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Input File
Output File
Met File

- C:\riskscreens\pl19169\al8404 2009Fall\CancerResident 2002 CANCRRES.DTA
- C:\riskscreens\pl19169\al8404 2009Fall\CancerResident 2002 CANCRRES.LST
- C:\riskscreens\pl9169\metdata\Marsh Landing 1k 0O2ccpmet.SFC

* %% AERMOD

- VERSION 09292 **x*

*** Marsh Landing Generating Station

P19169

**% SIMPLE CYCLE TURBINES

* % %

MODEL SETUP OPTIONS SUMMARY

**Model Is Setup For Calculation of Average CONCentration Values.

DEPOS

ITION LOGIC

**NO GAS DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**NO PARTICLE DEPOSITION Data Provided.

**Model Use
**Model Use

s NO DRY DEPLETION.

s NO WET DEPLETION. W

DRYDPLT

ETDPLT

**Model Uses RURAL Dispersion Only.
**Model Uses Regulatory DEFAULT Options:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
**Model Assu

Stack-tip Downwash.

Model Accounts for ELEVated Terrain Effects.

Use Calms Processing R

outine.

Use Missing Data Processing Routine.

No Exponential Decay.

mes No FLAGPOLE Receptor Heights.
**Model Calculates PERIOD Averages Only

A18404 Cancer Risk w/ASF f **x

* % %

**This Run Includes: 6 Source(s) ; 9 Source Group(s); and 6913 Receptor(s)
**Misc. Inputs: Base Elev. for Pot. Temp. Profile (m MSL) = 3.00 ; Decay Coef. = 0.000
**%* POINT SOURCE DATA ***
NUMBER EMISSION RATE BASE STACK STACK STACK STACK
SOURCE PART. (GRAMS/SEC) X Y ELEV. HEIGHT TEMP. EXIT VEL. DIAMETER
ID CATS. (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (DEG.K) (M/SEC) (METERS)
SC1 0 0.44000E+00 608436.1 4208240.6 5.1 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55
SC2 0 0.44000E+00 608478.7 4208241.7 4.4 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55
SC3 0 0.44000E+00 608521.4 4208242.9 3.9 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55
SC4 0 0.44000E+00 608564.0 4208244.0 3.6 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55
HEATER1 0 0.10900E-03 608480.9 4208278.2 4.4 7.93 486.33 15.27 0.20
HEATER2 0 0.10900E-03 608485.8 4208278.4 4.3 7.93 486 .33 15.27 0.20
*** SOURCE IDs DEFINING SOURCE GROUPS ***
GROUP ID SOURCE IDs
ALL SC1 , SC2 , SC3 , SC4 , HEATER1 , HEATER2 ,
HEATERS HEATER1 , HEATER2 ,
SCS SC1 , SC2 SC3 , SC4 ,
SC1 SC1 ,
sc2 sc2 ,
SC3 SC3 ,
SC4 SC4 ,
HEATER1 HEATER1 ,
HEATER2 HEATER2 ,
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* %k x

;  Rot. Angle =

BLDG URBAN CAP/
EXISTS SOURCE HOR

YES NO NO
YES NO NO
YES NO NO
YES NO NO
YES NO NO
YES NO NO

01/12/10
15:44:09

0.0

EMIS RATE
SCALAR
VARY BY



* % %

AERMOD

X-COORD

608600.

(M)

608800.
609000.
609200.
609400.
609600.
609800.
610000.
610200.
607400.
607600.
607800.
608000.
608200.
608400.
608600.
608800.
609000.
609200.
609400.
609600.
609800.
610000.
610200.
607400.
607600.
607800.
608000.
608200.
608400.
608600.
608800.
609000.
609200.
609400.
609600.
609800.
610000.
610200.
607400.

P#19169, A#18404, Feb. 24, 2010 HRSA Memo

Y-COORD

4207200.

- VERSION 09292 ***

**% SIMPLE CYCLE TURBINES

*%%* THE PERIOD (

(M)

4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207500.

8784 HRS)
INCLUDING SOURCE (S) :

SC1

*** Marsh Landing Generating Station

SC2

P19169

AVERAGE CONCENTRATION

VALUES FOR SOURCE GROUP: ALL
SC3 ,

SC4

*** DISCRETE CARTESIAN RECEPTOR POINTS ***
** CONC OF CANCRRES IN MICROGRAMS/M**3

CONC
.00532
.00777
.01030
.01347
.01849
.02427
.02792
.02836
.02662
.00296
.00272
.00246
.00231
.00247
.00333
.00527
.00791
.01074
.01500
.02159
.02747
.02940
.02808
.02533
.00293
.00269
.00243
.00219
.00227
.00313
.00521
.00807
.01145
.01752
.02547
.03003
.02961
.02677
.02354
.00286

leNeoleololeolololololololojololojolojololololololeololololololololololololololNolNoNe)

residential cancer
risk in a million

X-COORD

608700.

(M)

608900.
609100.
609300.
609500.
609700.
609900.
610100.
607300.
607500.
607700.
607900.
608100.
608300.
608500.
608700.
608900.
609100.
609300.
609500.
609700.
609900.
610100.
607300.
607500.
607700.
607900.
608100.
608300.
608500.
608700.
608900.
609100.
609300.
609500.
609700.
609900.
610100.
607300.
607500.

Y-COORD

(M)
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207200.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207300.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207400.
4207500.
4207500.
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A18404 Cancer Risk w/ASF f **%*

01/12/10
*kx 15:44:09
PAGE 136
* % %
HEATER1 , HEATER2 ,
* %
CONC

leNeoleojololololololololojololojolojojololololololololojolololololololololoNoloNe)

.00651
.00903
.01171
.01573
.02148
.02650
.02850
.02767
.00306
.00284
.00258
.00236
.00233
.00278
.00417
.00655
.00927
.01256
.01811
.02487
.02892
.02903
.02678
.00301
.00282
.00255
.00228
.00217
.00256
.00401
.00660
.00960
.01402
.02159
.02838
.03028
.02834
.02512
.00293
.00276



Input File
Output File

- C:\riskscreens\pl9169\al8404 2009Fall\Chronic20091214 2002 CANCRWRK.DTA
- C:\riskscreens\pl19169\al8404 2009Fall\Chronic20091214 2002 CANCRWRK.LST

Met File - C:\riskscreens\pl91l69\metdata\Marsh Landing 1k 0O2ccpmet.SFC
*%* AERMOD - VERSION 09292 *** *** Marsh Landing Generating Station P19169 A18404 Chronic Health Risk *** 12/14/09
**% SIMPLE CYCLE TURBINES * Kok 13:38:40
*kk MODEL SETUP OPTIONS SUMMARY *kk
**Model Is Setup For Calculation of Average CONCentration Values.
-- DEPOSITION LOGIC --
**NO GAS DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**NO PARTICLE DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**Model Uses NO DRY DEPLETION. DRYDPLT = F
**Model Uses NO WET DEPLETION. WETDPLT F
**Model Uses RURAL Dispersion Only.
**Model Uses Regulatory DEFAULT Options:
1. Stack-tip Downwash.
2. Model Accounts for ELEVated Terrain Effects.
3. Use Calms Processing Routine.
4. Use Missing Data Processing Routine.
5. No Exponential Decay.
**Model Assumes No FLAGPOLE Receptor Heights.
**Model Calculates PERIOD Averages Only
**This Run Includes: 6 Source(s) ; 9 Source Group(s); and 6913 Receptor (s)
**Misc. Inputs: Base Elev. for Pot. Temp. Profile (m MSL) = 3.00 ; Decay Coef. = 0.000 ;  Rot. Angle = 0.0
**%* POINT SOURCE DATA ***
NUMBER EMISSION RATE BASE STACK STACK STACK STACK BLDG URBAN CAP/ EMIS RATE
SOURCE PART. (GRAMS/SEC) X Y ELEV. HEIGHT TEMP. EXIT VEL. DIAMETER EXISTS SOURCE HOR SCALAR
ID CATS. (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (DEG.K) (M/SEC) (METERS) VARY BY
SC1 0 0.55400E-01 608436.1 4208240.6 5.1 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
SC2 0 0.55400E-01 608478.7 4208241.7 4.4 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
SC3 0 0.55400E-01 608521.4 4208242.9 3.9 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
SC4 0 0.55400E-01 608564.0 4208244.0 3.6 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
HEATER1 0 0.12600E-04 608480.9 4208278.2 4.4 7.93 486.33 15.27 0.20 YES NO NO
HEATER2 0 0.12600E-04 608485.8 4208278.4 4.3 7.93 486 .33 15.27 0.20 YES NO NO
*%% THE SUMMARY OF MAXIMUM PERIOD ( 8784 HRS) RESULTS ***
*% CONC OF CANCRWRK IN MICROGRAMS/M**3 *%
NETWORK
GROUP ID AVERAGE CONC RECEPTOR (XR, YR, ZELEV, ZHILL, ZFLAG) OF TYPE GRID-ID
ALL 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00408 AT ( 609243.80, 4207735.00, 3.71, 3.71, 0.00) DC Worker cancer risk in a million
HEATERS 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00041 AT ( 608763.00, 4208169.40, 2.74, 2.74, 0.00) DC
SCs 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00401 AT ( 609300.00, 4207700.00, 4.06, 4.06, 0.00) DC
SC1 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00101 AT ( 609243.80, 4207685.00, 4.22, 4.22, 0.00) DC
SC2 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00101 AT ( 609243.80, 4207710.00, 3.96, 3.96, 0.00) DC
SC3 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00101 AT ( 609268.80, 4207735.00, 3.71, 3.71, 0.00) DC
SC4 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00102 AT ( 609268.80, 4207760.00, 3.66, 3.66, 0.00) DC
HEATER1 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00021 AT ( 608715.80, 4208120.90, 2.74, 2.74, 0.00) DC
HEATER2 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00021 AT ( 608763.00, 4208169.40, 2.74, 2.74, 0.00) DC
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Input File
Output File

- C:\riskscreens\pl9169\al8404 2010Feb\HazardIndex 2002 CHRON HI.DTA
- C:\riskscreens\pl19169\al8404 2010Feb\HazardIndex 2002 CHRON HI.LST

Met File - C:\riskscreens\pl91l69\metdata\Marsh Landing 1k 0O2ccpmet.SFC
**% AERMOD - VERSION 09292 **x* *** Marsh Landing Generating Station P19169 A18404 Acute Hazard Index *** 02/23/10
**% SIMPLE CYCLE TURBINES * Kk 18:05:54
*kk MODEL SETUP OPTIONS SUMMARY *kk
**Model Is Setup For Calculation of Average CONCentration Values.
-- DEPOSITION LOGIC --
**NO GAS DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**NO PARTICLE DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**Model Uses NO DRY DEPLETION. DRYDPLT = F
**Model Uses NO WET DEPLETION. WETDPLT F
**Model Uses RURAL Dispersion Only.
**Model Uses Regulatory DEFAULT Options:
1. Stack-tip Downwash.
2. Model Accounts for ELEVated Terrain Effects.
3. Use Calms Processing Routine.
4. Use Missing Data Processing Routine.
5. No Exponential Decay.
**Model Assumes No FLAGPOLE Receptor Heights.
**Model Calculates ANNUAL Averages Only
**This Run Includes: 6 Source(s) ; 9 Source Group(s); and 6913 Receptor(s)
**Misc. Inputs: Base Elev. for Pot. Temp. Profile (m MSL) = 3.00 ; Decay Coef. = 0.000 ;  Rot. Angle = 0.0
*%*% POINT SOURCE DATA ***
NUMBER EMISSION RATE BASE STACK STACK STACK STACK BLDG URBAN CAP/ EMIS RATE
SOURCE PART. (GRAMS/SEC) X Y ELEV. HEIGHT TEMP. EXIT VEL. DIAMETER EXISTS SOURCE HOR SCALAR
ID CATS. (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (DEG.K) (M/SEC) (METERS) VARY BY
SC1 0 0.42900E-01 608436.1 4208240.6 5.1 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
SC2 0 0.42900E-01 608478.7 4208241.7 4.4 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
SC3 0 0.42900E-01 608521.4 4208242.9 3.9 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
SC4 0 0.42900E-01 608564.0 4208244.0 3.6 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55 YES NO NO
HEATER1 0 0.10400E-05 608480.9 4208278.2 4.4 7.93 486.33 15.27 0.20 YES NO NO
HEATER2 0 0.10400E-05 608485.8 4208278.4 4.3 7.93 486.33 15.27 0.20 YES NO NO
**%* THE SUMMARY OF MAXIMUM ANNUAL RESULTS AVERAGED OVER 1 YEARS ***
** CONC OF CHRON_HI IN MICROGRAMS/M* *3 **
NETWORK
GROUP ID AVERAGE CONC RECEPTOR (XR, YR, ZELEV, ZHILL, ZFLAG) OF TYPE GRID-ID
ALL 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00311 AT ( 609300.00, 4207700.00, 4.06, 4.06, 0.00) DC Max. Chronic Hazard Index
HEATERS 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00003 AT ( 608763.00, 4208169.40, 2.74, 2.74, 0.00) DC
SCS 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00310 AT ( 609300.00, 4207700.00, 4.06, 4.06, 0.00) DC
SC1 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00078 AT ( 609243.80, 4207685.00, 4.22, 4.22, 0.00) DC
SC2 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00078 AT ( 609243.80, 4207710.00, 3.96, 3.96, 0.00) DC
SC3 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00079 AT ( 609268.80, 4207735.00, 3.71, 3.71, 0.00) DC
SC4 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00079 AT ( 609268.80, 4207760.00, 3.66, 3.66, 0.00) DC
HEATER1 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00002 AT ( 608715.80, 4208120.90, 2.74, 2.74, 0.00) DC
HEATER2 1ST HIGHEST VALUE IS 0.00002 AT ( 608763.00, 4208169.40, 2.74, 2.74, 0.00) DC
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Input File
Output File
Met File

- C:\riskscreens\pl9169\al8404 2010Feb\HazardIndex 2000 ACUTE HI.DTA
- C:\riskscreens\pl19169\al8404 2010Feb\HazardIndex 2000 ACUTE HI.LST

* % %

AERMOD

- C:\riskscreens\pl9169\metdata\Marsh Landing 1k 0Occpmet.SFC

- VERSION 09292 **x*

*** Marsh Landing Generating Station

P1

**% SIMPLE CYCLE TURBINES

* % %

MODEL SETUP OPTIONS SU

**Model Is Setup For Calculation of Average CONCentration Values.

DEPOSITION LOGIC

**NO GAS DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**NO PARTICLE DEPOSITION Data Provided.
**Model Uses NO DRY DEPLETION.
**Model Uses NO WET DEPLETION.
**Model Uses RURAL Dispersion Only.
**Model Uses Regulatory DEFAULT Options:

**Model Assu
**Model Calculates

9169

* % %

MMARY

DRYDPLT
WETDPLT

1. Stack-tip Downwash.

2. Model Accounts for ELEVated Terrain Effects.
3. Use Calms Processing Routine.

4. Use Missing Data Processing Routine.

5. No Exponential Decay.

mes No FLAGPOLE Receptor Heights.

1 Short Term Average(s) of: 1-HR

**This Run Includes: 6 Source(s) ; 9 Source Group(s); and 6913 Receptor (s)
**Misc. Inputs: Base Elev. for Pot. Temp. Profile (m MSL) = 3.00 ; Decay Coef. = 0.000
**% POINT SOURCE DATA ***

NUMBER EMISSION RATE BASE STACK STACK STACK STACK
SOURCE PART. (GRAMS/SEC) X Y ELEV. HEIGHT TEMP. EXIT VEL. DIAMETER
ID CATS. (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (METERS) (DEG.K) (M/SEC) (METERS)

SC1 0 0.37800E-01 608436.1 4208240.6 5.1 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55

SC2 0 0.37800E-01 608478.7 4208241.7 4.4 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55

SC3 0 0.37800E-01 608521.4 4208242.9 3.9 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55

SC4 0 0.37800E-01 608564.0 4208244.0 3.6 50.29 672.04 14.97 9.55

HEATER1 0 0.84300E-06 608480.9 4208278.2 4.4 7.93 486.33 15.27 0.20

HEATER2 0 0.84300E-06 608485.8 4208278.4 4.3 7.93 486.33 15.27 0.20

*** THE SUMMARY OF HIGHEST 1-HR RESULTS ***
** CONC OF ACUTE_HI IN MICROGRAMS /M* *3
DATE

GROUP ID AVERAGE CONC (YYMMDDHH) RECEPTOR (XR, YR, ZELEV,
ALL HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.25697 ON 00122907: AT ( 601000.00, 4199675.00, 368.
SC1 HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.06452 ON 00122907: AT ( 600975.00, 4199675.00, 370.
SC2 HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.06438 ON 00122907: AT ( 601000.00, 4199675.00, 368.
SC3 HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.06417 ON 00122907: AT ( 601000.00, 4199675.00, 368.
SC4 HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.06391 ON 00122907: AT ( 601000.00, 4199675.00, 368.
HEATER1 HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.00045 ON 00102321: AT ( 608493.80, 4208410.00, 2.
HEATER2 HIGH 1ST HIGH VALUE IS 0.00045 ON 00102321: AT ( 608506.20, 4208440.00, 2.

P#19169, A#18404, Feb. 24, 2010 HRSA Memo
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* % %
* %k *x

02/23/10

13:35:26

0.
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;  Rot. Angle =
BLDG URBAN CAP/
EXISTS SOURCE HOR

YES NO NO

YES NO NO

YES NO NO

YES NO NO

YES NO NO

YES NO NO

* %

ZHILL, ZFLAG) OF
00, 1084.00, 0.00)
33, 1084.00, 0.00)
00, 1084.00, 0.00)
00, 1084.00, 0.00)
00, 1084.00, 0.00)
64, 2.64, 0.00)
34, 2.34, 0.00)

EMIS RATE
SCALAR
VARY BY

NETWORK
GRID-ID

Max. Acute Hazard Index
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SIEMENS

Estimated Startup and Shutdown Emissions

SGT6-5000F(4) in Simple Cycle Operation at 59 °F for a "Fast" Startup and Shutdown on Natural Gas

Mode ~Time Emissions (Total Pounds per Event)

(minutes) NOy CcoO VOC PM

Startup on Natural Gas 11 14 232 12 2
Shutdown on Natural Gas 6 12 128 6 1

General Notes
1.) All data is ESTIMATED, NOT guaranteed and is for ONE unit.

2)
3)
4)
5.)

Gas fuel must be in compliance with Siemens fuel specifications.

Emissions are at the exhaust stack outlet and exclude ambient air contributions.

Emissions are based on new and clean conditions.

Please be advised that the information contained in this transmittal has been prepared and is being transmitted per customer request specifically for
information purposes only. Such information is not intended to be used for evaluation of plant design and/or performance relative to

contractual commitments. Data included in any permit application or Environmental Impact Statement is strictly the customer's responsibility. Siemens
is available to review permit application data upon request.

Startup Emissions Notes

1)
2)
3)

Estimated startup (SU) data are from gas turbine (GT) ignition through 100% load.
Estimated SU and shutdown (SD) data are based on the assumed times noted above and will be higher for longer times.
Estimated SU and SD data are based on the ambient temperature noted in the table and will be higher at lower ambient temperatures.

4.) "Fast" SU assumes 5 minutes from turning gear to synchronization.

5.) SD assumes 100% load to FSNL with no cooldown at FSNL.

6.) Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) may calculate emissions differently.
7.) Operator actions do not extend startup or shutdown.

8.)

It is assumed that there is no restriction from the interconnected utility for loading the GT from synchronization to 100% load within the SU times considered.

Only NOx emissions used for FDOC emission calculations. CO and VOC from
3/27/2008 Siemens estimate.

Siemens Energy, Inc. Proprietary Information

3/22/2010


vhodgson
Text Box
Only NOx emissions used for FDOC emission calculations.  CO and VOC from 3/27/2008 Siemens estimate.


SIEMENS MIRANT

Marsh Landing

EMISSIONS MPC DATA SHEET

SGT6-PAC S000F Simple Cycle Gas Turbine

REFERENCE CONDITIONS

Fuel Type Gas Gas Gasg
Ambient Temperature Range {°F) 20 to 111 20to 100 101 to 111
Gas Turbine Load {%) 60 to 100 50 to < 60 50 to < 60
EMISSIONS MPC

NOyx (ppmvd @ 15% O,)

CO {ppmvd @ 15% Oy}

VOC as CHq {(ppmvd @ 15% O2)

Particuiate {ib/hr)

Test Requirements

The Emissions MPC will be demonstrated by performing testing prior to the SCR in accordance
with the following United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Test Methods
(modified for single-point sampling if no stratification, otherwise testing will be at exhaust stack
without SCR in operation):

NOx ~ USEPA Method 7E

— Demonstration of the NOX guarantee is based on the average of three (3) test runs at each
test point.

CO- USEPA Method 10

~ Demanstration of the CC guarantee is based on the average of three (3) test runs at each
test point.

VOC ~ USEPA Methods 25A and 18

- VOC are total hydrocarbons {THC} excluding methane and ethane and are expressed in
terms of methane. Demaonstration of the VOUC guarantee s based on the average of three
(3) test runs at each test point, If test results per USEPA Method 25A indicate THC values
greater than the VOC guarantees, at least three (3) samples will be collected, analyzed and
averaged for each test run.

Siemans Energy, Inc. Schedule 4-B
Confidential Page: 10of2

o




SIEMENS MIRANT

Marsh Landing

Particulate -~ USEPA Methods 5 and 202

- Demonstration of the Particulate guarantee is based on the average of one (1) set of three
{3) test runs at the maximum plant output avallable at the time of testing. The gas turbine
shall be operating at steady state conditions at the test load level for at least two {2} hours
prior to commencement of testing. Each iest run shail be of sufficient length to coilect a
minimum sample volume of 150 cubic feet. A one-piece nozzie and probe assembly lined
with borosilicate or quartz glass shall be utilized. The actual fuel flow rate during particulate
tasting shall be utilized to determine the exhaust gas flow rate per USEPA Method 19 when
converting from units of concentration to the guaranteed emission rate. When testing for
Particulate, the probe should be supported for stability during sampling. The test vendor
shail ensure that the probe heating element and the medium used for attaching the heating
element to the probe are not subjected to temperatures that exceed their temperature
limitations.

Guarantee Conditions

- The Emissions Test shall be performed on an individual gas turbine basis and do not include
ambient air contributions.

- The Emissions Test shall be performed during steady state aperation and not during startup,
shutdown, transient plant or fuel conditions and/or initia! commissioning activities.

- Natural gas fuel must comply with the Guarantee Fuel requirements in Schedule 14-A of the
Contract.

- The Emissions Test for NOy, CO and VOC shali be performed on each Unit at 50% load,
80% load and 100% ioad to verify that the Emissions MPCs set forth herein are met at each

loading.

Siemens Energy, lic. Schedule 4-B
Confidential Page: 2 of 2
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SIEMENS

Estimated Commissloning Schedule; Startup/Shutdown, Running and Total Emissions and Fuel Use
SGTE-6000F(4) Simple Cycle (9 ppm ULN) on Natural Gas @ 59 °F

| startupShutdown Running
| ouration |67 Lond| Modeling =1 11 T
L a i Ton | o0 2 i e
1 CTG Tesling (Full Speed No Load, FSNL, Excliation Test, 8 ] 1 2158 333] 1sgas| 1162 70| 133835 339 10240 1181 il 138081
Dummy Synch Checks)
2 |cT1G 1 Testing @ 40% load 8 0-40 40 12| 2222| es| 8| 30453 1388 o9441] 541 81] 370014 1507 11662 638 91 400464
3 }CTG 1 Load Test ¥ 16 50 50 143 2307  108] 11| 41384 1768 6457] 43| 128] 843361 1911 sss4|  ces| 138 88474
4 |cTG 1 Load Test 16 50 50 43| za07] o8] 11] 41384 e8| 6457 493 128] m43361 1911 ses4]  seal 139 884745|
5 JCTG 1 Load Test 12 75 75 177 2481 112 18] 75245 s8] 170, 24| 98| 832083 805 2821 136] 112 907308
6 lcTG 1 Load Test ¥ 12 100 100 208| 2480 113 20| 118014 785 212] 30| 67| 103688 904 2672|  143] 117 11578
7 |cTG 1 Load Test ™ 12 100 100 200| 2480] 113] 20| 118014 785] 212| 30| o7 1o03seeg 094 72| 143 17 115768
8 Operation : 0 0 0 o o ol of 0 0 o of ek [} of 0 0 o
9 |install Emissions Test Equipment . 0 0 0 [ 8l of o 0 0 q of g o 0 of 9| o ol
10 _m_.aum.o:m Tuning/Drift Testing 12 50-100 100 200| 2480 113 20{ 118014] 785 212 a0l 87| 1038668, 84 2672 143 117 .___wqoam_
11 {Emissions Tuning/Drift Testing 12 50-100 100 208) 24600 113 20] 118014 785 212 30| 97| 1039688 094 2672 143 117] :mﬂowm_
12 [RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing/Drift Testing 12 100 100 208f 2480 113] 20| 118014 785 212 30| o7 ‘.Sse_m 994 2672 143 117 :maum_
13 |RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing/Drift Testing 12 100 100 208) 2480] 113 20| 118014 785 212 30| 97| _Ba&n_ 994 2672 143 17 1157682|
14 |RATA | Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing/Drift Testing 12 100 100 200 2480  413) 20] 118014 785 212 30| 97| 1030888 894 2872 143 17 1157882
16 |RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing/Drift Testing 12 100 100 208) 2480 193] 20) 118014 785] 212 3 87| 1038688 904 2672 143 17 1157662|
18 |RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing/Drift Testing 12 100 100 208| 2480 13 20| 118014 7850 212 30| 87 sﬁ_ 994 2672| 143 147 1157682
move Emisssions Test Equipment/ install performance test ; : :
: Lif not ek installed o 1] 0 0 0 o 0 (i o 0| o o ”_u. ] 0 0 0} i
. 0 0 0 of of ol o w ol o o 0| 0 0 9 o [}
19 {Water Wash & Performance preparation 0 0 0 (3 I e [} ol of o [} [ il o []
20 |Water Wash & Performance preparation 0 0 0 [} ol et o 0 0 0 of o 0 0 0| of 0 0
21 |Performance Testing 24 100 100 20080 2¢80] 193] 20| 110014 1570{ 425 81 185 2078335 1779 2685 174 215 2197349
22 |Performance Testing 16 100 100 209 113] 20| 118014 1047) 283 44] 130 1388223 1256 2743 154 150 1504238
23 JCALISQ Certification 12 50-100 100 200 2 113 20] 118014 785| 212 30| 07| 1038688 984 2072 143 117 1157682|
24 CALISO Certification if required 12 100 100 208] 2460 193] 20| 118014 785| 212] 30| 87| 1030668 994 2672] 143] 17| 1157682
Total GT operation hours 232
Notes:
1. Gas turbine is assumed to ramp at 3 MW per minute. N . €O YOG | PM | F
2. Assumes pre-operational chemical cleaning of steam and per SPGI rece dations. Pounds 20442 88251 5057 2208] 19,649,441
3, Assumes single fuel (natural gas) operation of gas turbine. Tons 10.22 43,13 2.53 1.10 9,625
4. Commissioning acivites may require gas turbine to hold at loads less than the modeled load.
5. Information reported by a Continuous Emissions Monitoring System may be calculated differently.
6. Data calculated at 59 °F.
7. Please be advised that the information contained in this transmittal has been prepared and is being transmitted per customer request specifically for information purposes only.
Such infy ion is not ded to be used for evaluation of plant design and/or performance relative to contractual commitments, Data included in any permit application or Environmental
Impact Statement are strictly the customer's responsibility.
Siemens Power Generation, Inc. Proprietary Information 5/8/2008



SIEMENS

Total Estimated Startup and Shutdown Emissions and Fuel Use

SGT6-5000F(4) 9 ppm ULN in Simple Cycle Operation at 59 °F on Natural Gas

Mode ~ Time Total Pounds per Event
{minutes) NOy (o{0] VOC PM Fuel Use
Startup 1 12 213 11 1 6,638
Shutdown 6 10 110 5 1 5,905

General Notes

1.) All data is ESTIMATED, NOT guaranteed and is for ONE unit,
2.) Gas fuel must be in compliance with Siemens fuel specifications.
3.) Emissions are at the exhaust stack outlet and exclude ambient air contributions.

4.) Emissions are based on new and clean conditions.

5.) NOy as NO,.

6.) VOC consist of total hydrocarbons excluding methane and ethane and are expressed in terms of methane (CH;).

7.) Particulates are per US EPA Method 5/202 (front and back half).

8.) Estimated fuel use data is based on a heating value of 22,356 Btu/lb, (HHV) and will be different for different heating values.

9.) Please be advised that the information contained in this transmittal has been prepared and is being transmitted per customer request specifically
for information purposes only. Such information is not intended to be used for evaluation of plant design and/or performance relative to contractual
commitments. Data included in any permit application or Environmental Impact Statement is strictly the customer's responsibility. Siemens is available

to review permit application data upon request.

Startup Emissions Notes

1.) Estimated startup (SU) data are from gas turbine (GT) ignition through 100% load.

2.) Estimated SU and shutdown (SD) data are based on the assumed times noted above and will be higher for longer times,
3.) Estimated SU and SD data are based on the ambient temperature noted above and will be higher at lower ambient temperatures.

4.) Total SU time includes 5 minutes from turning gear to synchronization.
5.) SD assumes 100% load to FSNL with no cooldown at FSNL.

6.) Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) may calculate emissions differently.
7.) Operator actions do not extend startup or shutdown.

8.) Itis assumed that there is no restriction from the interconnected utility for loading the GT from synchronization to 100% load within the SU times considered.

CO and VOC emissions used for FDOC emissions calculations. NOx emissions
from 3/22/2010 Siemens estimate.

Siemens Power Generation, Inc.

Proprietary Information

3/27/2008


vhodgson
Text Box
CO and VOC emissions used for FDOC emissions calculations.  NOx emissions from 3/22/2010 Siemens estimate.


Mirant

Estimated SGTE-5000F({4) Gas Turbine Performance
m - m g m z m Simple Cycle ! Ultra Low NOx Combuster

5Gené-1000A /085 Power Factor

SITE CONDITIONS: CASE1 CASE 2 CASE 3 CASE 4 CASE S CASE 6 CASET
FUEL TYFE Halural Gas Matural Gas Halurd Gas Naiural Gas Nalural Gas Matural Gas Matial Gas
LOAD LEVEL BASE 5% 0% BASE 75% BI% BASE
MET FUEL HEATING VALUE, Blufibm {LHV) 20670 2WETD 20670 20670 20670 20,670 20670
GROSS FUEL HEATING VALUE. Blufom {HHV} 2 22831 2290 22,931 228 22831 2.9
EVAPORATIVE COOLER STATUSIEFFECTIVENESS QFF CFF QFF OFF CFF OFF QFF
AMBIENT DRY BULB TEMPERATURE, °F .0 200 200 75.0 75.0 75.0 24,0
AMBIENT WET BULE TEMPERATURE, *F 153 18.3 18,3 837 637 837 709
AMBIENT RELATIVE HUMIDITY, % W% 0% 0% 54% 54% 54% 32%
BARDMETRIC PRESSURE, psia 14.691 14.691 14.691 14.691 14.891 14.691 14.691
COMPRESSOR INLET TEMPERATURE, *F 200 0.0 0.0 75.0 750 75.0 94.0
IMLET PRESSURE LOSS, inches of water {Total) 4.5 29 23 39 27 21 37
EXHAUST PRESSURE LUSS, mches of waler {Tetal) 8.66 5.69 a.44 684 483 179 £.36
EXHAUST PRESSURE LOSS, inches of waler (Slatic) 5.8 3.8 3.0 47 32 25 4.3
INJECTION FLUID & - % 0 & 3 5

INJECTION RATIO - - - - - - &

COMBUSTION TURBINE PERFORMANCE:

GROSS POWER CUTPUT. kW 224110 168,080 134,470 187450 140,620 112,500 172,980
GROSS HEAT RATE. BlukWh (LHVG B8535 5315 8,815 8,185 9,880 10,525 9,395
GROSS HEAT RATE, BiwkWh (HHWV) 9.820 10,335 11.000 0180 10,935 11,675 10,420
FUEL FLOW, iomfhr 95970 75730 64,450 8331 &7 060 57,280 78,590
IMJECTICN RATE, lomfhr - - . - - - - -
HEAT INFUT, mmEtuhr {LHV) 1.884 1,333 1,722 1,385 1,624
HEAT INFUT, mmBtalhr [HHV) 2201 1479 1,910 1,538 1,802
EXHAUST TEMFERATURE, °F 1.065 1,065 1,405 1105 1,123
EXHAUST FLOW, lomihr 4,366,477 3.136.246 3.863.230 3226818 3,677,363
EXHAUST FLOW, MACFM 285 204 260 247 250
STATIC EXCITATION LOSS, kW 489 2 361 246 3z
EXHAUST GAS COMPOSITION {BY % VOL):
OXYGEM 1254 1277 1308 12.47 1277 1304 1252
CARBCN DIOXIDE 385 375 382 377 362 351 3.74
WATER i 7.56 7.3 883 B.57 8,33 8.90
MTROGEN 74.93 75.02 7512 T4.04 Ta.14 T4.24 7398
ARGON 0.90 LiR:1) 0.30 0.8 o.es 0.8% 0.88
MOLECULAR WEIGHT 28.45 28.47 26,49 26.34 28.35 28.37 2833
NET EMISSIONS: Based on 2175620 test methods
WOx, pprvd £ 15% 02 ] ] E] ] ] 9 3
NOx, bmitr as MO2 75 59 50 65 52 45 61
CO, ppmvd @ 15% 02 4 4 10 4 4 10 4
CO, omhr 20 16 34 12 14 a0 17
VO, pprovd £ 15% 02 as CHY 1.0 10 30 10 10 30 0
VGC, lbmihe a3 CHY. 29 23 5.8 5 20 5.2 24
PARTICULATES, lom/hr g & 8 8 & 5 &
NOTES:
- Performance is based on new and claan condition,
- All data is estimated and not guarantesd,
- Data Included In any permit Ication ar Impact are sirctly the resp llity of the Cwner.
SIEMENS 15 available to review permit application data upon request.
- Gross power oulput is at the i minus itation losses. |t does not imclude ECONOPAC™ awdiary load losses.
- Esli GTF valles are upen receiving test equal to s n
with ASME PTC 15.1-1938,
- ion flawrates are based on the exhaust flow, For further delails on flowsate caleulation contact SIEMENS,

= VOOC's consist of fotal Fiyd b exchluding methane and ethane. The contentration is expressed in lerms of methane,
- Exhaust volumetric flow rate is at the exit 1o the ECONOPAC stack.
- Gas fuel compesilion is 95.05% CHA, 2.643% C2HS, 0.345% C3HA. 0.052% IC4H10, 0.064% nC4H10,
0.018% iC5H12, ©,013% nCSH12, 0.05%% CEH14, £.664% CO2, 1.061% N2 and 0.2 grains of sulfur per 100 SCF,
- Gas fuel must be in compliance wilh lhe SIEMENS Gas Fuel Spes [Z0¥555-DC01-MBP-2500-01)
= Particulates are per US EPA Meinod 5/202 {front and back half},
- Average lemperature of Ihe gas fuel (s 53 °F. Sensible heal of the fuel 15 nal incleded nihe fuel healing valses.
= Maxtmum exhaust temperature is 1200 *F for kase and par load

CASES
Matural Gas
5%
20,670
2284
QFF

4.0
T0.8
32%
145841
94.0

6
4,49
3.0

129740
10,135
11,245
62600

1315
1,458
1123
3.095.213
210

12,82
350
853

74,068

26.34

u'u:;fangu'u:

CASEY9
Hatural Gas
B0%
20,670
22931
OFF

84,0
708
32%
14.691
4.0

20
352
23

103,790
10,840
12.030
54,430

1,128
1,248
1322
2745451
1.87

13.00
347
840

74.15
0.89

268.36

42
19

30
4.9

CASE 10
Hatural Gas
BASE
20,670
2293
QFF

580
51,5

14.651
53.0

41
7.45
50

198 870
9.050
10.040
57,070
1,600
1.937
1.080
4.021,343
267

387

o.as

28.32

CASE 11
Matural Gas
5%
20,670
22831

14,691
58.0

2.8

51
34

21

Rev 1
032712008

CASE 12
Hatural Gas
60%
20,670
22831
OFF

59.0
1.5
B0%
14.651
59.0

2.2
4,00
2.7

119,320
10,305
11,430
59,470

1.229
1,364
1,081
253,373
1.96

207

13.10
3.54
782

T4.65
0.8%

28.43

10
Edl
3.0
5.4



Appendix E

Comments Received on PDOC



5-11-2010_ Applicant Comments on Marsh Landing Generating Station PDOC.txt
From: Brian Lusher
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 9:55 AM
To: Vanessa Hodgson
Subject: FW: Applicant Comments on Marsh Landing Generating Station PDOC

Attachments: Est. SU SD Emissions - SGT6-5000F(4) SC
150-8859-1Q27Fast27_Start_on_NG_40_59 _ZIP

————— Original Message-----

From: Landreth, Peter [mailto:Peter.Landreth@mirant.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2010 3:43 PM

To: Brian Lusher

Cc: john_lague@urscorp.com; David R. Farabee
(david.farabee@pillsburylaw.com)

Subject: Applicant Comments on Marsh Landing Generating Station PDOC

Brian,

Please find attached our comments on the Marsh Landing Generating Station PDOC, as
well as the updated Siemens table referenced in our comment letter.

Best,

Peter

Peter Landreth

Director, California Environmental Policy & Associate General Counsel Mirant
Corporation

Tel: (925) 427-3567

Cell: (925) 324-3510

Fax: (925) 427-3535

peter.landreth@mirant.com

Page 1



Mirant Marsh Landing, LLC
696 W. 10th St.

U.S. Mail: P.O. Box 192
Pittsburg, California 94565
MIRANT P: (925) 427-3567

F: (925) 427-3518

April 29, 2010

Mr. Brian Lusher

Senior Air Quality Engineer

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Re:  Mirant Marsh Landing, LLC Comments on Preliminary Determination of
Compliance for the Marsh Landing Generating Station

Dear Mr. Lusher:

Mirant Marsh Landing, LL.C (Mirant) appreciates all of the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (District) staff’s work on preparing the Preliminary Determination
of Compliance (PDOC) for the Mirant Marsh Landing Generating Station (MLGS), and
appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the PDOC. Our comments
primarily relate to the proposed limit in the PDOC on emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOXx)
per start-up event. We are proposing a revision to this limit to reflect updated
information provided by our vendors, along with minor corresponding revisions
elsewhere in the text of the PDOC. The remainder of our comments relate to other minor
and/or non-substantive issues. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these
comments with the District as it prepares its Final Determination of Compliance for the
MLGS.

Start-up NOx Limit

The limit on maximum emissions of NOx per startup event proposed in the PDOC is 18.6
pounds in a 30-minute startup period (see Condition 19 (p. 83) and associated text at pp.
50-51). This figure was based on (1) information provided by Siemens, the turbine
vendor, indicating that a typical gas turbine startup would be complete within 11 minutes
and that estimated emissions during this 11-minute period would be 12 pounds; and (2)
considerations of variability and various factors affecting startup emissions,
corresponding to an allowance for an additional 6.6 pounds and an assumption that a
start-up event could last as long as 30 minutes.

Since these original estimates were provided in the Application for Certification, ongoing
discussions related to the engineering, procurement and construction (EPC) contract for
the MLGS have led to a more detailed understanding of engineering and technical
constraints related to MLGS emissions as the project has proceeded from a conceptual
level to more detailed engineering specifications. Based on these more detailed
specifications, our vendors have provided updated information indicating that the limit on



Mr. Brian Lusher
April 29, 2010
Page 2

maximum NOx emissions per 30-minute start-up event should be revised to 36.4 pounds.
The 30-minute maximum startup time remains unchanged.

This revision is based on updated information related to two critical assumptions
underlying the estimated start-up emissions. First, our turbine vendor, Siemens, recently
provided updated information indicating that estimated emissions for a typical 11-minute
gas turbine start-up would in fact be 14 pounds of NOx rather than the originally
estimated 12 pounds. The updated table of estimated emissions provided by Siemens is
attached as Attachment A.'

Second, our EPC contractor and its SCR subcontractors have provided updated
information regarding the potential performance of the SCR and the time and conditions
under which it can be expected to achieve the 2.5ppm normal operating limit for NOx
emissions. The proposed start-up event limit of 18.6 pounds was based on the
assumption that the SCR can achieve the 2.5ppm rate at the end of or shortly after the
initial 11-minute gas turbine start-up period. Initial indications from potential SCR
vendors appeared to suggest that this could be technically possible, but even in those
early indications vendors stated that they expected the SCR could achieve the 2.5ppm
compliance rate by 11 minutes after start-up only when emissions are calculated on a
rolling 1-hour average (i.e. the 2.5ppm level would not necessarily be met on an
instantaneous basis immediately following the initial 11 minutes of gas turbine
operation). Based on more detailed engineering specifications that have been developed,
the selected SCR vendor has stated that the SCR should not be expected to achieve the
2.5ppm rate until towards the end of the 30-minute start-up period, and all potential
vendors have agreed that the SCR could not be expected to achieve the 2.5ppm rate
within 11 minutes of gas turbine startup.

Our updated information and analysis indicates that the soonest the SCR can be expected
to be reliably reducing NOx emissions is at the beginning of the 28™ minute after a start-
up. For calculating total start-up NOx emissions, we assume that this decrease from
9ppm down to 2.5ppm occurs linearly, and entirely within the last three minutes of the
30-minute start-up period. Accordingly, the total expected emissions for the 30-minute
period are 36.4 pounds.

Several technical factors are responsible for the time needed for the SCR to achieve
emissions compliance after a start-up commences. The SCR catalyst is a base metal
oxide acid catalyst that requires a reagent (ammonia) to react with NOx in the turbine
exhaust to produce nitrogen and water and thereby remove NOx from the exhaust gas
stream. The catalyst adsorbs ammonia onto its surface to enable reaction with NOx. The
SCR reaction is a function of temperature and ammonia flow for a given design. As the
catalyst heats up, ammonia is introduced when the catalyst temperature reaches the
minimum set temperature allowable for ammonia injection. A key factor in the time
required to reach this minimum temperature is the thermal inertia of the selected catalyst.
Introducing ammonia below the minimum temperature can damage the catalyst by the

! Note that while the updated Siemens table also reflects marginal increases in start-up emissions of other
pollutants (e.g. CO and POC), Mirant intends to nonetheless comply with the currently proposed limits in
the PDOC for those pollutants.



Mr. Brian Lusher
April 29, 2010
Page 3

formation of sulfate and nitrate salts in the catalyst pores. Once ammonia injection
begins, there is a period where ammonia is adsorbed onto the catalyst and no reaction
occurs. Once the catalyst is saturated, the NOx reacts with the ammonia and NOx in the
exhaust gas is reduced to the design levels. Ammonia must be continuously replenished
as it reacts with NOx.

Once ammonia injection begins, the ammonia flow control valve will be positioned with
a “feed forward” signal from the turbine flow meter measuring the natural gas to the
turbine. An algorithm that plots NOx as a function of natural gas flow will be created
and loaded into the Programmable Logic Controller or PLC. This algorithm will be
utilized to calculate the amount of ammonia required to reduce the NOx level as needed.
The SCR ammonia control uses the exhaust NOx level, stack NOx level and fuel firing
rate to predict ammonia flow rate and simultaneously control the stack NOx value. After
ammonia injection has begun, the CEMS will begin grabbing samples of treated exhaust
gas; however, it will take several minutes for these samples to fill the umbilical and
actually arrive at the CEMS shack for analysis. After this stream has been established,
the stack data will then be utilized to “trim”, or fine tune the ammonia flow control valve
to ensure on-going compliance with the NOx limit. This “feedback loop” necessarily
extends the time required to reduce NOx emissions.

For accurate control of NOx and to minimize ammonia slip, the CEMS analyzers must be
calibrated on a schedule set by local regulations. Defined calibration accuracy criteria
must also be met in order to maintain control system integrity and accuracy. When any
analyzers are in calibration mode, the SCR control holds the last valid NOx/O, value
until the calibration is completed and the analyzer returns to normal functional operation.
Status indicators are generated in the CEMS and sent to the SCR controller.

Any attempt to reduce NOx emissions faster than described above would necessarily
require more ammonia injection (e.g. simply commence injecting ammonia without
regard to an appropriately calculated ammonia injection feedback sequence), which in
turn would have the necessary effect of increasing the rate of ammonia slip above those
levels proposed. Accordingly, a limit of 36.4 pounds represents the BACT limit on NOx
emissions per start-up event.

Several other necessary revisions to the PDOC stem from the revision of the limit on
maximum NOx emissions per start-up event from 18.6 to 36.4 pounds. First, the limit on
maximum pounds of NOx emissions per day in Conditions 20 (excluding tuning) and 21
(including tuning) should be increased from 2,309 to 2,444, and from 2,783 to 2,917,
respectively. The limit on cumulative combined NOx emissions in a 12-month period in
Condition 22 should be revised from 71.763 to 78.571 tons. Accordingly, the
requirement for offsets of annual NOx emissions should be increased from 82.527 (based
on a 1.15 to 1.0 ratio applied to the 71.763 annual total) to 90.356. The table below
provides a complete list of PDOC revisions stemming from the revision to the start-up
NOXx limit:
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PDOC Revisions to Reflect Revised Start-up NOx Emissions Limit

Page/Condition

Revision

Table 2, p.16

Change “18.6” to “36.4” for the NOx start-up emission rate

Table 4, p. 17

In the Nitrogen Oxides column, change the values as follows:

Current Revised
577.31 610.93
2309.26 244370
2313.63 2448.09
1050.67 1084.29
2782.62 2917.06
2786.99 2921.43

Table 5, p. 18 In the NO, column, change the values as follows:

Current Revised
17.941 19.643
71.763 78.571
71.763 78.571
71.922 78.730

Page 50, second
paragraph

Change “Emissions during a typical startup are expected to be 12 pounds of
NOx” to “Emissions during a typical startup are expected to be 14 pounds of
NOx”.

Table 13, p. 50

Change “12” to “14”.

Page 51, first
paragraph

Change first paragraph to “In addition, the District has conservatively
estimated the emissions that would result from a 30-minute startup at 36.4
pounds of NOx, 216.2 pounds of CO, and 11.9 pounds of POC, which the
District is proposing as BACT limits on the emissions from startups. With
the exception of NOx, the District calculated these emission rates by taking
the emissions performance that the manufacturer estimates the turbines could
achieve in a typical startup as summarized in Table 13, and then assuming
that emissions were within the steady-state emissions limits during the
remaining 19 minutes after startup. This is a conservative limit because if a
startup takes longer than the gas turbine manufacturer’s estimate of 11
minutes, emissions will exceed the steady-state limits during the remaining
19 minutes. For NOx, the estimated emissions of 36.4 pounds are based on
the SCR effectively reducing NOx emissions starting in the 28" minute and
achieving the steady-state NOx limit by the end of the 30-minute startup
period.”

Table 14, p. 51

Change “18.6” to “36.4”

P. 57, second
sentence

Change second sentence to “The facility will emit up to 78.57 tons/yr of
NOx, and will therefore be required to provide NOx ERCs in the amount of
90.356 tons per year to offset these emissions..”

Condition 18, p.
83

Change “18.6” to 36.4”

Condition 20, p.
84

Change “(a) 2,309 pounds of NOx” to “2,444 pounds of NOx”

Condition 21, p.
84

Change “(a) 2,783 pounds of NOx” to “2,917 pounds of NOx”

Condition 22, p.
84

Change “(a) 71.76 tons of NOx” to “(a) 78.57 tons of NOx”
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In all tables of the Appendices that present or use MLGS startup emissions, daily
emissions and annual emissions, the relevant calculations should be revised based on the
following:

- Maximum startup emission for NOx is 36.4 Ib per event.

- Duration of startup event for NOx only is 30 minutes.

- Startup duration and emissions for other pollutants are unchanged from PDOC
values.

- Maximum NOXx daily emissions on a day with no turbine tuning should continue
to be based on four turbines, each operating as follows: three startups and
shutdowns with the remainder of the day at full load (extreme cold ambient
temperature case).

- Maximum daily NOx emissions on a day with one turbine tuning should be based
on three turbines operating as described in the previous item and one turbine with
3 startups and shutdowns, 8 hours of tuning and the remainder of the day at full
load (extreme cold ambient temperature).

- Annual NOx emissions are calculated based on 167 startups and shutdowns and
the remainder of the total of 1.752 operating hours (1652 hours) at full load (ISO
ambient temperature case).

Regarding Appendix C, Table 5, URS has rerun the AERMOD dispersion modeling to
evaluate annual average impacts of the MLGS to reflect the revised NOx startup
emissions discussed above (four turbines at 78.57 tons NOx per year each and two
heaters at the same emission rates used in the ATC amendment). The revised maximum
annual NO2 concentration due to these sources is estimated to be 0.12 pg/m’.

Notwithstanding the revision to the estimated start-up NOx emissions limit, we do not
propose increasing the currently proposed 45.1 pounds limit on maximum NOX emissions
during an hour containing a start-up. Mirant intends to comply with this limit, and will
monitor compliance with the limit by using a continuous emissions monitoring system
(CEMY), as required in the PDOC.

It is important to note that this requested revision to the start-up NOx emission limit does
not undermine the fast-start capability of the MLGS, nor does it affect any other proposed
conditions in the PDOC related to other pollutants. We expect normal operating
emissions limits for all other pollutants to be achieved within the first 11 minutes of a
start-up event. As discussed above, the proposed revision reflects technical constraints
on how quickly the SCR can achieve compliance with the NOx emission limit for normal
operation, but this change does not affect the ability of the MLGS to achieve the 2.5ppm
limit under normal operating conditions.

Minor and/or Non-Substantive Comments

The remainder of our comments relate to minor clarifications and corrections to the
PDOC:

I On p. 2, change the first word of the third paragraph from “This” to “The”.
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oy B

11.

12.

13.

In footnote 4 (p. 22), clarify first sentence by revising to the following: “NOx
can also be formed (1) when a nitrogen-bound hydrocarbon fuel is combusted,
resulting in the release of nitrogen atoms from the fuel (fuel NOx), and (2) by
organic free radicals and nitrogen in the earliest stages of combustion (prompt
NOx).”

In Table 15 (p. 51), delete reference to footnote “b”.

In Table 21 (p. 58), footnote b is missing.

In Condition 7, at the end of the first sentence, change “for more than 232
hours during the commissioning period” to “for more than 232 hours each
during the commissioning period”.

In Condition 10, in the first sentence, change “Within 90 days after startup,
the Owner/Operator shall conduct District and CEC approved source tests...”
to “Within 90 days after startup of each turbine, the Owner/Operator shall
conduct District and CEC approved source tests for that turbine....”

In Condition 17, change “(a) through (j)” in the first sentence to “(a) through
().

In Condition 24, in the first line on p. 86, change “For each source, exhaust
point, the owner/operator...” to “For each source and exhaust point, the
owner/operator...”

In Condition 25, delete “17(j)” in the first sentence.

In Condition 27, in the first sentence, change “the owner/operator shall
conduct a District-approved source test on exhaust point P-1, P-2, P-3, or P-4”
to “the owner/operator shall conduct a District-approved source test on each
corresponding exhaust point P-1, P-2, P-3 or P-4”.

In Condition 28, in the first sentence, delete “17(j)” and change “Within 90
days of start-up of each of the MLGS SGT6-5000F units, the owner/operator
shall conduct a District-approved source test on each corresponding exhaust
point P-1, P-2, P-3 and P-4.

In Condition 30, change “Within 90 days of start-up of each of the MLGS
SGT6-5000F gas turbines...” to “Within 90 days of the start-up of the last of
the MLGS SGT6-5000F gas turbines...”.

In Condition 32, change “Within 90 days of start-up of each of the MLGS
SGT6-5000F gas turbines...” to “Within 90 days of the start-up of the last of
the MLGS SGT6-5000F gas turbines...”

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments on the PDOC. Please
contact me at peter.landreth@mirant.com or (925) 427-3567 with any questions.

Sincerely,

f =2

Peter Landreth



SIEMENS

Estimated Startup and Shutdown Emissions

SGT6-5000F(4) in Simple Cycle Operation at 59 °F for a "Fast" Startup and Shutdown on Natural Gas

Mode ~Time Emissions (Total Pounds per Event)

(minutes) NOy CcoO VOC PM

Startup on Natural Gas 11 14 232 12 2
Shutdown on Natural Gas 6 12 128 6 1

General Notes
1.) All data is ESTIMATED, NOT guaranteed and is for ONE unit.

2)
3)
4)
5.)

Gas fuel must be in compliance with Siemens fuel specifications.

Emissions are at the exhaust stack outlet and exclude ambient air contributions.

Emissions are based on new and clean conditions.

Please be advised that the information contained in this transmittal has been prepared and is being transmitted per customer request specifically for
information purposes only. Such information is not intended to be used for evaluation of plant design and/or performance relative to

contractual commitments. Data included in any permit application or Environmental Impact Statement is strictly the customer's responsibility. Siemens
is available to review permit application data upon request.

Startup Emissions Notes

1)
2)
3)

Estimated startup (SU) data are from gas turbine (GT) ignition through 100% load.
Estimated SU and shutdown (SD) data are based on the assumed times noted above and will be higher for longer times.
Estimated SU and SD data are based on the ambient temperature noted in the table and will be higher at lower ambient temperatures.

4.) "Fast" SU assumes 5 minutes from turning gear to synchronization.

5.) SD assumes 100% load to FSNL with no cooldown at FSNL.

6.) Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) may calculate emissions differently.
7.) Operator actions do not extend startup or shutdown.

8.)

It is assumed that there is no restriction from the interconnected utility for loading the GT from synchronization to 100% load within the SU times considered.

Siemens Energy, Inc. Proprietary Information

3/22/2010



5-11-2010 Response to Marsh Landing PDOC_Al Weinrub_Local Clean Energy Alliance.txt
From: Brian Lusher

Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 9:55 AM

To: Vanessa Hodgson

Subject: FW: Response to Marsh Landing Generating Station PDOC

Attachments: Marsh Landing PDOC Reviw.ZIP

————— Original Message-----

From: Al Weinrub [mailto:al.weinrub@comcast.net]

Sent: Friday, April 30, 2010 2:10 PM

To: Brian Lusher

Cc: Alexander Crockett; Jack Broadbent

Subject: Response to Marsh Landing Generating Station PDOC

Dear Mr. Lusher,

Please see the attached letter and documentation regarding the MLGS Preliminary
Determination of Compliance.

Hard copy will be sent by postal mail.
Thank you.
Al Weinrub

for the Local Clean Energy Alliance.

Al Weinrub
510-531-0720 (home office)
510-912-3549 (cell)

Page 1



Brian Lusher, Senior Air Quality Engineer April 30, 2010
Bay Area Air Quality Management District

939 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

(415) 749-4623

blusher@baagmd.gov

CC:acrockett@baagmd.gov
jbroadbent@baagmd.gov

Dear Mr. Lusher,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Preliminary Determination of Compliance
(PDOC) for the Marsh Landing Generating Station application number 18404. After
reviewing the permit, we have identified a number of shortcomings of the PDOC that would
be prudent to address. They include analyses based on faulty information as well as the
omission of analyses required of a project of this scope.

The purpose of this letter is to document these shortcomings and argue that they are
inconsistent with a determination not to subject this facility to PSD review. The general
deficiencies are the following:

e Prevention of Significant Deterioration Requirements Apply and a PSD Review is
Necessary

e The PDOC Failed to Include an Appendix S Evaluation for PM-2.5

e The PDOC Does not Meet the Requirements for Best Available Control Technologies
e The PDOC Fails to Comply With Environmental Justice Requirements

e The PDOC Fails to Mitigate Greenhouse Gas Emissions

We look forward to the District reissuing the draft permit when it has corrected these
deficiencies.

Sincerely,

The Local Clean Energy Alliance

c/o Bay Localize

436 14th Street, Suite 1216

Oakland, CA 94612

Tel: (510) 834-0420

Contact: Rory Cox <RCox@pacificenvironment.org>

The Local Clean Energy Alliance is a group of about 60 organizations working to advance strong
climate action, sustainable business, and green job creation in the Bay Area. Among our growing
membership of non-profit organizations, businesses, and community groups are Bay Localize, Pacific
Environment, the Sierra Club, Ella Baker Center, Sun Light and Power, Sungevity, and Communities
for a Better Environment. We focus on climate strategies such as energy conservation, energy
efficiency, and renewable energy that jump-start green economic development for all Bay Area
communities.


mailto:blusher@baaqmd.gov
mailto:acrockett@baaqmd.gov
mailto:jbroadbent@baaqmd.gov
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| Prevention of Significant Deterioration Requirements Apply and
a PSD Review is Necessary

Background

The federal PSD program applies to “major” stationary sources, which are defined as new
sources that emit more than 250 tons per year of any PSD pollutant. Facilities that exceed
the federal PSD “major source” threshold for any of these pollutants must apply for and
obtain PSD permits before they can commence construction. The Contra Costa Power Plant
(CCPP) is classified as a “major source,” because it was built before current regulatory

requirements were adopted.

A “major source” facility needs to obtain a federal PSD permit for any “major modification,”
which is defined as any change in the facility that results in an increase in emissions of any
PSD pollutant above certain “significant” emission rates defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23).
The new Marsh Landing facility does emit more than the significant thresholds listed in 40
CFR 52.21(b)(23). The question of whether the new Marsh Landing Generating Station
(MLGS) will be a “modification” to the existing CCPP depends on whether the two power
plants taken together are one single “facility” as defined by Title 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(6). If
they are both part of the same “facility,” then the construction of the new MLGS would be a
“modification” to that “facility” and the project would be subject to PSD regulations.

Title 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(6) defines a facility as follows:

[A]ll of the pollutant-emitting activities which belong to the same industrial grouping, are
located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under the control of the
same person (or persons under common control) except the activities of any vessel.

Pollutant-emitting activities shall be considered as part of the same industrial grouping if
they belong to the same “Major Group” (i.e., which have the same first two digit code) as

described in the Standard Industrial Classification Manual.

Using the above criteria, there is no dispute that the proposed MLGS and the CCPP are in the

same SIC Major Group and are located on adjacent properties. The question of whether they
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would be a single “facility” depends on whether they are under the control of the same

person (or persons under common control).

On February 27, 2008, the applicant (Mirant) sent a letter to the District which stated:
“Considered together, the Marsh Landing Generating Facility and the existing Contra Costa
Power Facility fall within the District’s definition of ‘facility® given that they will be located
on properties that are ‘contiguous or adjacent,’ their respective owners are under the common
ownership of Mirant Americas, Inc. (notwithstanding several intervening corporate entities),

and their respective operations are in the same industrial grouping.”™

Mirant acknowledged
in that same letter that, “Much of EPA’s policy guidance regarding co-located facilities
relates to situations where parties are seeking to have their facilities classified as completely

separate facilities. That guidance generally doesn’t apply in this situation.”

Nevertheless, BAAQMD (the District) opted to treat the two projects as separate facilities.
On page 62 of the PDOC, the District states:

“EPA has interpreted independent operations such as these not to be a single “facility” for
purposes of PSD permitting under 40 C.F.R. Section 52.21. Since the federal PSD
program is EPA’s program and the District is required to follow EPA’s guidance in
interpreting the PSD regulations under Section VI1.1. of the Delegation Agreement, the
District is proposing to treat the proposed Marsh Landing facility as a separate facility

from the existing Contra Costa Power Plant.”

However the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) did not make a determination

these two facilities were separate under the PSD regulations. What EPA actually said was:

“You requested Mirant to provide the Analysis to us detailing the facts relating to a

facility that is proposing to be constructed as a new source in your jurisdiction, called

Ihttp:/mww.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landi
ng%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx page 17 or 24

2 Letter form David Farebee to Brian Bateman February 27, 2008
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20L andi
ng%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx Page 16 or 24
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http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landing%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landing%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landing%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx

Marsh Landing Generating Station........ Based on our review of the facts set forth in the
Analysis, we agree that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District can reasonably
exercise your discretionary permitting authority to treat the Marsh Landing
Generating Station and Contra Costa Power Plant as separate sources rather than a single
stationary source....... “Our evaluation of your decision is limited to the specific facts
set forth in Mirant's Analysis and does not establish precedent for any other project or

”3

projects.” ° (emphasis added).

The District’s claim that it is following the EPA’s determination is false, as the EPA made no
such determination and indicated very clearly that the District had the discretion to make a

determination based on facts supplied by Mirant.
The BAAQMD Determination is Flawed

The determination in the PDOC that these two facilities are separate is based on erroneous

information provided by Mirant. The District’s determination relies on three basic premises:

A. That the MLGS and CCPP have separate ownership

B. That there is a binding agreement to close the CCPP before operations begin at the
MLGS

C. That the two facilities do not have common infrastructure or management and operating

personnel.

Below we address each issue and demonstrate where the District has relied on incorrect or
incomplete information provided by Mirant. The evidence presented below references the
permitting record, the CEC proceeding, and other publicly available documents. All three
premises are shown to be false, demonstrating that the District made a flawed determination,
and that the PDOC should be subject to PSD review.

% Letter Gerardo Rios to Brain Bateman
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/EPA%20Marsh
%?20Landing%20L etter%20t0%20BAAQMD.ashx




A. Both Facilities are under control of the same owner.

Any claim that these two facilities have separate ownership is completely dispelled by the
contractual agreement for the CCPP to possibly shut down if Marsh Landing receives its
contract from the CPUC and other conditions precedent. If the MLGS and CCPP did not

have common ownership such an agreement would not be possible.

In addition, the previously quoted February 27, 2008 letter from Mirant to the District
explicitly attests to the common ownership of the two facilities. The situation has not
changed since that letter was written, even though Mirant is apparently telling the District
otherwise. Both projects are still owned by Mirant Americas, and they have not been

divested.

Mirant has also stated that, “The Marsh Landing Generating Facility will have its own
separate new control room and, to the extent possible, management and operating
personnel independent and separate from the management and operation of the existing

Prvs

Contra Costa Generating Facility.”” (emphasis added).

Mirant America owns both entities: Mirant Marsh Landing LLC and Mirant Delta LLC.
Furthermore, John Chillemi is the president of Mirant Marsh Landing and Mirant Delta
LLC.®

* Letter form David Farebee to Brian Bateman February 27, 2008
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20L andi
ng%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx Page 16 or 24

® «On February 8, 2010, from approximately 1:00 to 2:00 pm, representatives of Mirant met with Carol Brown,
Chief of Staff to President Peevey, and Andrew Campbell, advisor to Commissioner Ryan, at the Commission's
offices in San Francisco. Mirant requested the meeting. In attendance for Mirant were (1) John Chillemi,
President of Mirant Marsh Landing and Mirant Delta, (2) Anne Cleary, Senior Vice President, Asset
Management for Mirant Corporation, (3) Sean Beatty, Senior Manager of External and Regulatory Affairs for
Mirant California, LLC, and (4) Lisa Cottle from the law firm Winston & Strawn LLP.”
https://www.pge.com/regulation/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-11/Pleadings/Mirant/2010/LongTermRFO-
Solicitation2008-11_Plea Mirant 20100211-01.pdf



http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landing%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landing%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx
https://www.pge.com/regulation/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-II/Pleadings/Mirant/2010/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-II_Plea_Mirant_20100211-01.pdf
https://www.pge.com/regulation/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-II/Pleadings/Mirant/2010/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-II_Plea_Mirant_20100211-01.pdf

B. There is no binding agreement to close the CCPP before operations begin at the
MLGS

The PDOC does not specify any commitment to shut down the CCPP. Instead, the PDOC
states that, “Mirant Delta, LLC, has agreed that prior to the Air District’s issuance of the
FDOC for the Marsh Landing facility, Mirant Delta will submit an application for an
amendment to its Air District permit to incorporate the foregoing permit condition.”® There

is no binding commitment that the District can point to that the CCPP will close.

The District’s analysis relies on a promise that Mirant will amend the PDOC and insert the

following permit condition in the FDOC:

“Subject to: (i) receipt of final, non-appealable California Public Utilities Commission
approval of the Tolling Agreement for Units 6 and 7 at the CCPPby and between Mirant
Delta, LLC and Pacific Gas and Electric Company and dated as of September 2, 2009, as
amended from time to time, without material condition or modification unacceptable to
either party thereto in its sole discretion; and (ii) the receipt of all other approvals and
consents from the relevant local, state and federal governmental agencies (including but
not limited to the California Independent System Operator) necessary for the shutdown
and permanent retirement from service of Units 6 and 7; Mirant Delta, LLC will shut

down and permanently retire Units 6 and 7 from service at 2400 PDT on April 30, 2013.”

The promised permit condition does not actually constitute a binding commitment to shut

down the CCPP for the following reasons:

e For the CCPP to shut down, Mirant must receive a, “final, non-appealable California
Public Utilities Commission approval of the Tolling Agreement for Units 6 and 7 at the
CCPP by and between Mirant Delta, LLC and Pacific Gas and Electricity.” That event

has not occurred and there is still considerable uncertainty that it will.”

¢ PDOC page 61
" See CPUC Proceeding A. 09-09-021 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/A0909021.htm
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http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/A0909021.htm

e The MLGS must also receive a final non- appealable CPUC approval of its contract for
the Marsh Landing Facility or there will be no shutdown of the Contra Costa Power
Plant. That event also has not occurred and there is still considerable uncertainty that it

will 8

e Even if the contingences in the proposed condition above are met, Mirant can, under the
terms of the proposed condition, at its “own discretion” refuse to close the CCPP if it

does not approve of a material condition or modification of the PPA with PG&E.

To add to these problems, it takes the consent of relevant local, state, and federal

governmental agencies to shut down Units 6 and 7 of the CCPP. As the District is painfully
aware, the history of aging facility closures would counsel against reliance on any condition
that requires approval of various local state and government agencies. Shuttering old power
plants can be a long process. The two parties to this closure agreement (Mirant and PG&E)

have a long and checkered history related to closing aging power plants.

For example, PG&E first announced the closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant in July of
1998. The plant didn’t shut down till eight years later in 2006. The Mirant Potrero Power
Plant signed a term sheet with the City of San Francisco in November of 2007 to close the
plant and it is still running. It was recently announced that troubles with the Trans-Bay
Cable have further delayed its closure.® The Trans-Bay cable itself may delay the closing of

the CCPP since power for the cable must come from the Antioch/Pittsburg area.

Back in May of 2006, Mirant filed a 90 day notice with the PUC and CAISO to shut down
Contra Costa Unit 6.° Mirant sought to shut down Unit 6 because its continued operation
was “not economical.”*! In a press release issued in August of 2006, Mirant announced that

it had negotiated with PG&E to keep Unit 6 operating, thus withdrawing its notice of intent

& See CPUC Proceeding A. 09-09-021 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/A0909021.htm

® http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/Cable-problem-delays-Potrero-Power-Plant-closure-90719759.html

10 See http://investors.mirant.com/releases.cfm?Year=&ReleasesType=&PageNum =4..

1 See http://investors.mirant.com/releases.cfm?Year=&ReleasesType=&PageNum =4..
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http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/Cable-problem-delays-Potrero-Power-Plant-closure-90719759.html
http://investors.mirant.com/releases.cfm?Year=&ReleasesType=&PageNum
http://investors.mirant.com/releases.cfm?Year=&ReleasesType=&PageNum

to shut down Unit 6. PG&E’s 2006 Long Term Procurement Plan shows that the Contra
Costa Unit 6 isn’t needed for reliability in 2006 and beyond, but the project is still
operating.’* PG&E’s 2006 Procurement Plan also says that the Contra Costa Unit 7 would
no longer be needed after the Gateway Project (Contra Costa 8) became operational.14

Gateway became operational in January of 2009 but both Units still operate.

In summary, Mirant’s proposed condition for the PDOC does not contain a clause which
prevents simultaneous operation of MLGS and the CCPP if the multiple contingencies do not

occur.

C. The two facilities have common infrastructure and management and operating

personnel.

Mirant’s claims that the two facilities have no common infrastructure, personnel, or

contractual agreements are contradicted by the following evidence:

e Common Water Supplies and Pumps: On pages 2-18 and 2-19 of the AFC it provides that
the existing CCPP fire pumps will be used to discharge to the new MLGS dedicated
extension of the existing underground firewater loop system. The MLGS is not
anticipated to result in non emergency increase in the use of the CCPP fire pumps. There

is no new fire pump.*®

12 See http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/MIR/0x0x254829/d70c9253-de4b-4d5a-8d86-
f95e5605303d/MIR_News 2006 8 1 General.pdf.

¥ PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY VOLUME 1 - 2006 LONG-TERM PROCUREMENT
PLAN

SECTION V - PROCUREMENT STRATEGY BY RESOURCE Page V-44 Line 1
http://www.cpuc.ca.qov/LTTPs2006 2016/PGE/PGE%20Volume%201%20Sections%20V%20thru%20VI111%2
0and%20Attachments%202006%20L TPP.pdf

¥ PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY VOLUME 1 - 2006 LONG-TERM PROCUREMENT
PLAN

SECTION V - PROCUREMENT STRATEGY BY RESOURCE Page v-44 Line 4-8
http://www.cpuc.ca.qov/LTTPs2006 2016/PGE/PGE%20Volume%201%20Sections%20V%20thru%20V111%2
0and%20Attachments%202006%20L

15 08-AFC-03 Response to Data Requests # 1 to 54, Posted: December 17, Page 4-1
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http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/LTTPs2006_2016/PGE/PGE%20Volume%20I%20Sections%20V%20thru%20VIII%20and%20Attachments%202006%20LTPP.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/LTTPs2006_2016/PGE/PGE%20Volume%20I%20Sections%20V%20thru%20VIII%20and%20Attachments%202006%20LTPP.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/LTTPs2006_2016/PGE/PGE%20Volume%20I%20Sections%20V%20thru%20VIII%20and%20Attachments%202006%20L
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/LTTPs2006_2016/PGE/PGE%20Volume%20I%20Sections%20V%20thru%20VIII%20and%20Attachments%202006%20L
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/data_request_responses_1-54/

Common Stormwater Runoff: Stormwater runoff from the CCPP site southwest of the
MLSG currently contains three aboveground storage tanks surrounded by berms.
Stormwater runoff that collects within the berms can be diverted to the existing CCPP
oil-water separator for treatment prior to discharge to the San Joaquin River via the
existing CCPP Outfall 001.%

Common Connection to the Grid: The interconnection request submitted by Mirant to the
Cal-ISO outlines Mirant’s plans to use the existing interconnection of the CCPP and
request only interconnection of an additional 100 MW.'" Therefore they will share

common transmission facilities.

Common Management and Operational Personnel: As the applicants attorney has
represented to the District, “The Marsh Landing Generating Facility will have its own
separate new control room and, to the extent possible, management and operating
personnel independent and separate from the management and operation of the existing

Contra Costa Generating Facility."® (emphasis added)

Commonly Used Property: The MLGS parcel is to be created out of a 23 acre division of
Mirant’s existing parcel and yet during construction, approximately 41 acres associated
with the MLGS project would be disturbed for the proposed project lay down, temporary
parking, and the proposed MLGS site.*

Common Contracts: Finally both the CCPP and the MLGS are undergoing a contract
approval evaluation in one proceeding, and the contracts are apparently dependent on one

another.

18 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-

11 Responses_to_Data Request Set 3 TN-55387.pdf page 42 of 72

17 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2009-11-

24 _Revised LGIP_lIntercconection_Request TN-54256.pdf page 2 of 11

18 |_etter form David Farebee to Brian Bateman February 27, 2008
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20Landi

ng%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx Page 16 or 24

19 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-

11 Responses to Data Request Set 3 TN-55387.pdf page 38 of 72
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In summary the two projects utilize some of the same infrastructure, management and
operating personnel, and are interrelated contractually. The facilities will not have separate
water supplies, separate fire pumps, their own independent connections to the electric
transmission system, separate wastewater discharge connection, or separate contracts

regarding the sale of power output.

II' The PDOC Failed to Include an Appendix S Evaluation for
PM-2.5

The EPA Administrator has signed a final rule designating the San Francisco BayArea as
non-attainment for the PM-2.5 24-hour standard. Under EPA policy, since the District did
not have a SIP-approved permitting program for PM-2.5 when the non-attainment
designation became effective, 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix S will govern permitting for

major sources of PM-2.5 until a SIP-approved permit program is in place.

Under Appendix S, the analysis is essentially the same as under the PSD rules, except that
each non-attainment pollutant is evaluated independently: MLGS will be a major
modification to an existing major source. Since the CCPP and MLGS constitute a single
facility under PSD rules, the 100 t/yr non-attainment area major stationary source threshold is
applied collectively to the facilities. Because the combined emissions of PM-2.5 will be

over the 100 t/yr threshold, an Appendix S evaluation is required.

Il The PDOC Does not Meet the Requirements for Best Available
Control Technologies
The PDOC Fails to meet the requirement of meeting the best available emission standards for
comparable technology. There are three areas where inferior standards are applied:
e Ammonia Emissions
e PM-10 Emissions
e Commissioning Standards

The following sections describe the failure in each of these areas.
11



A. Ammonia Emissions

The District has proposed the use of SCR to control NOx emissions, but is allowing a 10 ppm
limit for ammonia slip. Some ammonia slip is unavoidable with SCR due to the non-uniform
distribution of the reacting gases. Thus, some ammonia will pass through the catalyst. In the
past, ammonia slip was not considered to be a problem by regulatory agencies because they
felt that by releasing it from an elevated stack, the ground level concentration would be low.
However, it has never appeared to be good environmental policy to allow ammonia to be
released to the atmosphere in place of NOx, and ammonia emissions are now of concern

because of PM—2.5 considerations.?°

The District performed an analysis on secondary particulate formation from precursor
emissions which they cite in the PDOC.?* Despite the results of this modeling report to the
contrary, the District still stubbornly clings to its past determinations that secondary

particulate formation from ammonia emissions is not significant.

The recent draft study performed by the District draws an entirely different conclusion. The
Draft PM-2.5 study concluded, “Reducing ammonia emissions by 20 percent (around 15
tons/day) was the most effective of the precursor emissions reductions. Secondary PM-2.5
levels were typically reduced 0-4 percent, depending on location, with an average around 2
percent. Reducing NOx and VOC emissions by 20 percent (around 250 tons/day total) was
relatively ineffective. Reducing sulfur containing PM precursor emissions by 20 percent

(around 16 tons/day) typically had a small impact on Bay Area PM-2.5.7%

Given that ammonia emissions are the largest precursor contributor of secondary PM-2.5, the
District should require a lower ammonia slip level and provide mitigation for ammonia slip
secondary particulate impacts. Limiting ammonia emissions to a lower slip level is feasible

and has already been achieved in practice.

0 PDOC Footnote 5
2! Draft PM2.5 Modeling Report
%2 Draft PM2.5 Modeling Report Page
12



The use of ammonia in the SCR chemical process for NOx control presents an additional
problem. Ammonia is on EPA’s list of Extremely Hazardous Substances under Title III,
Section 302 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). The
project area is located where a large number of existing and proposed facilities are utilizing
ammonia.® Ammonia is being routinely transported through the minority low-income
neighborhoods. Under environmental justice requirements (see Section 1V) the district must
provide a cumulative ammonia transportation analysis and provide the appropriate

mitigation.

B. PM-10 BACT Emissions

The District is proposing a BACT PM-10 emissions limit of 9.0 Ib/hr, which corresponds to
an emission rate of 0.0041 Ib/ MMBtu of natural gas burned. The manufacturer guarantees an
8 Ib/hr limit for the Siemens 5000F turbines. The District provides results of source tests for
similar turbines which have a CO catalyst and SCR. The average PM-10 emission rate is
.0026 Ib/MMBtu.?* This is 37% below the proposed permit level for the MLGS.

BAQMD Regulation 2-2-206 (b) requires as BACT, “The most stringent emission limitation
achieved by an emission control device or technique for the type of equipment comprising
such a source.” The evidence presented demonstrates that the MLGS can achieve a much
lower emission rate than the District is proposing.

The District’s rationale appears to be that the dilution air that is added to the exhaust might

contain a certain quantity of entrained PM, and this PM is ultimately emitted in the exhaust at

% The following facilities in Contra Costa County near the MLGS routinely use ammonia in their operations:
Air Products Tesoro, EBMUD, Orinda Water Treatment Plant, General Chemical- Bay Point Works, Criterion
Catalysts, EBMUD San Pablo Water Treatment, Martinez Water Treatment Plant, The Dow Chemical
Company, EBMUD Lafayette Water Treatment, Mirant Contra Costa, Bollman Water Treatment Plant,
EBMUD Walnut Creek Water Treatment, Mirant Delta, Calpine Riverview Energy Center, GWF Power
Systems — Loveridge Rd, Randall Bold Water Treatment, Chevron — Richmond Refinery GWF Power Systems
— Nichols Rd Shell Martinez Refinery Conoco Phillips GWF Power Systems — Site 1A, Pittsburg Tesoro
Refinery, Crockett Cogeneration, GWF Power Systems — Wilbur West Veolia, ES Technical Solutions,
EBMUD Sobrante Filter Plant, and GWF Power Systems — Wilbur East.

% PDOC Page 44
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the outlet of the abatement equipment. Mirant estimates that up to 1.3 Ib/hr of PM-10 could
be added form the dilution air.?®> By requiring an air inlet filter to lower particulate
emissions, the District could mitigate this source of PM-10, and thereby require a standard

for emissions that corresponds to more stringent limitations.

C. Best Available Control Technology During Commissioning

The District’s emission limits during commissioning are not adequate to prevent the project

from violating the Federal 1 hour standard.

In the commissioning phase with all four turbines operating the project’s maximum NO2
impact is 170.02 pug/ms. The background is 122.1 pg/ms. Thus, the combination of the four
turbines in commissioning mode combined with background concentrations equals 292 pg/ms,

which violates the new Federal NOz2 standard of 191 pg/ms.

The District states that the only control technology available for limiting emissions during
commissioning is to use best work practices to minimize emissions as much as possible
during commissioning, and to expedite the commissioning process so that compliance with
the stringent BACT limits for normal operations can be achieved as quickly as possible. But
the District has another option, which is to limit the project so that only two turbines can be
operated in commissioning mode at one time to prevent a violation of the federal 1 hour NO2

standard.?®

However, a larger issue is that the District fails to provide any analysis of the MLGS
operating in commissioning mode simultaneous with the operation of CCPP Units 6 & 7.
The District has failed to analyze the impact of both projects operation during
commissioning, a condition that would likely lead to violation of the Federal NOz standard of

191 ug/ma. As discussed earlier, the PDOC does not contain any legally binding commitment

Zhttp://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/101309%20Em
ail%20from%20Strehlow%20to%20L usher.ashx Page 3 of 4.

26 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-
11 Responses_to_Data_Request Set 3 _TN-55387.pdf Page 16- 18 of 72
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http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/101309%20Email%20from%20Strehlow%20to%20Lusher.ashx
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/101309%20Email%20from%20Strehlow%20to%20Lusher.ashx
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-11_Responses_to_Data_Request_Set_3_TN-55387.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-11_Responses_to_Data_Request_Set_3_TN-55387.pdf

to shut down the CCPP before operations begin at MLGS, and therefore no condition to

prevent them operating at the same time.

IV The PDOC Fails to Comply With Environmental Justice
Requirements

Background

In 1994 President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898 calling on federal agencies to
identify and address. “Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental
effects on minority populations and low income population in the United States” The EPA
led an interagency effort to carry out the executive order. In 1998 the EPA issued guidance
for federal agencies conducting anlyses under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) entitled “Final Guidance for incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in
USEPA’s National Environmental Policy ACT Compliance Analysis,” This document
followed and was explicitly designed to supplement the Council on Environmental Quality’s

Environmental Justice Guidance under NEPA.

California Government Code Section 65040.12 defines environmental justice as the fair
treatment of all races, cultures and incomes with respect to the development adoption,

implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and polices.

Under these laws the District is required to provide an assessment of disproportionate
impacts to minority and low-income residents near the MLGS. Accordingly, a proper

environmental justice analysis consists of a five step process:

1) Description of the existing setting.

2) Analysis of the unique circumstances of the affected population
3) Analysis of the project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.
4) Assess and recommend the appropriate mitigation

5) Determine whether the project creates an unavoidable significant impact on the affected

population and, if so, consider whether the impact is disproportionate.
15



The District’s Environmental Justice Analysis Falls Short

The District’s “environmental justice analysis” consists only of a health risk screening
conducted under its Risk Management Regulation 2 Rule 5, which is meant to determine the
potential impact on public health resulting from the worst-case emissions of toxic air
contaminants (TACs) from the proposed MLGS. Based on that analysis the district
concluded that, “The District does not anticipate an adverse impact on any community due to
air emissions from the Marsh Landing and therefore there is no disparate adverse impact on

any Environmental Justice community located near the facility.”?’

The District’s analysis fails to comply with the requirements of the 1998 EPA Guidance and
the requirements of Government Code section 65040.12. The District’s analysis does not

provide any of the five steps described above:

1) Description of the existing setting.

First, the district performs no demographic assessment and fails to identify if a minority or

low income community exists.

2) Analysis of the unique circumstances of the affected population

Second, the District fails to analyze the unique circumstances of the population. Poor health
and premature death are by no means randomly distributed in Contra Costa County. Low-
income communities and communities of color suffer from substantially worse health
outcomes and die earlier. Pittsburgh and Antioch are home to many minority communities,
especially around the facility,® and a significant percentage of the residents live below the

federal poverty line.?* The community is disproportionately impacted by illnesses known to

2 PDOC page 76

%8 See United States Census, 2005-2007 Community Survey Data; see also
http://cchealth.org/groups/chronic_disease/framework.php
(describing how West Contra Costa County is composed of significant percentage of minorities).

% Contra Costa Health Services, available at
http://cchealth.org/health_data/hospital _council/pdf/poverty.pdf..
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be related to exposure to industrial pollution. For instance, in Contra Costa County, the
hospitalization rate due to asthma for African American children is almost five times that of
Caucasian children.*® Childhood asthma rates in Contra Costa County are nearly twice the
national average.®® There is also a significant disparity of disease rates between whites and
people of color in Contra Costa County. For instance, African-Americans in Contra Costa
County have a 59% higher death rate from all causes of death, including heart disease,

cancer, and stroke, than the country average.

Death rates from cardiovascular and respiratory diseases in Contra Costa County are also
currently higher than statewide rates and continue to rise.*® Further, Richmond, Pittsburgh,
and Antioch have significantly higher hospital discharge rates for chronic diseases than other

cities and the county overall.®*

Contra Costa County’s cancer death rate is also higher than
the state average.® In addition, scientific links have been made between certain types of

cancer — including lung, nasal cavity, and skin cancers — and pollutant emissions in Contra
Costa County.* All of these health impacts are especially problematic and severe for those

without health insurance, 43% of low-income residents in Contra Costa County are un-

% Contra Costa Health Services, Health Disparities in Contra Costa, available at
http://cchealth.org/groups/rhdi/pdf/health_disparities_in_cc.pdf.

%! See Contra Costa Asthma Coalition, available at
http://www.calendow.org/uploadedFiles/CAFA3_CCscreen.pdf (Contra Costa County asthma rate in children is
23.7%, whereas national rate is 14.2%).

%2 Community Health Indicator for Contra Costa County, Community Health Assessment, Planning and
Evaluation Group Executive Report (June 2007), available at
http://cchealth.org/health_data/hospital_council_2007/.

% See A Framework for Contra Costa County, available at
http://cchealth.org/groups/chronic_disease/framework.php.

% See Contra Costa Health Services, Health Disparities in Contra Costa, available at
http://cchealth.org/groups/rhdi/pdf/health_disparities_in_cc.pdf.

% See A Framework for Contra Costa County, available at
http://cchealth.org/groups/chronic_disease/framework.php.

% See Cancer Incidence and Community Exposure to Air Emissions from Petroleum and Chemical Plants in
Contra Costa County, California: A Critical Epidemiological Assessment, Otto Wong, and William J.
Bailey; Journal of Environmental Health, VVol. 56 1993, available at
http://www.questia.com/googleScholar.gst;jsessionid=KngJLJIhFRCYFhpTfY5K100wTX5dSI4BvRR1gZvvDw
L7bKfCG921F!568259201!-950397748?docld=5002198605.
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insured.®” They cannot afford expensive health plans, extended stays in the hospitals, or

preventative medicines.

3) Analysis of the project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.

Third, the District entirely ignores the cumulative impacts from the multiple emissions
sources in the project area. Contra Costa is home to over half of the power plants in the
District and a large number of chemical plants and refineries. Contra Costa is the second
most industrialized county in California. The District does not even bother to perform a
cumulative assessment of existing facilities and their impact on the minority and low income
residents. Worse yet the district does not even acknowledge that it is currently processing the
applications for the Oakley Facility (a 586 MW power plant) and the Willow Pass Generating
Station (a new 550 MW combined cycle plant), which are both in close proximity to the
MLGS.

4) Assess and recommend the appropriate mitigation

Fourth, the mitigation that the District provides consists of a couple of emission reduction
credits which were originated in 1984 and 1987 before the Clean Air Act was enacted.® No

other mitigation is offered by the District to offset the project’s emissions.

5) Determine whether the project creates an unavoidable significant impact on the affected

population and, if so, consider whether the impact is disproportionate.

Finally, the District cannot determine whether the project creates a unavoidable significant
impact on the affected population or consider whether the impact is disproportionate since

the district failed to complete the first four steps of the analysis.

%7 See Community Health Indicator for Contra Costa County, Community Health Assessment, Planning and
Evaluation Group Executive Report (June 2007), available at
http://cchealth.org/health_data/hospital_council_2007/.

% Banking Certificates 831 and 863 PDOC Page 59
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V The PDOC Fails to Mitigate Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The District comments in the PDOC that, “Climate change poses a significant risk to the Bay
Area with such impacts such as rising sea levels, reduced runoff from snow pack in the Sierra
Nevada, increased air pollution, impacts to agriculture, increased energy consumption, and
adverse changes to sensitive ecosystems.” California State Health and Safety Code Section
41700 restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury. As the district has conceded
that Climate change caused by greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions poses a significant risk to
the public, the project cannot be approved without elimination or mitigation of the GHG

emissions.

Nevertheless, the District fails to provide BACT emission limits or mitigation for GHG
emissions, nor does it deny the project.” It is incumbent upon the District to prepare an
analysis and plan how it will control GHG emissions from this facility and the other two
power plants it is currently permitting: the Willow Pass Generating Station and the Oakley
Generating Station. According to the PDOC, the MLGS could emit as much as 741,540
metric tons per year (mt/yr) of CO2 equivalent GHG. The estimated GHG emissions from
the Oakley Generating Station are 1,941,449 mt/yr.*® The Willow Pass Project has the
potential to emit 997,438 mt/yr.*> The three facilities combined have the potential to emit
3,680,427 mt/yr in Contra Costa County.

The MLGS was originally proposed as two combined cycle units and two combustion
turbines. The GHG emission per MW were accordingly much smaller than what is currently
being proposed, yet the operating characteristics of the two configurations are very similar.
The District could easily conclude that the combined cycle configuration is BACT for GHG
emissions for the MLGS.

Fhttp://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/contracosta/documents/applicant/afc/Volume%201/CCGS 5.1 Air%20
Quality.pdf Page 11 of 44.

©http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/willowpass/documents/applicant/afc/Volume 01/7.1%20Air%20Qualit
y.pdf page 56 Of 78
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http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/contracosta/documents/applicant/afc/Volume%201/CCGS_5.1_Air%20Quality.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/contracosta/documents/applicant/afc/Volume%201/CCGS_5.1_Air%20Quality.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/willowpass/documents/applicant/afc/Volume_01/7.1%20Air%20Quality.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/willowpass/documents/applicant/afc/Volume_01/7.1%20Air%20Quality.pdf

These three Contra Costa facilities would rank high among the top ten of current GHG
emitters in the District, listed below (emissions in t/yr):

1 11 Shell Martinez Refinery 3485 Pacheco Blvd Martinez 94553 - 4,976,544
2 10 Chevron Products Company 841 Chevron Way Richmond 94802 - 4,303,800

3 14628 Tesoro Refining and Marketing Company 150 Solano Way, Avon Refinery
Martinez 94553 - 2,804,678

4 12626 Valero Refining Company - California 3400 E 2nd Street Benicia 94510 -
2,568,988

5 12095 Delta Energy Center Arcy Lane Pittsburg 94565 - 1,895,320

6 16 ConocoPhillips - San Francisco Refinery 1380 San Pablo Ave Rodeo 94572 -
1,577,872

7 11866 Los Medanos Energy Center 750 E 3rd Street Pittsburg 94565 - 1,368,588
12183 Metcalf Energy Center One Blanchard Road Coyote 95013 - 1,120,115

17 Lehigh Southwest Cement Company 24001 Stevens Creek Blvd Cupertino 95014 -
842,475

10 26 Mirant Potrero, LLC 1201 Illinois Street San Francisco 94107 - 462,505
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5-11-2010 Rob Simpson_Response to Marsh Landing PDOC.txt
From: Brian Lusher
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 9:55 AM
To: Vanessa Hodgson
Subject: FW: Marsh Landing comment extension?

————— Original Message-----

From: rob@redwoodrob.com [mailto:rob@redwoodrob.com]
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2010 4:43 PM

To: Brian Lusher

Subject: Marsh Landing comment extension?

Hello Mr. Lusher,

1 intend to comment regarding my objections to the Marsh Landing Generating
Station, as best I can, before Midnight Pacific Standard time Tonight. An extension
of time would allow me to be more thorough. You guys have kept me kind of busy.
Please consider this a request for an extension of time to comment on the PDOC.

Thank you
Rob Simpson
510-909-1800

Page 1



Page 1 of 1

Brian Lusher

From: Brian Lusher

Sent:  Friday, April 30, 2010 5:03 PM

To: 'rob@redwoodrob.com'

Subject: RE: Marsh Landing comment extension?

Rob,

The District is not extending the comment period at this time. Please provide the comments you have or are
working on by midnight tonight. If you need additional time for more in depth comments, then the District will
make every attempt to consider the additional comments if you can provide them by Sunday at midnight.

Regards,

Brian K Lusher

Senior Air Quality Engineer

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(415) 749-4623, Fax (415) 749-5030

From: rob@redwoodrob.com [mailto:rob@redwoodrob.com]
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2010 4:43 PM

To: Brian Lusher

Subject: Marsh Landing comment extension?

Hello Mr. Lusher,

I intend to comment regarding my objections to the Marsh Landing Generating Station, as
best I can, before Midnight Pacific Standard time Tonight. An extension of time would allow
me to be more thorough. You guys have kept me kind of busy. Please consider this a request
for an extension of time to comment on the PDOC.

Thank you

Rob Simpson
510-909-1800

6/15/2010



5-11-2010 Robert Sarvey"s comments on the Marsh landing PDOC.txt
From: Brian Lusher
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 9:56 AM
To: Vanessa Hodgson
Subject: FW: Robert Sarvey®s comments on the Marsh landing PDOC

Attachments: Marsh Landing PDOC.ZIP

————— Original Message----—-

From: Sarveybob@aol.com [mailto:Sarveybob@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, April 30, 2010 5:56 PM

To: Brian Lusher; Alexander Crockett; Jack Broadbent

Cc: Sarveybob@aol .com

Subject: Robert Sarvey®"s comments on the Marsh landing PDOC

Attached are the commnets of Robert Sarvey on the PDOC for the Marsh Landing
Generating Station.

Page 1



Brian Lusher, Senior Air Quality Engineer
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA 94109
(415) 749-4623,

blusher@baaqmd.gov.

Dear Mr. Lusher,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the PDOC for the Marsh Landing
Generating Station (MLGS) application number 18404. 1 would like to compliment the
District on providing links to the footnotes in the draft permit.' It provided a much better
understanding on how the District reached its conclusions in the draft permit. After
reviewing the permit I believe that the permit does not comply with several District, State
and Federal regulations.

1) The MLGS is a major modification to an existing facility.
2) Marsh Landing Will Trigger Appendix S Nonattainment Permitting forPM2.5

3) The Districts BACT analysis is defective for ammonia slip, PM 2.5 emissions and
commissioning emissions.
4) The District must analyze the simultaneous operation of the Marsh landing Generating

station and the Contra Costa Power Project. (CCPP)
5) The District failed to analyze the transport issues to the San Joaquin Valley.
6) BAAQMD Rule 2-2-307 Compliance at all facilities owned by Mirant

1) The MLGS is a major modification to an existing facility.

The PDOC treats the MLGS as a separate facility from the CCPP instead of a major
modification to an existing facility. The question of whether the new Marsh Landing
Generating Station (MLGS) will be a “modification” to the existing Contra Costa Power
Plant (CCPP) depends on whether the two power plants taken together are one single
“facility” as defined by Title 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(6). If they are both part of the same

“facility”, then the construction of the new Marsh Landing Generating Station would be a

! http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Engineering/Public-Notices-on-Permits/2010/032210-18404/Marsh-
Landing-Generating-Station/18404-Footnotes/Footnotes.aspx




“modification” to that “facility” and the project would be subject to PSD regulations.

Title 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(6) defines a facility as:

[A]1l of the pollutant-emitting activities which belong to the same industrial
grouping, are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are
under the control of the same person (or persons under common control) except
the activities of any vessel. Pollutant-emitting activities shall be considered as
part of the same industrial grouping if they belong to the same “Major Group”
(i.e., which have the same first two digit code) as described in the Standard
Industrial Classification Manual.

The District does not dispute that the MLGS and the CCPP are located on the same
property and are contiguous to one another. The District does not dispute that the MLGS
and the CCPP are in the same industrial class of facilities as identified in the standard
Industrial Classification Manual. The District claims that the facilities are not under
common ownership despite overwhelming evidence in the permitting record that they are
both owned by Mirant America. The District claims that “EPA has interpreted
independent operations such as these not to be a single “facility”” for purposes of PSD
permitting under 40 C.F.R. Section 52.21. Since the federal PSD program is EPA’s
program and the District is required to follow EPA’s guidance in interpreting the PSD
regulations under Section VII.1. of the Delegation Agreement, the District is proposing to
treat the proposed Marsh Landing facility as a separate facility from the existing Contra

Costa Power Plant.””?

The fact is the EPA has provided no such guidance. What the
EPA has stated is, “Based on our review of the facts set forth in the Analysis, we agree
that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District can reasonably exercise your
discretionary permitting authority to treat the Marsh Landing Generating Station and
Contra Costa Power Plant as separate sources rather than a single stationary
source....... “Our evaluation of your decision is limited to the specific facts set forth in
Mirant's Analysis and does not establish precedent for any other project or projects.”
By examining the real facts in the permitting record, CEC documents and other

publicly availae documents and following previous EPA guidance on the definition of a

2

3 Letter Gerardo Rios to Brain Bateman
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Foot
notes/EPA%20Marsh%20Landing%20Letter%20t0%20BAAQMD.ashx




facility the District has no discretion but to treat the MLGS as a major modification to the
existing CCPP. The Districts conclusion that the MLGS and the CCPP are not one
facility is based on two false assumptions. One is that the MLGS and CCPP have
separate ownership and do not have common equipment or management. Number two
the District has been led to believe that there is a binding agreement to close the CCPP
before operations begin at the MLGS and that the two facilities will not operate

simultaneously.

1) The Marsh Landing Generating Station and the Contra Costa Power Plant have

common ownership.

On February 27, 2008 Mirant sent a letter to the District which stated: “Considered
together, the Marsh Landing Generating Facility and the existing Contra Costa Power
Facility fall within the District’s definition of “facility” given that...... their respective
owners are under the common ownership of Mirant Americas, Inc. (notwithstanding

. . .. 4
several intervening corporate entities).”

Those facts have not changed since that time.
Both projects are still owned by Mirant Americas and they have not been divested.

In determining whether projects are under common control the EPA is guided by the
general definition of control used by the Securities and Exchange Commission.” The
SEC defines control in 17 CFR 240.12b-2 as “the possession, direct or indirect, of the
powers to direct or cause the direction of the management and policies of a person (or
organization or association) whether through the ownership of voting shares, contract, or
otherwise.”® There is no dispute that Mirant Corporation is the parent company of

Mirant Marsh landing LLC and Mirant Delta LLC. Mirant Corporation issued a press

release announcing the MLGS’s 10 year contract with the PG&E and in the same press

* Letter form David Farebee to Brian Bateman February 27, 2008
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Public%20Notices/2010/18404/Footnotes/Marsh%20L
anding%20PSD%2011-3-09.ashx Page 17 of 24

> ZSi 45 Fed. Reg. 59874, 59878 (Sept. 11, 1980) (stating determinations of control will be
made case-by-case and that the EPA will be guided by the general definition of control used
by the Securities and Exchange Commission).

® Mirant reported both the CCPP and the MLGS contract together on their Form 8-K to the securities and

exchange Commission. http:/files.shareholder.com/downloads/MIR/0x0xS1193125-09-
187284/1010775/filing.pdf




release announce the extension of the CCPP contract with PG&E.” Mirant reported both
the CCPP and the MLGS contracts together on their Form 8-K to the Securities and
Exchange Commission.® Mirant Corporations upper management has been active in the
attempted contract approval at the CPUC.” Once the district examines the facts there can
be no dispute that the two projects are under common control.

The EPA has provided guidance “that when a company places a source on
another company’s land there is a presumption of a “control relationship. It is the

1 5510

applicant’s burden to overcome this presumption of contro To overcome this

presumption, the applicant needs to “provide information showing that the new source

»!" Here, Mirant has not met its burden

has no ties to the existing source, or vice versa.
of overcoming a control relationship, nor would it be capable of doing so. EPA guidance
documents state that “new facilities that locate on the site of a present major stationary
source should be considered part of the existing major source” when that source is under
common ownership.'> The first EPA-dictated factor to examine is whether the facilities

are under “common control.” "> EPA guidance provides for a practical evaluation of the

7 http://investors.mirant.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=407092 “Mirant Corporation (NYSE: MIR)
announced today that its subsidiary, Mirant Marsh Landing, LLC, entered into a ten-year power purchase
agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for 760 MW of natural gas-fired peaking
generation to be constructed at Mirant's existing Contra Costa facility near Antioch, Calif.” And
“Separately, Mirant Delta, LLC, another Mirant subsidiary, has entered into an extension of its existing
power purchase agreement with PG&E for Contra Costa Units 6 and 7 from November 2011 through April
20137

¥ http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/MIR/0x0xS1193125-09-187284/1010775/filing.pdf

? https://www.pge.com/regulation/Long TermRFO-Solicitation2008-
11/Pleadings/Mirant/2010/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-11_Plea Mirant 20100211-01.pdf Page 1

“On February 8, 2010, from approximately 1:00 to 2:00 pm, representatives of Mirant
met with Carol Brown, Chief of Staff to President Peevey, and Andrew Campbell,
advisor to Commissioner Ryan, at the Commission's offices in San Francisco. Mirant
requested the meeting. In attendance for Mirant were (1) John Chillemi, President of
Mirant Marsh Landing and Mirant Delta, (2) Anne Cleary, Senior Vice President, Asset
Management for Mirant Corporation, (3) Sean Beatty, Senior Manager of External and
Regulatory Affairs for Mirant California, LLC” Anne Cleary Senior vice president for
Mirant See:
http://www.mirant.com/ourbusiness/OurLeadership/Pages/OurLeadershipPage.aspx

' William A. Spatli, Letter to Peter R. Hamlin, Sept. 18, 1995, available at

http://www.epa.gov/region07/programs/artd/air/title5/tSmemos/control.pdf.
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interaction between the two facilities and the companies that run them. For instance,
EPA has stated that “companies don’t just locate on another’s property and do whatever
they want. Such relationships are usually governed by contractual, lease, or other
agreements that establish how the facilities interact with one another.”"*

The EPA guidance letter lists factors that can be considered to demonstrate the ties
between the facilities. The number one factor is “Do the facilities share common
workforces, plant mangers, corporate executive officers, or board of executives.'” The

MLGS and the CCPP facilities share common executive officers, parent companies,

lobbying efforts and regulatory positions. John Chillemi is the president of Mirant

Marsh L anding and Mirant Delta LLC.'® That fact alone demonstrates that both the

MLGS and the CCPP are under common control and should be treated as one facility.
John Chillemi has also acted as a representative of Marsh Landing and Mirant

California.!”

Further, for both corporations Ron Kimo is listed as the environmental
director for Mirant Marsh Landing and Mirant Willow Pass and he has represented
Mirant Corp on environmental committees.'® Chuck Hicklin is the Project manger for
both Mirant Marsh Landing and Mirant Willow Pass. Stephen Julian is in charge of
business development for both Mirant Marsh landing and Mirant Willow Pass. Andrea
Ricci is the senior environmental engineer for both projects.”” Andrea Ricci is also the

regulatory contact for Mirant Delta LLC and Mirant Marsh Landing LLC.*° Mirant

14 Id
" William A. Spatli, Letter to Peter R. Hamlin, Sept. 18, 1995, available at
http://www.epa.gov/region07/programs/artd/air/titleS/tSmemos/control.pdf. Page 1
1 https://www.pge.com/regulation/Long TermRFO-Solicitation2008-
[I/Pleadings/Mirant/2010/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-11_Plea Mirant 20100211-01.pdf Page 1
17

See
http://www.ci.antioch.ca.us/CityGov/agendas/CityCouncil/2009/minutes/072809.pdf.

gttp://www.ci.antioch.ca.us/Cithov/agendas/CitvCouncil/2009/minutes/090809.pdf

See
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/afc/Volume%201/9_0%20List%2
00f%20Contributors.pdf, and
http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Lists/Calendar/Attachments/92/12.03.09%20BDCP%20H0%20draft
%20SC%20Notes%2009.10.09.pdf.
1 See Mirant Willow Pass Project contributors
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/willowpass/documents/applicant/afc/Volume 01/9.0%20List%200f
%20Contributors.pdf see Mirant Marsh Landing Project Contributors
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/afc/Volume%201/9_0%20List%?2
00f%20Contributors.pdf
2 http://oaspub.epa.gov/enviro/fii_query_dtl.disp_program_facility?p_registry_id=110019003790




California, Mirant Delta, and Mirant Marsh Landing have provided unified positions on
regulatory proposals like the Cal-Iso Large interconnection process.”’ Mirant Marsh
Landing and Mirant California and Mirant America are all active in the contract approval
proceeding of the Mirant Marsh Landing at the CPUC.**

Another factor the EPA considers in its guidance document is whether the facilities
share equipment, other property, or pollution control equipment?” On pages 2-18 and 2-
19 of the AFC it provides that the existing Contra Costa Power Plant (CCPP) fire pumps
will be used to discharge to the new MLGS dedicated extension of the existing
underground firewater loop system.** There will be no new fire pump for the MLGS.

Stormwater runoff from the CCPP site will be diverted to the existing CCPP oil-water
separator for treatment prior to discharge to the San Joaquin River via the existing CCPP
Outfall 001.> So the facilities utilize common water pollution control equipment.

The interconnection request submitted by Mirant to the Cal-ISO outlines Mirant’s
plans to use the existing interconnection of the Contra Costa power Plant and requests
only interconnection of an additional 100 MW.?® Therefore they will share common
transmission facilities.

The MLGS parcel is to be created out of a 23 acre division of Mirant’s existing parcel
and yet during construction, approximately 41 acres associated with the MLGS project

would be disturbed for the proposed project lay down, temporary parking, and the

2! http://www.caiso.com/2415/2415¢¢1723930.pdf

*2 https://www.pge.com/regulation/Long TermRFO-Solicitation2008-
II/Pleadings/Mirant/2010/LongTermRFO-Solicitation2008-11_Plea_Mirant 20100211-
01.pdf In attendance for Mirant were (1) John Chillemi, President of Mirant Marsh
Landing and Mirant Delta, (2) Anne Cleary, Senior Vice President, Asset Management
for Mirant Corporation, (3) Sean Beatty, Senior Manager of External and Regulatory
Affairs for Mirant California, LLC,

» William A. Spatli, Letter to Peter R. Hamlin, Sept. 18, 1995, available at
http://www.epa.gov/region07/programs/artd/air/title5/tSmemos/control.pdf. Page 2

24 08-AFC-03 Response to Data Requests # 1 to 54, Posted: December 17, Page 4-1
2 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-
11 Responses to_Data Request Set 3 TN-55387.pdf page 42 of 72

26 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2009-11-
24 Revised LGIP_Intercconection_Request TN-54256.pdf page 2 of 11




proposed MLGS site.”” The approval for the parcel division was enacted after the MLGS
was proposed.

The guidance letter concludes that if, “if the facilities respond in the positive to

one or more of the major indicators of control (e.g.management structures, plant

managers, payroll, and other administrative function then the new company is

likely under the control of the existing source, or under common control of both

companies and cannot be considered a separate entity for permitting purposes 2

B. There is no legally binding commitment to shut down the Contra Costa Project

contained in the PDOC or any where else.

The Preliminary Determination of Compliance does not contain conditions to shut
down the Contra Costa Power Plant. Instead the PDOC states that, “Mirant Delta will

submit an application for an amendment to its Air District permit to incorporate the

9929

foregoing permit condition. There is no binding commitment that the District can

identify in this permit that in fact the Contra Costa Power Plant will close. The District
analysis relies on a promise that Mirant will in fact amend the PDOC and insert the
following permit condition in the FDOC:

“Subject to: (1) receipt of final, non-appealable California Public Utilities
Commission approval of the Tolling Agreement for Units 6 and 7 at the Contra Costa
Power Plant by and between Mirant Delta, LLC and Pacific Gas and Electric Company
and dated as of September 2, 2009, as amended from time to time, without material
condition or modification unacceptable to either party thereto in its sole discretion; and
(i1) the receipt of all other approvals and consents from the relevant local, state and
federal governmental agencies (including but not limited to the California Independent
System Operator) necessary for the shutdown and permanent retirement from service of
Units 6 and 7; Mirant Delta, LLC will shut down and permanently retire Units 6 and 7
from service at 2400 PDT on April 30, 2013.”

27 http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/marshlanding/documents/applicant/2010-02-
11_Responses_to_Data Request Set 3 TN-55387.pdf page 38 of 72

* William A. Spatli, Letter to Peter R. Hamlin, Sept. 18, 1995, available at

http://www.epa.gov/region07/programs/artd/air/title5/tSmemos/control.pdf. Page 2
¥ PDOC page 61



The promised permit condition does not constitute a binding commitment to shut
down the Contra Costa Power Plant. First for the Contra Costa Power Plant to shut
down Mirant must receive a, “final, non-appealable California Public Utilities
Commission approval of the Tolling Agreement for Units 6 and 7 at the Contra Costa
Power Plant by and between Mirant Delta, LLC and Pacific Gas.” That event has not
occurred and there is still considerable uncertainty that it will.** Second the MLGS must
also receive a final non- appealable CPUC approval of its contract for the Marsh Landing
Facility or there will be no shutdown of the Contra Costa Power Plant. That event also
has not occurred and there is still considerable uncertainty that it will.”!

Third even if the contingences in the proposed condition above happen Mirant can
under the terms of the proposed condition at is “own discretion” refuse to close the
Contra Costa Power Project if it does not approve of a material condition or modification
of the PPA with PG&E. Mirant America has cautioned investors that the PPA’s and the
closure of the CCPP are subject to many uncertainties.”> There may also be other
conditions in the agreement between Mirant and PG&E which must be fulfilled to close
the CCPP.

Further it takes the consent of relevant local, state, and federal governmental agencies
to shutdown Units 6 and 7 of the Contra Costa Power Plant. As the BAAQMD is
painfully aware the closure of aging facilities in the BAAQMD would counsel against
any reliance on a condition that requires approval of various local state and government

agencies. Shuttering old power plants can be a long process. The two counterparties to

3% See CPUC Proceeding A. 09-09-021 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/A0909021.htm

31 See CPUC Proceeding A. 09-09-021 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/A0909021.htm

32 Mirant cautions that these statements involve known and unknown risks and that there can be no
assurance that such results will occur. There are various important factors that could cause actual results to
differ materially from those indicated in the forward-looking statements, such as, but not limited to, the
transaction not closing on schedule, if at all, and not proving to be financially advantageous to Mirant as a
result of unknown market conditions, contract terms, costs of construction and future environmental
regulation; the inability to secure, the timing of, and any conditions imposed in connection with, the
California Energy Commission approval of the Mirant Marsh Landing facility; the California Public
Utilities Commission withholding or delaying its approval of the Mirant Marsh Landing and Mirant Delta
power purchase agreements; the inability to complete construction of the Mirant Marsh Landing facility
within the expected timeframe or within the expected budget; and the risks and uncertainties described in
Mirant's Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2008 and Mirant's Forms 10-Q for the quarters ended
March 31 and June 30, 2009, under the caption "Cautionary Statement Regarding Forward-Looking
Information." http://investors.mirant.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=407092




this closure agreement have a long and checkered history related to closing aging power
plants.

PG&E first announced the closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant in July of 1998.
The Plant didn’t shut down till eight years later in 2006. The Mirant Potrero Power Plant
signed a term sheet with the City of San Francisco in November of 2007 to close the
plant and is still running. It was just announced that troubles with the Trans-Bay Cable
have further delayed its closure.”> The Trans-Bay cable itself may delay the closing of
the CCPP since power for the cable must come from the Antioch/Pittsburg area.

In May of 2006, Mirant filed a 90 day notice with the PUC and CAISO to shut down
Contra Costa Unit 6.>* Mirant sought to shut down unit 6 because its continued operation
was “not economical.”> In a press release issued in August of 2006, Mirant announced
that it had negotiated with PG&E to keep Units 6 operating, thus withdrawing its notice
of intent to shut unit six down.® PG&E’s 2006 Long Term Procurement Plan shows that
the Contra Costa 6 Unit isn’t needed for reliability in 2006 and beyond but the project is
still operating. 3" PG&E’s 2006 Procurement Plan also says that the Contra Costa 7 Unit
would no longer be needed after the Gateway Project (Contra Costa 8) became
operational *® Gateway became operational in January of 2009 but both Units still
operate.

Mirant’s proposed condition for the FDOC also does not contain a clause which
prevents simultaneous operation of Marsh Landing and the Contra Costa Power Plant if
the multiple contingencies do not occur. Further Mirant’s contract with PG&E contains

other condition precedents for the closure of the CCPP.

33 http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/Cable-problem-delays-Potrero-Power-Plant-closure-90719759.html
34 See http://investors.mirant.com/releases.cfm?Year=&Releases Type=& PageNum =4..
35 See http://investors.mirant.com/releases.cfm?Year=&Releases Type=&PageNum =4..

30 See http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/MIR/0x0x254829/d70c9253-de4b-4d5a-8d86-
195e5605303d/MIR_News 2006 8 1 General.pdf.
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2) Marsh Landing Will Trigger Appendix S Nonattainment Permitting for
PM2.5

The EPA Administrator has signed a final rule designating the San Francisco Bay
Area as nonattainment for the PM2.5 24-hour standard. Under EPA policy, since the
District did not have a SIP-approved permitting program for PM2.5 when the
nonattainment designation became effective, 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix S will govern
permitting for major sources of PM2.5 until a SIP-approved permit program is in place.
Under Appendix S, the analysis is essentially the same as under the PSD rules, except
that each nonattainment pollutant is evaluated independently: Since the CCPP and Marsh
Landing are by definition a single facility, the 100 TPY nonattainment area major
stationary source threshold is applied collectively to the facilities. Marsh Landing will
be a major modification to an existing source under Appendix S because the CCPP and
MLGS are a single stationary source and their potential combined emissions for PM2.5

will be over 100 tpy.

3) Best Available Control Technology

A. Ammonia Emissions

The District has proposed the use of SCR to control NOx emissions. The District is
allowing a 10ppm limit for ammonia slip. Some ammonia slip is unavoidable with SCR
due to the non-uniform distribution of the reacting gases. Thus, some ammonia will pass
through the catalyst. In the past, ammonia slip was not considered to be a problem by
regulatory agencies because they felt that by releasing it from an elevated stack, the
ground level concentration would be low.

The District performed an analysis on secondary particulate formation from precursor
emissions which they cite n the PDOC.* Despite the results of this modeling report the
District concludes that secondary particulate formation from ammonia emissions is not
significant. The recent draft study performed by the district draws an entirely different
conclusion. The BAAQMD Draft PM 2.5 study concluded, “Reducing ammonia

emissions by 20 percent (around 15 tons/day) was the most effective of the precursor

% Draft PM2.5 Modeling Report
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emissions reductions. Secondary PM2.5 levels were typically reduced 0-4 percent,
depending on location, with an average around 2 percent. Reducing NOx and VOC
emissions by 20 percent (around 250 tons/day total) was relatively ineffective. Reducing
sulfur containing PM precursor emissions by 20 percent (around 16 tons/day) typically
had a small impact on Bay Area PM2.5.”*

It is feasible for the project to limit ammonia emissions to a lower slip level. Not only
should the District require a lower ammonia slip level the District can and should provide
mitigation for the ammonia slip secondary particulate impacts. As the District Draft PM
2.5 Modeling study concluded ammonia emissions are the largest precursor contributor of

secondary PM 2.5.

B. PM-10 BACT

The District is proposing a BACT PM-10 emissions limit of 9.0 1b/hr, which
corresponds to an emission rate of 0.0041 pounds per MMBtu of natural gas burned
(Ib/MMBtu) The manufacturer guarantees an 8 pound per hour limit for the Siemens
5000F turbines. The District provides results of source tests for similar turbines which
have a CO catalyst and SCR. The average PM-10 emission rate is .0026 MMBtu.*' This
is almost half of the proposed permit level for the MLGS. BAQMD Regulation 2-2-206
(b) requires as BACT, “The most stringent emission limitation achieved by an emission
control device or technique for the type of equipment comprising such a source.” The
evidence presented in this permitting record demonstrates that the MLGS can achieve a
much lower emission rate than the District is proposing. The District should also

require an air inlet filter to lower particulate emissions.

C. Best Available Control Technology During Commissioning

The Districts emission limits during commissioning are not adequate to prevent the

project from violating the Federal 1 hour standard. In the commissioning phase with all

“ Draft PM2.5 Modeling Report Page
' PDOC Page 44
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