci l t ies Si t ing Div is i ion
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