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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
STATIONARY SOURCE COMMITTEE MEETING

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

BAY AREA GAYLE B. UILKEMA - CHAIRPERSON JAMES SPERING - VICE CHAIRPERSON

AIR QUALITY SUSAN GARNER JOHN GIOIA
CAROLE GROOM CAROL KLATT
MANAGEMENT L1Z KNISS SCOTT HAGGERTY
DisTRICT NATE MILEY
FRIDAY 7" FLOOR BOARD ROOM
MARCH 5, 2010 939 ELLIS STREET
9:30 A.M. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109
AGENDA
1. CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL
2. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD (Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items Pursuant to Government Code § 54954.3)
Members of the public are afforded the opportunity to speak on any agenda item. All agendas for regular meetings are
posted at District headquarters, 939 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA, at least 72 hours in advance of a regular meeting. At the
beginning of the regular meeting agenda, an opportunity is also provided for the public to speak on any subject within the
Board’s authority. Speakers will be limited to three (3) minutes each.
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 16, 2009
4. STATUS REPORT ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REGULATION 11, RULE 16: PERCHLOROETHYLENE
AND SYNTHETIC SOLVENT DRY CLEANING OPERATIONS
B. Bateman/4653
bbateman@baagmd.gov
The Committee will receive a status report on the Proposed Amendments to Regulation 11, Rule 16: Perchloroethylene
(PERC) and Synthetic Solvent Dry Cleaning Operations.
5. STATUS REPORT ON PROPOSED BAY AREA POWER PLANTS J. Broadbent/5052
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov
The Committee will receive a status report on power plant facilities.
6. COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/OTHER BUSINESS
Any member of the Board, or its staff, on his or her own initiative or in response to questions posed by the public, may: ask a
question for clarification, make a brief announcement or report on his or her own activities, provide a reference to staff
regarding factual information, request staff to report back at a subsequent meeting concerning any matter or take action to
direct staff to place a matter of business on a future agenda. (Gov’t Code § 54954.2).
7. TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING - 9:30 A.M., Monday, April 12, 2010 — 939 Ellis Street,

San Francisco, CA 94109

ADJOURNMENT


mailto:bbateman@baaqmd.gov

(415) 749-5130
CONTACT THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE - 939 ELLIS STREET SF, CA 94109 FAX: (415) 928-8560
BAAQMD homepage:

www.baagmd.gov

e To submit written comments on an agenda item in advance of the meeting.
e Torequest, in advance of the meeting, to be placed on the list to testify on an agenda item.

e To request special accommodations for those persons with disabilities notification to the Executive Office should
be given at least 3 working days prior to the date of the meeting, so that arrangements can be made accordingly.

e Any writing relating to an open session item on this Agenda that is distributed to all, or a majority of all, members
of the body to which this Agenda relates shall be made available at the Air District’s headquarters at 939 Ellis
Street, San Francisco, CA 94109, at the time such writing is made available to all, or a majority of all, members of
that body. Such writing(s) may also be posted on the Air District’s website (www.baagmd.gov) at that time.



http://www.baaqmd.gov/
http://www.baaqmd.gov/

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
939 ELLis STrReeT, SaN Francisco, CALIFORNIA 94109

(415) 771-6000

EXECUTIVE OFFICE:
MONTHLY CALENDAR OF DISTRICT MEETINGS

FEBRUARY 2010

TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM

Board of Directors Executive Monday 22 9:30 a.m. 4™ Floor

Committee (At the Call of the Chair) Conf. Room

Board of Directors Mobile Source Thursday 25 9:30 a.m. 4™ Floor

Committee (Meets 4™ Thursday each Month) Conf. Room
MARCH 2010

TYPE OF MEETING DAY DATE TIME ROOM

Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 3 9:45 a.m. Board Room

(Meets 1% & 3" Wednesday of each Month)

CANCELLED

Board of Directors Climate Protection  Wednesday 3 9:30 a.m. 4" Floor

Committee (At the Call of the Chair) Conf. Room

Board of Directors Stationary Source  Friday 5 9:30 a.m. Board Room

Committee (At the Call of the Chair)

Board of Directors Personnel Monday 8 9:30 a.m. 4™ Floor

Committee (At the Call of the Chair) Conf. Room

Advisory Council Regular Meeting Wednesday 10 9:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Board Room

and Symposium — CA 2050 GHG

Emission Reduction Target —

Industrial Sector

Board of Directors Regular Meeting Wednesday 17 9:45 a.m. Board Room

(Meets 1% & 3" Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Budget & Finance ~ Wednesday 24 1:00 p.m. 4" Floor

Committee (At the Call of the Chair) Conf. Room

Board of Directors Mobile Source Thursday 25 9:30 a.m. 4" Floor

Committee (Meets 4™ Thursday each Month) Conf. Room

Board of Directors Legislative Monday 29 10:00 a.m. 4" Floor

Committee — (At the Call of the Chair) Conf. Room




TYPE OF MEETING

Board of Directors Regular Meeting
(Meets 1% & 3™ Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Stationary Source
Committee (At the Call of the Chair)

Advisory Council Regular Meeting

Board of Directors Regular Meeting
(Meets 1% & 3" Wednesday of each Month)

Board of Directors Mobile Source
Committee (Meets 4™ Thursday each Month)

Board of Directors Budget & Finance
Committee (At the Call of the Chair)

LH —2/19/10 (12:00 Noon)
P/Library/Forms/Calendar/Calendar/Moncal

APRIL 2010

DAY

Wednesday

Monday

Wednesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Wednesday

DATE

7

12

14

21

22

28

TIME

9:45a.m.

9:30 a.m.

9:00a.m.-11:00 a.m.

9:45 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

1:00 p.m.

ROOM

Board Room

Board Room

Board Room

Board Room

4™ Floor
Conf. Room

4™ Floor
Conf. Room



AGENDA: 3

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Memorandum
To: Chairperson Uilkema and Members
of the Stationary Source Committee
From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO
Date: February 8, 2010
Re: Stationary Source Committee Draft Minutes

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve attached draft minutes of the Stationary Source Committee meeting of November 16,
20009.

DISCUSSION

Attached for your review and approval are the draft minutes of the November 16, 2009
Stationary Source Committee meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO



Draft Minutes of November 16, 2009 Stationary Source Committee Meeting

AGENDA: 3
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, California 94109
(415) 771-6000

DRAFT MINUTES
Summary of Board of Directors

Stationary Source Committee Meeting
9:30 a.m., Monday, November 16, 2009

Call to Order — Roll Call:  Chairperson John Gioia called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m.

Present: John Gioia, Chairperson; Vice Chairperson Carol Klatt; and Committee Members Susan
Garner, Carole Groom, Scott Haggerty, Mark Ross, Gayle Uilkema and Brad
Wagenknecht

Absent: Committee Member Nate Miley

Also Present: Board Chairperson Torliatt
Public Comment Period:

Ray Davis, Los Gatos, spoke in opposition to the Lehigh Cement Plant’s permit renewal, citing health
and safety concerns and pollution from cement plant dust spanning over several cities.

Bill Almon, Founder of Quarry No, spoke of the Lehigh Cement Plant’s sources of toxic emissions,
EPA’s new stringent requirements which will take effect and are not included in the new permit for
Lehigh, and he asked that the monitor at Stevens Creek School be moved from school to school to
monitor all toxic elements.

Chairperson Gioia confirmed with Mr. Broadbent that an update on facilities will be presented at the
February Stationary Source Committee meeting.

Barry Chang, Cupertino, Cupertino City Councilmember, requested the Committee delay approval of
the Title VV Permit for the Lehigh Plant and said he spoke with the plant’s consultant who discussed
improvements addressing EPA’s new standards.

Cathy Helgerson, Citizens Against Pollution, requested permanent closure of Lehigh Southwest Cement
Plant, spoke of significant health hazards, runoff, and pond pollution.

lan Flint questioned proper monitoring, noted that autism rates in Cupertino schools are twice those of
the Bay Area schools which have been linked to mercury, and he hoped that any decision regarding the
permit takes into account all information about the plant’s emissions. He said the plant has consistently
broken the law and he has no faith that regulations will be followed.
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Chairperson Gioia confirmed with Mr. McKay that the Title VV Permit is public record and can be
provided, and a Fact Sheet on the facility can also be downloaded from the District’s website.

3. Approval of Minutes of October 19, 2009

Committee Action: Director Haggerty made a motion to approve the minutes of October 19, 2009;
Director Ross seconded the motion; unanimously carried without objection.

4. Update on Proposed Amendments to the District’s California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Thresholds of Significance

Executive Officer/APCO Jack Broadbent discussed the guidance the Air District provides to local land
use decision-makers to be able to quantify and mitigate air quality impacts through its CEQA guidelines.
He said the Board of Directors will consider staff’s proposal relative to significance thresholds under
CEQA, which are part of a larger set of guidelines last updated in 1999. The update is the result of an
extensive process and includes Greenhouse Gases (GHGSs), incorporation of findings in the CARE
program and more stringent air quality standards. New ambient air quality standards have also been
lowered which the CEQA document needs to take into account.

Mr. Broadbent stated there is correlation between both agenda items; CEQA Guidelines which requires
update, and proposed amendments to District Regulation 2, Rule 5: New Source Review of Toxic Air
Contaminants, which relates to how the District permits new and modified stationary sources.

Director of Planning and Research, Henry Hilken, gave the staff presentation and reiterated that the
update of CEQA guidelines is guidance provided to cities and counties on how local lead agencies
should evaluate air quality impacts from new development proposals and plans. He discussed the need
for guidance, which the District considers interim until the State adopts thresholds.

He explained that thresholds are based on the AB32 Scoping Plan and described the three proposed
options for land use projects: 1) a plan-based approach which is consistent with local climate action
plans; 2) a “bright line” numeric threshold of 1,100 metric tons per year; and 3) an efficiency based
threshold which is based on 4.6 tons/service population/year (residents and employees). Also proposed
is a threshold for stationary sources of 10,000 metric tons per year.

Mr. Hilken then reviewed local community risks and hazards, noted that the thresholds promote infill
while protecting residents, seek to reduce impacts from land use and transportation decisions, address
vulnerable populations, address cancer risk, fine particulate concentrations and cumulative impacts, and
the District will encourage cities and counties to adopt and utilize local risk reduction plans.

Committee Comments/Discussion:

Board Chairperson Torliatt questioned the definition of a qualified risk reduction plan. Mr. Hilken said
the plan is a new concept and is similar to climate action plans. Cities/counties would inventory their
emission sources, develop risk reduction targets, and identify a range of measures to achieve goals,
implement the measures, track progress and update them as necessary. Mr. Broadbent noted the concept
comes about as a result of city representatives that sit on the CARE Task Force, who want to add some
measure of control when approving local development, such as adding buffer zones or project design
elements which would be part of their decision-making process.




Draft Minutes of November 16, 2009 Stationary Source Committee Meeting

Chairperson Gioia confirmed the process is a new concept. He discussed how it would apply to a new
receptor such as building a home in an infill area, and confirmed that Mr. Hilken would be presenting
examples of approaches for new, planned development.

Director Ross confirmed that new development of a pre-industrial site, for example, may in and of itself
reduce risk and be accounted for, and he discussed balancing out risk over a project’s lifetime. Mr.
Hilken described examples of proposed thresholds and single and cumulative new sources and receptors,
how they are evaluated by the District, and discussed comparative changes made from the previous
proposal. Comments were received from some cities that believed that setting different thresholds may
drive development to non-CARE impacted communities and proposed a community risk reduction plan
concept. Staff is tracking closely OEHHA’s methodologies for calculating risk for new sources, which
would effectively achieve the same level of health protection as setting the standard at this level. A
change in the cumulative impact section involves the lowering of the PM 2.5 threshold from 2.0 to
0.8ugims. Staff feels there is a substantial improvement over what is in place today.

Mr. Hilken then presented examples of siting new sources, new receptors and cumulative sources or
receptors for PM 2.5 and cancer risk and explained the steps staff would take to determine significance.
Mr. Broadbent also reiterated that more stringent rules will be imposed by ARB to reduce risk, citing the
Port Drayage Truck Rule and rules for trains and ships which will reduce risk dramatically over time.
He felt that the value of risk reduction plans will allow projects to move forward while addressing
current and future emission patterns.

Director Uilkema confirmed with Mr. Hilken that added measures could be suggested to local agency
planners to make projects more palatable in terms of public health and safety. Director Gioia agreed and
believed a risk reduction plan would identify steps jurisdictions can take, as well as others. He then
discussed steps taken for a jurisdiction to make sufficient findings to determine a Statement of
Overriding Consideration.

Mr. Hilken then reviewed other thresholds proposed such as reducing criteria pollutant thresholds,
construction impacts such as dust control, proposed new thresholds for diesel exhaust and local plans
which will be consistent with air quality plan policies. He described the extensive outreach process and
robust implementation plan, noting that the proposal has been presented five times to Board members.

Board Chairperson Torliatt believed that the message to local government is that if there are
exceedances where thresholds cannot be met, a project should not be built. She supported a more
stringent standard than other air districts, said the air district should lead the way and felt it was
important to move forward on CEQA guidelines to improve air quality. She requested for staff to
present the next agenda item prior to taking public comment and holding Board discussion.

Director Haggerty questioned the anticipated effective date for Regulation 2, Rule 5: New Source
Review of Toxic Air Contaminants. Mr. Bateman said adoption would be effective immediately upon
adoption by the Board. Director Haggerty cited a couple of projects in his District and the amount of
money spent on their EIR’s, fearing adoption would require re-circulation of the project EIR’s.

Mr. Broadbent said he did not believe the projects would include stationary sources that the Air District
currently permits; however, CEQA guidelines could affect those projects and the Board could propose
an extended effective date such as 90 days. He confirmed that the District would conduct significant
public outreach. Chairperson Gioia believed the rule would work well for new sources and he discussed
new development in CARE communities and property values. Mr. Broadbent said if development is

3
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proposed in any CARE community, in some cases it is infill development which is good. However, it is
important for local lead agencies to utilize risk reduction plans which can identify additional strategies
such as grants being targeted to communities.

Director Uilkema questioned if air violation thresholds are disclosable in terms of land values and title
and whether this would impact the value of properties relative to title insurance and other value-based
factors. She suggested building in a one year review by the Stationary Source Committee of unforeseen
consequences.

Director Ross discussed the host of different residential and commercial disclosure requirements, and
said it is surprising there is no air quality information included in the reports, which have done nothing
to diminish property values. Director Uilkema questioned whether or not air quality information will
require to be disclosed and if so, what is the potential impact the District should be aware of.

Director Torliatt reminded the Board that CEQA guidelines are only guidelines; the local lead agencies
make land use decisions and address overriding considerations in project areas.

Director Groom referred to ABAG regional housing numbers and cities’ abilities to meet them through
establishment of Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). She believed this should also be considered in
the guidelines. Board Chairperson Torliatt noted that District staff has been working with ABAG to
address air quality issues as they relate to Priority Development Areas (PDASs) which will help facilitate
improvement in those areas.

Chairperson Gioia confirmed that the JPC was briefed on the matter as part of the Clean Air Plan. He
asked that Agenda Item 5 be presented and thereafter, take public comment on both items.

5. Update on Proposed Amendments to Regulation 2, Rule 5: New Source Review of Toxic
Air Contaminants

Director of Engineering, Brian Bateman, gave the staff presentation, stating the District Air Toxics New
Source Review (NSR) program began in 1987 and was codified in 2005 as District Regulation 2, Rule 5.
The program is for pre-construction permit review of new and modified stationary sources that emit
toxic air contaminants. He discussed the goals of the program, examples of their applicability to diesel
engines, gasoline dispensing facilities, soil-vapor extraction systems, furnaces, boilers and other
combustion sources, and other types of sources including refinery processes, storage tanks, coffee
roasters, crematories, furniture strippers, asphalt plans and others. The program is a risk-based program,
and standards of the program are based on site-specific health risk assessment, which are based on
guidelines from Cal/EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).

Mr. Bateman said the stringency of a risk-based regulatory program is related to both the risk
assessment methodology and the risk management action levels used in the program. He then described
OEHHA’s mission, responsibilities, scientific review panel and SB25 (Escutia-1998) which requires
OEHHA to explicitly consider infants and children in evaluating the health risks of air pollutants.

Mr. Bateman discussed health risk screening analysis which uses OEHHA’s October 2003 guidelines,
steps of the program, determination for cancer risk, non-cancer risk and an additive approach used for
pollutant mixtures. The existing standards of Regulation 2, Rule 5 is the Best Available Control
Technology for Toxics (T-BACT) which are quite low, at 1.0 in a million for cancer risk and 0.2 for
hazard index. Residual emissions are then reviewed once T-BACT standards are applied and the overall

4
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risk from the project is reviewed, and there are caps or limits on those emissions and risks, at 10 in a
million for cancer risk and 1.0 for chronic and acute (short-term) hazard index.

Mr. Bateman presented a chart of average trends in the Bay Area Ambient Air Monitoring Data for
Carcinogenic Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) for about 25 monitoring stations. The chart strikingly
shows that the average risks have been reduced by about 70% over the last 18 years. Also to note is that
most of the risk is driven by three toxics; diesel PM, benzene and 1,3-butadiene, with the vast majority
of all three coming from mobile sources. He said risks elevated above the average tend to be that way
because they are higher in terms of diesel PM concentration. Lastly, the reductions seen over the last 18
years do not reflect what has been done and improvements since 2008. The reduction in diesel PM will
yield the greatest reduction in cancer risk and staff expects that over the next 10 years on a percentage
basis, reductions would be at least at the same magnitude.

Mr. Bateman presented the initial draft proposal, which keeps the existing methodology but lowers the
risk management action levels by a factor of 2 for projects located in CARE communities for both T-
BACT and project risk limits. Staff also believed it was appropriate to apply standards to those sources
close to schools and lastly, to add a provision for the District to track cumulative risks from permitted
sources in the CARE communities over time.

Regarding outreach, a concept paper was released in March 2009. A public workshop was held on July
30 and meetings were held with various stakeholders. Regular briefings were provided at CARE Task
Force and cumulative impacts working group, and staff met with interested industry and environmental
groups. To date, eight (8) sets of written comments have been received and Mr. Bateman briefly
reviewed a summary comments received.

In June, OEHHA adopted a Technical Support Document (TSD) for derivation of cancer potency factors
which included age-sensitivity factors. When a lifetime cancer risk is evaluated relative to the existing
methodology, all risks go up by a factor of 1.7. Mr. Bateman noted there is another OEHHA TSD which
addresses exposure assessment and is expected to be adopted in 2010. When combined with the age
sensitivity factors, will increase lifetime cancer risk by a factor of 2 to 3, which is significant. On the
non-cancer side, OEHHA adopted a methodology document in December 2008, seven (7) reference
exposure levels were updated to date, and more will be assessed over time.

Staff believes the current revised proposal:

= Provides a similar or greater degree of health protection relative to staff’s initial proposal;

= Maintains existing risk management standards throughout the Bay Area;

= Incorporates the use of Age-Sensitivity Factors into the program upon adoption of rule
amendments, and the District would be the first air district to do this;

= Requires the District to track TAC emissions from stationary, mobile, and area-wide sources in
the CARE Priority Communities;

= Revises risk assessment methodologies resulting in an increase in rule stringency by a factor of
two to three

Adopting the revised OEHHA methodologies and the more stringent risk management standards in the
CARE Communities would:

= Increase rule stringency by a factor of 4 to 6;

= Not be technologically feasible and/or cost-effective to achieve for many projects;

= Result in adverse impacts for many small businesses
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Director Garner clarified the rule’s effect and its application to new or modified gasoline dispensing
facilities and it was noted that in most cases, stations already have best control technologies and would
meet levels.

Board Chairperson Torliatt requested explanation on how the amendments work with CEQA guidelines
and thresholds. Mr. Bateman said there are requirements in regulations that say a permit cannot be
issued unless it meets the requirements of CEQA. If there is a CEQA document, it must be certified. In
addition to the requirements in this Rule, there are also CEQA requirements that provide another layer
of review usually by the lead agency. As a responsible agency issuing a permit, the District would be
involved in review and comment on the environmental documentation that the lead agency prepares
under CEQA.

Mr. Broadbent referred to Items 6 and 7 on the agenda, noting that Amendments to Regulation 11, Rule
16: Perchloroethylene and Synthetic Solvent Dry Cleaning Operations, will be circulated for further
public input. He suggested it be scheduled for the next Stationary Source Committee meeting. Regarding
Regulation 8, Rule 50: Polyester Resin Operations, staff believes there is very little public concern with
the proposal, and he suggested the report be waived in the interest of time.

There was consensus to defer discussion/presentation of Agenda Items 6 and 7.

Public Comments:

Karen Cohn, BAEHC and San Francisco Department of Public Health, stated that development is
additive to the status quo and there is nothing in the guidance that mandates net reductions. She
discussed the temporary TransBay Terminal Authority’s approval of an EIR that indicated there were no
child care centers in their vicinity. However, two centers with outdoor play areas are located directly
across the street and she asked to see the actual goal to reduce pollution described in documentation.

Chairperson Gioia briefly reviewed with Mr. Hilken the District’s evaluation of projects through the
lead agencies’ risk reduction plans.

Ken Kloc, BAEHC, recommended continuation of whether to consider priority standards in the CARE
communities, recognizing that the bulk of the pollution is due to mobile sources and that the OEHHA is
reducing methodologies which will ultimately reduce risk standards. He said risk assessment does not
account for all hazards and risks which are already present in a community. He asked that differential
significance levels defined for CARE communities be retained and asked for a significance level for
PM2.5 for daily averages , as construction emissions can also cause health impacts.

Dr. Henry Clark, West County Toxics Coalition, asked for a “no project” option in the CEQA
guidelines, said the new source review standards are not based on any realistic assessment of
communities in terms of health in wealthier communities, and he did not believe Chevron refinery could
be monitored appropriately.

Chairperson Gioia clarified with Mr. Hilken that the District has discretion to pursue the “no project”
alternative, and this is already required under the CEQA guidelines.

Dennis Bolt, Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), said WSPA and its members oppose the
10,000 metric tons/year threshold for GHG’s, voiced concern that using a numerical significance
thresholds would stifle development of projects, and add cost. He said the guidelines conflict with AB
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32 and will make it tougher for industry to implement the low carbon fuel standard, and where there is a
statewide or federally directed program for industry sectors, those approved programs should satisfy
CEQA threshold requirements. Regarding Regulation 2: Rule 5, Mr. Bolt felt that outreach was well
done. He referred to slide 8 and reiterated that a huge proportion of reductions are from new projects
which have consistently modernized facilities and improved the economy.

Tessie Ester, Hunter’s View Mothers Committee, requested the Board limit toxins in CARE
communities, cited the power plant operating from 10:00 p.m. to 4:00 a.m., spoke of a gas leak on
Thursday, voiced concerns about the inability to breathe, and invited the Board to tour the area.

Leotus Martin concurred with Dr. Clark’s statements.

Gordon Mar, BAEHC, supported additional efforts of thresholds, the proposed option to develop risk
reduction plans to lower risk and asked additionally for a formal option for more protective standards for
the siting of new pollution sources.

Andy Katz, Breathe California, BAEHC, voiced concern about exemptions for infill development,
believed risk reduction plans were ambiguous and questioned how targets are set for reductions. He
asked that the 1,000 foot radius be expanded to 2,000 feet, said OEHHA has already worked on the eight
sensitivity factors and did not know whether they would make things three times as stringent for air
quality impacts. He and suggested continued discussions with the Cumulative Impacts Working Group
to determinate feasible levels for reductions in affected communities and echoed the necessity for a PM
2.5 threshold for 24 hours and mitigations for cleaner construction equipment.

Bill Quinn, California Council for Economic and Environmental Balance (CCEEB), said staff has made
significant improvement in the latest proposal. He supports risk-based approaches, thinks OEHHA
guidelines are strong and stringent and the current proposal is greatly improved because of the changes
with how staff is differentiating requirements. However, they feel it would create a disincentive for new
development and jobs and said small equipment/sources may trigger new requirements which could
have an impact on the type of projects that go forward. He asked that the focus be on mobile sources and
requested the District to look at something other than a straight numerical value for the GHG threshold.

Ray Davis, spoke of his suffering from pollution from the Lehigh Cement Plant and asked the District to
develop a program to let communities know what is going on.

Cathy Helgerson, Citizens Against Pollution, voiced complaint about the Lehigh Cement Plant’s Title V
Permit and Apple Computers’ R&D manufacturing facility. She asked that both facilities be shut down
immediately and said she will next pursue closure of Stevens Creek Quarry which has contaminated the
reservoir, recharge pond, and all waters in the aquifer.

Mr. Broadbent stated that the proposed CEQA guidelines update will be presented to Board of Directors
on November 18, 2009. Staff recommends opening the public hearing and continuing the hearing. The
proposed changes to Regulation 2, Rule 5 will be before the Board of Directors on December 16, 2009.
Staff will take direction from the Committee and ensure information is incorporated for the presentation
on Wednesday.

Director Groom requested that staff prepare a matrix of differences of the CARE Task Force’s work and
what is now being recommended to the Board. Mr. Broadbent agreed and said the key issue discussed is
that staff had an approach that looked at establishing differential standards in the CARE communities. A
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permitting stationary source in a CARE community would have to have a lower or more stringent
standard on a single source. As staff moved forward with this proposal, it became clear that the new risk
methodology developed by OEHHA will achieve the same result. Therefore, the proposed changes on
December 16" incorporate the OEHHA methodology. Rather than having a differential standard for
CARE communities, staff proposes to use this methodology for permitting over the entire Bay Area.

Board Chairperson Torliatt likened the issue of net reduction to a multi-pronged approach—the District
is attempting to limit the amount of increase, but there are different areas where funding is put into place
to reduce diesel impacts. She asked for the existing source rule to be addressed because she did not think
people understand what authority the District has to deal with and reduce existing sources.

Chairperson Gioia said there would be time to provide additional guidance on development of risk
reduction plans. He asked how the various threshold levels were arrived at and asked that this be
summarized in the Board presentation, as well.

6. Status Report on Proposed Amendments to Regulation 11, Rule 16: Perchloroethylene and
Synthetic Solvent Dry Cleaning Operations

Chairperson Gioia announced that the item is continued.

7. Proposed Amendments to Regulation 8, Rule 50: Polyester Resin Operations

Mr. Broadbent suggested waiving the presentation, as he did not believe there would be any speakers
commenting on the matter. He confirmed the item was scheduled to be considered by the Board of

Directors on December 2, 2009.

Chairperson Gioia confirmed there were no public speakers, and Directors had no questions or
comments.

Chairperson Gioia continued the item to the December 2, 2009 Board of Directors Meeting.
Committee Member Comments/Other Business: There were none.
Time and Place of Next Meeting: Monday, February 15, 2010, at 9:30 a.m.

Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 12:31 p.m.

Lisa Harper
Clerk of the Boards



AGENDA: 4

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Uilkema and Members
of the Stationary Source Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO
Date: February 24, 2010
Re: Status Report on Proposed Amendments to Regulation 11, Rule 16:

Perchloroethylene and Synthetic Solvent Dry Cleaning Operations

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Receive and file; provide direction to staff as appropriate on the options for rule amendments
being considered.

BACKGROUND

The Board of Directors adopted amendments to District Regulation 11, Rule 16:
Perchloroethylene and Synthetic Solvent Dry Cleaning Operations, on March 4, 2009. These
amendments incorporated new requirements of the state Airborne Toxic Control Measure
(ATCM) for Emissions of Perchloroethylene (Perc) from Dry Cleaning Operations adopted by
the California Air Resources Board (CARB). Effective July 1, 2010, the rule amendments
prohibit Perc equipment at co-residential dry cleaning facilities, converted Perc machines, and
Perc equipment older than 15 years (after date of manufacture). Additionally, the amended
rule prohibits all Perc dry cleaning operations effective January 1, 2023.

During discussions of the proposed amendments, the Board indicated dissatisfaction over the
Perc phase-out schedule, and directed staff to prepare additional rule amendments that would
accelerate the phase-out of Perc dry cleaning equipment in the Bay Area.

DISCUSSION

Staff has prepared four options for an accelerated Perc phase-out as follows:

A) Perc equipment to be shutdown when reaching 12 years of age beginning July 1,
2011; final phase-out by January 1, 2020;

B) Perc equipment to be shutdown when reaching 10 years of age beginning July 1,
2011; final phase-out by January 1, 2018;

C) Perc equipment to be shutdown when reaching 8 years of age beginning July 1,
2011; final phase-out by January 1, 2016; or

D) Perc equipment to be shutdown when reaching 15 years of age; final phase-out by
January 1, 2020.



The following table shows the estimated number of Perc dry cleaning machines that would
need to be shutdown over time under the existing 15 year phase-out requirement, and under
the four options considered for accelerated phase-out. The figures in the table are based on
information staff has collected regarding the type and age of Perc dry cleaning machines in
operation in the Bay Area.

Estimated Number of Bay Area Perc Dry Cleaning Machines to be

Shutdown Under Various Phase-Out Options

Existing Option A Option B Option C Option D
Date 15 Year 12 Year 10 Year 8 Year 15 Year
Ends 2023 | Ends2020 | Ends 2018 | Ends 2016 | Ends 2020
By July 1, 2010 205 205 205 205 205
By July 1, 2011 15 94 165 186 15
By Jan. 1, 2012 9 16 12 6 9
By Jan. 1, 2013 16 42 7 5 16
By Jan. 1, 2014 38 25 8 0 38
By Jan. 1, 2015 32 7 5 0 32
By Jan. 1,2016 42 8 0 3 42
By Jan. 1, 2017 25 5 0 25
By Jan. 1, 2018 7 0 3 7
By Jan. 1, 2019 8 0
By Jan. 1, 2020 5 3
By Jan. 1, 2021 0
By Jan. 1, 2022 0
By Jan. 1, 2023 3
Total 405 405 405 405 405

Staff held a public workshop on June 10, 2009, to discuss, and receive comments on Options
A, B, and C for an accelerated Perc phase-out schedule (Option D was developed by staff
after the workshop). Dry cleaner industry members expressed strong concerns that
accelerating the Perc phase-out schedule would be financially burdensome. Many
commenters indicated that economic impacts would be exacerbated by the economic
downturn that has caused reductions in their sales and profits, and made financing more
difficult to obtain. Some commenters also indicated that requiring a large number of
machines to be replaced by the initial effective date would create compliance problems
because of equipment availability issues, and because the Bay Area has a limited number of
machine installers.



A socioeconomic study was completed for Options A, B, and C by the District’s consultant
BAE. The study determined that the annualized costs of shutting down a Perc dry cleaning
machine prior to the end of its useful life ranges from $2,700 to $3,100. The total compliance
costs (per machine) for each phase-out option is as follows, based on the number of years that
a machine would need to be shutdown in advance of the existing 15 year requirement: (A)
phase-out of 12 year old machines: $5,400 to $9,400, (B) phase-out of 10 year old machines:
$10,800 to $15,600, and (C) phase-out of 8 year old machines: $16,200 to $21,800. These
costs represent the loss of equity associated with replacing a machine prior to the existing 15
year phase-out requirement.

The socioeconomic study estimated average annual sales for Bay Area dry cleaners to be
$105,100, with average annual profits of $6,900. About two-thirds of these facilities,
however, are very small businesses with fewer than 5 employees, and average annual sales
and profits of $62,200 and $4,100, respectively. For these very small facilities, the annual
compliance costs of the accelerated phase-out options represent 66 to 76 percent of annual
profits, which would continue over a period of 3, 5, or 7 years (for Options A, B, and C,
respectively). The study notes that business profit losses of 10 percent or more are considered
to indicate a potential for significant adverse economic impacts and, under this measure of
burden, all of the options for reducing the useful lifespan are potentially significant.

In light of the significant impacts on small businesses identified, staff developed Option D,
which would retain the existing requirement for Perc machines to be shutdown at an age of 15
years, but which would move the final phase-out date up by three years (to January 1, 2020).
Under this option, Perc machines with a manufacture date of January 1, 2005 or later would
need to be shutdown up to 3 years in advance of reaching 15 years of age. There are three
machines (two facilities) in the Bay Area that meet this criterion. Staff believes that Option D
addresses the Board’s direction for an accelerated Perc phase-out schedule relative to the rest
of the state (providing the Bay Area with the most stringent Perc dry cleaning rule of any air
district), while minimizing loss of equity to affected facilities. This option also would provide
more time (relative to Options A, B, and C) for non-solvent dry cleaning technologies, such as
professional wet cleaning and liquid carbon dioxide, to advance prior to deadlines for
equipment replacement. Staff is therefore recommending the adoption of Option D.

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is currently being prepared for this rule development
action. The draft EIR is expected to be issued for public comment in March 2010.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Brian Bateman
Reviewed by: Jeffrey McKay




AGENDA: 5

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Memorandum

To: Chairperson Uilkema and Members
of the Stationary Source Committee

From: Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO
Date: February 24, 2010
Re: Status Report on Proposed Bay Area Power Plants

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Receive and file.

BACKGROUND

District staff complete preconstruction permit reviews for a variety of proposed Bay Area
power plant projects. These projects range in size from small distributed generation facilities
to large central power plants. Proposed thermal power plants with an output of 50 megawatts
(MW) or greater must be licensed by the California Energy Commission (CEC), and the
District provides a Determination of Compliance (DOC) to the CEC on these projects so that
applicable air quality requirements can be subsumed into the CEC license. Some projects also
require federal preconstruction air quality permits under the Clean Air Act’s Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) program. The EPA has delegated their authority to issue
federal PSD permits to the District for projects in the Bay Area.

Power plant projects are subject to stringent New Source Review requirements that include
the use of the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to minimize air pollutant
emissions. BACT requirements become more stringent over time due to advances in air
pollution control technology, and new power plants are therefore much cleaner than older
existing power plants. This is true even though older Bay Area power plants have become
much cleaner over time due to the adoption of rules that require retrofit emission controls.
Additional permit requirements for proposed power plant projects include emission offsets,
air quality impact analysis (for criteria air pollutants), and health risk screening (for toxic air
contaminants).

The vast majority of Bay Area power plants exclusively use natural gas, a fuel that results in
relatively low air emissions compared to the use of liquid or solid fuels (e.g., fuel oil or coal).
The primary pollutants emitted from natural gas-fired power plants are nitrogen oxides
(NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and carbon dioxide (CO;). NOx and CO are criteria air
pollutants that are formed in the combustion process -- NOx from the combination of nitrogen
and oxygen in the combustion air, and CO from incomplete combustion of fuel. CO; is a
greenhouse gas (GHG) generated from the complete combustion of fuel, and it is emitted in
much larger quantities than NOx and CO.



The CEC, in their role as lead agency under their CEQA-equivalent review process, has
begun to review GHG emissions from new power plant projects for consistency with
California's stringent GHG goals and policies. This review has been in the context of the
operation of the entire electricity system of which the proposed plant is an integrated part.
Because the system is integrated, and because electricity is produced and consumed
instantaneously, any change in output from one generation source is likely to affect the output
from all generators. The CEC has noted that the electricity produced from a new plant will
most likely displace the output from older, less energy efficient, fossil-fueled plants, thereby
reducing the GHG emissions that would otherwise occur. The CEC also indicates that, even
as more renewable generation is introduced into the system to meet GHG emission reduction
goals, gas-fired power plants will be necessary to provide intermittent generation support,
extreme load and system emergencies support, as well as meeting local capacity requirements.
At this time, gas-fired plants are better able to provide such services than are most
renewables, because they can be dispatched when they are needed.

DISCUSSION

The most recent permit approved by the District for a large new power plant was the PSD
permit for the Russell City Energy Center in Hayward. Permit applications for five other
power plant projects of 50-MW or larger are currently under review by District staff as
follows: (1) Los Esteros Critical Energy Facility, (2) Marsh Landing Generating Station, (3)
Willow Pass Generating Station, (4) Oakley Generating Station, and (5) Mariposa Energy
Project. All of these projects are dispatchable gas turbine-based power plants that will utilize
BACT to minimize emissions including selective catalytic reduction (for NOx), oxidation
catalysts (for CO), the exclusive use of natural gas fuel, and modern combustion controls.

Russell City Energy Center (RCEC)

RCEC is a proposed 600-MW natural gas fired combined-cycle power plant to be located at
3862 Depot Road in Hayward. The RCEC includes two gas turbines, two heat recovery
boilers, a fire pump engine, and a zero liquid discharge cooling tower. The initial project,
proposed by an affiliate of Calpine Corporation, was licensed by the CEC in 2002. The
project changed location thereafter and an amendment to the license was required. On June
19, 2007, the District issued a Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) for the amended
RCEC, concluding that the project, with appropriate permit conditions, could comply with all
applicable air quality requirements. On September 26, 2007, the CEC approved the amended
RCEC and granted a power plant license. The District subsequently issued an Authority to
Construct (ATC) and federal PSD permit for the amended RCEC on November 1, 2007. An
appeal of the PSD permit resulted in a remand by EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board
(EAB) that required the District to provide additional opportunities for public comment. In
response to this remand, the District conducted more extensive public noticing, held
additional comment periods, and held two public hearings in Hayward on the PSD permit.
The District received numerous comments on the PSD permit, and revised its proposal based
on some of these comments. Permit issuance was further delayed pending the completion of
an endangered species consultation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The District
approved the PSD permit for the RCEC on February 3, 2010 upon completion of the



endangered species consultation. It is expected that the PSD permit for this project will be
appealed to the EAB.

Los Esteros Critical Energy Facility (LECEF)

The LECEF, located at 800 Thomas Foon Chew Way in San Jose, is a simple-cycle gas
turbine facility that became fully operational in March 2003. The LECEF currently consists
of four natural gas fired turbines with a combined nominal output of 180-MW, a fire pump
diesel engine, and a one-cell cooling tower. The simple-cycle configuration was planned as
the first stage of a phased development leading to conversion to a combined-cycle power
plant. The District issued LECEF an ATC on August 22, 2007, for the project to convert the
plant to a combined-cycle configuration. This conversion would increase the nominal output
to 320-MW, and requires the addition of four heat recovery steam generators, one steam
turbine generator and one six-cell cooling tower. On June 5, 2009, the applicant, a Calpine
affiliate, submitted a request to renew the conversion project ATC for an additional two years.
The District is currently reviewing this ATC renewal request, which requires an updated
BACT determination that will likely result in more stringent emission limits.

Marsh Landing Generating Station (MLGS)

MLGS is a proposed 760-MW natural gas fired power plant that is to be located adjacent to
the existing Contra Costa Power Plant in unincorporated Antioch. It is expected that
construction of the MLGS will allow for the two remaining utility boilers at the Contra Costa
Power Plant to be shutdown. MLGS consists of four simple-cycle gas turbines, two natural
gas fired preheaters, and associated equipment. An affiliate of Mirant Corporation submitted
this permit application to the District and filed an Application for Certification (AFC) with the
CEC. The first required formal District action associated with the CEC process is a
Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC). The District had initially expected to
complete its PDOC review in 2009, but this timeframe became infeasible due to an
unexpected change in PSD requirements made by EPA, and because the applicant revised the
project on September 22, 2009. The District expects to complete its PDOC review for the
project in the first quarter of 2010.

Willow Pass Generating Station (WPGS)

WPGS is a proposed 550-MW natural gas fired power plant to be located in the City of
Pittsburg adjacent to the existing Pittsburg Power Plant. The WPGS is a combined-cycle
plant that includes two gas turbines with heat recovery boilers and steam turbines. An
affiliate of Mirant Corporation submitted this permit application to the District and filed an
AFC with the CEC. The first required formal District action associated with the CEC process
is a PDOC. Mirant has requested that the District’s review of WPGS follow after its review
of MLGS.

Oakley Generating Station (OGS)

OGS is a proposed 624-MW natural gas fired power plant to be located at 6000 Bridgehead
Road in the City of Oakley. The OGS is a combined-cycle plant that includes two gas



turbines with heat recovery boilers, one steam turbine, and an auxiliary boiler. The applicant,
Contra Costa Generating Station, LLC (wholly owned by Radback Energy, Inc.) filed an AFC
with the CEC on June 30, 2009, and submitted a permit application to the District on July 13,
2009. The first required formal District action associated with the CEC process is a PDOC.
The District is currently conducting its PDOC evaluation for this project.

The Mariposa Energy Project (MEP)

MEP is a proposed 200-MW natural gas fired power plant to be located in northeastern
Alameda County, approximately 7 miles northwest of Tracy, 7 miles east of Livermore, and 6
miles south of Byron. The facility would be a simple-cycle generating facility consisting of
four gas turbines and associated equipment. The applicant, Mariposa Energy, LLC, filed an
AFC with the CEC on June 15, 2009 and submitted a permit application to the District on
June 17, 2009. The first required formal District action associated with the CEC process is a
PDOC. The District is currently conducting its PDOC evaluation for this project.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

Prepared by: Brian Bateman
Reviewed by: Jeffrey McKay
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	Wednesday
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