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BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR  
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY  

 
 

In the Matter of:  EPA Final Action Published at 73 Fed. Reg. 80300 (December 31, 
2008), entitled “Clean Air Act Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
Construction Permit Program; Interpretation of Regulations That Determine 
Pollutants Covered by the Federal PSD Permit Program”  

 
 

AMENDED PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION  
 

Pursuant to Section 307(d)(7)(B) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7607(d)(7)(B), 

the undersigned organizations petition the Administrator of the Environmental Protection 

Agency (“the Administrator” or “EPA”) to reconsider the final action referenced above.  

This final action constitutes a de facto final rule because it purports to establish binding 

requirements under the Clean Air Act’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) 

program and create new substantive law regarding the applicability of that program, the 

obligations of permitting authorities, and the rights of citizens, states, and regulated 

entities.  Because EPA did not conduct a proper rulemaking proceeding prior to 

implementing this final action, as required by Section 307(d), Petitioners had no 

opportunity to raise objections to it through public comment.  The objections raised in 

this petition are of central relevance to the outcome of the final action because they 

demonstrate that the action is “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise 

not in accordance with law.” 42 U.S.C. § 7607(d)(9)(A).  With respect to each objection, 

moreover, the regulatory language and EPA interpretations that render the rule 

arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law 

appeared for the first time in the final action published on December 31, 2008, 73 Fed. 

Reg. 80300.  The Administrator must therefore “convene a proceeding for 

reconsideration of the rule and provide the same procedural rights as would have been 

afforded had the information been available at the time the rule was proposed.” 42 

U.S.C. § 7607(d)(7)(B). 

The original Petition for Reconsideration was served on EPA on December 31, 

2008.  This Amended Petition differs from the original only in that it requests, in Section 

III, below, that EPA stay the effect of this agency action during the pendency of this 
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Petition for Reconsideration and during any challenge to this action filed in the U.S. 

Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 On December 18, 2008, EPA issued a document that purports to establish 

binding requirements under the Clean Air Act’s PSD program and create new 

substantive law regarding the applicability of that program, the obligations of permitting 

authorities, and the rights of citizens, states, and regulated entities.  Memorandum from 

Stephen L. Johnson, EPA's Interpretation of Regulations that Determine Pollutants 

Covered By Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit Program 

(December 18, 2008) (the “Johnson Memo” or “Memo”).  EPA published notification of 

the Johnson Memo in the Federal Register on December 31, 2008.  73 Fed. Reg. 

80300. 

 As discussed below, this final agency action was impermissible as a matter of 

law, because it was issued in violation of the procedural requirements of the 

Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. § 101 et seq., and the Clean Air Act 

(“CAA”), 42 U.S.C. § 7607, it directly conflicts with prior agency actions and 

interpretations, and it purports to establish an interpretation of the Act that conflicts with 

the plain language of the statute.  Accordingly, the undersigned organizations request 

that EPA immediately reconsider and retract the Johnson Memo.   

BACKGROUND 

 In 2007, EPA Region 8 issued a PSD permit for a proposed new 110 MW unit at 

Deseret Power Electric Cooperative’s existing Bonanza coal-fired power plant in Utah.  

Although Section 165 of the Act requires Best Available Control Technology (“BACT”) 

for “each pollutant subject to regulation under this Act,” and although CO2 is regulated 

under the Act, the permit contained no BACT limits for CO2.  

 In response to comments filed by Sierra Club, EPA contended for the first time in 

issuing the permit that it was precluded from requiring BACT limits for CO2 based on a 

“longstanding interpretation” of the CAA that limited pollutants “subject to regulation” to 
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those subject to actual control of emissions, as opposed to the CO2 monitoring and 

reporting regulations in Subchapter C of Title 40 of the CFR.  Sierra Club appealed the 

final permit to EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board (“EAB” or “Board”).1 

 The EAB rejected EPA’s theory, vacated the permit and remanded it to Region 8:  

“[W]e conclude that the Region’s rationale for not imposing a CO2 BACT limit in the 

Permit – that it lacked authority to do so because of an historical Agency interpretation 

of the phrase ‘subject to regulation under the Act’ as meaning ‘subject to a statutory or 

regulatory provision that requires actual control of emissions of that pollutant’ – is not 

supported by the administrative record.”  In re Deseret Power Electric Cooperative, PSD 

Appeal 07-03, slip op. at 63 (EAB Nov. 13, 2008), 13 E.A.D. __ (“Bonanza”). To the 

contrary, the Board found that the only relevant interpretation of the applicable statutory 

and regulatory language was to be found in EPA’s 1978 PSD rulemaking. That 

interpretation directly contradicted EPA’s theory, and in fact “augurs in favor of a finding” 

that “subject to regulation under this Act” encompasses any pollutant covered by a 

regulation in Subchapter C of Title 40 of the CFR, such as CO2.  Bonanza at 41. 

 In addition, the Board also required an additional public notice and comment 

process addressing the question of CO2 BACT limits for the Bonanza facility:  “On 

remand, the Region shall reconsider whether or not to impose a CO2 BACT limit in the 

Permit. In doing so, the Region shall develop an adequate record for its decision, 

including reopening the record for public comment.”  Id. at 64 (emphasis added).   

Due to the importance of the issue, the EAB suggested that EPA might want to 

undertake a proceeding of national scope to deal more broadly with the question of how 

to address CO2 in the context of PSD permitting.  Regardless of the chosen procedural 

                                                           
1 The EAB has exclusive jurisdiction within EPA to review PSD permit decisions.  40 

C.F.R. § 124.2(a) (“The Administrator delegates authority to the Environmental Appeals 

Board to issue final decisions in RCRA, PSD, UIC, or NPDES permit appeals filed under 

this subpart, including informal appeals of denials of requests for modification, 

revocation and reissuance, or termination of permits under Section 124.5(b).  An appeal 

directed to the Administrator, rather than to the Environmental Appeals Board, will not 

be considered.”).   
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mechanism, however, the Board was clear that additional notice and comment 

proceedings were necessary before EPA could adopt changes to the PSD program. 

EPA responded to Bonanza by issuing the Johnson Memo, which states, “As of 

the date of this memorandum, EPA will interpret this definition of ‘regulated NSR 

pollutant’ to exclude pollutants for which EPA regulations only require monitoring or 

reporting but to include each pollutant subject to either a provision of the Clean Air Act 

or regulation adopted by EPA under the Clean Air Act that requires actual control of 

emissions of that pollutant.”  Johnson Memo at 1.  EPA published a notice in the 

Federal Register on December 31, 2008, stating that the Johnson Memo “contains 

EPA’s ‘definitive interpretation’ of ‘regulated NSR pollutant.’”  73 Fed. Reg. 80300.  

OBJECTIONS 

I.   BECAUSE THE JOHNSON MEMO IS NOT AN “INTERPRETIVE RULE,” ITS 
ISSUANCE VIOLATES PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS THAT MANDATES 
AGENCY RECONSIDERATION 

 
 The Johnson Memo purports to be “establishing an interpretation clarifying the 

scope of the EPA regulation that determines the pollutants subject to” the PSD program.  

Johnson Memo at 1.  Whatever else the Johnson Memo is, it is definitely not an 

“interpretive rule.”  As the D.C. Circuit has explained: 

Interpretative rules “simply state[ ] what the administrative agency thinks 
the statute means, and only remind[ ] affected parties of existing duties.”  
General Motors Corp. v. Ruckelshaus, 742 F.2d 1561, 1565 (D.C. Cir. 
1984) (en banc) (internal quotation marks omitted).  Interpretative rules 
may also construe substantive regulations.   See  Syncor Internat'l Corp. 
v. Shalala, 127 F.3d 90, 94 (D.C. Cir. 1997). 

Assoc. of Amer. RR v. Dept. of Transp., 198 F.3d 944 at 947 (D.C. Cir. 1999) (emphasis 

added).  It is clear that EPA has so characterized it solely to avoid the procedural 

requirements – most importantly, public notice and comment – that would otherwise be 

imposed by the Clean Air Act, the Administrative Procedures Act, and the Bonanza 

decision.  The Johnson Memo is a substantive rule, and not an interpretive one, 

because it reverses a formal agency interpretation, overturns an EAB decision, and 

amends the substance of the PSD program. 
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A.  The Johnson Memo Reverses a Formal Agency Interpretation 

 In 1978, EPA determined in a Federal Register preamble that the phrase 

“‘subject to regulation under this Act’ means any pollutant regulated in Subchapter C of 

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations for any source type.”  43 Fed. Reg. 26,388, 

26,397 (June 19, 1978).  This earlier interpretation – which has never been withdrawn 

or modified – directly conflicts with the interpretation the Memo purports to adopt.  As 

discussed more fully below (pp. 8 et seq.), because the Subchapter C regulations 

include, inter alia, regulations that require monitoring and reporting of CO2 emissions, 

the EAB held that this language offers no support for an interpretation applying “BACT 

only to pollutants that are ‘subject to a statutory or regulatory provision that requires 

actual control of emissions of that pollutant.’”  Bonanza at 41.  The logical implication of 

the 1978 Preamble is that BACT applies to CO2 emissions.  At a minimum, the 1978 

Preamble accords agency permitting offices discretion under the Act and under EPA’s 

regulations (which merely parrot the language of the Act) to require CO2 BACT limits in 

PSD permits.  Either way, the Johnson Memo impermissibly seeks to change that 

interpretation so as to preclude consideration of CO2, thereby significantly modifying the 

nature and scope of the PSD program without notice and comment rulemaking. 

 The D.C. Circuit has held that when an agency’s purported interpretation of a 

statute or regulation “constitutes a fundamental modification of its previous 

interpretation,” the agency “cannot switch its position” without following appropriate 

procedures.  Paralyzed Veterans of Am. v. D.C. Arena L.P., 117 F.3d 579, 586 (D.C. 

Cir. 1997).  Once an agency provides an interpretation of a statute – as EPA did here, in 

1978 – “it can only change that interpretation as it would formally modify the regulation 

itself:  through the process of notice and comment rulemaking.”  Id. 

In an effort to bypass the procedures required by Paralyzed Veterans, the Memo 

claims that it is not actually refuting the 1978 Preamble’s interpretation. It suggests, first, 

that because the 1978 Preamble did not itself “amplify the meaning of the term 

‘regulated in,’” EPA remains free to insert a wholly new definition of that term.  Johnson 

Memo at 19.  The Agency may not, however, evade the procedures mandated by 

Paralyzed Veterans by disguising a revision of governing law as an interpretation of its 
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previous interpretation.  Paralyzed Veterans, 117 F.3d at 586 (refusing to allow 

revisions or modifications of agency interpretations without notice and comment).   

Second, the Memo contends that “the 1978 statement referred to the language in 

the statute which said ‘pollutant subject to regulation under this Act,’” while “the 2002 

regulation I am interpreting here uses the phrase ‘pollutant that otherwise is subject to 

regulation under the Act.’”  Johnson Memo at 19.  The latter phrase, however, is a 

component of the former, so that the Memo’s interpretation of “pollutant[s] . . . otherwise 

. . . subject to regulation under the Act” necessarily limits its interpretation of “pollutant[s] 

subject to regulation under this Act.”  40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(50)(iv). 

B.  The Johnson Memo Overturns the EAB’s Bonanza Decision. 

 While the Johnson Memo states that it “is not intended to supersede the Board’s 

decision,” Johnson Memo at 2, that is exactly what it does, even though the 

Administrator has no jurisdiction to undo a statutory interpretation adopted in an EAB 

ruling or substitute his judgment for that of the Board.  See 40 C.F.R. § 124.2(a).  The 

Board held that to adopt a new interpretation of the PSD regulatory program, EPA must 

undertake a new notice and comment process.  Bonanza at 64 (“On remand, the 

Region shall reconsider whether or not to impose a CO2 BACT limit in the Permit.  In 

doing so, the Region shall develop an adequate record for its decision, including 

reopening the record for public comment.”) (emphasis added).   

 Thus, the EAB – the final agency decision-maker as to PSD permits – has 

already addressed whether a notice and comment process is required for EPA to 

change its position regarding the appropriate scope of analysis in PSD permits, and 

concluded that it is.  Significantly, the Board also ruled that the existing record was 

inadequate to support the agency’s attempted reinterpretation of the Act – directing the 

agency on remand to “develop an adequate record for its decision.”  Id.2    

                                                           
2 The EAB also specifically rejected EPA’s argument that its interpretation was 

supported by “historic practice,” finding it insufficient to undo “the authority the Region 

admit[ed] it would otherwise have under the statute.”  Bonanza at 46.  In its attempt to 

circumvent the Board’s conclusion, the Memo appears to introduce new evidence that 
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 While the Board suggested that “[t]he Region should consider whether interested 

persons, as well as the Agency, would be better served by the Agency addressing the 

interpretation of the phrase ‘subject to regulation under this Act’ in the context of an 

action of nationwide scope, rather than through this specific permitting proceeding,” id., 

the Board clearly anticipated a process involving public notice and comment.  EPA 

simply can not excuse itself from its legal obligation to pursue additional notice and 

comment before finalizing a change to its PSD regulations merely by seeking to adopt 

its new interpretation of the Act through an “interpretive rule”.   

 To the extent that the Johnson Memo attempts to rely on public participation in 

the specific adjudicatory proceeding regarding the Bonanza plant, or public participation 

in an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking (“ANPRM”) (which broadly addressed 

the implications of any and all potential EPA regulatory actions regarding greenhouse 

gases, 73 Fed. Reg. 44353 (July 30, 2008)), such reliance is legally insufficient to cure 

the procedural failures of this illegal rulemaking.  Among other things, the Bonanza 

proceeding addressed only a single facility, and the adjudicatory process associated 

with an individual permit proceeding cannot substitute for notice and comment on a 

legislative rule of broad national significance.  Even the parties to that proceeding did 

not have the benefit of the agency’s fully-developed litigation position until EPA filed its 

supplemental brief that the Board ordered after oral argument.  As the Board’s final 

order requiring notice and comment on remand clearly indicates, that proceeding did not 

provide sufficient public process to support a decision to omit a CO2 BACT limit from 

that particular permit, much less serve as an adequate substitute for notice and 

comment on a rule of nationwide scope. 

 Similarly, in the ANPRM, EPA never indicated its intention to take imminent final 

action establishing new parameters for the PSD regulatory program.  To the contrary, 

the ANPRM by its very nature was probing and exploratory, not a vehicle intended to 

result in a final and binding agency policy.   Indeed, as the Administrator’s preface to the 

ANPRM explained:  “None of the views or alternatives raised in this notice represents 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

has never been subject to scrutiny of any kind.  Johnson Memo at 11 (referring to “the 

record of permits compiled to support this memorandum”).  
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Agency decisions or policy recommendations.  It is premature to do so.”  73 Fed. Reg. 

at 44355.  Moreover, neither the adjudicatory proceeding nor the ANPRM provided any 

notice of EPA’s specific intent to reinterpret the agency’s policy articulated in the 1978 

preamble.  Accordingly, these activities cannot serve to dispose of the agency’s 

obligation to undertake notice and comment processes before adopting a final 

legislative rule amending the CAA’s PSD program. 

C.  The Johnson Memo Substantively Amends the PSD Program 

   The Johnson Memo seeks to substantively amend EPA regulations to establish 

new legal rights, restrictions, and/or obligations under the Act’s PSD program, without 

any associated notice and comment process.  This 19-page memo also takes a large 

number of other regulatory steps, including establishing specific exceptions to this rule 

(e.g., exempting pollutants that are subject to regulation under the Act through state 

implementation plans (“SIPs”) (Johnson Memo at 15));3 establishing Regional Office 

responsibilities with regard to future SIP submittals (Id. at 3 n.1); determining how 

pollutants will become subject to PSD permitting in the future on enactment of new 

congressionally-mandated emission limits (Id. at 6 n.5); imposing requirements that 

address when pollutants for which EPA has made a regulatory endangerment 

determination must be treated as PSD pollutants (Id. at 14); and defining when and how 

import restrictions will trigger PSD for a pollutant.  The sheer breadth of issues 

addressed, regarding numerous and disparate regulatory programs, defies EPA’s claim 

that this is a mere “interpretive rule.”  

 Thus, EPA’s action constitutes an unlawful rulemaking under the APA and the 

CAA.  EPA’s action in the Johnson Memo, according to its own terms, treats the 

conclusions in the Memo as binding on EPA itself, and on states implementing the 

federal PSD program through delegation agreements with EPA, and leads “private 

parties or . . . permitting authorities to believe that it will declare permits invalid unless 

                                                           
3 We note, as EPA points out, that it has adopted a similar approach in at least one 
other regulatory program, see Johnson Memo at 15-16 (regarding the treatment of 
ammonia as PM2.5 precursors), but that it did so – as it should have here – by notice 
and comment rulemaking.  See 70 Fed. Reg. 65984; 73 Fed. Reg. 28321. 



 9

they comply with [its] terms.”  Appalachian Power Co. v. EPA, 208 F.3d 1015, 1021 

(D.C. Cir. 2000).  The Johnson Memo states that its newly established substantive 

parameters governing EPA’s regulatory program, which significantly modify the federal 

PSD program, represent the agency’s “settled position.” Id. at 1022.  It “reads like a 

ukase.”  Id. at 1023.  Finally, the Memo certainly creates and/or changes the “rights,” 

“obligations,” and scope of authority of various parties, including EPA itself, citizens, 

regulated entities, and possibly delegated State permitting authorities, and “commands,” 

“requires,” “orders,” or “dictates” a particular regulatory approach that will affect the 

rights of parties in currently pending and future permitting actions.  Id. at 1023; see 

also General Elec. Co. v. EPA, 290 F.3d 377, 380 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (EPA risk 

assessment document was a legislative rule, “because on its face it purports to bind 

both applicants and the Agency with the force of law”). 

In sum, the Johnson Memo is a new regulation that adopts a substantially new 

interpretation of the Act and seeks to implement that interpretation through uncodified 

substantive changes to the PSD regulatory program.  The D.C. Circuit has made clear 

that agencies may not avoid the procedural requirements by this sort of subterfuge:  

Although [our] verbal formulations vary somewhat, their underlying principle is 
the same:  fidelity to the rulemaking requirements of the APA bars courts 
from permitting agencies to avoid those requirements by calling a 
substantive regulatory change an interpretative rule.   

U.S. Telecom Ass'n v. F.C.C., 400 F.3d 29, 35 (D.C. Cir. 2005) (emphasis added and 

citations omitted).  Accordingly, EPA must withdraw the Johnson Memo, and proceed, if 

at all, through appropriate notice and comment procedures.  

II.   THE POSITIONS ASSERTED IN THE JOHNSON MEMO ARE 
IMPERMISSIBLE UNDER THE CLEAN AIR ACT 

 The Johnson Memo purports to adopt a binding interpretation of a regulation that 

parrots the Clean Air Act phrase, “pollutant subject to regulation under this Act.”  That 

interpretation would “exclude pollutants for which EPA regulations only require 

monitoring or reporting but . . . include each pollutant subject to either a provision in the 

Clean Air Act or regulation adopted by EPA under the Clean Air Act that requires actual 

control of emissions of that pollutant.”  Johnson Memo at 1.  The Memo thus attempts to 
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revive a definition that the EAB found was not supported by any prior EPA interpretation 

of the statute.  The Memo misconstrues the plain language of the Act, adopts 

impermissible interpretations of existing regulations, and ignores the distinct purpose of 

the PSD program in a vain attempt to forestall CO2 emissions limits.  In so doing, the 

Memo runs contrary to the Clean Air Act’s clear mandate and flouts the Supreme 

Court’s direction to use the regulatory flexibility that Congress provided to address new 

threats, such as climate change.  Massachusetts v. EPA, 127 S. Ct. 1438, 1462 (2007). 

A.  The Johnson Memo Ignores the Plain Language of the Clean Air Act 
Requiring BACT for CO2 Emissions. 

EPA must impose emissions limitations on CO2 in PSD permits for new coal-fired 

power plants.  Section 165(a)(4) of the Clean Air Act requires BACT “for each pollutant 

subject to regulation under this chapter emitted from . . . such facility.”  42 U.S.C.          

§ 7475(a)(4).  As even EPA now acknowledges, CO2 is a pollutant under the Clean Air 

Act.  Massachusetts , 127 S. Ct. at 1462.  It is emitted abundantly by coal-fired 

generators and is currently regulated under the Clean Air Act through the Delaware SIP, 

as well as under monitoring and reporting requirements established by Section 821 of 

the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and the CO2 monitoring requirements established 

by Congress’ 2008 Appropriations Act.4 

 
1.  The Delaware SIP 

 
 On April 29, 2008, EPA approved a State Implementation Plan revision submitted 

by the State of Delaware that establishes emissions limits for CO2, effective May 29, 

2008.  AR 123.3, 12.3, 73 Fed. Reg. 23101.  The SIP revision imposes such CO2 limits 

on new and existing distributed generators.  Delaware Department of Natural 

Resources and Environmental Control, Division of Air and Waste Management, Air 

Quality Management Section, Regulation No. 1144.  AR 123.2, Ex. 12.2., § 3.0.        

         In EPA’s proposed and final rulemaking notices, EPA stated that it was approving 

the SIP revision “under the Clean Air Act,” 73 Fed. Reg. 11,845, and “in accordance 
                                                           
4 To the extent the EAB declined to hold that the PSD provision requires use of BACT 
for CO2 emissions, the undersigned disagree with the Board’s decision in that case.  
American Bar Ass'n v. F.T.C., 430 F.3d 457, 468 (D.C. Cir. 2005) (reviewing courts 
“owe the agency no deference on the existence of ambiguity”).   
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with the Clean Air Act,” 73 Fed. Reg. at 23,101.  EPA’s approval made these CO2 

control requirements part of the “applicable implementation plan” enforceable under the 

Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7602(q), and numerous provisions authorize EPA to so enforce these 

SIP requirements, e.g., 42 U.S.C. § 7413 (authorizing EPA compliance orders, 

administrative penalties and civil actions).  In addition, EPA’s approval makes these 

emission standards and limitations enforceable by a citizen suit under Section 304 of 

the Act.  42 U.S.C. § 7604(a)(1), (f)(3).    

         The Delaware SIP Revision constitutes regulation of CO2 under the Clean Air Act 

because it was adopted and approved under the Act and is part of an “applicable 

implementation plan” that may be enforced by the state, by EPA, and by citizens under 

the Clean Air Act.  Thus CO2 is a pollutant “subject to regulation” under the Act for 

BACT purposes, even under the definition put forth in the Johnson Memo because 

it is “subject to . . . [a] regulation adopted by EPA under the Clean Air Act that requires 

actual control of emissions.”  Johnson Memo at 1.  

         Nevertheless, in an effort to evade the consequences of the Delaware SIP, the 

Memo purports to create an exception specifically designed to exclude the SIP from its 

definition of “regulation under the Act.”  Id. at 15.  As support for its novel (and incorrect) 

interpretation, the Memo purports to rely on Connecticut v. EPA, 656 F.2d 902 (2d Cir. 

1981).  It construes that case as holding that the “Congress did not allow individual 

states to set national regulations that impose those requirements on all other states.”  

Johnson Memo at 15.  But Connecticut does not support that conclusion; indeed, it has 

nothing to do with the issue here, namely whether a particular pollutant is “subject to 

regulation” under the Act.  Clean Air Act § 165(a)(4).  Rather, Connecticut discusses 

only whether the quantitative limits imposed by one state on a particular pollutant apply 

to neighboring states under the “good neighbor” provision in § 110.  See Connecticut, 

656 F.2d at 909 (Section “110(a)(2)(E)(i) is quite explicit in limiting interstate protection 

to federally-mandated pollution standards.”) (emphasis added).  Connecticut provides 

no support to the Johnson Memo’s arbitrary limitation on the scope of what constitutes a 

regulation under the Act – and demonstrates that the Memo’s interpretation is driven not 

by the language or purpose of the statute, but rather by the agency’s intractable refusal 

to address CO2 emissions. 
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 Nothing illustrates this better than the Memo’s conclusion that “EPA does not 

interpret section 52.21(b)(50) of the regulations to make CO2 ‘subject to regulation 

under the Act’ for the nationwide PSD program based solely on the regulation of a 

pollutant by a single state in a SIP approved by EPA.”  Johnson Memo at 15.  In other 

words, conceding that the Delaware SIP constitutes “regulation under the Act”, the 

Memo takes the position that such regulation by a single state is not enough. Neither 

the Act nor its regulations provide a basis for this position – indeed, the Memo makes 

no attempt to provide a basis.  

  Thus the Johnson Memo replaces the simple statutory test of whether a pollutant 

is “subject to regulation under the Act” with a test of whether the pollutant is “subject to 

regulation under the Clean Air Act in a sufficient number of states or, alternatively, in the 

state (or Region) where the facility is to be constructed.”5  But that is not what the Act 

says, nor does the Memo offer any support for the contention that regulation of CO2 in 

another part of the country does not count as “regulation.”  Under the plain language of 

Section 165(a)(4), if CO2 emissions are restricted under the Clean Air Act, whether in 

one state or all 50, they are “subject to regulation under the Act” – even under the 

Memo’s improperly narrow definition of “regulation.”  

Finally, SIP regulations appear in “Subchapter C of Title 40 of the Code of 

Federal Regulations.”  43 Fed. Reg. at 26,397.  See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 52.420 (2008) 

(incorporating by reference provisions of Delaware SIP).  They are, accordingly, within 

the scope of the Agency’s governing 1978 interpretation, even if that interpretation 

meant to say “regulated by requiring actual control of emissions” when it said 

“regulated.”  If the EPA wished to exclude SIP-based regulations, it would be required to 

modify its current interpretation, and provide the public with notice and an opportunity to 

comment upon that modification. See Paralyzed Veterans, 117 F.3d at 586.6 

                                                           

5
 The Memo does not disclose how many states Administrator Johnson believes would 
suffice.  Two?  Three?  Six?  Fourteen?       
 
6 The EAB did not reach the issue of whether CO2 is regulated under the Clean Air Act 
because it is regulated in the Delaware SIP, instead directing EPA to consider this issue 
“along with other potential avenues of regulation of CO2.”  Bonanza at 55 n.57. 



 13 

2.  Section 821 

   In addition to being regulated under the Delaware SIP, CO2 is regulated under 

Section 821 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Section 821 requires EPA to 

“promulgate regulations” requiring major sources, including coal-fired power plants, to 

monitor carbon dioxide emissions and report their monitoring data to EPA: 

The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency shall promulgate 
regulations within 18 months after the enactment of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990 to require that all affected sources subject to Title [IV] of 
the Clean Air Act shall also monitor carbon dioxide emissions according to the 
same timetable as in Sections [412](b) and (c).  The regulations shall require that 
such data be reported to the Administrator.   The provisions of Section [412](e) of 
title [IV] of the Clean Air Act shall apply for purposes of this Section in the same 
manner and to the same extent as such provision applies to the monitoring and 
data referred to in Section 412.  

42 U.S.C. § 7651k note; Pub. L. 101-549; 104 Stat. 2699 (emphasis added).  In 1993, 

EPA promulgated these regulations, which require sources to monitor CO2 emissions, 

40 C.F.R. §§ 75.1(b), 75.10(a)(3), prepare and maintain monitoring plans, id. § 75.33, 

maintain records, id. § 75.57, and report monitoring data to EPA, id. § 75.60-64.  The 

regulations prohibit operation in violation of these requirements and provide that a 

violation of any Part 75 requirement is a violation of the Act.  Id. § 75.5.  Not only do the 

regulations require that polluting facilities “measure . . . CO2 emissions for each affected 

unit,” id. § 75.10(a), they also prohibit operation of such units “so as to discharge or 

allow to be discharged, emissions of . . . CO2 to the atmosphere without accounting for 

all such emissions . . . . ”  Id. § 75.5(d). 

 In Bonanza, EPA argued that monitoring regulations are not actually regulation 

and that Section 821 did not actually amend the Clean Air Act.  The EAB having 

rejected EPA’s attempt to banish Section 821 from the Act, the Johnson Memo now 

depends solely on the flawed argument that regulation requiring monitoring and 

reporting is not regulation.  On the contrary, monitoring and reporting requirements 

clearly constitute regulation.  Against the backdrop of Section 165’s use of “regulation,” 

Congress explicitly used that exact same word in Section 821 to refer solely to 

monitoring and reporting requirements.  Just like regulations restricting emissions 
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quantities, the regulations EPA promulgated implementing Section 821 have the force 

of law, and violation results in severe sanctions.  40 C.F.R. § 75.5; 42 U.S.C. § 

7413(c)(2) (punishable by imprisonment of up to six months or fine of up to $10,000 for 

making false statement or representation or providing inaccurate monitoring reports 

under Clean Air Act).7  Indeed, as the Region and OAR admitted in the supplemental 

brief (and exhibits) they filed with the EAB in Bonanza, EPA has enforced section 821 in 

a number of consent decrees that require the installation of CO2 monitoring equipment.   

 In support of the interpretation of “regulation” to mean only a restriction on 

emissions quantity, the Johnson Memo recites the assorted dictionary definitions of 

“regulation” from the Bonanza briefing without any discussion of Section 821 and its use 

of this exact same word.  Nor does the Memo appear to recognize that each of those 

definitions would include monitoring.  Its preferred definition – “the act or process of 

controlling by rule or restriction” – encompasses regulations to monitor emissions just 

as easily as regulations that limit emissions quantities.  Pursuant to Section 821, CO2 is 

“controlled” by a “rule or restriction” because EPA’s regulations require that emissions 

be monitored, which cannot be done if those emissions are freely emitted; by definition, 

monitoring requires that the flow of emissions be controlled.  Indeed, monitoring creates 

more direct control over emissions of a pollutant than import restrictions, which involve 

only indirect control over emissions.  Moreover, “control” is not synonymous with “cap” 

or “limit.”  The Memo clearly recognizes that distinction because it repeatedly 

supplements the original language of its interpretation (“actual control of emissions”) by 

adding “limitation” (“actual control or limitation of emissions”).  See, e.g., Johnson Memo 

at 8.  Finally, Black’s defines “control” as “the power or authority to manage, direct, or 

                                                           
7 In addition to the monitoring requirements imposed by Section 821, Congress has 
specifically required monitoring of all greenhouse gases, including CO2, economy-wide, 
in the 2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act.  H.R. 2764; Public Law 110-161, at 285 
(enacted Dec. 26, 2007).  As a result, CO2 monitoring and reporting is required under 
the Act separate and apart from Section 821.  The Johnson Memo attempts to evade 
the consequences of the Appropriations Act requirement by, among other things, 
opining that a pollutant is not “subject to regulation” when Congress specifically tells 
EPA to regulate it, but only when EPA actually adopts regulations.  Johnson Memo at 
14. The deadline has passed for EPA to issue the proposed regulations required by the 
Appropriations Act with no action by EPA. 
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oversee.”  Black’s Law Dictionary (8th ed. 2004).  Monitoring and reporting regulations 

certainly constitute oversight. 

The Johnson Memo serves to confuse rather than clarify the definition of 

regulation.  EPA should withdraw it and comply with the plain language of the Act, which 

requires BACT limits for pollutants subject to monitoring and reporting regulations. 

 

B.  The Interpretation in the Johnson Memo is Inconsistent with the Only Relevant 
Regulatory History. 

1.  The 1978 Preamble 

 The Johnson Memo repudiates the only Agency interpretation of the words 

“subject to regulation under this Act” that the EAB identified as “possess[ing] the 

hallmarks of an Agency interpretation that courts would find worthy of deference” – the 

preamble to the Agency’s 1978 Federal Register rulemaking, 43 Fed. Reg. 26,388, 

26,397 (June 19, 1978).  Bonanza at 39.  In the 1978 Federal Register preamble, the 

Administrator established that “’subject to regulation under this Act’ means any pollutant 

regulated in Subchapter C of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations for any source 

type.”  43 Fed. Reg. at 26,397.   As the Board recognized, that preamble offers no 

support for an interpretation applying “BACT only to pollutants that are ‘subject to a 

statutory or regulatory provision that requires actual control of emissions of that 

pollutant.’”  Bonanza at 41.  Instead (again, as expressly noted by the Board) it implies 

that “CO2 became subject to regulation under the Act in 1993 when the Agency included 

provisions relating to CO2 in Subchapter C.”  Id. at 42 n.43.  

Under the 1978 preamble definition, CO2 is “subject to regulation” for BACT 

purposes because it is regulated under Subchapter C of Title 40 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations.  In its 1993 rulemaking to revise the PSD regulations, EPA did not 

withdraw its 1978 interpretation of “subject to regulation.”  See Bonanza at 42; see also 

Acid Rain Program: General Provisions and Permits, Allowance System, Continuous 

Emissions Monitoring, Excess Emissions and Administrative Appeals, 58 Fed. Reg. 

3,590, 3,701 (Jan. 11, 1993) (final rule implementing § 821’s CO2 monitoring and 

reporting regulations).  Nor has any subsequent rulemaking, including the 2002 

rulemaking on which the Johnson Memo relies, disturbed the 1978 interpretation.  See 
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Bonanza at 46.  Thus, the only existing EPA interpretation of the phrase “subject to 

regulation” in Section 165(a)(4), 42 U.S.C. § 7465(a)(4), affirms that BACT is required 

for CO2 emissions because it is regulated under the Act’s implementing regulations.   

The Johnson Memo seeks to change this interpretation.  It purports to establish 

that henceforth, BACT will be required for “only those pollutants for which the Agency 

has established regulations requiring actual controls on emissions,” Johnson Memo at 

12 precisely the interpretation to which, according to the Board, “the 1978 Federal 

Register preamble does not lend support.”  Bonanza at 41 (emphasis added).   

EPA seeks to elide its amendment of the 1978 interpretation via two routes.  

First, it asserts that “the specific categories of regulations identified in the second 

sentence of the passage quoted above are all regulations that require control of 

pollutant emissions.”  Johnson Memo at 12.  Bonanza directly refutes that claim: 

“Nothing in the 1978 preamble . . . indicates that the Agency intended to depart from the 

normal use of ‘includes’ as introducing an illustrative, and non-exclusive, list of 

pollutants subject to regulation under the Act.” Bonanza at 40 (holding that “we must 

reject” the “conten[tion] that only the pollutants identified in the preamble by general 

category defined the scope of the Administrator’s 1978 interpretation).  

Second, the Memo claims that the phrase “regulated in” as it appears in the 1978 

Preamble is ambiguous and thus subject to clarification by the Agency, such that the 

1978 Preamble may be understood to mean “regulated by actual control of emissions” 

by use of the term “regulated.”  Johnson Memo at 12. (“[I]t is still not clear that a 

monitoring or reporting requirement added to subchapter C would make that pollutant 

‘regulated in’ Subchapter C because of the alternative meanings of the term regulation, 

regulate, and regulated discussed earlier”).  

This newly proposed understanding of the words “regulated in” fits so unnaturally 

with the text of the 1978 Federal Register preamble as to defy credibility.  That 

understanding would, entirely sub silentio, impose an enormously substantive and 

restrictive qualification by use of the words “regulated in,” while dismissing the far more 

prominent reference to “Subchapter C of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations” as 
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irrelevant verbiage.  Like Congress, agencies cannot be presumed to hide such 

“elephants in mouseholes.” Whitman v. American Trucking Ass’n, 531 U.S. 457, 468 

(2001).  The words “regulated” and “regulation,” appear pervasively throughout the 1978 

Federal Register preamble, uniformly meaning (as they always do) any act of regulating 

or regulation.  See, e.g., 43 Fed. Reg. 26,389 (“The regulations made final today apply 

to any source . . .”), 26,398 (“In the regulations adopted today, EPA’s assessment of the 

air quality impacts of new major sources and modifications will be based on” certain 

EPA guidelines), 26,401 (“Such offsets have always been acceptable under the 

agency’s PSD regulations . . . .”), 26,402 (“Environmental groups pointed out that the 

proposed regulations did not specifically require Federal Land Managers to protect 

“affirmatively” air quality related values . . . .”).  

Those references demonstrate that the Agency in 1978 used “regulation” and 

“regulate” as they are generally used:  to encompass all forms of regulation.  In 

explaining the meaning of the phrase “subject to regulation,” the Agency offered no hint 

that, merely by employing the words “regulated in,” it was departing from that standard-

English definition – much less that it was adopting the Johnson Memo’s “alternative” 

definition.  Under any plausible reading, the 1978 Federal Register preamble used 

“regulated in” to describe all the regulations contained “in Subchapter C of Title 40 of 

the Code of Federal Regulations.”  See Bonanza at 41-42 & n.43 (noting that “plain and 

more natural reading of the preamble’s interpretative statement suggests a different 

unifying rule” than a rule that would limit “regulation” to actual control of emissions).8  

The Johnson Memo’s proposed interpretation of the term “subject to regulation” 

via the “regulated in” subterfuge is not only disingenuous, but absurd.  The Memo 

claims that the Agency can freely substitute its new definition of “regulation” as 

“regulation requiring actual control of emissions” for the word “regulation” in whatever 

form the latter appears, apparently in any regulatory document.  Johnson Memo at 11.  

                                                           
8  Indeed, in Bonanza EPA assumed that the 1978 Preamble used the word “regulated” 
in this most natural sense, hence its reliance on the enumerated examples as limiting 
“the scope” of the reference to the Code of Federal Regulations, and its citation of the 
preamble to the 1993 rulemaking as reflecting an intent to avoid including CO2 among 
the pollutants regulated under the Act.  Bonanza at 41-42. 
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Nor, logically, does it stop there:  not only “regulation”, but also “regulate” and 

“regulated” are now up for grabs; they now mean anything Administrator Johnson wants 

them to mean, wherever they might appear in any environmental statute or EPA 

regulation.   

2.  The 2002 Regulation 

The Johnson Memo attempts to narrow the plain language of the Clean Air Act 

and EPA’s 1978 interpretation of that language by purporting to interpret a 2002 

implementing regulation rather than the statute itself.  That regulation states: 

 Regulated NSR pollutant, for purposes of this section, means the following: 

(i) Any pollutant for which a national ambient air quality standard has been 
promulgated  and . . . any constituent[s] or precursors for such pollutant[s]. . . . 
identified by the Administrator [e.g., volatile organic compounds are precursors 
for ozone]; 

(ii) Any pollutant that is subject to any standard promulgated under section 111 of 
the Act; 

 (iii) Any Class I or II substance subject to a standard promulgated under or 
 established by title VI of the Act; [or]  

(iv) Any pollutant that otherwise is subject to regulation under the Act; 
except that any or all hazardous air pollutants either listed in section 112 of the 
Act or added to the list pursuant to section 112(b)(2) of the Act, which have not 
be delisted pursuant to section 112(b)(3) of the Act, are not regulated NSR 
pollutants unless the listed hazardous air pollutant is also regulated as a 
constituent or precursor of a general pollutant listed under section 108 of the Act. 

40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(50) (emphasis added).  The Memo declares that it is interpreting 

the phrase “any pollutant that otherwise is subject to regulation under the Act” in this 

definition when it excludes pollutants subject to monitoring regulations and pollutants 

regulated “solely . . . by a single state in a SIP approved by EPA.”  Johnson Memo at 

15. 

In reality, the Johnson Memo is interpreting the language of the statute.  The 

agency’s interpretation of its regulation is not entitled to deference because the 

regulation simply parrots the language of the statute.   
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[T]he existence of a parroting regulation does not change the fact that the 
question here is . . . the meaning of the statute. An agency does not 
acquire special authority to interpret its own words when, instead of using 
its expertise and experience to formulate a regulation, it has elected 
merely to paraphrase the statutory language.   

Gonzales v. Oregon, 546 U.S. 243, 257 (2006).   Moreover, because the regulation 

merely paraphrases statutory language that EPA already interpreted in 1978, that 

earlier interpretation applies to the language of both the statute and rule absent an 

indication in the 2002 rulemaking that EPA was abandoning it; as EAB found, that 

rulemaking contained no such indication.  Bonanza at 46.  EPA cannot now change its 

prior interpretation in a memo issued with complete disregard for the public notice and 

comment that the law requires.  See  pp. 4-9, supra. 

The Johnson Memo rationalizes its narrow interpretation by relying on a canon of 

statutory construction known as ejusdem generis, which provides that “where general 

words follow the enumeration of particular classes of things, the general words are most 

naturally construed as applying only to things of the same general class as those 

enumerated.”  Am. Mining Cong. v. EPA, 824 F.2d 1177, 1189 (D.C. Cir. 1987) (quoted 

in Bonanza at 45).  It reasons that EPA can construe “otherwise subject to regulation” in 

subsection (iv)  to apply to the same class of pollutants allegedly covered by 

subsections (i) – (iii) of the “regulated NSR pollutant” definition—those “pollutants 

subject to a promulgated regulation requiring actual control of a pollutant.”  Johnson 

Memo at 8.   

Numerous defects undermine this reasoning.  Most importantly, it directly 

conflicts with the Bonanza decision because the EAB explicitly held that it is not 

appropriate to use ejusdem generis to interpret a parroting regulation “[w]ithout a clear 

and sufficient supporting analysis or statement of intent in the regulation’s preamble.” 

Bonanza at 46 (emphasis added).   The Memo attempts to remedy this omission by 

belatedly supplying “additional analysis and statement of intent regarding the 

regulation.”  Johnson Memo at 9.  Analysis in a memo, however, is an inadequate 

substitute for the missing analysis in the rulemaking itself.  The EAB held that the 
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analysis should be in the preamble, and the failure to include it deprives the public of 

proper notice and the opportunity to comment. 

Indeed, ejusdem generis is entirely inapplicable in this situation.  The 

fundamental dispute here concerns the meaning of a broadly-worded provision of the 

Clean Air Act, not the nearly identical language of a subsection of the regulation.  The 

Act does not contain a list; it contains a single broad category of pollutants “subject to 

regulation.”  The Supreme Court has cautioned against narrowly interpreting the broad 

language of the Clean Air Act.  Massachusetts, 127 S.Ct. at 1462.  EPA may not restrict 

that language through the back door by interpreting a parroting regulation with a 

narrowing canon of construction not suited to the statute itself. 

 Even looking at only the regulation, applying ejusdem generis is inappropriate 

because “the whole context dictates a different conclusion.”  Norfolk & W. Ry. Co. v. 

Am. Train Dispatchers’ Ass’n, 499 U.S. 117, 129 (1991).  The first three subsections of 

the regulation refer to pollutants subject to a “standard” that has been promulgated, 

while the fourth covers “[a]ny pollutant that is otherwise subject to regulation under the 

Act.”  40 C.F.R. 52.21(b)(50) (emphasis added).  The use of “otherwise” and 

“regulation” indicates that it applies to pollutants regulated in some other way than by a 

standard.  Moreover, subsections (i) through (iii) are not so alike, since subsection (i) 

refers to ambient air quality standards that in and of themselves do not require control of 

emissions, (ii) refers to standards governing emissions from sources, and (iii) refers to 

standards that only indirectly control emissions.  Tellingly, the “general class” that the 

Johnson Memo identifies (“pollutants that are subject to a promulgated regulation 

requiring actual control of a pollutant”) differs from the other iterations of the 

interpretation (pollutants subject to a regulation “that requires actual control of 

emissions of that pollutant),” in a way evidently designed to minimize the differences 

among the three pollutant categories enumerated.  Memo at 8, 1 (emphasis added).  

C.   The Johnson Memo Contravenes the Purpose and Structure of the Clean 
Air Act By Prohibiting BACT for CO2 Emissions. 

Limiting BACT as described in the Johnson Memo ignores the broad, protective 

purpose of the PSD program.  Congress explicitly stated that the purpose of the PSD 
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program was to “protect public health and welfare from any actual or potential adverse 

effect which in the Administrator’s judgment may reasonably be anticipate[d] to occur 

from air pollution . . .  notwithstanding attainment and maintenance of all national 

ambient air quality standards.”  42 U.S.C. § 7470(1) (emphasis added).  In stark 

contrast, Congress required EPA to make an endangerment finding before establishing 

generally applicable standards such as the NAAQS, New Source Performance 

Standards, or motor vehicle emissions standards.  Each of these programs expressly 

require EPA to find that emissions of a pollutant “cause or contribute to air pollution 

which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare” as a 

prerequisite to regulation.  Id. § 7408(a)(1)(A); id. § 7521(a)(1); see also id. § 

7411(b)(1).       

In the PSD program, Congress used language showing that it clearly intended 

that BACT apply regardless of whether an endangerment finding had been made for 

that pollutant.  Thus Congress – which was quite familiar with the “endangerment 

trigger” – deliberately established a much lower threshold for requiring BACT than an 

“endangerment finding.”   Thus requiring BACT for “each pollutant subject to regulation 

under the Act” meshes perfectly with the purpose of the PSD program to guard against 

any “potential adverse effect” as opposed to “endangerment of public health or welfare.”  

And because the BACT analysis entails a case-by-case inquiry, it is more dynamic in 

assimilating new information than other statutory standards, such as New Source 

Performance Standards. 

As the Johnson Memo’s focus on endangerment demonstrates, see, e.g., 

Johnson Memo at 18, the interpretation it adopts improperly limits the scope of the PSD 

program and the BACT requirement.  It ignores the broader purpose of the PSD 

program by limiting the BACT requirement to pollutants already subject to limitations on 

emissions.  Id. at 13.  Strangely, it attempts to justify this interpretation by stating:  “The 

fact that Congress specified in the Act that BACT could be no less stringent than NSPS 

and other control requirements under the Act indicates that Congress expected BACT to 

apply to pollutants controlled under these programs.”  Id.  But, quite obviously, the fact 

that BACT applies to pollutants controlled under those programs does not mean that it 
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is limited to them.  Instead, the congressional directive that BACT be no less stringent 

than those other control requirements is a further indication that BACT is meant to be 

more protective and apply more broadly.  The Johnson Memo demonstrates a 

fundamental misperception of the role of the PSD program and its BACT requirement 

within the Act. 

D.  The Need to Study Pollutants Does Not Justify Prohibiting BACT for CO2. 

The Johnson Memo defends the decision to prohibit BACT limits for CO2 by 

asserting that it would “frustrate the Agency’s ability to gather information using Section 

114 and other authority and make informed and reasoned judgments about the need to 

establish controls or limitations on individual pollutants.”  Id. at 9.  This rationale is 

nothing but a red herring.  Throughout the Bonanza proceeding, EPA has not identified 

a single pollutant other than CO2 that would be affected by an interpretation of 

“regulation” in Section165 to include monitoring and reporting regulations.  EPA is free 

to gather information about pollutants under Section 114 without adopting regulations.  

And Congress explicitly singled out CO2 as a pollutant of special concern in Section 

821.  Nothing in that provision indicates that Congress intended CO2 to be considered 

regulated under the Act for some purposes but not for other purposes.  If Congress 

directs EPA to adopt monitoring regulations under the CAA for particular pollutants, it 

can choose to expressly exclude those pollutants from BACT requirements, but it did 

not do so in Section 821.   

 The Johnson Memo opines that “[t]he current concerns over global climate 

change should not drive EPA into adopting an unworkable policy of requiring emissions 

controls under the PSD program any time that EPA promulgates a rule under the Act 

that requires a source to gather or report emissions data under the Act for any 

pollutant.”  Id. at 10.  But EPA has not demonstrated that anything is unworkable about 

requiring BACT for pollutants subject to monitoring regulations when Congress has 

expressly singled out specific pollutants for regulation without excluding them from 

BACT.  And it has not demonstrated that BACT would be required in any other situation.  

EPA has pointed to nothing in the Act that supports its position that requiring BACT for 

pollutants subject to monitoring conflicts with Congress’ information-gathering objectives 
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under the Act.  See Massachusetts, 127 S.Ct. at 1460-61 (“And unlike EPA, we have no 

difficulty reconciling Congress’ various efforts to promote . . . research to better 

understand climate change with the agency’s pre-existing mandate to regulate ‘any air 

pollutant’ that may endanger the public welfare.”) (footnote and citation omitted).  As the 

Supreme Court has held, EPA cannot ignore its duties under the Clean Air Act to 

address pollutants that cause global climate change, and the statute offers the 

regulatory flexibility needed to do so.  Id. at 1462.   

The plain language of the Clean Air Act, its structure, and authoritative regulatory 

history of the phrase, “subject to regulation under this Chapter” all support the 

conclusion that BACT is required for each pollutant subject to any sort of regulation 

under the Act.  The EAB has held that EPA has never established a contrary position in 

any action entitled to deference, and it may not now do so in an internal agency 

memorandum.  

III.  EPA SHOULD STAY THE EFFECT OF THE JOHNSON MEMO  

 By its own terms, the Johnson Memo purports to go into effect “immediately.”  

Johnson Memo at 2.  Because the Memo so clearly violates both the procedural 

requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Bonanza 

decision, as well as the substantive requirements of the Clean Air Act, EPA should stay 

implementation of the Memo during the pendency of this Petition for Reconsideration 

and during the pendency of any challenge to the Memo in the U.S. Court of Appeals for 

the District of Columbia Circuit.   

CONCLUSION 

 EPA must reconsider its final action for all of the reasons stated above. 

DATED:  January 6, 2009 
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Chapter 4: Emissions Performance Standard 

The statute requires the emissions standard for the POU’s to be consistent with that 
developed by the CPUC for its jurisdictional load-serving entities. Since this paper was 
prepared prior to the CPUC’s adoption of a standard for load-serving entities, it raises 
issues that have been examined in the CPUC process and examines POU-specific 
issues which may provide a basis for modifying the Energy Commission’s standard. 

(e) (1) On or before June 30, 2007, the Energy Commission, at a 
duly noticed public hearing and in consultation with the commission 
and the State Air Resources Board, shall establish a greenhouse gases 
emission performance standard for all baseload generation of local 
publicly owned electric utilities at a rate of emissions of 
greenhouse gases that is no higher than the rate of emissions of 
greenhouse gases for combined-cycle natural gas baseload generation. 
The greenhouse gases emission performance standard established by the
Energy Commission for local publicly owned electric utilities shall
be consistent with the standard adopted by the commission for
load-serving entities. Enforcement of the greenhouse gases emission
performance standard shall begin immediately upon the establishment
of the standard. All combined-cycle natural gas powerplants that are 
in operation, or that have an Energy Commission final permit decision 
to operate as of June 30, 2007, shall be deemed to be in compliance 
with the greenhouse gases emission performance standard. 

The CPUC staff proposed 1,100 pounds carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour as an 
Interim Emissions Performance Standard in its October 2, 2006 Final Workshop Report.  
The standard was selected from proposals ranging from 800 to 1,400 lbs CO2/MWhr, 
and the earlier Revised Staff Report’s recommendation of 1,000 lbs CO2/MWhr (0.46 
metric tons CO2/MWhr)1. The CPUC staff proposed EPS’s of 1,000 or 1,100 lbs 
CO2/MWhr (0.50 metric tons CO2/MWhr) appear to be a compromise between the 800 
lbs CO2/MWhr that the most efficient modern combustion turbine combined cycle plant 
could achieve, and the 1,400 lbs CO2/MWhr that might envelope the majority of natural 
gas burning technologies (e.g., steam cycle boiler, simple cycle combustion turbine, 
reciprocating engine, and a range of combustion turbine combined cycle units). 

A proposed standard of 1,100, or 1,000, lbs CO2/MWhr is equivalent to a power plant 
unit with an effective heat rate, in higher heating value (HHV)2, of: 

 Typical Fuel CO2 
emission factor 

Effective Heat Rate @ 
an EPS of 1,000 lbs 

Effective Heat Rate @ 
an EPS of 1,100 lbs 

1
Conversion:  pounds to metric tons, multiply by 0.454 x 10

3
.

2
 Heating Value: traditionally, heat rates in the USA and of boiler units is specified in higher heating value, 

while Europe and combustion turbines generally use lower heating value.  For this discussion and more 
direct comparison, the higher heating value is used unless otherwise stated.   

Natural gas HHV = 1.11 x LHV 
Bituminous coal HHV = approx. 1.05 x LHV 



 

Facility Level Emissions Quick Report 
January 20, 2009 

Your query will return data for 83 facilities and 188 units. 
 
You specified: Year(s): 2007 Program(s): ARP State(s): CA 

State Facility Name
Facility 

ID 
(ORISPL)

Year
Program

(s)

# of 
Months 

Reported

SO2 

Tons

NOx 

Tons
CO2 Tons Heat Input 

(mmBtu)

CA AES Alamitos 315 2007 ARP 12 5.0 86.2 994,778.8 16,741,572 

CA AES 
Huntington 
Beach 

335 2007 ARP 12 5.7 58.1 905,556.7 15,239,761 

CA AES Redondo 
Beach 

356 2007 ARP 12 1.7 17.7 343,210.4 5,776,117 

CA Agua Mansa 
Power 

55951 2007 ARP 12 0.2 3.5 29,636.1 498,662 

CA Almond 
Power Plant 

7315 2007 ARP 12 0.3 8.9 53,002.5 891,874 

CA Anaheim 
Combustion 
Turbine 

7693 2007 ARP 12 0.1 4.6 29,389.7 494,485 

CA Blythe 
Energy 

55295 2007 ARP 12 2.7 74.4 543,528.8 9,145,930 

CA Broadway 420 2007 ARP 12 0.0 1.8 9,391.4 158,042 

CA Cabrillo 
Power I 
Encina Power 
Station 

302 2007 ARP 12 11.9 115.3 1,618,095.5 27,309,474 

CA CalPeak 
Power - 
Border LLC 

55510 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.1 23,254.6 391,312 

CA CalPeak 
Power - El 
Cajon LLC 

55512 2007 ARP 12 0.1 1.9 19,764.5 332,576 

CA CalPeak 
Power - 
Enterprise 
LLC 

55513 2007 ARP 12 0.1 1.4 16,142.0 271,639 

CA CalPeak 
Power - 
Panoche LLC 

55508 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.7 7,444.1 125,275 

CA CalPeak 
Power - Vaca 
Dixon LLC 

55499 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.6 7,719.5 129,917 

CA Calpine Gilroy 
Cogen, LP 

10034 2007 ARP 12 0.7 81.1 136,415.8 2,295,417 

CA Calpine Sutter 
Energy 
Center 

55112 2007 ARP 12 5.7 86.6 1,119,265.0 18,833,808 

CA Carson 
Cogeneration 

7527 2007 ARP 12 2.2 29.3 240,734.3 3,799,976 

CA Carson 
Cogeneration 

10169 2007 ARP 12 1.0 14.4 207,299.1 3,488,275 
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Company 

CA Chula Vista 
Power Plant 

55540 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.8 1,626.8 27,383 

CA Contra Costa 
Power Plant 

228 2007 ARP 12 0.5 10.7 90,721.0 1,526,531 

CA Coolwater 
Generating 
Station 

329 2007 ARP 12 2.1 350.9 421,624.0 7,094,649 

CA Cosumnes 
Power Plant 

55970 2007 ARP 12 7.5 69.6 1,480,952.3 24,920,386 

CA Creed Energy 
Center 

55625 2007 ARP 12 0.0 1.3 7,979.3 134,272 

CA Delta Energy 
Center, LLC 

55333 2007 ARP 12 11.1 134.0 2,205,554.9 37,112,676 

CA Donald Von 
Raesfeld 

56026 2007 ARP 12 1.4 15.9 268,881.9 4,524,443 

CA Dynegy South 
Bay, LLC 

310 2007 ARP 12 2.7 46.3 509,294.3 8,569,590 

CA El Centro 389 2007 ARP 12 1.4 268.7 269,356.1 4,532,233 

CA El Segundo 330 2007 ARP 12 0.9 22.0 360,580.8 6,067,472 

CA Elk Hills 
Power 

55400 2007 ARP 12 7.6 83.2 1,505,361.0 25,330,619 

CA Escondido 
Power Plant 

55538 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.6 2,473.9 41,624 

CA Etiwanda 
Generating 
Station 

331 2007 ARP 12 2.2 24.3 444,830.3 7,485,126 

CA Feather River 
Energy 
Center 

55847 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.0 15,977.9 268,865 

CA Fresno 
Cogeneration 
Partners, LP 

10156 2007 ARP 12 0.2 3.1 31,505.4 529,858 

CA Gilroy Energy 
Center, LLC 

55810 2007 ARP 12 0.3 58.0 50,910.1 856,689 

CA Gilroy Energy 
Center, LLC 
for King City 

10294 2007 ARP 12 0.1 1.2 11,615.1 195,579 

CA Glenarm 422 2007 ARP 12 0.1 4.8 24,331.2 409,416 

CA Goose Haven 
Energy 
Center 

55627 2007 ARP 12 0.0 1.1 9,203.8 154,858 

CA Grayson 
Power Plant 

377 2007 ARP 12 1.0 21.3 139,125.1 1,623,467 

CA Hanford 
Energy Park 
Peaker 

55698 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.4 23,232.1 390,918 

CA Harbor 
Generating 
Station 

399 2007 ARP 12 0.7 25.6 140,435.0 2,363,342 

CA Haynes 
Generating 
Station 

400 2007 ARP 12 10.2 92.7 2,019,801.5 33,992,772 
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CA Henrietta 
Peaker Plant 

55807 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.4 13,329.7 224,296 

CA High Desert 
Power 
Project 

55518 2007 ARP 12 9.7 159.4 1,921,877.2 32,339,084 

CA Humboldt 
Bay 

246 2007 ARP 12 43.2 1,052.9 365,324.5 6,104,391 

CA Indigo 
Generation 
Facility 

55541 2007 ARP 12 0.3 10.8 52,992.5 891,732 

CA Kings River 
Conservation 
District 
Malaga 

56239 2007 ARP 12 0.4 5.8 76,028.5 1,279,384 

CA La Paloma 
Generating 
Plant 

55151 2007 ARP 12 14.2 142.5 2,812,443.5 47,324,777 

CA Lake 7987 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.9 4,992.2 83,986 

CA Lambie 
Energy 
Center 

55626 2007 ARP 12 0.0 1.3 9,083.3 152,821 

CA Larkspur 
Energy 
Faciity 

55542 2007 ARP 12 1.9 5.3 31,838.9 534,423 

CA Los Esteros 
Critical 
Energy Fac 

55748 2007 ARP 12 0.2 8.8 40,168.5 675,919 

CA Los Medanos 
Energy 
Center, LLC 

55217 2007 ARP 12 7.8 2,744.9 1,546,010.5 26,014,684 

CA Magnolia 56046 2007 ARP 12 1.7 15.5 328,970.7 5,535,839 

CA Malburg 
Generating 
Station 

56041 2007 ARP 12 1.7 19.7 341,469.9 5,746,176 

CA Mandalay 
Generating 
Station 

345 2007 ARP 12 1.4 9.4 275,926.6 4,643,002 

CA Metcalf 
Energy 
Center 

55393 2007 ARP 12 6.8 77.9 1,337,584.8 22,507,479 

CA Miramar 
Energy 
Facility 

56232 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.4 4,281.2 72,036 

CA Morro Bay 
Power Plant, 
LLC 

259 2007 ARP 12 1.5 86.9 305,629.4 5,142,682 

CA Moss 
Landing 

260 2007 ARP 12 17.3 169.1 3,429,063.6 57,700,641 

CA Mountainview 
Power 
Company, 
LLC 

358 2007 ARP 12 13.7 126.9 2,705,366.0 45,522,915 

CA NCPA 
Combustion 
Turbine 
Project #2 

7449 2007 ARP 12 0.2 3.5 39,329.2 666,956 
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CA Olive 6013 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.1 1,664.2 28,005 

CA Ormond 
Beach 
Generating 
Station 

350 2007 ARP 12 3.1 39.9 619,648.5 10,426,783 

CA Palomar 
Energy 

55985 2007 ARP 12 7.1 76.3 1,403,805.3 23,621,779 

CA Pastoria 
Energy 
Facility 

55656 2007 ARP 12 10.5 114.5 2,071,866.0 34,863,142 

CA Pittsburg 
Power Plant 
(CA) 

271 2007 ARP 12 0.7 14.6 136,555.5 2,297,780 

CA Potrero Power 
Plant 

273 2007 ARP 12 1.6 24.9 315,982.1 5,317,019 

CA Redding 
Power Plant 

7307 2007 ARP 12 0.5 2.2 96,630.1 1,648,098 

CA Ripon 
Generation 
Station 

56135 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.2 20,980.5 353,028 

CA Riverside 
Energy 
Resource 
Center 

56143 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.3 23,584.1 396,861 

CA Riverview 
Energy 
Center 

55963 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.1 16,397.2 275,914 

CA Roseville 
Energy Park 

56298 2007 ARP 6 0.4 3.4 70,844.1 1,192,059 

CA SCA Cogen II 7551 2007 ARP 12 1.9 50.4 380,906.8 6,409,475 

CA Sacramento 
Power 
Authority 
Cogen 

7552 2007 ARP 12 2.6 41.9 524,239.4 8,821,321 

CA Scattergood 
Generating 
Station 

404 2007 ARP 12 14.3 19.6 1,006,825.3 15,907,187 

CA Sunrise 
Power 
Company 

55182 2007 ARP 12 7.7 74.8 1,528,392.0 25,718,239 

CA Tracy Peaker 55933 2007 ARP 12 0.1 15.3 10,111.1 171,404 

CA Valley Gen 
Station 

408 2007 ARP 12 6.9 90.2 1,340,036.7 22,548,605 

CA Walnut 
Energy 
Center 

56078 2007 ARP 12 3.3 35.9 663,350.2 11,162,241 

CA Wellhead 
Power Gates, 
LLC 

55875 2007 ARP 12 0.0 0.7 5,695.9 95,845 

CA Wolfskill 
Energy 
Center 

55855 2007 ARP 12 0.1 1.7 13,016.6 219,042 

CA Woodland 
Generation 
Station 

7266 2007 ARP 12 1.0 15.9 203,357.7 3,421,792 

CA Yuba City 10349 2007 ARP 12 0.1 2.0 15,433.5 259,699 
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Energy 
Center 

Total      272.1  7,105.0  42,451,035.9  712,395,421  
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Elk Hills Power

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:55 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

Patrick RamseyContact:

(661) 763-2727

pramsey@elkhills.com

Independent Power ProducerDescription:

2211-Electric Power Generation, Transmission and DistributionNAIC Code:

Electric Power ProducerIndustry Type:

4026 Skyline Road

4911-Electric ServicesSIC Code:

Legend

Blue = required

Orange = optional

PO Box: 460

Tupman, CA 93276 United States

Primary Calculation 

Methodologies:

The inventory was prepared using the CCAR General Reporting Protocol Version 2.2, March 

2007 and the CCAR Power and Utility Reporting Protocol Version 1.0, April 2005.

EMISSION EFFICIENCY METRICS

Net Generation: 796 lbs CO2/MWh from net owned generation

Net Fossil Generation:  796 lbs CO2/MWh from net owned Fossil Fuel Generation

Organizational 

structure disclosure:

CAReporting Scope:

2006Reporting Year:

 VERIFIED EMISSIONS INFORMATION

Reporting Protocol: General Reporting Protocol, Version 2.2 (March 2007); 

Power/Utility Reporting Protocol, Version 1 (April 2005)

Baseline Year (Indirect Emissions):

Baseline Year (Direct Emissions):

Reporting Boundaries:

UnitPFCs*N2OCO2CO2eDirect Emissions SF6CH4 HFCs*

* *Mobile Combustion  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

Stationary Combustion  1,248,733.95  32.20  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 1,260,653.08  92.29

Process Emissions  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

Fugitive Emissions  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

TOTAL DIRECT  1,248,733.95  32.20  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 1,260,653.08  92.29

* HFCs and PFCs are classes of greenhouse gases that include many compounds. These columns may reflect the total emissions of multiple HFC and PFC 

compounds, each of which has a unique Global Warming Potential (GWP). Emissions of each gas are first multiplied by their respective GWP and then summed in 

the total CO2-equivalent column.

Indirect Emissions UnitN2OCO2CO2e CH4

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Electricity

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Steam

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Heating and Cooling

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00TOTAL INDIRECT

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*CH4 N2OCO2CO2eDe Minimis Emissions

TOTAL DEMINIMIS  3,275.81  0.02 0.03  0.01  0.00  0.00 metric ton 3,296.15

Percentage of Total Inventory:  0.26 %

Page 1 of 2

This report includes emissions from California sources



Elk Hills Power

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:55 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

VERIFICATION INFORMATION

Verification Body: Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc.

Basis of Verification Opinion: Elk Hills Power, LLC (EHP) submitted their California GHG Emission 

Inventory Report for Year 2006 to Ryerson, Master and Associates, Inc., 

(RMA) for review and certification against the Registry's General Reporting 

Protocol, Version 2.2 and the Power Utility Reporting Protocol (April 2005). 

RMA followed the procedures outlined in the Registry's General Certification 

Protocol (dated July 2003) and the Power Utility Certification Protocol (April 

2005) to complete the certification process. The certification activities were 

conducted during January through March 2008.

On March 12, 2008, RMA issued a Certification Report to EHP documenting 

the certification activities and the immaterial misstatements in the EHP 

inventory. EHP accepted the Certification Report, and made revisions in 

CARROT and in the PUP spreadsheet to address the RMA findings. On March 

20, 2008, RMA provided a Certification Opinion to EHP. RMA completed the 

Certification Activities Checklist and completed the certification in CARROT 

on March 20, 2008.

Date Submitted:

3/20/08   1:25 pm

 OPTIONAL INFORMATION

Information in this section is voluntarily provided by the participant for public information, but is not required and thus, not verified 

under California Registry protocols.

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*N2OOptional Emissions CH4CO2CO2e

 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

TOTAL OPTIONAL  0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

Emissions Management Programs:

See comments on Certified Emissions Inventory, Fossil generation and Net 

generation

Emissions Efficiency metric:

Emissions Reduction Projects:

Emissions Reduction Goals:

Title Author Publish DateDocument Status

CCAR 03/13/2008  12:00:00AM2006 PUP Report Public

 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

Page 2 of 2

This report includes emissions from California sources

http://www.climateregistry.org/CarrotDocs/157/2006/EHP_2006_PUP_Report_no_deliveries_metric_2007_(2).pdf


Elk Hills Power

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:53 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

Patrick RamseyContact:

(661) 763-2727

pramsey@elkhills.com

Independent Power ProducerDescription:

2211-Electric Power Generation, Transmission and DistributionNAIC Code:

Electric Power ProducerIndustry Type:

4026 Skyline Road

4911-Electric ServicesSIC Code:

Legend

Blue = required

Orange = optional

PO Box: 460

Tupman, CA 93276 United States

Primary Calculation 

Methodologies:

The inventory was prepared using the CCAR General Reporting Protocol Version 3.0, April 

2008 and the CCAR Power and Utility Reporting Protocol Version 1.0, April 2005.

Emission Efficiency Metrics

Net Generation: 793.99 lbs CO2/MWh net owned generation

Net Fossil Generation: 793.99 lbs CO2/MWh net owned fossil generation only

Organizational 

structure disclosure:

CAReporting Scope:

2007Reporting Year:

 VERIFIED EMISSIONS INFORMATION

Reporting Protocol: General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, (April 2008); 

Power/Utility Reporting Protocol, Version 1 (April 2005)

Baseline Year (Indirect Emissions):

Baseline Year (Direct Emissions):

Management Control - Operational CriteriaReporting Boundaries:

UnitPFCs*N2OCO2CO2eDirect Emissions SF6CH4 HFCs*

* *Mobile Combustion  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

Stationary Combustion  1,344,042.64  2.53  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 1,347,966.36  149.45

Process Emissions  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

Fugitive Emissions  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

TOTAL DIRECT  1,344,042.64  2.53  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 1,347,966.36  149.45

* HFCs and PFCs are classes of greenhouse gases that include many compounds. These columns may reflect the total emissions of multiple HFC and PFC 

compounds, each of which has a unique Global Warming Potential (GWP). Emissions of each gas are first multiplied by their respective GWP and then summed in 

the total CO2-equivalent column.

Indirect Emissions UnitN2OCO2CO2e CH4

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Electricity

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Steam

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Heating and Cooling

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00TOTAL INDIRECT

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*CH4 N2OCO2CO2eDe Minimis Emissions

TOTAL DEMINIMIS  3,572.78  0.02 0.03  0.01  0.00  0.00 metric ton 3,592.67

Percentage of Total Inventory:  0.27 %

Page 1 of 2

This report includes emissions from California sources



Elk Hills Power

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:53 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

VERIFICATION INFORMATION

Verification Body: Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc.

Basis of Verification Opinion: Elk Hills Power, LLC (EHP) submitted their California GHG Emission 

Inventory Report for Year 2007 to Ryerson, Master and Associates, Inc., 

(RMA) for review and verification against the Registry's General Reporting 

Protocol, Version 3.0 and the Power Utility Reporting Protocol (April 2005). 

RMA followed the procedures outlined in the Registry's General Verification 

Protocol, Version 3.0 and the Power Utility Certification Protocol (April 2005) 

to complete the verification process. The verification activities were 

conducted during July through October 2008.

On September 30, 2008, RMA issued a Verification Report to EHP 

documenting the verification activities and the immaterial misstatements in 

the EHP inventory. EHP accepted the Verification Report, and no revisions in 

CARROT or in the PUP spreadsheet were made. On October 1, 2008, RMA 

provided a Verification Opinion to EHP. RMA completed the Verification 

Activities Checklist and completed the verification in CARROT on October 6, 

2008.

Date Submitted:

10/6/08   2:08 pm

 OPTIONAL INFORMATION

Information in this section is voluntarily provided by the participant for public information, but is not required and thus, not verified 

under California Registry protocols.

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*N2OOptional Emissions CH4CO2CO2e

 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

TOTAL OPTIONAL  0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

Emissions Management Programs:

See Comments on Certified Emissions InventoryEmissions Efficiency metric:

Emissions Reduction Projects:

Emissions Reduction Goals:

Title Author Publish DateDocument Status

Elk Hills Power, LLC 05/28/2008  12:00:00AMElk Hills Power, LLC 2007 PUP Report Public

 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

Page 2 of 2

This report includes emissions from California sources

http://www.climateregistry.org/CarrotDocs/157/2007/EHP_2007_pup_report_april-2008.pdf


Calpine Corporation

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:56 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

Barbara McBrideContact:

925-479-6729

bmcbride@calpine.com

Clean, Reliable Power 

Calpine Corporation is helping meet the needs of an economy that demands more and cleaner 

sources of electricity. Founded in 1984, Calpine is a major U.S. power company, capable of 

delivering nearly 24,000 megawatts of clean, cost-effective, reliable and fuel-efficient 

electricity to customers and communities in 18 states in the U.S. The company owns, leases 

and operates low-carbon, natural gas-fired and renewable geothermal power plants. Using 

advanced technologies, Calpine generates electricity in a reliable and environmentally 

responsible manner for the customers and communities it serves.

Calpine Quick Facts

Calpine adheres to stringent standards for safe, efficient plant operations. 

Calpine is North America's leading geothermal power producer. At The Geysers, about 100 

miles northeast of San Francisco, Calpine harnesses naturally heated steam from the earth to 

create electrical power. This renewable "green" power is available to consumers throughout 

California.

Description:

2211-Electric Power Generation, Transmission and DistributionNAIC Code:

Electric Power ProducerIndustry Type:

50 W. San Fernando Street

www.calpine.com

4911-Electric ServicesSIC Code:

Legend

Blue = required

Orange = optional

San Jose, CA 95113 United States

Primary Calculation 

Methodologies:

Calpine is using the default Acid Rain CO2 emissions factor = 118.9 lbs CO2/mmbtu

No changes to deminimus in 2006.

Organizational 

structure disclosure:

CAReporting Scope:

2006Reporting Year:

 VERIFIED EMISSIONS INFORMATION

Reporting Protocol: General Reporting Protocol, Version 2.2 (March 2007); 

Power/Utility Reporting Protocol, Version 1 (April 2005)

Baseline Year (Indirect Emissions):

Baseline Year (Direct Emissions):

Reporting Boundaries:

UnitPFCs*N2OCO2CO2eDirect Emissions SF6CH4 HFCs*

* *Mobile Combustion  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

Stationary Combustion  7,484,851.79  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 7,484,851.79  0.00

Process Emissions  197,903.87  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 197,903.87  0.00

Fugitive Emissions  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

TOTAL DIRECT  7,682,755.65  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 7,682,755.65  0.00

* HFCs and PFCs are classes of greenhouse gases that include many compounds. These columns may reflect the total emissions of multiple HFC and PFC 

compounds, each of which has a unique Global Warming Potential (GWP). Emissions of each gas are first multiplied by their respective GWP and then summed in 

the total CO2-equivalent column.

Page 1 of 3

This report includes emissions from California sources



Calpine Corporation

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:56 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

Indirect Emissions UnitN2OCO2CO2e CH4

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Electricity

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Steam

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Heating and Cooling

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00TOTAL INDIRECT

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*CH4 N2OCO2CO2eDe Minimis Emissions

Percentage of Total Inventory:

VERIFICATION INFORMATION

Verification Body: Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc.

Basis of Verification Opinion: Calpine Corporation submitted their California GHG Emission Inventory 

Report for Year 2006 to Ryerson, Master and Associates, Inc., (RMA) for 

review and certification against the Registry's General Reporting Protocol, 

Version 2.2 and the Power Utility Reporting Protocol (April 2005). RMA 

followed the procedures outlined in the Registry's Certification Protocol 

(dated July 2003) and the Power Utility Certification Protocol (April 2005) to 

complete the certification process. The certification activities were conducted 

during November 2007 through April 2008.

On April 21, 2008, RMA issued a Certification Report to Calpine documenting 

the certification activities and the material and immaterial misstatements in 

the Calpine inventory. Calpine revised the emission inventory in CARROT, 

and RMA recertified the inventory. A Certification Opinion was provided to 

Calpine on April 28, 2008. RMA completed the Certification Activities 

Checklist and completed the certification in CARROT on April 28, 2008.

Date Submitted:

4/28/08   9:47 pm

 OPTIONAL INFORMATION

Information in this section is voluntarily provided by the participant for public information, but is not required and thus, not verified 

under California Registry protocols.

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*N2OOptional Emissions CH4CO2CO2e

 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

TOTAL OPTIONAL  0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

Total Energy Efficiency Metric = 644 lbs CO2/mwh

lbs of direct CO2 Emissions from stationary fossil fuel combustion/Net MWH 

from all energy sources. 

Fossil Fuel Electricity Generation: 850 lbs CO2/MWH 

lbs of CO2 emissions from stationary fossil fuel combustion/Net MWH from 

fossil fuel sources only.

Emissions Management Programs:

644 lbs CO2/mwhEmissions Efficiency metric:

Calpine will work to improve the fuel efficiency of its natural gas fueled 

power plants through a series of performance improvement programs, 

which will reduce CO2 emissions per megawatt hour throughout the fleet.

Emissions Reduction Projects:

Page 2 of 3

This report includes emissions from California sources



Calpine Corporation

Annual Emissions Report

01/20/2009 07:56 pmReport Generated On: PT

(Emissions from California operations)

Calpine's goal is to minimize CO2 emissions per megawatt hour from its 

power plants and to be recognized as the industry leader in minimizing CO2 

emissions from power generation.

Emissions Reduction Goals:

Title Author Publish DateDocument Status

 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS
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Barbara McBrideContact:

925-479-6729

bmcbride@calpine.com

Clean, Reliable Power 

Calpine Corporation is helping meet the needs of an economy that demands more and cleaner 

sources of electricity. Founded in 1984, Calpine is a major U.S. power company, capable of 

delivering nearly 24,000 megawatts of clean, cost-effective, reliable and fuel-efficient 

electricity to customers and communities in 18 states in the U.S. The company owns, leases 

and operates low-carbon, natural gas-fired and renewable geothermal power plants. Using 

advanced technologies, Calpine generates electricity in a reliable and environmentally 

responsible manner for the customers and communities it serves.

Calpine Quick Facts

Calpine adheres to stringent standards for safe, efficient plant operations. 

Calpine is North America's leading geothermal power producer. At The Geysers, about 100 

miles northeast of San Francisco, Calpine harnesses naturally heated steam from the earth to 

create electrical power. This renewable "green" power is available to consumers throughout 

California.

Description:

2211-Electric Power Generation, Transmission and DistributionNAIC Code:

Electric Power ProducerIndustry Type:

50 W. San Fernando Street

www.calpine.com

4911-Electric ServicesSIC Code:

Legend

Blue = required

Orange = optional

San Jose, CA 95113 United States

Primary Calculation 

Methodologies:

Calpine is using the default Acid Rain CO2 emissions factor = 118.9 lbs CO2/mmbtu

No changes to deminimus in 2004.

Organizational 

structure disclosure:

CAReporting Scope:

2005Reporting Year:

 VERIFIED EMISSIONS INFORMATION

Reporting Protocol: General Reporting Protocol, Version 2.1 (June 2006); 

Power/Utility Reporting Protocol, Version 1 (April 2005)

Baseline Year (Indirect Emissions):

Baseline Year (Direct Emissions):

Reporting Boundaries:

UnitPFCs*N2OCO2CO2eDirect Emissions SF6CH4 HFCs*

* *Mobile Combustion  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

Stationary Combustion  7,374,694.12  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 7,374,694.12  0.00

Process Emissions  204,500.12  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 204,500.12  0.00

Fugitive Emissions  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 - 0.00  0.00

TOTAL DIRECT  7,579,194.24  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 metric ton 7,579,194.24  0.00

* HFCs and PFCs are classes of greenhouse gases that include many compounds. These columns may reflect the total emissions of multiple HFC and PFC 

compounds, each of which has a unique Global Warming Potential (GWP). Emissions of each gas are first multiplied by their respective GWP and then summed in 

the total CO2-equivalent column.
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Indirect Emissions UnitN2OCO2CO2e CH4

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Electricity

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Steam

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00Purchased Heating and Cooling

- 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00TOTAL INDIRECT

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*CH4 N2OCO2CO2eDe Minimis Emissions

Percentage of Total Inventory:

VERIFICATION INFORMATION

Verification Body: Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc.

Basis of Verification Opinion: Calpine Corporation submitted their California GHG Emission Inventory 

Report for Year 2005 to Ryerson, Master and Associates, Inc., (RMA) for 

review and certification against the Registry's General Reporting Protocol, 

Version 2.1 and the Power Utility Reporting Protocol (April 2005). RMA 

followed the procedures outlined in the Registry's Certification Protocol 

(dated July 2003) and the Power Utility Certification Protocol (April 2005) to 

complete the certification process. The certification activities were conducted 

during October through December 2006.

On December 28, 2006, RMA issued a Certification Report to Calpine 

documenting the certification activities and the material and immaterial 

misstatements in the Calpine inventory. Calpine revised the emission 

inventory in CARROT, and RMA recertified the inventory. A Certification 

Opinion was provided to Calpine on December 29, 2006. RMA completed the 

Certification Activities Checklist and completed the certification in CARROT 

on December 31, 2006.

Date Submitted:

12/31/06   9:38 am

 OPTIONAL INFORMATION

Information in this section is voluntarily provided by the participant for public information, but is not required and thus, not verified 

under California Registry protocols.

UnitSF6PFCs*HFCs*N2OOptional Emissions CH4CO2CO2e

 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

TOTAL OPTIONAL  0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 -

Total Energy Efficiency Metric = 667 lbs CO2/mwh

lbs of direct CO2 Emissions from stationary fossil fuel combustion/Net MWH 

from all energy sources. 

Fossil Fuel Electricity Generation: 891 lbs CO2/MWH 

lbs of CO2 emissions from stationary fossil fuel combustion/Net MWH from 

fossil fuel sources only.

Emissions Management Programs:

667 lbs CO2/mwhEmissions Efficiency metric:

Calpine will work to improve the fuel efficiency of its natural gas fueled 

power plants through a series of performance improvement programs, 

which will reduce CO2 emissions per megawatt hour throughout the fleet.

Emissions Reduction Projects:
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Calpine's goal is to minimize CO2 emissions per megawatt hour from its 

power plants and to be recognized as the industry leader in minimizing CO2 

emissions from power generation.

Emissions Reduction Goals:

Title Author Publish DateDocument Status

 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS
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APPENDIX 6.2-1 

EMISSIONS AND OPERATING PARAMETERS 



Table 6.2-1.1

Emissions and Operating Parameters for New Turbines

Avenal Energy Project

Case 1 Case 5 Case 9 Case 2 Case 6 Case 10 Case 4 Case 8 Case 12

101°F 63°F 32°F 101°F 63°F 32°F 101°F 63°F 32°F

Full Load w/ DB
(1)

Full Load w/ DB
(1)

Full Load w/ DB
(1)

Full Load no DB Full Load no DB Full Load no DB 50% Load 50% Load 50% Load

Ambient Temp, °F 101 63 32 101 63 32 101 63 32

GT Load, % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 50% 50% 50%

Both GTs Gross Power, MW 344.8 345.0 359.0 345.5 345.6 359.5 144.1 168.6 183.2

STG Gross Power, MW 290.8 273.3 254.7 171.6 176.1 177.7 118.3 127.6 130.6

Plant Gross Power Output, MW 635.6 618.3 613.7 517.2 521.7 537.2 262.5 296.2 313.9

Plant Net Power Output, MW 600.0 600.0 600.0 483.7 506.5 525.5 250.3 286.3 304.8

GTs Fuel Flow, kpph 156.4 156.4 161.8 156.4 156.4 161.8 87.2 96.2 102.2

DBs Fuel Flow, kpph 49.0 39.6 31.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

GTs Heat Input, MMBtu/hr (HHV) 1,794.2 1,794.3 1,855.4 1,795.6 1,795.4 1,856.3 1,001.4 1,104.3 1,171.9

DBs Heat Input, MMBtu/hr (HHV) 562.3 454.4 356.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Heat Input, MMBtu/hr (HHV) 2,356.5 2,248.6 2,211.8 1,795.6 1,795.4 1,856.3 1,001.4 1,104.3 1,171.9

Stack Flow, lb/hr 3,653,000 3,650,000 3,759,000 3,628,000 3,630,000 3,743,000 2,232,700 2,336,800 2,413,300

Stack Flow, acfm 1,044,365 1,025,495 1,059,836 1,051,531 1,037,822 1,071,653 620,528 644,316 666,146

Stack Temp, °F 195.3 184.9 189.0 207.4 198.8 200.9 180.2 175.8 177.4

Stack exhaust, vol%

O2 (dry) 11.40% 11.87% 12.34% 13.76% 13.77% 13.78% 14.46% 14.11% 13.93%

CO2 (dry) 5.42% 5.16% 4.89% 4.09% 4.08% 4.08% 3.70% 3.89% 3.99%

H2O 10.54% 10.03% 9.12% 8.39% 8.28% 7.78% 8.07% 7.97% 7.63%

Emissions

NOx, ppmvd @ 15% O2 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

NOx, lb/hr
(2) 17.13 16.34 16.06 13.03 13.03 13.47 7.26 8.01 8.51

NOx, lb/MMBtu (HHV) 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073 0.0073

SO2, ppmvd @ 15% O2
(3) 0.139 0.139 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.140

SO2, lb/hr
(2,3) 1.66 1.59 1.56 1.27 1.27 1.31 0.71 0.78 0.83

SO2, lb/MMBtu (HHV)
(3) 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007

CO, ppmvd @ 15% O2 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

CO, lb/hr
(2) 20.86 19.90 19.56 15.86 15.86 16.39 8.84 9.75 10.36

CO, lb/MMBtu (HHV) 0.0089 0.0088 0.0088 0.0088 0.0088 0.0088 0.0088 0.0088 0.0088

VOC, ppmvd @ 15% O2
(4) 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4

VOC, lb/hr
(2,4) 5.96 5.68 5.59 3.17 3.17 3.28 1.77 1.95 2.07

VOC, lb/MMBtu (HHV)
(4) 0.0025 0.0025 0.0025 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018

PM10, lb/hr
(2,5) 11.81 11.27 10.78 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00

PM10, lb/MMBtu (HHV)
(5) 0.0050 0.0050 0.0049 0.0050 0.0050 0.0048 0.0090 0.0081 0.0077

PM10, gr/SCF (dry)
(5) 0.00189 0.00179 0.00165 0.00142 0.00142 0.00137 0.00230 0.00220 0.00212

NH3, ppmvd @ 15% O2 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0

NH3, lb/hr
(2) 35.39 33.57 32.66 26.28 26.25 26.98 14.60 16.08 17.02

CO2, lb/MMBtu (HHV)
(7) 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0

CH4, lb/MMBtu (HHV)
(6) 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013

N2O, lb/MMBtu (HHV)
(8) 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022 0.00022

CO2, lb/hr 
(5) 275,599 262,984 258,674 210,000 209,976 217,102 117,114 129,153 137,055

CH4, lb/hr 
(5) 30.7 29.2 28.8 23.4 23.4 24.1 13.0 14.4 15.2

N2O, lb/hr 
(5) 0.52 0.50 0.49 0.40 0.40 0.41 0.22 0.24 0.26

1/23/2008
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7.1 AIR QUALITY 

This analysis of the potential air quality impacts of the Willow Pass Generating Station (WPGS) was 

conducted according to California Energy Commission (CEC) power plant siting requirements.  Air 

pollutant sources belonging to this project will include two new gas-fired combined-cycle gas turbines 

with associated heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs), and a single natural-gas–fired fuel gas heater to 

treat the natural gas fuel stream to the turbines.  The analysis also addressed U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements and Bay Area 

Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) permitting requirements for Determination of 

Compliance/Authority to Construct (DOC/ATC).  The assessment of project air quality impacts is 

presented in nine sections, as summarized below. 

Section 7.1.1 describes the local environment surrounding the project site that is relevant to evaluation of 

the air quality impacts.  Section 7.1.2 evaluates the project’s air quality impacts from emissions of NOX, 

carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), precursor organic compound (POC) (also called volatile 

organic compound [VOC] in some regulations but used interchangeably herein), particulate matter less 

than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter 

(PM2.5).  Section 7.1.3 discusses the cumulative impacts analysis.  Section 7.1.4 describes mitigation 

measures and the project’s emission offset strategy.  Section 7.1.5, Best Available Control Technology 

Analysis, discusses the detailed Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis conducted for the 

project.  Section 7.1.6 describes all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) 

pertaining to the project’s emissions of air pollutants.  Section 7.1.7 lists the agency personnel contacted 

during preparation of the air quality assessment.  Section 7.1.8 lists the air quality permits required for the 

project and provides a permit schedule.  Section 7.1.9 lists the references used to conduct the air quality 

assessment. 

Some air quality data are presented in other sections of this Application for Certification (AFC), including 

an evaluation of toxic air contaminants (see Section 7.6, Public Health), information related to the fuel 

characteristics (see Chapter 5, Gas Supply), and expected capacity factor of the proposed facility and heat 

rates (see Chapter 2, Project Description). 

7.1.1 Affected Environment 

This section describes the regional climate and meteorological conditions that influence transport and 

dispersion of air pollutants, as well as the existing air quality within the project region.  The monitoring 

data presented in this section are considered to be representative of the project site. 

Figure 7.1-1 shows the WPGS project boundary and surroundings.  The proposed project site is located 

on the southern side of Suisun Bay, approximately 2 miles from the center of the City of Pittsburg.  The 

WPGS site is 26 acres situated within the approximately 1,000-acre Pittsburg Power Plant (PPP) located 

at 696 West 10th Street, Pittsburg, CA, 94565.  The WPGS site will be located on a separate legal parcel 

to be created by adjusting the lot lines of two existing legal parcels at the PPP site, both of which are 

identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number 085-010-014. 

The WPGS site is currently occupied by the existing retired power generation PPP Units 1 through 4, an 

unused surface impoundment, an administration building, hazardous materials and hazardous waste 

materials buildings, Tank 7, temporary buildings, and other ancillary facilities.  The project includes the 

demolition of Units 1 through 4, the administration building, and Tank 7 that are on the WPGS site, as 

well as replacement of the hazardous materials and hazardous waste buildings.  The unused surface 

impoundment on the WPGS site (north of Tank 1) will be left in place.  The new generating units will be 

located on the south 23.5 acres of the WPGS site.  No land disturbance will occur within the north 

2.5-acre portion of the WPGS site (adjacent to Suisun Bay).  Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) 

owns a 36-acre switchyard adjacent to the PPP site, directly southwest of the WPGS site (Figure 2.2-1). 



Willow Pass Generating Station 

Application for Certification 7.1  Air Quality 

 

 

R:\08 WPGS Final\7_1 Air.doc Page 7.1-54 June 2008 

Table 7.1-19 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Project 

Emission Rate (metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O SF6 
Total CO2 
Equivalent 

987,970 72.65 25.34 0.003 997,438 

Notes: 

CH4 = methane 

CO2 = carbon dioxide 

N20 = nitrous oxide 

SF6 = sulfur hexafluoride 

 

Table 7.1-20 
Surface Moisture Conditions for Years 2002-2005 

Surface moisture condition by month for the Antioch Pump Plant 3 Station 

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

2002 dry dry avg dry dry dry dry dry dry dry avg wet 

2003 avg dry avg wet wet dry dry wet dry dry avg wet 

2004 avg wet dry dry avg dry dry dry dry wet avg wet 

2005 wet avg wet avg avg wet dry dry dry dry dry wet 

Note:  Surface moisture conditions provided by BAAQMD. 





































































































































































































































































































































































Although all statements and information in this publication are believed to be accurate and reliable, they are presented gratis and for
guidance only, and risks and liability for results obtained by use of the products or application of the suggestions described are assumed
by the user. NO WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND, EITHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY
OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE, ARE MADE REGARDING PRODUCTS DESCRIBED OR DESIGNS, DATA OR
INFORMATION SET FORTH. Statements or suggestions concerning possible use of the products are made without representation or
warranty that any such use is free of patent infringement and are not recommendations to infringe any patent. The user should not
assume that toxicity data and safety measures are indicated or that other measures may not be required.

BF-8358, 02/2007 © 2007 BASF Catalysts LLC

BASF is the #1 oxidation catalyst supplier in the world.  We have serviced the Power Generation industry for
over 15 years with 400 units operating or under construction (refer to Figure 1 and Table A).  Our experience
encompasses virtually every make, model, and turbine configuration (see Figure 2).

BASF customers value our experience and do not worry about the performance of their oxidation catalyst.  In
the power generation industry, the stakes are too high to be shut down – for any reason.  Even a short outage
can be devastating.  Lost revenue can pay for catalyst many times over.

Oxidation Catalyst – Power Generation

Boilers (Gas and Oil

Fired)

Manufacturer Model Units
ABB GT24 14
Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 13
GE 10 12
Mitsubishi 501G 9
Westinghouse 501AA 6
GE LM6000 Sprint 5
Westinghouse 191 4
GE Frame 7 4
GE LM2500 (2 CTs/Unit) 4
Westinghouse 251 3
Westinghouse 501G 3
GE Frame 7E 3
GE Frame 7EA 3
GE Frame 7FB 3
ABB GT10 3
GE LM1600 3
RR RB211 3
Solar Taurus 60 3
Siemens V84.2 3
Siemens Westinghouse 501G 2
BBC 8 2
Solar Centaur 50 2
GE Frame 6 2
GE Frame 6B 2
Solar Mars 2
ABB 10B 1
ABB 11N2 1
Westinghouse 251B12 1
Westinghouse 501 D5A 1
Solar Centaur 1
GE Frame 7F 1
GE Frame 9 1
Pratt & Whitney FT4A9 1
Mannesman GHH FT8 1
GE LM1500 1
Solar Taurus 70 1
Siemens V84.3A 1
Make/Model Unknown  23

Over 400 Units Operating or Under Construction

Extensive Simple and Combined Cycle Operating Experience

LM 6000

FT8 (Pratt & Whitney)

Frame 7FA (GE)

LM 2500 (GE)

50F (Siemens
Westinghouse)

LM 5000 (GE)

Other (see Table A)

Boilers (Gas and Oil Fired)

140

18
22 27

40

15

76

57

Turbine Unit
Operating Temperature

1000+ F

900 F – 999 F

800 F – 899 F

700 F – 799 F

600 F – 699 F

500 F – 599 F

93

20 7
28

162

48



BASF is extremely proud of our low cost and technologically superior oxidation catalyst.  Our catalysts perform
well beyond the warranty period, which makes them an excellent value (refer to Figure 3).  Almost all of the
Powergen oxidation catalysts that we have supplied are still running.  More than 50 units are six to ten years
old and 30+ units are over ten years old.  No one else in the industry even comes close to this durability.

Other BASF Powergen Experience

• Highest CO removal efficiency – 98%+
• Most VOC experience
• HAPs conversion data
• >99% warranty compliance
• 100% on-time delivery

If you need more detailed information, or have a question about oxidation catalyst, please contact us:

BASF Catalysts LLC
101 Wood Avenue
Iselin, NJ 08830
Telephone: 732-205-5077
Toll-free: 800-631-9505
Fax: 732-205-6146
Web site: www.basf-catalysts.com
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EXPERIENCE 

Figure 3 – Catalyst
Durability

BASF Catalysts Perform Well Beyond the Warranty



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 20 



 StartupDate SiteLocation TurbineMfg Applications IdenticalUnits Temperature Flow COConv. VOCConv. Fuel

1 3 932 59 50.00% NG/Oil

2 10/1/1986 New Mexico RR RB211 3 645 139 90.00%

3 11/1/1987 Illinois GE LM2500 1 519 160 42.00%

4 12/1/1987 California GE Frame 6 2 902 305 90.00%

5 6/1/1988 California GE LM5000 1 750 351 90.00%

6 6/1/1988 California Westinghouse 251 1 710 375 82.00%

7 7/1/1988 California GE LM2500 1 936 152 80.00%

8 7/1/1988 California GE LM2500 2 720 154 80.00%

9 9/1/1988 California GE LM2500 1 858 150 83.00%

10 2/1/1989 California GE Frame 7 1 535 695 80.00%

11 2/1/1989 California GE LM2500 6 890 162 82.00%

12 2/1/1989 California Boiler 2 533 33 90.00%

13 3/1/1989 New Jersey GE LM2500 1 820 172 80.00%

14 3/1/1989 California GE Frame 7E 1 990 671 85.00%

15 5/1/1989 California GE LM5000 1 300 90.00%

16 6/1/1989 California GE LM2500 1 920 149 84.00%

17 6/1/1989 California GE LM2500 1 148 90.00%

18 7/1/1989 New York GE LM2500 2 148 90.00%

19 9/1/1989 California GE LM5000 1 792 303 80.00%

20 2/1/1990 California GE LM5000 1 760 350 60.00%

21 6/1/1990 Texas Westinghouse 191 2 775 267 85.00%

22 7/1/1990 California GE LM2500 1 920 149 84.00%

23 8/1/1990 Texas Westinghouse 191 2 775 267 85.00%

24 12/1/1990 California GE LM5000 1 900 333 82.00%

25 1/1/1991 New Jersey GE Frame 7 2 580 750 75.00%

26 2/1/1991 California GE LM5000 1 760 350 80.00%

27 6/1/1991 California GE LM5000 1 760 350 80.00%

28 7/1/1991 Pennsylvania GE LM5000 2 546 286 90.00%

29 9/1/1991 New York GE LM5000 2 550 286 90.00%

30 9/1/1991 New York GE LM5000 1 300 90.00%

31 10/1/1991 Nevada GE LM2500 6 589 148 90.00%

32 11/1/1991 California GE LM5000 1 760 350 80.00%

33 1/1/1992 California BBC 8 2 930 410 90.00%

34 4/1/1992 California GE LM5000 1 660 306 80.00%

35 6/1/1992 California GE LM1600 2 959 107 90.00%

36 8/1/1992 Texas RR 1 1100 259 95.00%

37 12/1/1992 New Jersey Westinghouse 251 2 590 422 90.00%

38 3/1/1993 Washington GE Frame 7 1 625 669 80.00%

39 5/1/1993 California GE LM2500 1 900 157 80.00%

40 7/1/1993 California GE Frame 7E 2 971 687 92.00%

41 11/1/1993 New Mexico ABB 10B 1 983 154 87.00%

42 11/1/1993 New York GE Frame 7EA 2 705 663 90.00%

43 3/1/1994 New Jersey Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 4 678 427 90.00%

44 4/1/1994 Texas Solar Mars 1 980 85 95.00%

45 7/1/1994 California GE LM2500 2 153 90.00%

46 8/1/1994 California 1 680 91.5 90.00%

47 8/1/1994 Switzerland ABB 1 900 60 80.00%

48 8/1/1994 Massachusetts ABB GT10 1 879 184 98.00%

49 8/1/1994 California GE LM6000 1 303 90.00%

50 8/1/1994 California Boiler 2 470 12.9 90.00%

51 4/1/1995 California GE LM5000 1 750 342 88.00%

52 4/1/1995 California GE LM5000 1 750 342 88.00%

53 4/1/1995 California GE LM5000 1 880 350 80.00%

54 6/1/1995 New Jersey Boiler 2 700 66 90.00%

55 7/1/1995 New Jersey Solar Centaur 1 980 37 91.00%

56 8/1/1995 New York GE LM5000 1 300 90.00%

57 8/1/1995 California GE LM6000 2 560 343 90.00%

58 8/1/1995 Michigan GE Frame 7EA 1 876 673 80.00%

59 8/1/1995 New Jersey GE LM1600 1 90.00%

60 11/1/1995 California Pratt & Whitney FT4A9 1 860 314 80.00%

61 12/1/1995 New York Siemens V84.2 2 1027 750 98.00%

62 1/1/1996 Colorado GE LM6000 1 620 247 80.00%

63 3/1/1996 California GE LM6000 1 938 290 90.00%

64 4/1/1996 California GE LM2500 1 604 162 92.00%

65 7/1/1996 Minnesota Westinghouse 501F 1 655 1079 90.00%

66 8/1/1996 Austria Mannesman GHH FT8 1 878 197 70.00%

67 1/1/1997 Washington GE Frame 7F 1 965 1062 82.00%

68 3/1/1997 Virginia Westinghouse 251B12 1 700 431 91.00%

69 3/1/1997 Pennsylvania Westinghouse 501 D5A 1 1107 931 90.00%



70 3/1/1997 California Siemens V84.2 1 635 782 90.00%

71 9/1/1998 Massachusetts ABB 11N2 1 637 888 80.00%

72 12/1/1998 Scotland ABB GT10 1 952 189 95.00%

73 1/1/1999 Massachusetts Solar Centaur 50 1 910 46 80.00%

74 6/1/1999 Italy GE Frame 9 1 660 956 85.00%

75 10/1/1999 Nevada Westinghouse 501F 2 600 996 85.00%

76 10/1/1999 Massachusetts ABB GT24 1 633 935 80.00%

77 10/1/1999 Texas GE Frame 6B 2 1019 347 75.00%

78 12/1/1999 Massachusetts Westinghouse 501G 1 633 1472 90.00%

79 3/1/2000 Ohio Pratt & Whitney FT8 8 898 214 90.00% NG

80 6/1/2000 Connecticut ABB GT24 3 640 930 80.40% NG/Distilate Oil

81 7/1/2000 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 1 775 73 60.00%

82 10/1/2000 California Solar Centaur 50 1 921 42 88.00% NG/Propane

83 12/1/2000 Unknown Pratt & Whitney FT8 18 898 214 90.00% NG

84 12/1/2000 Illinois Pratt & Whitney FT8 12 898 214 90.00% NG

85 12/1/2000 West Virginia Pratt & Whitney FT8 2 898 214 90.00% NG

86 3/1/2001 California Siemens 501F 2 665 1010 89.30% NG

87 4/1/2001 Texas 1 775 268 85.00%

88 4/1/2001 Pennsylvania Westinghouse 501G 2 649 1417 80.00% NG/Distilate Oil

89 4/1/2001 New Jersey GE Frame 7FA 1 759 1073 82.30% NG/LS-Diesel

90 4/1/2001 West Virginia 6 998 656 50.00% NG

91 4/1/2001 West Virginia Pratt & Whitney FT8 12 898 214 90.00% NG

92 5/1/2001 California GE Frame 7FA 2 1025 1053 62.70% 36.00% NG

93 6/1/2001 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 1 750 390 80.00% NG

94 6/1/2001 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 1 750 390 80.00% NG

95 6/1/2001 New York GE LM6000 11 840 292 93.30% NG

96 6/1/2001 Washington Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 2 804 471 87.50% NG

97 6/1/2001 Nevada Westinghouse 501AA 6 840 814 90.00% NG

98 6/1/2001 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 1 750 390 80.00% NG

99 6/1/2001 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 1 750 390 80.00% NG

100 6/1/2001 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 2 750 390 80.00% NG

101 6/1/2001 Oregon Pratt & Whitney FT8 4 898 214 90.00% NG

102 6/1/2001 N/A GE LM1500 1 850 114 NG/Oil

103 6/1/2001 California Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) 1 750 390 80.00% NG

104 6/1/2001 Pratt & Whitney FT8 8 898 214 90.00% NG

105 6/1/2001 Kansas Siemens V84.3A 1 735 1047 51.50% NG

106 6/1/2001 Idaho GE Frame 7FA 1 654 1001 30.00% NG

107 6/1/2001 Florida Westinghouse 501F 2 623 1098 90.00% NG/Oil

108 6/1/2001 California GE LM6000 3 858 292 90.00% NG

109 7/1/2001 California Boiler 2 730 509 95.00% NG

110 8/1/2001 California GE LM6000 2 750 342 92.00% NG

111 8/1/2001 Massachusetts Mitsubishi 501G 4 711 1454 86.60% NG

112 8/1/2001 Massachusetts Mitsubishi 501G 2 711 1454 86.60% NG

113 9/1/2001 Washington GE 10 4 860 111 80.00% NG

114 9/1/2001 Arizona Solar Taurus 70 1 971 56 60.00% NG

115 9/1/2001 Connecticut GE LM6000 Sprint 5 853 292 90.00% NG

116 9/1/2001 Massachusetts ABB GT24 2 633 910 83.80% NG

117 9/1/2001 Washington Solar Mars 1 860 100 90.00% NG

118 9/1/2001 Washington GE LM2500 (2 CTs/Unit) 4 840 376 90.00% NG/#2 Oil

119 9/1/2001 California GE LM6000 6 840 292 90.00% NG

120 10/1/2001 Connecticut ABB GT24 2 653 938 80.00% NG/Distilate Oil

121 10/1/2001 California GE 10 8 850 110 82.60% NG

122 10/1/2001 California GE LM6000 1 750 342 92.00% 30.00% NG

123 10/1/2001 California ABB GT24 4 626 902 90.10% NG

124 10/1/2001 Utah GE LM6000 4 840 278 82.10% NG

125 11/1/2001 California 1 790 580 80.00% NG

126 11/1/2001 California Solar Taurus 60 1 904 51 92.00% NG

127 11/1/2001 Texas Boiler 1 800 64 80.00% NG

128 11/1/2001 Texas Boiler 2 672 65 80.00% NG

129 11/1/2001 New Jersey GE Frame 7FA 3 656 1103 73.30% 25.00% NG

130 11/1/2001 Massachusetts ABB GT24 2 626 896 80.30% NG

131 11/1/2001 California GE LM6000 1 750 342 92.00% 30.00% NG

132 12/1/2001 Colorado GE LM6000 2 569 266 75.00% NG



133 12/1/2001 New Jersey GE Frame 7FA 2 664 1072 80.00% NG

134 12/1/2001 California Solar Taurus 60 2 729 50 88.00% NG

135 12/1/2001 New Jersey Boiler 4 800 101 90.00% NG/Refinery Gas

136 1/1/2002 New York 4 856 327 0.00% NG

137 1/1/2002 Nevada GE Frame 7FA 2 665 972 77.30% NG

138 1/1/2002 Arizona GE Frame 7FA 1 654 1003 63.90% NG

139 1/1/2002 Colorado GE Frame 7FA 2 662 1039 76.60% NG

140 2/1/2002 New Jersey GE Frame 7FA 4 674 1078 84.40% NG

141 2/1/2002 Wisconsin GE LM6000 1 739 263 96.00% NG

142 3/1/2002 California GE LM6000 4 885 313 90.00% NG

143 3/1/2002 Arizona GE LM6000 10 842 329 90.00% NG

144 3/1/2002 New Jersey GE LM6000 2 842 329 90.00% NG/Oil

145 3/1/2002 New Jersey GE LM6000 4 842 329 90.00% NG

146 3/1/2002 New Jersey GE LM6000 4 842 329 90.00% NG

147 3/1/2002 Illinois GE LM6000 12 842 329 90.00% NG

148 3/1/2002 California GE LM6000 3 750 342 92.00% NG

149 4/1/2002 Pratt & Whitney FT4A9 1 850 266 98.50% NG

150 4/1/2002 Pratt & Whitney FT4A9 1 850 531 94.00% NG

151 4/1/2002 Arizona Siemens Westinghouse 501F 3 667 1308 76.00% NG

152 4/1/2002 Washington GE Frame 7FA 1 921 1036 71.60% NG

153 5/1/2002 Arizona GE LM6000 1 845 281 80.00% NG/Oil

154 5/1/2002 California Solar Centaur 50 1 725 37 81.20% NG/Oil

155 5/1/2002 Washington GE Frame 7FA 1 644 1013 86.80% NG

156 5/1/2002 California GE LM6000 1 750 342 92.00% NG

157 5/1/2002 Washington GE LM6000 4 858 312 90.00% NG

158 6/1/2002 Arizona GE Frame 7FA 8 670 1060 80.00% NG

159 6/1/2002 California GE Frame 7EA 2 850 824 86.00% NG

160 6/1/2002 California GE LM6000 1 860 291 85.00% NG

161 6/1/2002 GE 10 4 850 110 70.00% NG

162 6/1/2002 Arizona Westinghouse 501F 2 690 1005 85.00% NG

163 6/1/2002 Arizona Westinghouse 501F 2 690 1005 85.00% NG

164 6/1/2002 New York GE Frame 7FA 2 661 1050 90.00% NG

165 6/1/2002 Texas Siemens Westinghouse 501G 2 682 1468 77.50% NG

166 7/1/2002 Maryland ABB GT10 1 739 189 96.90% NG/Oil

167 7/1/2002 California GE Frame 7FA 2 649 934 80.00% 50.00% NG

168 8/1/2002 Pennsylvania Siemens Westinghouse 501F 2 667 1101 65.80% NG

169 8/1/2002 California 1 1018 297 88.90% NG

170 9/1/2002 California GE LM6000 1 750 342 92.00% NG

171 9/1/2002 2 1065 984 68.30% NG

172 9/30/2002 GE LM6000 12 842 329 90.00% NG

173 10/1/2002 GE LM6000 4 829 301 85.70% NG

174 12/1/2002 Nevada 2 675 1111 84.10% NG

175 12/1/2002 Washington 2 675 1111 86.50% NG

176 12/1/2002 Pennsylvania 2 669 1018 67.00% NG

177 12/1/2002 Pennsylvania 2 669 1018 67.00% NG

178 1/1/2003 Arizona Siemens Westinghouse 501F 2 647 1033 90.00% NG

179 1/1/2003 Michigan Mitsubishi 501G 3 961 1346 71.20% NG

180 4/1/2003 New York GE Frame 7FA 1 779 914 80.00% NG

181 5/1/2003 Arizona GE Frame 7FA 4 683 1040 81.90% NG

182 5/1/2003 New Jersey GE Frame 7FB 3 637 1061 80.50% NG

183 6/1/2003 2 698 1188 83.80% NG

184 10/1/2003 California GE Frame 7FA 3 645 1049 48.50% NG/Oil

185 12/1/2003 Ohio Siemens Westinghouse 501F 2 696 1004 75.00% NG

449



Oxidation Catalyst Experience
Power Generation

10/5/01
Page 1 of 4

Application Startup
# of 

Units
Temp 

oF Flow (#/s)
% CO 

Conversion
% VOC 

Conversion Fuel
RR RB211 Oct-86 3 645 139 90
GE LM2500 Nov-87 1 519 160 42
GE Frame 6 Dec-87 2 902 305 90

Westinghouse 251 Jun-88 1 710 375 82
GE LM5000 Jun-88 1 750 351 90
GE LM2500 Jul-88 2 720 154 80
GE LM2500 Jul-88 1 936 152 80
GE LM2500 Sep-88 1 858 150 83
GE LM2500 Feb-89 6 890 162 82
GE Frame 7 Feb-89 1 535 695 80

Boiler Feb-89 2 533 33 90
GE Frame 7E Mar-89 1 990 671 85
GE LM2500 Mar-89 1 820 172 80
GE LM5000 May-89 1 300 90
GE LM2500 Jun-89 1 148 90
GE LM2500 Jun-89 1 920 149 84
GE LM2500 Jul-89 2 148 90
GE LM5000 Sep-89 1 792 303 80
GE LM5000 Feb-90 1 760 350 60

Westinghouse 191 Jun-90 2 775 267 85
GE LM2500 Jul-90 1 920 149 84

Westinghouse 191 Aug-90 2 775 267 85
GE LM5000 Dec-90 1 900 333 82
GE Frame 7 Jan-91 2 580 750 75
GE LM5000 Feb-91 1 760 350 80
GE LM5000 Jun-91 1 760 350 80
GE LM5000 Jul-91 2 546 286 90
GE LM5000 Sep-91 2 550 286 90
GE LM5000 Sep-91 1 300 90
GE LM2500 Oct-91 6 589 148 90
GE LM5000 Nov-91 1 760 350 80

BBC-8 Jan-92 2 930 410 90
GE LM5000 Apr-92 1 660 306 80
GE LM1600 Jun-92 2 959 107 90

RR Aug-92 1 1100 259 95
Westinghouse 251 Dec-92 2 590 422 90

GE Frame 7 Mar-93 1 625 669 80
GE LM2500 May-93 1 900 157 80

GE Frame 7E Jul-93 2 971 687 92
ABB 10B Nov-93 1 983 154 87

GE Frame 7EA Nov-93 2 705 663 90
P&W FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) Mar-94 4 678 427 90

Solar Mars Apr-94 1 980 85 95
GE LM2500 Jul-94 2 153 90

ABB Aug-94 1 900 60 80
Turbine Aug-94 1 680 91.5 90
Boiler Aug-94 2 470 12.9 90

ABB GT 10 Aug-94 1 879 184 98
GE LM6000 Aug-94 1 303 90
GE LM5000 Apr-95 1 880 350 80
GE LM5000 Apr-95 1 750 342 88
GE LM5000 Apr-95 1 750 342 88

Boiler Jun-95 2 700 66 90
Solar Centaur Jul-95 1 980 37 91



Oxidation Catalyst Experience
Power Generation

10/5/01
Page 2 of 4

Application Startup
# of 

Units
Temp 

oF Flow (#/s)
% CO 

Conversion
% VOC 

Conversion Fuel
GE LM6000 Aug-95 2 560 343 90

GE Frame 7EA Aug-95 1 876 673 80
GE LM1600 Aug-95 1 90
GE LM5000 Aug-95 1 300 90
P&W FT4A9 Nov-95 1 860 314 80

Siemens V84.2 Dec-95 2 1027 750 98
GE LM6000 Jan-96 1 620 247 80
GE LM6000 Mar-96 1 938 290 90
GE LM2500 Apr-96 1 604 162 92

Westinghouse 501F Jul-96 1 655 1079 90
MAN GHH FT8 Aug-96 1 878 197 70
GE Frame 7F Jan-97 1 965 1062 82

Westinghouse 501 D5A Mar-97 1 1107 931 90
Siemens V84.2 Mar-97 1 635 782 90

Westinghouse 251B12 Mar-97 1 700 431 91
ABB 11N2 Sep-98 1 637 888 80
ABB GT10 Dec-98 1 952 189 95

Solar CENTAUR 50 Jan-99 1 910 46 80
GE Frame 9 Jun-99 1 660 956 85
ABB GT 24 Oct-99 1 633 935 80

GE Frame 6B Oct-99 2 1019 347 75
Westinghouse 501F Oct-99 2 600 996 85
Westinghouse 501G Dec-99 1 633 1472 90

P&W FT8 Mar-00 8 898 214 90 NG
ABB GT24 Jun-00 3 640 930 80.4 NG/Distilate Oil
P&W FT8 Jul-00 1 775 73 60
Centaur 50 Oct-00 1 921 42 88 NG/Propane
P&W FT8 Dec-00 12 898 214 90 NG
P&W FT8 Dec-00 2 898 214 90 NG
P&W FT8 Dec-00 18 898 214 90 NG

Siemens 501F Mar-01 2 665 1010 89.3 NG
GE 7FA Apr-01 1 759 1073 82.3 NG/LS-Diesel

Westinghouse 501G Apr-01 2 649 1417 80 NG/Distilate Oil
Apr-01 6 998 656 50 NG

P&W FT8 Apr-01 12 898 214 90 NG
GE 7FA May-01 2 1025 1053 62.7 36 NG
GE 7FA Jun-01 1 654 1001 30 NG

GE LM6000 Jun-01 11 840 292 93.3 NG
Westinghouse 501AA Jun-01 6 840 814 90 NG

P&W FT8 Twin Pac (2 CT/Unit) Jun-01 2 804 471 87.5 NG
Westinghouse 501F Jun-01 2 623 1098 90 NG/Oil

GE LM6000 Jun-01 3 858 292 90 NG
P&W FT8 Twin Pac(2 CTs/Unit) Jun-01 1 750 390 80 NG
P&W FT8 Twin Pac(2 CTs/Unit) Jun-01 1 750 390 80 NG
P&W FT8 Twin Pac(2 CTs/Unit) Jun-01 1 750 390 80 NG
P&W FT8 Twin Pac(2 CTs/Unit) Jun-01 2 750 390 80 NG
P&W FT8 Twin Pac(2 CTs/Unit) Jun-01 1 750 390 80 NG
P&W FT8 Twin Pac(2 CTs/Unit) Jun-01 1 750 390 80 NG

P&W FT8 Jun-01 4 898 214 90 NG
GE LM1500 Jun-01 1 850 114 NG/Oil

Siemens V84.3A Jun-01 1 735 1047 51.5 NG
Boiler Jul-01 2 730 509 95 NG

GE LM6000 Aug-01 2 750 342 92 NG
Mitsubishi 501G Aug-01 4 711 1454 86.6 NG
Mitsubishi 501G Aug-01 2 711 1454 86.6 NG



Oxidation Catalyst Experience
Power Generation

10/5/01
Page 3 of 4

Application Startup
# of 

Units
Temp 

oF Flow (#/s)
% CO 

Conversion
% VOC 

Conversion Fuel
ABB GT24 Sep-01 2 633 910 83.8 NG

GE LM6000 Sprint Sep-01 5 853 292 90 NG
GE LM2500 (2 CTs/Unit) Sep-01 4 840 376 90 NG/#2 Oil

GE LM6000 Sep-01 6 840 292 90 NG
GE 10 Sep-01 4 860 111 80 NG

Solar Mars Sep-01 1 860 100 90 NG
Solar Taurus 70 Sep-01 1 971 56 60 NG

ABB GT24 Oct-01 2 653 938 80 NG/Distilate Oil
GE LM6000 Oct-01 4 840 278 82.1 NG
GE LM6000 Oct-01 1 750 342 92 30 NG
ABB GT24 Oct-01 4 626 902 90.1 NG

GE 10 Oct-01 8 850 110 82.6 NG
LP Boiler Nov-01 2 672 65 80 NG
HP Boiler Nov-01 1 800 64 80 NG

ABB GT24 Nov-01 2 626 896 80.3 NG
ABB GT10 Nov-01 1 739 189 96.9 NG/Oil

GE 7FA Nov-01 3 656 1103 73.3 25 NG
GE LM6000 Nov-01 1 750 342 92 30 NG

Nov-01 1 790 580 80 NG
Solar Taurus 60 Nov-01 1 904 51 92 NG

GE LM6000 Dec-01 4 858 312 90 NG
GE LM6000 Dec-01 1 739 263 96 NG

GE 7FA Dec-01 2 664 1072 73.9 NG
Boiler Dec-01 4 800 101 90 NG/Refinery Gas

Solar Taurus 60 Dec-01 2 729 50 80 NG
GE LM6000 Dec-01 2 569 266 75 NG
GE LM6000 Jan-02 3 750 342 92 NG
GE LM6000 Jan-02 1 750 342 92 NG

GE 7FA Jan-02 1 654 1003 63.9 NG
GE 7FA Jan-02 2 665 972 77.3 NG
GE 7FA Jan-02 2 662 1039 76.6 NG

Jan-02 4 856 327 0 NG
GE LM6000 Feb-02 1 750 342 92 NG

GE 7FA Feb-02 4 674 1078 84.4 NG
GE LM6000 Mar-02 12 842 329 90 NG/Oil
GE LM6000 Mar-02 8 842 329 90 NG/Oil
GE LM6000 Mar-02 10 842 329 90 NG/Oil

Mar-02 2 669 1018 65.7 NG
GE LM6000 Mar-02 4 885 313 90 NG

Siemens Westinghouse 501F Apr-02 3 667 1308 76 NG
GE 7FA Apr-02 1 921 1036 71.6 NG

Apr-02 2 669 1018 65.7 NG
GE 7FA May-02 1 644 1013 86.8 NG
GE 7FA Jun-02 8 670 1060 80 NG
GE 7FA Jun-02 2 661 1050 90 NG

Siemens Westinghouse 501G Jun-02 2 682 1468 77.5 NG
Westinghouse 501F Jun-02 2 690 1005 85 NG
Westinghouse 501F Jun-02 2 690 1005 85 NG

GE 7FA Jul-02 2 649 934 80 50 NG
Jul-02 2 675 1111 86.1 NG

Siemens Westinghouse 501F Aug-02 2 667 1101 65.8 NG
Aug-02 1 1018 297 88.9 NG
Aug-02 2 675 1111 84.1 NG

Mitsubishi 501G Jan-03 3 961 1346 71.2 NG
Siemens Westinghouse 501F Jan-03 2 647 1033 90 NG



Oxidation Catalyst Experience
Power Generation

10/5/01
Page 4 of 4

Application Startup
# of 

Units
Temp 

oF Flow (#/s)
% CO 

Conversion
% VOC 

Conversion Fuel
GE 7FA Apr-03 1 779 914 80 NG
GE 7FA May-03 4 683 1040 81.9 NG
GE 7FB May-03 3 637 1061 80.5 NG
GE 7FA Oct-03 3 645 1049 48.5 NG/Oil

Siemens Westinghouse 501F Dec-03 2 696 1004 75 NG
Total Units 404
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Exhibit 22 



782

Color Key
 Operational Status  Expected and disclosed

 Approved  Expected but undisclosed

 In Review  On hold, suspended. According to developers, the new on-line date

 On-line date is expected to be delayed beyond the date shown will be determined when the markets are favorable and/or financing available.

 Not Approved/Denied Cancelled, withdrawn, not built, license expired.

Projects On Line

(Arranged By Online Date)
Docket Number Status

Capacity

(MW)

Const. Completed

(%)
Location

Date 

Approved

Const. Start 

Date

Original 

OnLine 

Date

Current / Actual 

Online Date

Sunrise Simple Cycle - Texaco & Edison 

Mission E.
1998-AFC-04 Operational 320 100 Kern 12/06/2000 12/07/2000 07/01 06/27/2001

Sutter - Calpine 1997-AFC-02 Operational 540 100 Sutter 04/14/1999 07/01/1999 07/01 07/02/2001

Los Medanos - Calpine 1998-AFC-01 Operational 555 100 Contra Costa 08/17/1999 09/17/1999 07/01 07/09/2001

Wildflower Larkspur - Intergen 2001-EP-01 Operational 90 100 San Diego 04/04/2001 04/05/2001 07/01 07/16/2001

Wildflower Indigo - Intergen 2001-EP-02 Operational 135 100 Riverside 04/04/2001 04/05/2001 07/01 09/10/2001

Drews - Alliance 2001-EP-05 Operational 40 100 San Bernardino 04/25/2001 04/26/2001 09/01 08/15/2001

Hanford - GWF 2001-EP-07 Operational 95 100 Kings 05/10/2001 05/11/2001 09/01 09/01/2001

Century - Alliance 2001-EP-04 Operational 40 100 San Bernardino 04/25/2001 04/26/2001 09/01 09/15/2001

Escondido - Calpeak 2001-EP-10 Operational 50 100 San Diego 06/06/2001 06/07/2001 09/01 09/30/2001

Border - Calpeak 2001-EP-14 Operational 50 100 San Diego 07/11/2001 07/12/2001 09/01 10/26/2001

1,914

King City - Calpine 2001-EP-06 Operational 50 100 Monterey 05/02/2001 05/03/2001 09/01 01/14/2002

Gilroy I - Calpine 2001-EP-08 Operational 135 100 Santa Clara 05/21/2001 05/22/2001 09/01 02/20/2002

Delta - Calpine 1998-AFC-03 Operational 887 100 Contra Costa 02/09/2000 04/01/2000 07/02 05/10/2002

Henrietta Peaker - GWF 2001-AFC-18 Operational 96 100 Kings 03/05/2002 03/08/2002 06/02 07/01/2002

Moss Landing - L.S. Power 1999-AFC-04 Operational 1,060 100 Monterey 10/25/2000 11/28/2000 06/02 07/11/2002
1a Huntington Beach Unit 3 - AES 2000-AFC-13 Operational 225 100 Orange 05/10/2001 05/31/2001 11/01 07/31/2002
2a Valero Cogen - Valero 2001-AFC-05 Operational 51 100 Solano 10/31/2001 11/05/2001 06/02 10/18/2002

2,504

La Paloma - Complete Energy Holdings 1998-AFC-02 Operational 1,124 100 Kern 10/06/1999 01/01/2000 03/02 03/07/2003

Los Esteros Simple Cycle - Calpine 2001-AFC-12 Operational 180 100 Santa Clara 02/07/2002 07/08/2002 05/03 03/07/2003
Los Esteros Simple Cycle recertification - 

Calpine
2003-AFC-02 Operational 0 100 Santa Clara 03/16/2005 07/08/2002 05/03 03/07/2003

High Desert - Constellation 1997-AFC-01 Operational 830 100 San Bernardino 05/03/2000 05/01/2001 07/03 04/22/2003

Tracy Peaker - GWF 2001-AFC-16 Operational 169 100 San Joaquin 07/17/2002 07/22/2002 04/03 06/01/2003
Sunrise Comb. Cycle Amendment - Texaco & 

Edison Mission E.
1998-AFC-04C Operational 265 100 Kern 11/19/2001 12/21/2001 06/03 06/01/2003

Woodland II - Modesto Irrigation District 2001-SPPE-01 Operational 80 100 Stanislaus 09/19/2001 02/21/2002 05/03 06/06/2003

Blythe I - FPL 1999-AFC-08 Operational 520 100 Riverside 03/21/2001 04/27/2001 04/03 07/15/2003

Elk Hills - Sempra & Oxy 1999-AFC-01 Operational 500 100 Kern 12/06/2000 06/08/2001 12/02 07/24/2003
1b Huntington Beach Unit 4 - AES 2000-AFC-13 Operational 225 100 Orange 05/10/2001 05/31/2001 11/01 08/07/2003

3,893
Donald Von Raesfeld Power Plant (Pico) - 

Silicon Valley Power
2002-AFC-03 Operational 147 100 Santa Clara 09/09/2003 09/10/2003 12/04 03/24/2005

Pastoria - Calpine 1999-AFC-07 Operational 750 100 Kern 12/20/2000 10/03/2001 01/03 07/05/2005

Metcalf - Calpine 1999-AFC-03 Operational 600 100 Santa Clara 09/24/2001 01/15/2002 07/03 05/27/2005

Kings River - Kings River Cons. Dist. 2003-SPPE-02 Operational 97 100 Fresno 05/19/2004 11/01/2004 05/05 09/19/2005

Magnolia - So. Ca. Power Producers 2001-AFC-06 Operational 328 100 Los Angeles 03/05/2003 07/21/2003 05/05 09/22/2005

Malburg - City of Vernon 2001-AFC-25 Operational 134 100 Los Angeles 05/20/2003 09/11/2003 11/05 10/17/2005
3a Mountainview Unit 3 - SCE 2000-AFC-02 Operational 528 100 San Bernardino 03/21/2001 09/01/2001 06/03 12/09/2005

2,584
3b Mountainview Unit 4 - SCE 2000-AFC-02 Operational 528 100 San Bernardino 03/21/2001 09/01/2001 06/03 01/19/2006

Cosumnes - SMUD 2001-AFC-19 Operational 500 100 Sacramento 09/09/2003 10/31/2003 06/05 02/24/2006

Walnut - Turlock Irr. Dist. 2002-AFC-04 Operational 250 100 Stanislaus 02/18/2004 03/15/2004 04/06 02/28/2006

Palomar Escondido - SDG&E 2001-AFC-24 Operational 546 100 San Diego 08/06/2003 06/01/2004 03/06 04/01/2006
Riverside En. Res. Cntr. Units 1 & 2 - City of 

Riverside
2004-SPPE-01 Operational 96 100 Riverside 12/15/2004 02/23/2005 11/05 06/01/2006

Ripon - Modesto Irrigation Dist 2003-SPPE-01 Operational 95 100 San Joaquin 02/04/2004 04/01/2005 04/05 06/21/2006

2,015

Bottle Rock Geothermal Restart 1979-AFC-4C Operational 17 100 Lake 12/13/2006 12/19/2006 06/07 10/01/2007

Roseville Combined Cycle - Roseville Electric 2003-AFC-01 Operational 160 100 Placer 04/13/2005 08/18/2005 12/07 11/07/2007

177

Niland Peaker - IID 2006-SPPE-1 Operational 93 100 Imperial 10/11/2006 6/25/2007 06/08 05/29/2008

93

13,180

Approved / Under Construction

(Arranged By Online Date)
Docket Number Status

Capacity

(MW)

Const. Completed

(%)
Location

Date 

Approved

Const. Start 

Date

Original 

OnLine 

Date

Current / Actual 

Online Date

1 Inland Empire - GE 2001-AFC-17
Under 

Construction
800

92

Unit 2 delayed
Riverside 12/17/2003 8/26/2005 12/05

unit 1: 1/09

unit 2: 7/09

Subtotal On Line 2008

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - ENERGY FACILITY STATUS

Subtotal On Line 2003

Subtotal On Line 2005

Subtotal On Line 2002

Subtotal On Line 2001

ON-LINE TOTAL

Subtotal On Line 2007

Subtotal On Line 2006

 Power Plant Projects Filed Since 1996, Updated: 1/9/2009
(Note: Does not include projects filed but were withdrawn before they were approved.)

Energy Facility Status 1 Updated 1/22/2009
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Color Key
 Operational Status  Expected and disclosed

 Approved  Expected but undisclosed

 In Review  On hold, suspended. According to developers, the new on-line date

 On-line date is expected to be delayed beyond the date shown will be determined when the markets are favorable and/or financing available.

 Not Approved/Denied Cancelled, withdrawn, not built, license expired.

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - ENERGY FACILITY STATUS
 Power Plant Projects Filed Since 1996, Updated: 1/9/2009

(Note: Does not include projects filed but were withdrawn before they were approved.)

2 Gateway - PG&E 2000-AFC-01
Under 

Construction
530 96 Contra Costa 5/30/2001

8/30/2001

Resumed:

2/2007

08/03 3/2009

3 Starwood Midway - Starwood Power 2006-AFC-10
Under 

Construction
120 30 Fresno 1/16/2008 9/23/2008 06/09 05/09

4 EIF Panoche - Energy Investors Fund 2006-AFC-5
Under 

Construction
400 64 Fresno 12/19/2007 2/15/2008 11/09 08/09

5 Otay Mesa - Calpine 1999-AFC-05
Under 

Construction
590 74 San Diego 4/18/2001 5/01/2007 07/03 10/09

6 Humboldt Power Plant - PG&E 2006-AFC-7
Under 

Construction
163 4 Humboldt 9/24/2008 10/11/2008 09/09 04/10

7 Colusa Generation Station - PG&E 2006-AFC-9
Under 

Construction
660 10 Colusa 4/23/2008 7/28/2008 06/10 10/10

3,263

Approved / Not Under Construction

(Arranged By Online Date)
Docket Number Status

Capacity

(MW)

Const. Completed

(%)
Location

Date 

Approved

Const. Start 

Date

Original 

OnLine 

Date

Current / Actual 

Online Date

Blythe I Transmission Line - FPL 1999-AFC-8C
Pre-

Construction
0 0 Riverside 10/11/2006 2/09 06/07 2010

Victorville Hybrid Gas-Solar - City of 

Victorville
2007-AFC-1

Pre-

Construction
563 0 San Bernardino 7/16/2008 4/09 8/10 10/10

Russell City - Calpine & GE 2001-AFC-07 On Hold 600 0 Alameda 10/03/2007 9/09 12/04 06/12

El Centro Unit 3 Repower - IID 2006-SPPE-2 On Hold 85 0 Imperial 01/03/2007 On Hold 05/09 On Hold

Morro Bay - L.S. Power 2000-AFC-12 On Hold 1,200 0 San Luis Obispo

08/02/2004

Note:Commis-

sion decision not 

finalized 

pending NPDS 

permit

On Hold On Hold On Hold

Tesla - FPL 2001-AFC-21 On Hold 1,120 0 Alameda 06/16/2004 On Hold On Hold On Hold

El Segundo Repower - NRG 2000-AFC-14 On Hold 630 0 Los Angeles 02/02/2005

On Hold

Pending Dry 

Coooling 

Amendment

On Hold On Hold

Los Esteros Combined Cycle - Calpine 2003-AFC-02 On Hold 140 0 Santa Clara 10/11/2006 On Holdt On Hold On Hold

Pastoria Simple Cycle Addition - Calpine 2005-AFC-1 On Hold 160 Kern 12/18/2006 On Hold 06/07 On Hold

Walnut Creek Peaker - Edison Mission E. 2005-AFC-02 On Hold 500 0 Los Angeles 02/27/2008 9/09 On Hold  On Hold

San Joaquin Valley - Calpine 2001-AFC-22 On Hold 1,087 0 Fresno 01/14/2004 On Hold 01/06 On Hold

East Altamont - Calpine 2001-AFC-04 On Hold 1,100 0 Alameda 08/20/2003 8/11 07/05 On Hold

Salton Sea - Cal Energy 2002-AFC-02 On Hold 215 0 Imperial 12/17/2003 On Hold 01/06 On Hold

SF Reliability Project - CCSF 2004-AFC-01 On Hold 145 0 San Francisco 10/03/2006 On Hold 06/06 On Hold

Blythe II - Caithness 2002-AFC-01 On Hold 520 0 Riverside 12/14/2005 On Hold On Hold On Hold

8,065

A Three Mountain - Covanta 1999-AFC-02
Not Built and 

License Expired
500 0 Shasta 05/16/2001 On Hold 12/03

Not Built and License 

Expired

B
Western Midway Sunset - Edison Mission 

Energy
1999-AFC-09

Not Built and 

License Expired
500 0 Kern 03/21/2001 On Hold 07/03

Not Built and License 

Expired

C United Golden Gate - El Paso 2000-AFC-05
Not Built and 

License Expired
51 0 San Mateo 03/07/2001 On Hold 07/01

Not Built and License 

Expired

D Pegasus Energy - Delta Power 2001-EP-09 Cancelled 181 0 San Bernardino 06/06/2001 Cancelled Cancelled Cancelled

E Chula Vista 2 - Ramco 2001-EP-03 Cancelled 62 0 San Diego 06/13/2001 Cancelled Cancelled Cancelled

F Hanford Energy Park - GWF 2000-SPPE-01 Cancelled 99 0 Kings 04/11/2001 Cancelled Cancelled Cancelled

G Valero Cogen - Valero 2001-AFC-05
Not Built and 

License Expired
51 37 Solano 10/31/2001 02/01/2007 12/02

Not Built and License 

Expired

1,444

9,509

25,952

Projects Not Approved

(Arranged By Decision Date)
Docket Number Process

Capacity

(MW)
Project Type Location Date Filed Decision Date

Under Construction Subtotal 

Approved and available for construction.

Total Cancelled or License Expired 

Not Under Construction Subtotal 

APPROVED TOTAL

Energy Facility Status 2 Updated 1/22/2009



782

Color Key
 Operational Status  Expected and disclosed

 Approved  Expected but undisclosed

 In Review  On hold, suspended. According to developers, the new on-line date

 On-line date is expected to be delayed beyond the date shown will be determined when the markets are favorable and/or financing available.

 Not Approved/Denied Cancelled, withdrawn, not built, license expired.

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - ENERGY FACILITY STATUS
 Power Plant Projects Filed Since 1996, Updated: 1/9/2009

(Note: Does not include projects filed but were withdrawn before they were approved.)

Eastshore - Tierra Energy 2006-AFC-6 12-mo AFC 116 Brownfield Alameda 09/22/2006 10/08/2008

116

Projects In Review

(Arranged By Estimated Decision Date)
Docket Number Process

Capacity

(MW)
Project Type Location Date Filed

Estimated 

Decision Date

Estimated 

On-line Date

1 El Segundo Amendment - NRG 2000-AFC-14C
Dry Cooling

Amendment

[See 

00-AFC-14]
Replacement Los Angeles 6/19/2007 1/09 06/10

2 Orange Grove AFC - J Power USA 2008-AFC-4 12-mo AFC 96 Greenfield San Diego 6/20/2008 1/09 Unknown

3
Riverside En. Res. Cntr. Units 3 & 4 - City of 

Riverside
2008-SPPE-1 SPPE 96 Expansion Riverside 3/19/2008 1/09 12/09

4 Sentinel Peaker - CPV 2007-AFC-3 12-mo AFC 850 Greenfield Riverside 6/26/2007 1/09 05/10

5
MMC Chula Vista Replacement -

MMC Energy, Inc.
2007-AFC-4 12-mo AFC 100 Replacement San Diego 8/10/2007 2/09 12/09

6 Carlsbad - NRG 2007-AFC-6 12-mo AFC 558 Brownfield San Diego 9/14/2007 3/09 07/10

7 San Gabriel - Reliant 2007-AFC-2 12-mo AFC 656 Expansion San Bernardino 4/13/2007 3/09 Unknown

8 Highgrove Peaker - AES 2006-AFC-2 12-mo AFC 300 Expansion San Bernardino 5/25/2006 4/09 Unknown

9 Sun Valley Peaker - Edison Mission 2005-AFC-03 12-mo AFC 500 Greenfield Riverside 12/01/2005 4/09 Unknown

10
Southeast Region Energy Project formerly 

Vernon - City of Vernon
2006-AFC-4 12-mo AFC 943 Brownfield Los Angeles 6/30/2006 4/09 Unknown

11
Community Power Plant - 

Kings River Conservation Dist.
2007-AFC-7 12-mo AFC 565 Greenfield Fresno 9/27/2007 4/09 06/11

12 Carrizo Solar Farm - Ausra 2007-AFC-8 12-mo AFC 177 Greenfield San Luis Obispo 10/25/2007 4/09 05/10
13 Canyon Power Plant - City of Anaheim 2007-AFC-9 12-mo AFC 200 Brownfield Orange 12/28/2007 4/09 06/10

14 Ivanpah Solar - Brightsource 2007-AFC-5 12-mo AFC 400 Greenfield San Bernardino 8/30/2007 5/09 02/11

15 Avenal Energy - Avenal Power Center, LLC 2008-AFC-1 12-mo AFC 600 Greenfield Kings 2/21/2008 5/09 Unknown

16
Beacon Solar Energy Project - Beacon Solar 

LLC
2008-AFC-2 12-mo AFC 250 Greenfield Kern 3/14/2008 5/09 10/11

17
SES Solar  Two -

SES Solar Two LLC/Stirling Energy
2008-AFC-5 12-mo AFC 750 Greenfield Imperial 6/30/2008 6/09 Unknown

18 Tracy Combined Cycle - GWF 2008-AFC-7 12-mo AFC 169 Expansion San Joaquin 7/18/2008 9/09 3/11

19 Marsh Landing Generating Station 2008-AFC-3 12-mo AFC 930 Brownfield Contra Costa 5/30/2008 10/09 Unknown

20 Willow Pass - Mirant 2008-AFC-6 12-mo AFC 550 Brownfield Contra Costa 6/30/2008 10/09 7/12

21 Hybrid Gas-solar - City of  Palmdale 2008-AFC-9 12-mo AFC 617 Greenfield Los Angeles 8/4/2008 10/09 2013

22 Lodi Energy Center - NCPA 2008-AFC-10 12-mo AFC 255 Brownfield San Joaquin 9/10/2008 11/09 2012

23

Hanford Combined-Cycle Power Plant 

(Hanford Energy Peaker Project Expansion) - 

GWF Energy LLC

01-EP-7C Major Amendment 55
Expansion 

Amendment
Kings 10/1/2008 10/09 ?

24
CPV Vaca-Station - Competitive Power 

Ventures Inc.
2008-AFC-11 12-mo AFC 660 Greenfield Solano 11/18/2008 11/09 ?

25
San Joaquin Solar 1 & 2 (solar thermal & 

biomass hybrid) - San Joaquin Solar 
2008-AFC-12 12-mo AFC 106.8 Greenfield Fresno 11/26/2008 12/09 5/2011

26
SES Solar One - SES Solar One LLC/Stirling 

Energy
2008-AFC-13 12-mo AFC 850 Greenfield San Bernardino 12/2/2008 12/09 2014

NOT APPROVED TOTAL

Energy Facility Status 3 Updated 1/22/2009
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Color Key
 Operational Status  Expected and disclosed

 Approved  Expected but undisclosed

 In Review  On hold, suspended. According to developers, the new on-line date

 On-line date is expected to be delayed beyond the date shown will be determined when the markets are favorable and/or financing available.

 Not Approved/Denied Cancelled, withdrawn, not built, license expired.

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - ENERGY FACILITY STATUS
 Power Plant Projects Filed Since 1996, Updated: 1/9/2009

(Note: Does not include projects filed but were withdrawn before they were approved.)

Clean Hydrogen Power Project -

BP Arco & Edison Mission Energy
2008-AFC-8 12-mo AFC [390] Brownfield Kern 7/31/2008

Suspended 

During Review

Suspended 

During Review

11,233.8

Projects Anounced (Aranged by Estimated 

Filing Date)
Process

Capacity 

(MW)
Project Type Location

Estimated 

Filing Date

eSolar 1 - eSolar Inc. 12-mo AFC 84 Greenfield Los Angeles 1/09

eSolar 2 - eSolar Inc. 12-mo AFC 66 Greenfield Los Angeles 1/09

Mojave - Solel 12-mo AFC 553 Greenfield San Bernardino 2009

703.0

Projects Planned (Aranged by Estimated 

Filing Date)
Process

Capacity

(MW)
Project Type Location

Estimated 

Filing Date

Peaker 1 12-mo AFC 700 Unknown Unknown

Peaker 2 12-mo AFC 200 Unknown Unknown

Combined Cycle 12-mo AFC 575 Unknown Unknown

Combined Cycle 12-mo AFC 575 Unknown Unknown

Peaker Expansion 4 12-mo AFC 120 Unknown Unknown

Solar Thermal 3 12-mo AFC 160 Unknown Unknown

Solar Thermal 4 12-mo AFC 230 Unknown Unknown

Solar Thermal 5 12-mo AFC 230 Unknown Unknown

Solar Thermal 6 12-mo AFC 250 Unknown Unknown

Solar Thermal 7 12-mo AFC 250 Unknown Unknown

Solar Thermal 8 12-mo AFC 250 Unknown Unknown

3,540

Greenfield

Brownfield

Expansion

Repower

Replacement

On Hold

Suspended

{4} 130 MW amendment approved 6/22/05.

Projects in italics and an "EP" Docket Number are emergency peakers

Megawatts in [ ] are not included in totals.

{1}  1021 MW replaced with 1200 MW for a net increase of 179 MW

{2} Project approved but replaced by Hanford-GWF (01-EP-7).

PLANNED TOTAL

Bold text in table identifies a change from the previous report.

* Estimated on-line date if construction is not delayed.

** Estimated on-line date if approved & constructed as proposed.

{3} 30 MW organic rankine cycle amendment approved 5/11/05.

Committee has suspended the proceeding

DEFINITIONS:

Undeveloped

Developed site

New unit at existing site, no loss of existing generation

Modification of existing equipment

Demolition of old plant and construction of new plant

Applicant has suspended work

NOTES:

UNDER REVIEW TOTAL

ANNOUNCED TOTAL

Energy Facility Status 4 Updated 1/22/2009



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 23 



Home  sitingcases  alphabetical 

 

Alphabetical List of Power Plant Projects Filed Since 1996

Avenal Energy Project - Avenal Power 
Center, LLC 

Beacon Solar Energy Project  

Blythe - Blythe Energy LLC  

Blythe II Combined Cycle - Blythe Energy 
LLC  

Blythe Transmission Line - Blythe Energy 
LLC  

Border - Calpeak (Emergency Peaker)  

Bottle Rock Geothermal - U.S. 
Renewables Group (Repower)  

Bullard Energy Center (BEC) 

Canyon Power Plant  

Carlsbad Energy Center - NRG  

Carrizo Energy Solar Farm  

Century - Alliance (Emergency Peaker)  

Chevron Richmond Power Plant 
Replacement Project - Chevron USA, Inc.  

Chula Vista Energy Upgrade Project - 
MMC Energy, Inc.  

City of Vernon Malburg Generating 
Station  

Colusa Generating Station (CGS)  

Community Power - Kings River 
Conservation District 

CPV Vacaville Station  

Delta - Calpine  

Drews - Alliance (Emergency Peaker) 

East Altamont - Calpine  

Eastshore Power Project - Tierra Energy  

El Centro Unit 3 Repower Project - 
Imperial Irrigation District (IID)  

El Segundo Repower - Dynegy/NRG  

El Segundo - Dry Cooling Amendment 
Proceeding  

Elk Hills - Sempra & Oxy  

Escondido - Calpeak (Emergency 
Peaker) 

Gateway Generating Station (formerly 
Contra Costa) Power Plant Project  

Gilroy I, Units 1,2 & 3 - Calpine 
(Emergency Peaker) 

Hanford - GWF (Emergency Peaker)  

Hanford Combined Cycle Power Project - 

Magnolia - SoCal Power Authority  

Malburg Generating Station - City of 
Vernon  

Marsh Landing Generating Station  

Metcalf - Metcalf Energy Center LLC  

Modesto Irrigation District - Ripon, Simple 
Cycle  

Morro Bay - Duke  

Moss Landing Unit 1 & 2 - Duke  

Mountainview - SCE 

Niland Gas Turbine Plant (SPPE) 

Orange Grove Energy, Simple Cycle  

Otay Mesa - Calpine 

Palmdale Solar-Gas Hybrid - City of 
Palmdale  

Palomar Escondido - Sempra  

Panoche Energy Center - Energy 
Investors Fund  

Pastoria - Calpine  

Pastoria Expansion Project (Pastoria 2) - 
Pastoria Energy LLC 

Riverside Energy Resource Center - City 
of Riverside Public Utilities  

Riverside Energy Resource Center Units 
3 & 4 (Expansion Project) - City of 
Riverside  

Roseville Energy Park - City of Roseville  

Russell City - Calpine  

Russell City Amendment - Calpine 

Salton Sea Geothermal  

San Francisco Electric Reliability Project - 
City of San Francisco  

San Gabriel Generating Station - Reliant 
Energy  

San Joaquin Solar 1 & 2 - San Joaquin 
Solar LLC  

San Joaquin Valley Energy Center - 
Calpine  

Sentinel Energy Project - CPV Sentinel, 
LLC  

SMUD Combined Cycle Phase 1  

Solar One Power Project - SES Solar 
One LLC  

Solar Two Power Project - SES Solar 

Page 1 of 2California Power Plant Projects Filed Since 1996
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Withdrawn Projects List 

GWF (Major Amendment)  

Henrietta Peaker - GWF  

Henrietta Combined Cycle Power Project 
- GWF (Major Amendment)  

High Desert - High Desert Power Project 
LLC  

Highgrove - AES  

Humboldt Bay Generating Station - PG&E  

Huntington Beach Unit 3 & 4 - AES  

Hydrogen Energy California - Hydrogen 
Energy International LLC 

Inland Empire Combined Cycle - Calpine  

Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System 

King City - Calpine (Emergency Peaker)  

Kings River Peaker - Kings River 
Conservation District 

La Paloma - PG&E Natl. Units 1, 2, 3 & 4  

Lodi Energy Center - Northern California 
Power Authority  

Los Esteros - Calpine  

Los Esteros PHASE 2 - Calpine  

Los Medanos (Pittsburg) - Calpine 

Two LLC  

Southeast Regional Energy Center 
(Formerly City of Vernon)  

South Bay Combined Cycle - L.S. Power  

Starwood Power - Starwood Power-
Midway LLC  

Sunrise - Texaco & Edison Mission E.  

Sun Valley Energy Project - Edison 
Mission Energy  

Sutter - Calpine 

Tesla Combined Cycle - FPL  

Tracy Peaker - GWF  

Tracy Combined-Cycle Power Plant - 
GWF Energy, LLC (Project Expansion) 

Vaca Station - CPV Vacaville  

Valero Cogeneration Unit 1 & 2  

Vernon Combined Cycle - City of Vernon  

Victorville 2 Solar-Gas Hybrid Power 
Project - City of Victorville  

Von Raesfeld (Formerly Pico Power) 
Combined Cycle - Silicon Valley Power 

Walnut Creek Energy Park (City of 
Industry) - Edison Mission Energy  

Walnut Energy Center - Turlock Irrigation 
District  

Wildflower Indigo - Intergen (Emergency 
Peaker)  

Wildflower Larkspur - Intergen 
(Emergency Peaker)  

Willow Pass Generating Station - Mirant  

Woodland II Combined Cycle - Modesto 
Irrigation District  
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Metcalf Energy Center
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31

10/02/00 FDOC

Metcalf Energy Center

15. The combined heat input rate to each power train consisting of a Gas Turbine and its associated

HRSG (S-1 & S-2 and S-3 & S-4) shall not exceed 49,908 MM BTU per calendar day. (PSD

for PM10)

16. The combined cumulative heat input rate for the Gas Turbines (S-1 & S-3) and the HRSGs (S-2

& S-4) shall not exceed 35,274,060 MM BTU per year. (Offsets)

17. The HRSG duct burners (S-2 and S-4) shall not be fired unless its associated Gas Turbine (S-1

and S-3, respectively) is in operation.  (BACT for NOx)

18. S-1 Gas Turbine and S-2 HRSG shall be abated by the properly operated and properly

maintained A-1 Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) System whenever fuel is combusted at those

sources and the A-1 catalyst bed has reached minimum operating temperature.  (BACT for NOx)

19. S-3 Gas Turbine and S-4 HRSG shall be abated by the properly operated and properly

maintained A-2 Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) System whenever fuel is combusted at those

sources and the A-2 catalyst bed has reached minimum operating temperature.  (BACT for NOx)

20. The Gas Turbines (S-1 & S-3) and HRSGs (S-2 & S-4) shall comply with  requirements (a)

through (h) under all operating scenarios, including duct burner firing mode and steam injection

power augmentation mode.  Requirements (a) through (h) do not apply during a gas turbine start-

up or shutdown.  (BACT, PSD, and Toxic Risk Management Policy)

(a) Nitrogen oxide mass emissions (calculated as NO2) at P-1 (the combined exhaust point for

the S-1 Gas Turbine and the S-2 HRSG after abatement by A-1 SCR System) shall not

exceed 19.2 pounds per hour or 0.00904 lb/MM BTU (HHV) of natural gas fired.  Nitrogen

oxide mass emissions (calculated as NO2) at P-2 (the combined exhaust point for the S-3

Gas Turbine and the S-4 HRSG after abatement by A-3 SCR System) shall not exceed 19.2

pounds per hour or 0.00904 lb/MM BTU (HHV) of natural gas fired. (PSD for NOx)

(b) The nitrogen oxide emission concentration at emission points P-1 and P-2 each shall not

exceed 2.5 ppmv, on a dry basis, corrected to 15% O2, averaged over any 1-hour period.

(BACT for NOx)

(c) Carbon monoxide mass emissions at P-1 and P-2 each shall not exceed 0.0132 lb/MM

BTU (HHV) of natural gas fired or 28.07 pounds per hour, averaged over any rolling 3-hour

period.  (PSD for CO)

(d) The carbon monoxide emission concentration at P-1 and P-2 each shall not exceed 6.0

ppmv, on a dry basis, corrected to 15% O2, when the heat input to the combustion turbine

exceeds 1700 MM BTU/hr (HHV), averaged over any rolling 3-hour period.  If compliance
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source test results and continuous emission monitoring data indicate that a lower CO

emission concentration level can be achieved on a consistent basis (with a suitable

complaince margin) over the entire range of turbine operating conditions, including duct firing

and power steam augmentation operations, and over the entire range of ambient conditions,

the District will reduce this limit to a level not lower than 4.0 ppmv, on a dry basis, corrected

to 15% O2.  If this limit is reduced, the corresponding mass emission rate limit specified in

condition 20(c) shall also be modified to reflect this reduction.  (BACT for CO)

(e) Ammonia (NH3) emission concentrations at P-1 and P-2 each shall not exceed 5 ppmv, on a

dry basis, corrected to 15% O2, averaged over any rolling 3-hour period.  This ammonia

emission concentration shall be verified by the continuous recording of the ammonia injection

rate to A-1 and A-2 SCR Systems.  The correlation between the gas turbine and HRSG

heat input rates, A-1 and A-2 SCR System ammonia injection rates, and corresponding

ammonia emission concentration at emission points P-1 and P-2 shall be determined in

accordance with permit condition 30.  (TRMP for NH3)

(f) Precursor organic compound (POC) mass emissions (as CH4) at P-1 and P-2 each shall not

exceed 2.7 pounds per hour or 0.00126 lb/MM BTU of natural gas fired.  (BACT)

(g) Sulfur dioxide (SO2) mass emissions at P-1 and P-2 each shall not exceed 1.28 pounds per

hour or 0.0006 lb/MM BTU of natural gas fired.  (BACT)

(h) Particulate matter (PM10) mass emissions at P-1 and P-2 each shall not exceed 9 pounds per

hour or 0.00452 lb PM10/MM BTU of natural gas fired when HRSG duct burners are not in

operation.  Particulate matter (PM10) mass emissions at P-1 and P-2 each shall not exceed 12

pounds per hour or 0.00565 lb PM10/MM BTU of natural gas fired when HRSG duct

burners are in operation.  (BACT)

21. The regulated air pollutant mass emission rates from each of the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-3)

during a start-up or a shutdown shall not exceed the limits established below.  (PSD)

     Start-Up            Start-Up      Shutdown

   (lb/start-up)        (lb/hr)    (lb/shutdown)

Oxides of Nitrogen (as NO2)            240            80 18

Carbon Monoxide (CO)         2,514          902 43.8

Precursor Organic Compounds (as CH4)              48            16   5

22. The Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-3) shall not be in start-up mode simultaneously.  (PSD)

23. The heat recovery steam generators (S-2 & S-4) and associated ducting shall be designed and

constructed such that an oxidation catalyst can be readily installed and properly operated if
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Verification: As part of the monthly Air Quality Reports, the owner/operator shall
indicate the date of any violation of this Condition including quantitative information on
the severity of the violation.

AQ-55 The project owner shall install an oxidation catalyst to control VOC
emissions.

Verification: As part of the final design plans, specifications, and drawings, the
project owner shall submit to the District and the CPM for review and approval the final
selection and design details of the combustion equipment, including all emission
control systems.
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       March 10, 2000 

 

Mr. George Wilson   RE: WEYMOUTH - Metropolitan 

Sithe Edgar Development, LLC  Boston/Northeast Region 

173 Alford Street     PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

Charlestown, MA 02129   MAJOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN APPROVAL 

      310 CMR 7.00: APPENDIX A 

      310 CMR 7.02(2) 

      Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit 

      40 CFR 52.21 

      Transmittal No. W004896 

      Application No. MBR-99-COM-018 

 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

 

 The Department of Environmental Protection (the "Department"), Northeast Regional 

Office (NERO), Bureau of Waste Prevention, has reviewed the Major Comprehensive Plan 

Application for the proposed 775 megawatt (MW) combined cycle electric generating facility and 

auxiliary combustion equipment to be located at 1 Bridge Street in Weymouth, Massachusetts. The 

submittal bears the seal and signature of Dale T. Raczynski, Massachusetts P.E. Number 36207. 

 

 The Department is of the opinion that the material submitted is in conformance with the 

current Massachusetts Air Pollution Control Regulations and hereby PROPOSES to 
CONDITIONALLY APPROVE this facility at the proposed site location, subject to the 

conditions and provisions stated herein. 

 

 This letter combines and includes: the proposed 310 CMR 7.02(2) Comprehensive Plan 

Approval, the proposed 310 CMR 7.00: APPENDIX A: Emission Offsets and Nonattainment 

Review Approval, and the proposed Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 52.21 Prevention 

of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit.  These proposed actions are subject to a public comment 

period and a public hearing as specified in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 51.161 

and the Commonwealth's Air Pollution Control Regulations 310 CMR 7.00: Appendix A. 

 

 The PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit will allow for 

commencement of construction of the facility and its operation, and provides information on the 

project description, emission control systems, facility emission limits, continuous emission 

monitors, record keeping, reporting and testing requirements. 
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 This facility is also subject to the requirements of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy 

Act (MEPA) Massachusetts General Laws (M.G.L.) Chapter 30, Sections 61-62H.  On September 

16, 1999, the Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs issued a certificate that the 

Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (EOEA #11726) adequately complied with the MEPA 

and its regulations. 

 

 On February 11, 1999, the Energy Facility Siting Board issued approval under M.G.L. 

Chapter 164, §69J of Sithe Edgar Development’s Petition to construct and operate the facility.  In 

accordance with that statute, the Department may issue a Plan Approval/Permit for the facility to be 

constructed. 

 

 This PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit is limited to the applicable 

Air Pollution Control Regulations and does not constitute approval as may be required by other 

Department regulations or statutes in order for the subject facility to be installed and operated.   

 

 A list of submitted information pertinent to the application is delineated in Attachment A. 

 

 If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact Mr. Marc 

Altobelli at (978) 661-7642.   

 

 

       Sincerely, 

  

 

____________________    ______________________ 

Edward Braczyk     James E. Belsky 

Environmental Engineer    Regional Permit Chief 

Bureau of Waste Prevention    Bureau of Waste Prevention 

 

 

____________________ 

Marc Altobelli 

Environmental Engineer 

Bureau of Waste Prevention 

 

cc:  see Attachment List 
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I.   FACILITY DESCRIPTION 
 
A.   Site Description 
 
 The Fore River Station site, formerly the Boston Edison Edgar site, consists of 

approximately 57 acres of land situated on a peninsula along the bank of the Weymouth Fore River 

in Weymouth, Massachusetts.  The existing Edgar Station includes two 12 MW simple cycle 

combustion turbines (Edgar Units J1 and J2) used for peaking power only. Each combustion turbine 

fires No. 2 fuel oil with a maximum sulfur content of 0.3 weight percent as the only fuel of use.  

The Fore River Station site is bounded by the Weymouth Fore River to the west, and south, Bridge 

Street (Route 3A) to the north, and Monatiquot Street to the east. 

 

 The neighboring community consists of a mix of industrial, commercial, and residential 

properties. The nearest residential area is located approximately 50 feet east of the property fence 

line. 

 
B.   Project Description 
 
 Sithe Edgar Development LLC (the “Applicant”) proposes to design, construct and operate 

a new combined-cycle electric generating facility within the boundaries of the existing Fore River 

Station site in Weymouth, Massachusetts.  The Project is referred to as the Fore River Station 

Project.  The Project will be configured as a new main power block generating 775 MW of electric 

power.  

 

  Fore River Station Unit 1(A and B) will include two Mitsubishi Heavy Industries (MHI) 

Model 501G combustion turbine generators (CTGs) each including a Heat Recovery Steam 

Generator (HRSG). The new power block will be equipped with one steam turbine generator 

(STG).  Each CTG will have a nominal generating capacity of approximately 250 MW.  The hot 

exhaust gases from each CTG will pass through a HRSG, which will use the heat from these 

gases to produce steam.  These exhaust gases also contain sufficient oxygen to allow the 

placement of supplemental firing burners in the ducts just upstream of the HRSG equipment.  

Each HRSG will house an oxidation catalyst for carbon monoxide (CO) control, followed by an 

ammonia (NH3) injection grid and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) catalyst for control of 

nitrogen oxides (NOx).  The steam produced by each HRSG will be fed into a single condensing 

STG.  The STG will have a nominal generating capacity of approximately 275 MW.  An air-

cooled condenser will be used to condense the steam.  

 

 Each MHI 501G turbine will have a maximum energy input at -12ºF ambient of 2,676 

Million British Thermal Units per hour (MMBtu/hr), HHV (higher heating value) during natural 

gas firing.  Each supplementary natural gas-fired HRSG will have a maximum energy input of 

279 MMBtu/hr (HHV) at -12ºF.  Each MHI 501G turbine and supplementary-fired HRSG in 

combination will have a maximum energy input (at -12ºF ambient) of 2955 MMBtu/hr, HHV 

during natural gas firing. 
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 During oil firing, each MHI 501G turbine will have a maximum energy input at -12ºF 

ambient of 2,734 MMBtu/hr, (HHV) at a water to fuel ratio of 0.4 to 1.  Each MHI 501G oil-fired 

turbine and supplementary natural gas-fired HRSG in combination will have a maximum energy 

input (at -12ºF ambient) of 3,001 MMBtu/hr (HHV). 

 

 The entire CTG/HRSG facility will use natural gas (with a sulfur content that does not 

exceed 0.8 grains per 100 cubic feet) as the primary fuel of use.  Transportation distillate fuel oil 

with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight will be fired at a maximum 

annual rate of 29,074,350 gallons per 12-month rolling period when operating at 100% rated 

capacity and at a temperature of -12
0
F ambient.  The facility will be designed to operate 

continuously (24 hours per day, 7 days per week), except for equipment downtime to allow for 

servicing, maintenance, and repair activities.  

 

 Other auxiliary equipment includes aqueous ammonia storage tanks, a continuous 

emissions monitoring system (CEMS), a new auxiliary boiler and a new emergency diesel 

generator. 

 

 The new auxiliary boiler shall be designated as Fore River Unit AB and will provide steam 

for plant startup when both CTGs are off line.  This boiler will fire natural gas (with a sulfur content 

that does not exceed 0.8 grains per 100 cubic feet) as the primary fuel of use and transportation 

distillate fuel as a back-up fuel. The auxiliary boiler will have a maximum energy input of 96 

MMBtu/hr HHV.  This boiler shall be limited to 48,000 MMBtu per 12-month rolling period, 

corresponding to the equivalent of 500 full load operating hours. This boiler shall be limited to 

9,600 MMBtu per month (See Section III (H)). 

 

 The new emergency generator, 1,500 kilowatts (kW) or 15.4 MMBtu/hr, HHV, shall be 

designated as Fore River Unit EDG1 and is required for facility backup power to support shut 

down operations if no power is available from the utility grid.  The emergency diesel generator 

will fire transportation diesel fuel oil with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by 

weight and shall be limited to a fuel consumption of 16,500 gallons based on 150 hours of 

operation per 12-month rolling period. 

 

 The exhaust gases from the proposed facility shall be emitted from three new flues 

located in a common concrete shell, with the stack having a height of 255 feet above ground 

level. The auxiliary boiler shall utilize one flue and the other two flues shall provide dedicated 

service for the exhaust of the CTG/HRSG units. Each CTG/HRSG flue will have an inside exit 

diameter of 20.5 feet, which will provide for a maximum exit velocity of 84.7 feet per second at 

an exit stack temperature of 311ºF. The auxiliary boiler flue will have an inside exit diameter of 

4 feet, which will provide for a maximum exit velocity of 35.0 feet per second at an exit stack 

temperature of 300ºF. The emergency diesel generator will be equipped with a steel stack with 

two flues, having a height of 25 feet above ground level. Each stack flue will have an inside exit 

diameter of 1.0 foot which will provide for a maximum exit velocity of 134 feet per second at an 

exit stack temperature of 900ºF. 
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II. EMISSIONS 
 

 The operation of the turbine combustors and the auxiliary boiler on natural gas and back-up 

transportation distillate oil (as well as the emergency diesel generators on transportation distillate 

oil) will result in emissions to the ambient air of the following criteria air pollutants:  Particulate 

Matter (PM/PM10), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), and 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC).  During firing of the primary fuel, natural gas, the turbine 

combustors will be a source of emissions of three (3) air toxics: ammonia (NH3), formaldehyde 

(CH2O), and sulfuric acid mist (H2SO4). During firing of the back-up fuel, transportation distillate 

oil, the turbine combustors will also be a source of emissions of several air toxics. Please refer to 

pages 40 and 41 of this document for a complete listing.  

 

III. EMISSION LIMITS 
 

A. Air pollutant emission rates from the facility shall be kept at the lowest practical level at all 

times, but shall not exceed the emission limitations as specified in Tables 1 and 2 below. 

Mitsubishi 501G 
COMBUSTION 
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STACK 
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Table 1: Short Term Emission Limits for Proposed Facility Per Emission Unit 

Each Combustion Turbine(1,2) Pollutant 

Natural Gas Fuel Oil 

Auxiliary Boiler (4) 

Natural Gas/Fuel Oil 

Emergency Diesel 
Generator(5) 

NOx 21.8 lbs/hr 65.7 lbs/hr 3.4 / 9.6 lbs/hr 37.44 lbs/hr 

CO 13.3 lbs/hr 46.5 lbs/hr 7.7 lbs/hr 3.05 lbs/hr 

VOC (unfired) 3.8 lbs/hr 26.0 lbs/hr 0.8/ 0.384 lbs/hr 1.16 lbs/hr 

VOC (duct-fired) 6.4 lbs/hr 28.4 lbs/hr NA NA 

SO2 6.4 lbs/hr 143.5 lbs/hr 0.3/ 5.01 lbs/hr 0.95 lbs/hr 

PM 32.5 lbs/hr 139.6 lbs/hr 0.7/ 7.7 lbs/hr 0.87 lbs/hr 

NH3
(3)

 8.0 lbs/hr 8.6 lbs/hr NA NA 

NOx 0.0074 lbs/MMBtu 0.0233 lbs/MMBtu 0.035/ 0.10 lbs/MMBtu 6.55 gm/bhp-hr 

CO 0.0045 lbs/MMBtu 0.0166 lbs/MMBtu 0.08 lbs/MMBtu 0.53 gm/bhp-hr 

VOC (unfired) 0.0013 lbs/MMBtu 0.0095 lbs/MMBtu 0.008/ 0.004 lbs/MMBtu 0.20 gm/bhp-hr 

VOC (duct-fired) 0.0022 lbs/MMBtu 0.0095 lbs/MMBtu NA NA 

SO2 0.0023 lbs/MMBtu 0.0522 lbs/MMBtu 0.0029/ 0.0522 lbs/MMBtu 0.17 gm/bhp-hr 

PM 0.011 lbs/MMBtu 0.05 lbs/MMBtu 0.007/ 0.08 lbs/MMBtu 0.15 gm/bhp-hr 

NH3
(3)

 0.0027 lbs/MMBtu 0.0029 lbs/MMBtu NA NA 

NOx 2.0 ppmvd @15% O2 6.0 ppmvd @15%O2
 

NA NA 

CO 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 7.0 ppmvd @15%O2 100 ppmvd @ 3% O2 NA 

VOC (unfired) 1.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 7.0 ppmvd @15%O2 NA NA 

VOC (duct-fired) 1.7 ppmvd @ 15% O2 7.0 ppmvd @15%O2 NA NA 

SO2 NA NA NA NA 

PM NA NA NA NA 

NH3 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2
(3) (7) 

2.0 ppmvd @ 15%O2
(3) (7) 

NA NA 

Opacity <5%, except 5 to < 10% for 

< 2 minutes during any one 

hour 

< 10%, except 10 to < 15% for  < 2 minutes during any one hour 

Smoke 310 CMR 7.06(1)(a) 
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Table 2: Long Term Emission Limits For Proposed Facility 

Pollutant Proposed Facility(6) 

(tons per 12-month rolling period) 

NOx 218 

CO 296 

VOC 71.5 

SO2 154 

PM 352 

NH3

(3)
 67 

 

Tables 1 & 2 Key: 
 

NOx   = oxides of nitrogen 

CO  = carbon monoxide 

VOC  = volatile organic compounds 

SO2  = sulfur dioxide 

PM  = particulate matter 

NH3  = ammonia 

lbs/hr  = pounds per hour 

lb/MMBtu = pound per million British Thermal Units 

gm/bhp-hr = grams per brake horsepower hour 

ppmvd@15%O2 = parts per million, dry volume basis corrected to 15 percent oxygen 

ppmvd@3%O2 = parts per million, dry volume basis corrected to 3 percent oxygen 

NA  = not applicable 

%  = percent 

<  = less than 

<  = less than or equal to 

 

Tables 1 & 2 Notes: 
 

1. Emission limits are one-hour block averages and do not apply during start-up/shutdown, fuel transfers, and 

equipment cleaning. Start-ups, shutdowns, and fuel transfers shall not last longer than 3 hours (See Proviso X.2.). 

 

2. Emission rates are for burning natural gas or transportation distillate fuel oil in one combustion turbine and based on 

100% load and -12
ο

F ambient while supplemental duct firing. These constitute worst case emissions. 

 

3. Based on maximum ammonia (NH3) slip (from SCR) of 2.0 ppmvd @15% O2 (excluding start-up, shutdown, 

and fuel transfer periods). 

 

4. Emission limits for the auxiliary boiler are one-hour block averages and apply over the normal operating range up to 

100% load. 

 

5. Emission limits for the emergency diesel generator are one-hour block averages and apply over the normal operating 

range up to 100% load. 
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6. Proposed facility emissions include the two CTG/HRSG pair with supplemental duct firing burners (designated as 

Fore River Unit 1), the auxiliary boiler (designated as Fore River Unit AB), and an emergency diesel generator 

(designated as Fore River Unit EDG1).  Emissions for the combustion turbines are based upon 8,040 hours of 

natural gas firing at 100% duct-fired load at an annual average inlet temperature of 51ºF ambient, 720 hours of 

transportation distillate fuel oil with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight firing at 100% 

duct-fired load at an inlet temperature of -12ºF ambient and includes combustion turbine start-up emissions (see 

Application Transmittal No. W004896).  Emissions for the auxiliary boiler are based on a 48,000 MMBtu per year 

restriction and 500 hours of operation.  The auxiliary boiler shall be restricted to a total fuel consumption of 48 

million cubic feet of natural gas based on a heat input of 1,000 BTU per cubic foot of natural gas or 355,555 gallons 

of transportation distillate fuel oil with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight based on a heat 

input of 135,000 BTU per gallon of fuel oil, the combined consumption of which shall not exceed the total of 

48,000 MMBtu per 12-month rolling period.  Emissions for the emergency diesel generator are based on restricted 

operation of 150 hours or while firing 16,500 gallons per 12-month rolling period of transportation diesel fuel oil 

having a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05% by weight.  The proposed facility emissions are determined as 

equal to the total combustion turbine emissions due to the fact that neither the auxiliary boiler nor emergency diesel 

generator will operate concurrently with combustion turbine operation.  Auxiliary boiler operation will only be 

required for start-up and only in the event that no other combustion turbine is in operation or if steam is not available 

from some other on-site steam source. The emergency diesel generator will only operate as required to shutdown 

Unit 1 (A and B) and only in the event that power to achieve shutdown is not available from the electric power grid. 

 

7. For the duration of the optimization program identified in Section X. 3 and XIII.7 the ammonia emission limit shall 

be State enforceable only.  Thereafter, the ammonia emission limit will be federally enforceable. 

 

B. The Applicant shall ensure that the proposed facility shall comply with all emission limits 

contained in Table 1 above. 

 

C. The Applicant shall ensure that the subject facility does not exceed the annual emissions 

limits in Table 2 above, based on a 12-month rolling period. 

 

D. The Applicant shall burn natural gas as the primary fuel in the CTGs, the supplemental 

firing burners (natural gas only firing), and the auxiliary boiler, and shall ensure that the 

sulfur content of the natural gas to be used at the subject facility does not exceed 0.8 grains 

per 100 cubic feet.  

 

E. The Applicant shall burn no more than 29,074,350 gallons of transportation distillate fuel 

oil per twelve-month rolling total in the CTGs (equivalent to no more than 720 hours per 

year). The sulfur content of the transportation distillate fuel oil to be used at the subject 

facility shall not exceed 0.05 percent by weight. The Applicant shall not burn transportation 

distillate fuel oil in the CTGs and the auxiliary boiler during the time period May 1 through 

September 30 inclusive of any calendar year, except during initial compliance testing, initial 

plant demonstration and performance testing, periodic readiness testing, in the event of the 

unavailability of natural gas, or in the case of a variance obtained from the Department to 

operate during an emergency. 

 

F. The Department and the Applicant have entered into a memorandum of understanding 

(MOU) concerning the use of zero ammonia technology (ZAT) for the control of nitrogen 

oxides.  A copy of the MOU is included here as Attachment C. For the first five years of 

operation of the facility, there shall be an interim emission rate for ammonia of 2.0 ppmvd 
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@ 15% O2 one-hour block average.  Pursuant to the MOU, the emission rate for ammonia 

after the first five years of operation shall be zero unless the Department extends the interim 

2.0 ppm ammonia limit.  During the five year period it will be determined whether a ZAT 

must be installed in the facility.  The MOU provides a methodology for making the 

determination, including a consideration of availability, reliability, comparable costs and the 

impact on other permits and approvals.  A determination of the comparative costs of 

retrofitting the facility to a ZAT will be made by an independent consultant. 

 

G. The Applicant shall not operate the existing jet turbines when the new facility is operating 

on transportation distillate fuel oil.  

 

H. The Applicant shall restrict the operation of the subject 96 MMBtu/hr auxiliary boiler to a 

total BTU cap of no more than 48,000 MMBtu per 12 month rolling period based upon 500 

hours of operation while firing natural gas as the primary fuel of use and firing 

transportation diesel fuel oil having a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05% by 

weight as the back-up fuel. 

 

I. The Applicant shall restrict the operation of the 1500 KW (15.4 MMBtu/hr) emergency 

diesel generator to a total fuel consumption of no more than 16,500 gallons of fuel oil per 

12 month rolling period based upon 150 hours of operation per unit while firing 

transportation diesel fuel oil having a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05% by weight 

only, inclusive of periodic readiness testing and emergency use. 

 

IV. ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MODELING OF AQUEOUS AMMONIA  
 

 Aqueous ammonia will be used as the reducing agent in the SCR system. A solution of 

aqueous ammonia (≤ 19.5% by weight solution) will be stored onsite.  A 90,000-gallon double 

walled steel tank will be provided for on-site storage of ammonia.  The tank will be equipped with 

leak detection and an ammonia vapor treatment system.  The vapor treatment system will consist of 

a continuous water quench designed to absorb all ammonia vapor off the tanks.  The system will 

have a ventilation pipe less than 4 inches in diameter.  The tanks will be surrounded by concrete 

berms or fencing to prevent accidental contact with vehicles or other equipment.  A catastrophic 

release from the inner wall of each tank would be contained within its outer wall.  The tank vapor 

treatment system will continue to function even if the aqueous ammonia accumulates within the 

outer tank wall.  Ammonia would be released to the atmosphere through the ventilation pipe only if 

a rupture of the primary (internal) tank wall were to occur coupled with a loss of power to the 

ammonia vapor filtration system. 

 

 The vaporization and dispersion of the ammonia was modeled to the nearest receptors at the 

nearest fence line, property boundary line, and public road to the ammonia storage tank.  Specific 

computer dispersion modelling documents that maximum predicted concentrations of ammonia 

were below the Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health (IDLH) thresholds developed by the 

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) at all receptors. 
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V. EMISSION OFFSETS AND NONATTAINMENT REVIEW 
 

 The entire Commonwealth of Massachusetts is designated "serious" Nonattainment for the 

pollutant ozone (O3).  Nonattainment review applies to any Applicant with potential emissions of 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and/or Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) from a facility that is at or 

above the "major source" threshold criterion of 50 tons per year, as well as to “major modifications” 

at existing “major” facilities, as defined in 310 CMR 7.00: Appendix A.  A “major modification” is 

defined as an increase of 25 or more tpy of nonattainment precursor pollutants at an existing 

“major” source. NOx and VOC emissions are precursors to the formation of ozone and “major” 

NOx and VOC emitters are regulated pursuant to Appendix A.  Applicable requirements for any 

proposed new major stationary source of nonattainment pollutants require the source to meet 

Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and obtain emission offsets. 

 

 Several recent developments have directly impacted the Emission Offsets and 

Nonattainment review process as required by Appendix A.  On May 14, 1999, the D.C. Circuit 

Court of Appeals remanded the 8-hour ozone standard to the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (U.S. EPA) to develop an acceptable basis for the standard (American Trucking 

Associations v. U.S. EPA).  However, the standard was not vacated. Then on June 9, 1999, the U.S. 

EPA determined that the 1-hour ozone standard no longer applies to the eastern portion of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts (including Weymouth).  These developments temporarily placed 

Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR) (310 CMR 7.00: Appendix A) in abeyance. 

 

 On October 22, 1999, the Department issued an Emergency Amendment to Appendix A 

through the emergency promulgation provisions at M.G.L. c.30A Sections 2 and 3.  These 

provisions authorize the Department to immediately adopt, prior to notice and public hearing, 

regulations which are necessary for the preservation of the public health, safety or general 

welfare, where the Department finds that observance of the requirements of notice and public 

comment would be contrary to the public interest.  The Regulation adoption reinstates the 

Appendix A requirements.  Regulation 310 CMR 7.00 Appendix A sets offset requirements for 

major sources, or major modifications thereat, of NOx and VOC at a minimum ratio of 1.2 to 1. 

 

 The Applicant has proposed maximum potential NOx and VOC emissions from Fore 

River Station Unit 1 (A and B), AB and EDG1 of 218 and 70 tons per year, respectively. The 

Fore River Station Project is thus a “major source” with respect to NOx and VOC emissions. 

 Since the Project is a major source for NOx and VOC, NOx and VOC offsets are 

required.  310 CMR 7.00: Appendix B(3) requires that applicants must obtain 5% more ERCs 

than the number of ERCs needed for offsets.  This 5% must be held as a set aside and neither 

sold nor used.  Offsets must be from the same nonattainment area or from another nonattainment 

area of equal or more severe nonattainment classification if emissions from this other area 

contribute to ozone nonattainment in the area where the new project will be constructed. At this 

time, the total number of offsets needed are (218) times (1.26) = 275 tpy of NOx and (71.5) times 

(1.26) = 90.1 tpy of VOC. 
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 The Applicant has proposed NOx emission limits of 2.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 for natural gas 

firing and 6.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 while combusting transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur 

content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight), both at one hour block averages. The 

Applicant has proposed VOC emission limits of 1.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 for natural gas firing 

without duct firing, and 1.7 ppmvd at 15% O2 for natural gas firing with duct firing, both at one 

hour block averages. The Applicant has proposed a VOC limit of 7.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 while 

combusting transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 

percent by weight) at a one hour block average. The Department has verified and concurs with 

the Applicant’s LAER analysis as presented in its Major Comprehensive Plan Application 

(MBR-99-COM-018, Transmittal W004896) that these proposed NOx and VOC limits constitute 

NOx and VOC LAER for the project. 

 The NOx and VOC offset requirements for this facility under Appendix A can be met by 

withdrawing Massachusetts Department-certified NOx and VOC Emission Reduction Credits 

(ERCs).  Emission reduction credits can come from shutting down an existing source, or 

curtailing its operation, or by over-controlling an existing source.  In all cases, offsets must be 

real, surplus, permanent, quantifiable, and federally enforceable.  The Department will also 

accept NOx and VOC offsets created by qualifying activities in certain other states provided that 

the Department has executed a memorandum of understanding or some other mutually acceptable 

agreement with the other state(s).  The offsets created in the other state must be real, surplus, 

permanent, quantifiable, and federally enforceable. 

 Sithe Edgar Development, LLC will use NOx Rate Based ERCs from reduction in NOx 

emissions from their Mystic Station. Sithe Edgar Development, LLC has an agreement with 

BASF to obtain 24.8 tpy of certified VOC offsets for application to the Fore River Project.  

These VOC offsets are from the total of 154 tpy of Rate Bank VOC ERCs certified by the 

Department on May 8, 1996 (Approval No. MBR-94-ERC-011) for the VOC reductions at the 

BASF Bedford, MA facility. Sithe has also acquired 56.6 tpy of certified Rate Bank VOC ERCs 

from Lightolier Corporation (Approval No. 4P95217), and 8.7 tpy of certified Rate Bank VOC 

ERCs from Avery Dennison Company (Approval No. MBR-94-ERC-006, MBR-95-ERC-001) 

for application to the Fore River Station Project. 

 All NOx and VOC ERCs have been obtained for the proposed Fore River Station 

Development Project in order to fulfill the requirement for offsets as required by 310 CMR 7.00 

Appendices A and B.  The appropriate quantity of NOx and VOC ERCs must be surrendered by 

the Applicant to the Department prior to the commencement of operation of the facility. 

VI. NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (NSPS) 
 

 The subject facility is considered to be an electric utility stationary gas turbine since more 

than one third of its net electrical output will be sold to a utility.  The New Source Performance 

Standards (NSPS) for gas turbines, 40 CFR 60 Subpart GG of the Code of Federal Regulations, is 

applicable to this facility.  The NSPS restricts NOx emissions to a nominal value of 75 ppmvd 

corrected to 15% O2 (approximately equivalent to 0.3 lb/MMBTU) for an electric utility gas turbine 
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of 100 MMBTU/hr or greater energy input.  The Applicant shall ensure that the subject facility 

complies with this limit through the use of dry low-NOx combustion technology in conjunction with 

SCR add-on NOx control technology to control NOx emissions to 2.0 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 

during natural gas firing and 6.0 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 during transportation distillate fuel 

oil firing (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight), well below the 

NSPS limit. 

 

 The NSPS for gas turbines also limits SO2 emissions to 150 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 

and restricts fuel sulfur to 0.8 percent by weight. The Project will meet this criteria by combusting 

natural gas as the primary fuel and transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does 

not exceed 0.05 percent by weight) as the back-up fuel, both of which have a fuel sulfur content 

well below the NSPS limit. The maximum flue gas SO2 concentration will be 0.0522 lb/MMBtu, 

well below the NSPS standard. 

 

 For the supplemental duct firing HRSG burners, NSPS 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da applies, 

since the duct burners are rated at more than 250 MMBtu/hr apiece. Subpart Da limits NOx to 0.2 

lb/MMBtu and 1.6 lb/MW-hr gross energy output, limits PM to 0.03 lb/MMBtu, and limits SO2 to 

0.20 lb/MMBtu. The duct burners for the Project, which will operate on natural gas only, are 

limited herein to emissions of 0.0074 lb/MMBtu and 0.05 lb/MW-hr (after controls) for NOx, 0.011 

lb/MMBtu for PM, and 0.0029 lb/MMBtu for SO2. The proposed emission limits, contained in 

Table 1 above, are well below the Subpart Da limits. 

 

 The new auxiliary boiler (96 MMBtu/hr) meets the definition of an “affected” facility under 

the NSPS, 40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc (Small Industrial Commercial Institutional Steam Generating 

Units). Subpart Dc limits the sulfur content of oil to 0.5 lb/MMBtu or 0.5% by weight and the 

opacity to 20% with one 6-minute period of no greater than 27% opacity allowed. Fuel sulfur 

content for the transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 

percent by weight), is well below the NSPS limit. 

 

 There are no NSPS requirements for internal combustion engines applicable to the proposed 

emergency diesel generators. 

 

VII. COMPARATIVE BACT ANALYSIS 
 

 The Applicant is required to evaluate Best Available Control Technology (BACT) as it 

applies to emissions of Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) (state 

BACT only), Particulate Matter (PM), Sulfur Dioxide, and Carbon Monoxide (CO). Nitrogen 

Oxides and VOC are also subject to Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) since NOx and 

VOC are Ozone precursors.  BACT is defined as the optimum level of control applied to 

pollutant emissions based upon consideration of technical, economic, and environmental factors. 

   

 

 The first step in a BACT analysis is to determine for the emission source, the most 

stringent control available for a similar or identical source or source category.  The proposed 

facility must utilize BACT to control the emissions of the pollutants listed in Table 3 below.  The 
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Department has verified and concurs with the following Comparative BACT Analysis (as 

referenced in the Applicant’s Major Comprehensive Application and the Supplemental BACT 

Analysis, dated February 15, 2000). 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 3: Comparative LAER/BACT Analysis 

 
Control Technology Emission 

Rate 
LAER/ 
BACT? 

 

Costs Reason 

NOx 
SCONOx & Dry Low 

NOx Combustor with 

Water Injection during 

Oil Firing 

2.0 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

6.0+ ppmvd 

(oil) 

Yes for 

natural 

gas firing, 

LAER  

can be 

achieved 

by this 

method, 

but it is 

not the 

chosen 

option.  It 

is 

unknown 

if LAER 

can be 

achieved 

by this 

method 

during oil 

firing. 

$$$$ SCONOx provides additional collateral 

environmental benefits because it does not use 

ammonia (NH3), however, there are collateral 

environmental and energy costs associated with 

using SCONOx, such as significant quantities of 

water are needed and there is additional energy 

drain.  In addition, an economic analysis 

demonstrates that SCONOx is estimated to be 

about four times more expensive than SCR. 

Because there is insufficient information 

available to quantify all the collateral 

environmental impacts, then, based upon the 

economic analysis portion of the top-down 

BACT process, currently available data, and the 

tenets and procedures of the BACT process, the 

Department has concluded that the SCR system 

is the more cost-effective means to achieve the 

BACT/LAER emission rates for NOx. 

Selective Catalytic 

Reduction & Dry Low 

NOx Combustor with 

Water Injection during 

Oil Firing 

2.0 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

6.0 ppmvd 

(oil) 

Yes $$$ method chosen to achieve BACT/LAER (see 

above) 

Dry Low NOx  

Combustor (DLN) 

with Water Injection 

during Oil Firing 

50 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

90 ppmvd 

(oil) 

No $ more stringent control has been chosen 

Water Injection on 

turbine without DLN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

50+ ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

90+ ppmvd 

(oil) 

No $ more stringent control has been chosen 
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Table 3: Comparative LAER/BACT Analysis 

 
Control Technology Emission 

Rate 
LAER/ 
BACT? 

 

Costs Reason 

SO2 

Fuel: Natural Gas with 

720 hours of oil firing 

per year  

 

0.0023 

lb/MMBtu 

Yes $ Is top BACT case 

Low Sulfur Content  

(0.05% S) 

Transportation Diesel 

0.052 

lb/MMBtu 

No for 

primary 

fuel, Yes 

for backup 

fuel 

$ more stringent control has been chosen for 

primary fuel, backup fuel limited to 720 hours 

per year operation. 

Oil-Firing (1 – 2% S) 

with Flue Gas 

Desulfurization 

0.052+ 

lb/MMBtu 

No $$$ more stringent control has been chosen 

PM   
Fuel: Natural Gas with 

720 hours of oil firing 

0.011 

lb/MMBtu 

Yes $ Is top BACT case 

Low Sulfur Content  

(0.05% S)  

Transportation Diesel  

0.05 

lb/MMBtu 

 No, for 

primary 

fuel, Yes 

for backup 

fuel.  

$ more stringent control has been chosen for 

primary fuel, backup fuel limited to 720 hours 

per year operation. 

Oil-firing (1 – 2% S)  

with Electrostatic 

Precipitators  

0.05+ 

lb/MMBtu 

no $$$ more stringent control has been chosen 

Oil-firing (1 – 2% S ) 

with Wet Scrubber 

0.05+ 

lb/MMBtu 

no $$$ more stringent control has been chosen 

Oil-firing (1 – 2% S ) 

with Fabric Filter 

Collector 

0.05+ 

lb/MMBtu 
no $$$ more stringent control has been chosen 

CO 
CO Oxidation Catalyst  

(89%+ efficient during 

natural gas firing, 86% 

efficient during oil 

firing) 

2 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

7 ppmvd (oil) 

yes $$$ Is top BACT case  

CO Oxidation Catalyst  

(85% efficient) 

2.7 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

7.5 ppmvd 

(oil) 

no $$ more stringent control has been chosen 

CO Oxidation Catalyst  

(70% efficient) 

5.4 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

15 ppmvd 

(oil) 

no $$ more stringent control has been chosen 
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Table 3: Comparative LAER/BACT Analysis 

 
Control Technology Emission 

Rate 
LAER/ 
BACT? 

 

Costs Reason 

Combustion Controls  18 ppmvd 

(natural gas), 

50 ppmvd 

(oil) 

 

 

 

no $ more stringent control has been chosen 

VOC 
Combustion Controls 

& Oxidation Catalyst 

1.0 ppmvd 

(turbine only- 

natural 

gas),1.7 

ppmvd 

(turbine with 

duct firing-

natural gas), 7 

ppmvd (oil 

firing with or 

without duct 

firing) 

yes $$$ Is top LAER/BACT case (some VOC control is 

expected from the CO oxidation catalyst as a 

secondary benefit)  

Combustion Controls  1/1.7/7+ 

ppmvd 

no $ more stringent control  

 

 

Table 3 Key: 
 

NOx    = oxides of nitrogen 

CO   = carbon monoxide 

VOC   = volatile organic compounds 

SO2   = sulfur dioxide 

PM   = particulate matter 

NH3   = ammonia 

S   = sulfur 

lb/MMBtu = pound per million British Thermal Units 

ppmvd@15%O2 = parts per million, dry volume basis corrected to 15 percent oxygen 

LAER   = lowest achievable emission rate 

BACT   = best available control technology 

%   = percent 

$  = least expensive (relative to control technologies for that specific pollutant) 

$$  = moderately expensive (relative to control technologies for that specific pollutant) 

$$$  = fairly expensive (relative to control technologies for that specific pollutant) 

$$$$  = very expensive (relative to control technologies for that specific pollutant) 

VIII. TITLE IV SULFUR DIOXIDE ALLOWANCES AND MONITORING 
 

 According to 40 CFR Part 72, the subject facility will be designated as a Phase II Acid Rain 
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"New Affected Unit" on January 1, 2000 or 90 days after commencement of activities, whichever 

comes later, but not after the date the facility declares itself commercial.  The Phase II application 

for the subject facility must be submitted to the Department 24 months before the commencement 

of operation. 

 

 The Acid Rain Program effects reductions of sulfur dioxide (SO2) from existing power 

plants by allocating SO2 allowances to existing power plants and by requiring new plants to 

purchase SO2 allowances to offset their SO2 potential to emit. The Applicant shall secure SO2 

allowances for the proposed facility.  

 

 The Applicant will be required to have a Designated Representative (DR) and to install a 

Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) to service the subject facility.  The DR is the 

Applicant's facility representative responsible for submitting required permits, compliance plans, 

emissions monitoring reports, offset plans, and compliance certification, and is responsible for the 

requirements specified in 40 CFR Part 75 for monitoring and/or reporting SO2, NOx and CO2 

emissions as well as opacity and heat input at the proposed facility.  As an option, natural gas and 

oil fired facilities may conduct fuel quality and fuel flow monitoring in place of SO2 monitoring and 

flue gas flow monitoring.  Natural gas fired units complying with 40 CFR 75.14(c) are exempt from 

the opacity monitoring requirements.  In addition, pursuant to 40 CFR 75.13, CO2 emissions may 

be estimated in accordance with 40 CFR Part 75 Appendix G, in lieu of installing a CO2 CEMS. 

 
 The Applicant will also be required to submit a complete, electronic, up-to-date monitoring 

plan no later than 45 days prior to initial certification test as required by 40 CFR 75.62. 

 

IX. NOISE 
 (State-Only Requirement) 
 

 Daytime and nighttime noise measurements were taken at eight locations around the site.  

The noise measurements consisted of both A-weighted sound pressure levels and octave band 

sound pressure levels.  A-weighted sound levels emphasize the middle frequency sounds and de-

emphasize lower and higher frequency sounds, and are reported in decibels designated as “dBA”.  

The A-weighted sound pressure levels were recorded for each of the four categories most 

commonly used to describe ambient noise environments: L90, L50, L10, and Leq.  The L90 level 

represents the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the time and is used by the Department for the 

regulation of noise emissions. 

 

 In general, background (L90) levels (in dBA) averaged from 35 to 42 during nighttime hours 

and from 40 to 55 during daytime hours. 

 

 

1. The facility shall be designed, constructed, operated and maintained such that at all times:  

 

a) Other than as approved herein, no sound emissions shall occur that cause a condition of 

air pollution or exceeds the levels in the Department’s Policy 90-001; and 
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b) Other than approved herein, sound emissions shall not exceed the levels set forth in 

Table 3 at the locations as identified in said Table 3. 

 

2. Facility personnel shall identify and evaluate all plant equipment that may cause a noise 

condition.  Sources of noise include, but are not limited to: transformers, the air-cooled 

condenser, the heat recovery steam generators, the combustion turbines, natural gas 

compressors, main exhaust stack, and building ventilation systems. 

 

3. The Applicant shall perform the following measures or equivalent alternative measures as 

noise mitigation and as indicated in (and in addition to) the Applicant’s Response, dated 

February 14, 2000, to the Department’s request for additional information with regard to 

noise mitigation: 

 

 a) Enclosure of the following noise-producing components of the Project within an 

acoustically-designed building: the gas turbines, steam turbines, electric generators, 

HRSGs, the high pressure and auxiliary boiler feedwater pumps, plant and 

instrument air compressors, and the auxiliary boiler; 

 

 b) Install low noise air-cooled condensers utilizing slower fans, additional blades, and 

additional surface area over the standard base model; 

 

 c) Install enhanced noise suppressants for the combustion turbine air inlets and 

exhausts; 

 

 d) Procure and install quiet-design transformers; 

 

 e) Install low noise closed cooling water coolers utilizing slower fans, additional 

blades, and additional surface area over the standard base model; 

 

f) Install silencers on all vents including those that would or may be activated during 

start-up and shut down sequences. 

 

g) Install all natural gas compressor equipment within an acoustically 

designed building. 

 

h) Install lagging or enclosures on all metering equipment, such as 

valves and associated exposed pipes, to assure the reduction of 

noise from these sources. 

 

i) Install glycol coolers at the south end of the ACC, at a point 

furthest away from residential neighborhoods 

 

 

4. Department Noise Policy 90-0901 limits increases over the existing L90 background level to 
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10 dBA.  Additionally, "pure tone" sounds, defined as any octave band level which exceeds 

the levels in adjacent octave bands by 3 dBA or more, are also prohibited.  The Applicant, 

at a minimum, shall ensure that the subject facility complies with said Policy. 

 

5. The allowable noise levels generated from the operation of the subject facility by the 

Applicant are summarized in Table 3 of this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit.  Further, based on the noise frequency distribution, no 

combination of noise sources shall result in a "pure tone condition," as previously defined. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Allowable Noise Impacts 

LOCATION AMBIENT (L90,dBA)
(1)

 AMBIENT & PLANT 

(L90,dBA) 

CHANGE (dBA)
(2)

 

R-1 Monatiquot Street 41 47 +6 

R-2 Idlewell 35 36 +1 

R-3 East Braintree 37 38 +1 

R-4 Quincy, W 37 38 +1 

R-5 Quincy Point 42 43 +1 

R-6 Germantown 39 40 +1 

R-7 East Property Fence Line  41 48 +7 

 

Table 3 Notes: 
 

 1.  The lowest background levels observed during either nighttime or daytime where the noise level is 

exceeded 90 percent of the time (L90) which is the level regulated by the Massachusetts DEP Noise Policy. 

  

 

 2. The Massachusetts DEP Noise Policy limits new noise increases to no more than 10 dBA over the L90 

ambient levels.  Tonal sounds, defined as any octave band level, which exceeds the levels in adjacent 

octave bands by 3 dBA or more are not allowed. 

 

6. The Applicant shall conduct a noise survey in accordance with Department 

procedures/guidelines within 180 days of the facility start-up to verify compliance with the 

allowable noise impacts specified in Table 3 of this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit. The Applicant shall provide the Department with a written report 

describing the results of said noise survey, within 60 days of its completion. 

 
 

 

 

X. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
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1. The Applicant shall submit to the Department, in accordance with the provisions of 

Regulation 310 CMR 7.02(2)(a), plans and specifications for the exhaust stack, combustion 

turbine generator set, the SCR control system (including the ammonia handling and storage 

system), the CO catalyst control system, facility plans, the Continuous Emissions Monitor 

System (CEMS) and the Continuous Opacity Monitoring System (COMS) once the specific 

information has been determined, but in any case not later than 30 days prior to 

commencement of construction/installation of each component of the subject facility. 

 

2. The Applicant shall not allow the gas turbines at the subject facility to operate at less than 

75% power, excluding start-ups and shutdowns and fuel transfers.  Operation below 75% 

power is limited to no more than 3 hours duration for each start up, shutdown, and fuel 

transfer or for a duration that may be otherwise practical to achieve start-up from a cold, 

warm or hot turbine condition. 

 

3. Upon the commencement of facility operation, there will be a 12-month NH3 

optimization/minimization program.  The program will allow the Applicant to identify and 

take appropriate measures designed to attain and maintain the ammonia emission limit of 

2.0 ppmvd @15% O2 during all operating time (excluding start up, shut down and fuel 

transfer periods).  Appropriate measures include a reasonable additional capital investment 

and/or increase in operating and maintenance expenditures. 

 

4. The Applicant shall ensure that the SCR control equipment for each subject turbine 

generator is operational whenever the turbine exhaust temperature attains 558 
o
F at the SCR 

unit during natural gas firing and 608 
o
F during fuel oil firing. The above temperature points 

correspond approximately to 50% combustion turbine power during natural gas and fuel oil 

firing. 

 

5. The Applicant shall maintain in the proposed facility control room, properly maintained 

operable, portable ammonia detectors for use during an ammonia spill, or other emergency 

situation involving ammonia, at the proposed facility. 

 

6. The Applicant shall ensure that the subject ammonia storage tanks shall be equipped with 

high and low level audible alarm monitors. 

 

7. The Applicant shall maintain an adequate supply of spare parts on-site to maintain the on-

line availability and data capture requirements for the subject CEMS and COMS equipment 

servicing the proposed facility.  

 

8. Within one year of commencement of operation, the Applicant shall file an Operating 

Permit application with the Department, pursuant to Regulation 310 CMR 7.00: Appendix 

C for the proposed facility. 

 

9. The Applicant shall ensure that the proposed facility complies with all applicable 

operational standards contained in 40 CFR Part 72 and 75, 40 CFR 60, 310 CMR 7.27, and 

310 CMR 7.28.11 The Applicant shall submit Standard Operating and Maintenance 
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Procedures (SOMP) for the entire facility to the Department no later than 30 days prior to 

commencement of operation of the proposed facility. Thereafter, the Applicant shall submit 

updated versions of the SOMP to the Department no later than 30 days prior to the 

occurrence of a significant change. The Department must approve of significant changes to 

the SOMP prior to the SOMP becoming effective. The updated SOMP shall supersede prior 

versions of the SOMP. 

 

11. The Applicant shall examine and propose, as part of the final emissions test results report, a 

surrogate methodology or parametric monitoring for PM based on initial compliance test 

results. 

 

12. The Applicant shall conduct initial compliance tests for “hot start”, “warm start”, “cold 

start”, shut down, and fuel transfer periods as defined in the Applicant’s Major 

Comprehensive Plan Application (MBR-99-COM-018, Transmittal W004896). Emission 

data generated from this testing shall be made available for review by the Department prior 

to determining and approving the maximum allowable emission rate limits (lb/hr, 

lb/MMBtu, ppmvd), including Opacity limits, for these periods of time. The Department 

shall incorporate the emission limits into the Final Approval for the facility upon issuance 

and such limits shall be considered enforceable. The above testing shall be for all pollutants 

listed in Table 1. 

 

The Applicant shall submit information for Department review that demonstrates that the 

emissions generated from the facility during these periods of time do not cause or contribute 

to an exceedance of applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and 

Significant Impact Levels (SIL’s) for SO2 , PM10, NO2, CO or the Threshold Effects 

Exposure Limits (TELs) for air toxics. This information shall be submitted to the 

Department as part of the final emissions test results report. 

 

XI. MONITORING AND RECORDING REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. The Applicant shall install, calibrate, test and operate a Data Acquisition and Handling 

System(s) (DAHS), CEMS, and COMS to measure and record the following emissions 

from the subject facility: 

 

a) Oxygen (O2) 

      b) Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 

      c) Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

      d) Opacity 

      e) Ammonia (NH3) 

 

2. The Applicant shall ensure continuous monitoring and compliance with PM limits utilizing 

the parametric monitoring methodology developed during the initial compliance test. 

 

3. The Applicant shall ensure that all emission monitors and recording equipment servicing 
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the proposed facility comply with Department approved performance and location 

specifications, and conform with the EPA monitoring specifications at 40 CFR Part 60.13 

and 40 CFR Part 60 Appendices B and F, and all applicable portions of 40 CFR Parts 72 

and 75. 

 

4. The Applicant shall ensure that the proposed facility complies with all the applicable 

monitoring requirements contained in 40 CFR Parts 72 and 75 (Acid Rain Program), 310 

CMR 7.27 (NOx Allowance Program), and 310 CMR 7.28 (NOx Allowance Trading 

Program). 

 

5. The Applicant shall equip the CEMS and COMS with audible and visible alarms to activate 

whenever emissions from the proposed facility exceed the limits established in Table 1 of 

this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit.   

 

6. The Applicant shall operate each CEMS and COMS servicing the proposed facility at all 

times except for periods of CEMS and COMS calibration checks, zero and span 

adjustments, preventive maintenance, and periods of unavoidable malfunction. 

 

7. The Applicant shall obtain and record emission data from each CEMS and COMS servicing 

the proposed facility for at least 75% of the emission unit’s operating hours per day, except 

for periods of CEMS and COMS calibration checks, zero and span adjustments, and 

maintenance, for at least 75% of the emission unit operating hours per month, and for at 

least 95% of the emission unit’s operating hours per quarter. 

 

8. All periods of excess emissions at the proposed facility, even if attributable to an 

emergency/malfunction, start up/shutdown or equipment cleaning, shall be quantified and 

included by the Applicant in the determination of annual emissions and compliance with the 

annual emission limits as stated in Table 2 of this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit. (“Excess Emissions” are defined as emissions, which are in 

excess of the short term emissions as stipulated in Table 1.).  An exceedance of emission 

limits in Table 1 due to an emergency or malfunction shall not be deemed a federally 

permitted release as that term is used in 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(10). 

 

9. The Applicant shall use and maintain its CEMS and COMS servicing the proposed facility 

as "direct-compliance" monitors to measure NOx, CO, O2, NH3, and Opacity. "Direct-

compliance" monitors generate data that legally documents the compliance status of a 

source. 

 

10. Whenever any gas turbine is operating below 75% load, the VOC emissions shall be 

considered as occurring at the rate determined in the initial stack test for start up conditions. 

 

11. If either of the proposed gas turbines is operating at 75% load or greater, and if CO 

emissions are below the CO emission limit at the given gas turbine operating conditions, the 

VOC emissions shall be considered as meeting the emission limits contained in this 

PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit subject to correlation as contained 
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in Proviso X.12 below. 

 

12. If either of the proposed gas turbines is operating at 75% load or greater, and if CO 

emissions are above the CO emission limit at the given gas turbine operating conditions, the 

VOC emissions shall be considered as occurring at a rate determined by the equation: 

VOCactual=VOCLIMIT x (COactual/COlimit), pending the outcome of the initial compliance 

testing after which a VOC/CO correlation curve for each turbine will be developed and used 

for VOC compliance determination purposes. 

 

13. The Applicant shall install and operate a continuous monitoring system to record the 

transportation diesel fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by 

weight) consumption and the ratio of water-to-fuel oil being fired in the combustion 

turbine. 

 

14. The Applicant shall monitor and record the Sulfur and Nitrogen content in natural gas on a 

daily basis, or pursuant to any alternative fuel monitoring schedule issued for the proposed 

facility, in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts GG 60.334(b)(2), Da, or Dc. 

 

15. The Applicant shall monitor and record the Sulfur and Nitrogen content in the 

transportation diesel fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by 

weight) on each occasion that the oil is transferred to the bulk storage tank pursuant to 

40CFR Part 60, Subparts GG 60.334(b)(2), Da, Dc, and Part 75, or pursuant to any 

alternative fuel monitoring schedule issued for the proposed facility, in accordance with 40 

CFR Part 60, Subparts GG 60.334(b)(2), Da, or Dc. 

 

16. The Applicant shall install and operate a continuous monitor and alarm system to monitor 

the temperature at the inlet to the SCR and CO catalysts servicing the proposed facility. 

 

17. A quality control/quality assurance (QA/QC) program must be developed for the long-term 

operation of the CEMS and COMS servicing the proposed facility which conforms to 40 

CFR Part 60, Appendix F, all applicable portions of 40 CFR Parts 72 and 75, 310 CMR 

7.27 (NOx Allowance Program) and 310 CMR 7.28 (NOx Allowance Trading Program). 

 

 The QA/QC program must be submitted in writing, and reviewed and approved in writing 

by the Department at least 30 days prior to commencement of facility operation.  Any 

subsequent changes to the program shall be approved by the Department. 

 

18. The Applicant shall monitor and record all required parameters for the proposed auxiliary 

boiler pursuant to the requirements contained in 310 CMR 7.19(5) (Medium Size Boilers). 

 

XII. RECORD KEEPING REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. A record keeping system for the proposed facility shall be established and maintained on 

site by the Applicant.  All such records shall be maintained up-to-date such that year-to-date 
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information is readily available for Department examination upon request and shall be kept 

on-site for a minimum of five (5) years.  Record keeping shall, at a minimum, include: 

 

a) Compliance records sufficient to demonstrate that emissions from the proposed 

facility have not exceeded what is allowed by this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit.  Such records may include, but are not limited to, fuel 

usage rates, emissions test results, monitoring equipment data and reports. 

 

 b) Maintenance: A record of routine maintenance activities performed on the proposed 

emission units control equipment and monitoring equipment including, at a 

minimum, the type or a description of the maintenance performed and the date and 

time the work was completed. 

 

 c) Malfunctions: A record of all malfunctions on the proposed emission units control 

and monitoring equipment including, at a minimum: the date and time the 

malfunction occurred; a description of the malfunction and the corrective action 

taken; the date and time corrective actions were initiated; and the date and time 

corrective actions were completed and the proposed equipment was returned to 

compliance. 

 

2. The Applicant shall maintain a file for the Certification of Analysis, verified by a qualified 

laboratory, of the sulfur and nitrogen content of each fuel oil delivery. The Applicant shall 

maintain records on natural gas consumed by the subject facility to record the sulfur content 

daily, or at the frequency required pursuant to any alternative fuel monitoring schedule 

issued for the facility by the Department, in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GG 

60.334(b)(2). 

 

3. The Applicant shall maintain on-site for five (5) years all permanent records of output from 

all continuous monitors for flue gas emissions, fuel consumption, water-to-fuel ratios, SCR 

and CO control system inlet temperatures, and turbines inlet and ambient temperatures, and 

shall make these records available to the Department upon request. 

 

4. The Applicant shall maintain a log to record problems, upsets or failures associated with the 

subject emission control systems, DAHS, CEMS, COMS, or ammonia handling system. 

 

5. The Applicant shall comply with all applicable record keeping requirements regarding the 

subject facility contained in 40 CFR Parts 72 and 75, 40 CFR 60, 310 CMR 7.27, and 310 

CMR 7.28. 

 

 

6. The Applicant shall make available to the Department for inspection, upon request, the 

most recent five years of records as contained in Provisos XI  1., 2., 3., 4., and 5.. 
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XIII. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. All notifications and reporting required by this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit shall be made to the attention of: 

 

  Department of Environmental Protection/Bureau of Waste Prevention 

  205A Lowell Street 

  Wilmington, Massachusetts 01887 

  ATTN: James Belsky, Permit Chief 

  Phone: 978.661.7600 

  Fax:  978.661.7615 

 

2. The Applicant must notify the Department by telephone or fax as soon as possible, but in 

any case no later than three (3) business days after the occurrence of any upsets or 

malfunctions to the proposed facility equipment, air pollution control equipment, or 

monitoring equipment which result in an excess emission to the air and/or a condition of air 

pollution.  

 

3. The Applicant shall notify the Department immediately by telephone or fax and within three 

(3) working days, in writing, of any upset or malfunction to the ammonia handling or 

delivery systems at the proposed facility.  The Applicant also must comply with all 

notification procedures required under M.G.L. c. 21 E for any release or threat of release of 

ammonia. 

 

4. The Applicant shall submit a quarterly report to the Department.  The report shall be 

submitted by the 30
th

 of the following month after the end of each quarter and shall contain 

at least the following information: 

 

a) The facility CEMS and COMS excess emission data, in a format acceptable to the 

Department. 

 

b) For each period of all excess emissions or excursions from allowable operating 

conditions for the proposed facility, the Applicant shall list the duration, cause, the 

response taken, and the amount of excess emissions. Periods of excess emissions 

shall include periods of start-up, shutdown, fuel transfer, malfunction, emergency, 

equipment cleaning, and upsets or failures associated with the emission control 

system or CEMS or COMS.
 
(“Malfunction” means any sudden and unavoidable 

failure of air pollution control equipment or process equipment or of a process to 

operate in a normal or usual manner.  Failures that are caused entirely or in part by 

poor maintenance, careless operation, or any other preventable upset condition or 

preventable equipment breakdown shall not be considered malfunctions.
 

“Emergency” means any situation arising from sudden and reasonably 

unforeseeable events beyond the control of this source, including acts of God, which 

situation would require immediate corrective action to restore normal operation, and 
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that causes the source to exceed a technology based limitation under the Approval, 

due to unavoidable increases in emissions attributable to the emergency.  An 

emergency shall not include noncompliance to the extent caused by improperly 

designed equipment, lack of preventative maintenance, careless or improper 

operations, operator error or decision to keep operating despite knowledge of these 

things.) 

 

 c) Each period during which there was any firing of transportation diesel fuel oil (with 

a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight). The period shall 

include the date of oil firing, the amount of oil fired, and the reasons for and 

duration of firing. This report shall summarize year-to-date the number of hours of 

transportation diesel fuel oil use and the total amount of transportation diesel fuel 

oil burned. 

 

 d) A tabulation of periods of operation (dispatch) of the proposed facility. 

 

5. The Applicant shall ensure that the subject facility complies with all applicable reporting 

requirements contained in 40 CFR Parts 72 and 75, 40 CFR 60, 310 CMR 7.27, and 310 

CMR 7.28. 
  

 

6. In accordance with 310 CMR 7.12(7), the Applicant shall ensure that the proposed facility 

registers on a form obtained from the Department such information as the Department may 

specify including: 

 

 a)   The nature and amounts of emissions from the facility. 

 

 b)   Information which may be needed to determine the nature and amounts of emissions 

from the facility. 

 

 c)   Any other information pertaining to the facility which the Department requires. 

 

 d) Information required by 310 CMR 7.12(1)(a) shall be submitted annually. 

 

7. The Applicant shall submit to the Department no later than 13 months after the 

commencement of operation of the subject facility an ammonia optimization/minimization 

program report prepared by a qualified independent third-party that shall contain: 

 

a) a summary of the record of deviations from the ammonia emission limit; 

 

b) an evaluation of the reasons for deviations from the ammonia limit; 

 

c) recommendations on all appropriate measures designed to eliminate or mitigate NH3 

deviations and to meet the 2.0 ppmvd@15% O2 NH3 emission limit on a 1-hour 

basis, including a description of all capital investments which have been or will be 

made to modify or substitute for existing control equipment or changes to operation 
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and maintenance procedures (with a description of the cost, timeline and emission 

reduction to be achieved by each option);  

 

d) recommendations on any modifications to this CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD 

Permit that are necessary to implement the identified appropriate measures. 

 

XIV. TESTING REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the proposed facility shall be constructed to accommodate 

the emissions (compliance) testing requirements contained herein.  All emissions testing 

shall be conducted in accordance with the Department's "Guidelines for Source Emissions 

Testing" and in accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency reference test 

methods as specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart GG, 40 CFR 

Parts 72 and 75, or by another method which has been correlated to the above method to the 

satisfaction of the Department. 

 

2. The Applicant shall conduct initial compliance tests must be conducted within 180 days 

after initial start up of the proposed facility. 

 

3. The Applicant must obtain written Department approval of an emissions test protocol. The 

protocol shall include detailed description of sampling port locations, sampling equipment, 

sampling and analytical procedures, and operating conditions for any such emissions 

testing.  It must be submitted to the Department at least 90 days prior to commencement of 

testing of the facility. 

 

4. The Applicant shall ensure that a final emissions test results report is submitted to the 

Department within 60 days of completion of the emissions testing program. 

 

5. The Applicant shall conduct initial compliance tests to demonstrate compliance with the 

emission limits (lb/hr, lb/MMBtu, ppmvd as applicable, and opacity) of the proposed 

combustion turbines and the auxiliary boiler as specified in Table 1 for the pollutants listed 

below.  Sulfuric Acid Mist testing shall be included for the combustion turbines when firing 

of transportation diesel fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by 

weight). Testing for these pollutants for the combustion turbines will be conducted at four 

(4) representative steady state loads (but not less than 75% of rated base load), except for 

PM which will be conducted at 100% of rated base load only.  The auxiliary boiler will be 

tested for NOx and CO at 100% of rated base load. 

 

 

 

 

 

  Natural Gas Firing     Transportation Distillate Oil Firing 

  Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)   Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 
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  Carbon Monoxide (CO)   Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

  Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)  Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 

  Particulate Matter (PM) and Opacity  Particulate Matter (PM) and Opacity 

  Ammonia (NH3)    Ammonia (NH3) 

        Sulfuric Acid Mist 

 

6. The Applicant's emissions testing for VOC for the proposed facility shall include VOC 

testing for the duration of a start up, in order to determine the total mass emissions of VOC 

during start up conditions.  The Applicant shall determine VOC compliance by the 

VOC/CO correlation curve that will be developed during the same time period as the 

Project’s ammonia optimization/minimization program. 

  

7. In accordance with 310 CMR 7.04(4)(a), the Applicant shall have the proposed units 

inspected and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer's recommendations and 

tested for efficient operation at least once in each calendar year.  The results of said 

inspection, maintenance and testing and the date upon which it was performed shall be 

recorded and posted conspicuously on or near the proposed equipment. 

 

8. In accordance with 310 CMR 7.13 the Department may require additional emission testing 

of the proposed facility at any time to ascertain compliance with the Department's 

Regulations or any proviso(s) contained in this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit.  

 

9. The Applicant shall comply with all applicable testing requirements contained in 40 CFR 

Parts 72 and 75, 40 CFR 60, 310 CMR 7.27, and 310 CMR 7.28 regarding the proposed 

facility. 

 

XV. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. The Applicant shall properly train all personnel to operate the proposed facility and control 

equipment in accordance with vendor specifications.  All persons responsible for the 

operation of the proposed ammonia handling and SCR control systems shall sign a 

statement affirming that they have read and understand the approved standard operating and 

standard maintenance procedures.  Refresher training shall be given by the Applicant to 

facility personnel at least once annually. 

 

2. All requirements of this PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit which 

apply to the Applicant shall apply to all subsequent owners and/or operators of the facility. 

 

3. The Applicant shall maintain the standard operating and maintenance procedures for the 

subject ammonia handling systems in a convenient location (e.g., control room/technical 

library) and make them readily available to all employees. 

 

4. The Applicant shall comply with all provisions of 40 CFR Parts 72 and 75, 40 CFR 60, and 
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310 CMR 6.00-8.00 that are applicable to this facility. 

 

5. The Applicant shall ensure that the proposed facility complies with the requirements of 

Regulation 310 CMR 7.27(7) and 310 CMR 7.28 in the NOx Allowance Program and NOx 

Allowance Trading Program by the submission of an Emission Control Plan within 6 

months of issuance of a CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit.  In addition, the 

facility must submit a monitoring plan, and install, operate and certify the emission 

monitoring systems required by 310 CMR 7.27(11) within 90 days after the date the unit 

commences operations. 

 

6. Within 60 days of start up of the proposed facility, the roadways servicing said facility shall 

be paved and maintained free of deposits that could result in excessive dust emissions. 

 

7. SUSPENSION - This PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit may be 

suspended, modified, or revoked by the Department if, at any time, the Department 

determines that the facility is violating any condition or part of the Approval. 

 

8. OTHER REGULATIONS - This PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit 

does not negate the responsibility of the owner/operator to comply with this or any other 

applicable federal, state, or local regulations now or in the future.  Nor does this 

PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit imply compliance with any other 

applicable federal, state or local regulations now or in the future.  

 

9. DUST AND ODOR - The proposed facility shall be operated in a manner to prevent the 

occurrence of dust or odor conditions which cause or contribute to a condition of air 

pollution as defined in Regulations 310 CMR 7.01 and 7.09. 

 

10. ASBESTOS - Should asbestos remediation/removal be required as a result of this 

PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit, such asbestos 

remediation/removal shall be done in accordance with Regulation 310 CMR 7.15 and 310 

CMR 4.00. 

 

11. MODIFICATIONS - Any proposed increase in emissions above the limits contained in this 

PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit must first be approved in writing 

by the Department pursuant to 310 CMR 7.02.  In addition, any emissions increase may 

subject the facility to additional regulatory requirements. 

 

12. REMOVAL OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT - No person shall cause, 

suffer, allow, or permit the removal, alteration or shall otherwise render inoperative any air 

pollution control equipment or equipment used to monitor emissions which has been 

installed as a requirement of 310 CMR 7.00, other than for reasonable maintenance periods 

or unexpected and unavoidable failure of the equipment, provided that the Department has 

been notified of such failure, or in accordance with specific written approval of the 

Department. 
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13. The proposed facility shall be constructed and operated in strict accordance with the 

APPROVAL/PSD Permit herein. Should there be any differences between the Applicant’s 

Major Comprehensive Plan Application (MBR-99-COM-018, Transmittal W004896) and 

this APPROVAL/PSD Permit, this APPROVAL/PSD Permit shall govern. 
 

XVI. CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 
 

 During the construction phase of the proposed facility, the Applicant shall ensure that 

facility personnel take all reasonable precautions (noted below) to minimize air pollution episodes 

(dust, odor, and noise): 

 

1. Facility personnel shall exercise care in operating any noise generating equipment 

(including mobile power equipment, power tools, etc.) at all times to minimize noise. 

 

2. Construction vehicles transporting loose aggregate to or from the facility shall be covered 

and shall use leak tight containers. 

 

3. During construction open storage areas, piles of soil, loose aggregate, etc. shall be covered 

or watered down as necessary to minimize dust emissions. 

 

4. Any spillage of loose aggregate and dirt deposits on any public roadway, leading to or from 

the proposed facility shall be removed by the next business day or sooner, if necessary.  (A 

mobile mechanical sweeper equipped with a water spray is an acceptable method to 

minimize dust emissions). 

 

5. On site unpaved roadways/excavation areas subject to vehicular traffic shall be watered 

down as necessary or treated with the application of a dust suppressant to minimize the 

generation of dust. 

 

XVII. DETERMINATION OF PSD APPLICABILITY AND PSD PERMIT 
 

I. Background 
 

 The federal government under the jurisdiction of the Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six air contaminants, 

known as criteria pollutants, for the protection of public health and welfare. These criteria 

pollutants are Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), Particulate Matter having a diameter of 10 microns or less 

(PM10), Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Ozone (O3), and Lead (Pb).   

 

 

 The state government under the jurisdiction of the Department of Environmental 

Protection (the Department) has adopted these ambient air quality standards for the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts as stated under 310 CMR 6.00 of the Air Pollution Control 

Regulations. One of the basic goals of federal and state air regulations is to ensure that ambient 

air quality, including the impact of existing and new sources, complies with ambient standards. 
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Towards this end, EPA classified all areas of the country as “attainment”, “nonattainment”, or 

“unclassified” with respect to the NAAQS.  

 

 New major sources of regulated air pollutants or major modifications to existing major 

sources of regulated air pollutants that are located in areas classified as either “attainment” or 

“unclassified” are subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") regulations 

promulgated under 40 CFR Section 52.21.  Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21(b)(1)(I)(a.) of the PSD 

Regulations, an attainment pollutant source is considered “major” if it has the potential to emit 

100 tons per year (tpy) or more of any pollutant and is listed as one of the 28 designated PSD 

stationary source categories; or if it is an unlisted source and has the potential to emit 250 tons 

per year (tpy) or more of any pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act. 

  

 Effective July 1, 1982, the PSD program was implemented by the Department in 

accordance with the Department's "Procedures for Implementing Federal Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration Regulations".  On July 23, 1999, Sithe Edgar Development LLC (“the 

Permittee”) submitted to the Department an application for a Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (PSD) Permit to construct and operate a new 775 megawatt (MW) combined-cycle 

combustion turbine electric power generation facility at Fore River Station in Weymouth, 

Massachusetts. This proposed facility is one of the 28 designated PSD stationary source 

categories, namely a fossil fuel fired steam electric plant of more than 250 million Btu/hr heat 

input.  Fore River Station is an existing major source of regulated air pollutants. 

 

II. General Information 
 

A. PSD Applicability Determination & Attainment Status 

 

 The Permittee is proposing to build a combined-cycle combustion turbine electric power 

generation facility in Weymouth, Massachusetts.  The proposed facility will be located in an area 

which is in either “attainment” or “unclassified” for Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), Nitrogen Dioxide 

(NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Lead (Pb), and total Particulate Matter (PM), which includes PM 

that does not exceed 10 microns in size (referred to as PM10). Therefore, the proposed facility 

will be located in a PSD area for these pollutants.  The proposed facility would be categorized as 

a major modification to an existing major source if emissions were to increase by greater than the 

following significant PSD pollutant emission rates: 40 tpy of SO2, 40 tpy of NOx, 100 tpy of CO, 

0.6 tpy of Pb, 25 tpy of PM, 15 tpy of PM10, 7 tpy of Sulfuric Acid (H2SO4), or varied emission 

rates of miscellaneous PSD pollutants. 

 

 The proposed facility will have a net increase in emissions above PSD significance levels 

for SO2, NOx, CO, PM, PM10, and H2SO4. Therefore, PSD review will be required for these 

pollutants (see 40 CFR 52.51 (b)(23)). The estimated emissions of lead (Pb) as well as other 

miscellaneous PSD pollutants are not expected to rise above PSD significance levels, therefore, 

PSD review will not be required for these pollutants. 

 

 For information and regulatory requirements concerning Nonattainment New Source 

Review (NSR), please see Section V of this document. 
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 Table 1 shows the potential maximum annual emissions from the proposed facility, the 

potential maximum annual emissions from the existing facility and the net emission increases 

with respect to PSD significance levels for the various pollutants. 

 

Table 1:  Fore River Station PSD Pollutant Applicability Evaluation 

Pollutant 

Potential 
Maximum 
Annual 
Emissions 
from New 
Equipment 
(tpy)(1)(2) 

Potential 
Maximum 
Annual 
Emissions from 
Existing 
Equipment  
(tpy) 

 

Net 
Emission 
Increase  
(tpy) 

PSD 
Significant 
Emission 
Rate (tpy) 

PSD Review 
Required? 

NOx 218 644 +218 40 Yes 

SO2 154 554 154 40 Yes 

CO 296 387 +296 100 Yes 

PM 352
 

196 +352 25 Yes 

PM10 352
 

196 +352 15 Yes 

Sulfuric Acid 

Mist 
99

 
8.3 +99 7 Yes 

Lead 0.25 0.0007 +0.25 0.6 No 

Other PSD 

Pollutants
(3)

 

None 

Expected 
None Expected 

None 

Expected 
Varies No 

 

Table 1 Notes: 
 

(1) Based on 8040 hours of natural gas operation at 51
0
F , 720 hours of oil operation at -12

0
F 

 

(2) The auxiliary boiler (NOx emissions less than 3 tpy as shown in Appendix B of the 

submitted application) will not operate concurrently with the turbines except during 

startup and will not affect potential emissions. The emergency generator will operate only 

to shut down the facility if no power is available from the utility grid. The auxiliary boiler 

and emergency generator emissions, estimated in Appendix B of the submitted 

application, will not impact the project’s potential emissions.  

 

(3) Other PSD include vinyl chloride, asbestos, fluorides, hydrogen sulfide, and reduced 

sulfur compounds. 
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NOx = oxides of nitrogen   

CO = carbon monoxide 

PM = particulate matter 

SO2 = sulfur dioxide 

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter 

tpy = tons per twelve month rolling calendar period 

 

B. Site Information 

 

 The proposed facility will be constructed on the existing 57 acre Fore River Station site 

located in Weymouth, Massachusetts. The City of Weymouth is located in Norfolk County in the 

southeast area of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Fore River Station site is located 

approximately 10 miles southeast of downtown Boston. The site is now principally occupied by 

two 12 MW simple cycle combustion turbines. These two combustion turbines are used for 

peaking power only and utilize No. 2 distillate oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.3 

percent by weight) as the only fuel of use. The site will provide convenient access to both the 

interstate natural gas pipeline system and to the New England electric power transmission grid. 

 

 The site area consists of a mix of industrial, commercial, and residential properties. The 

nearest residential area is located approximately 50 feet east from the fence line. The site is 

bordered by Monatiquot Street to the east, the Weymouth Fore River to the west and south, and 

Bridge Street (Route 3A) to the north.  

 

 The topography within 2 to 3 miles surrounding the Project site is relatively flat except 

for several isolated hills. The closest hills include King Oak Hill to the southeast, Baker Hill to 

the east, Weymouth Great Hill to the east-northeast, Quincy Great Hill to the north-northeast, 

Forbes Hill to the west-northwest, and Penns Hill to the west-southwest. The topography in the 

more distant region to the west and south of the Project site is generally hilly. The proposed 

facility will be located at an elevation of 21 feet above mean sea level. The closest elevation 

above the stack top of the proposed facility is Rattlesnake Hill on the northeastern edge of the 

Blue Hill Reservation, approximately 3.7 miles to the west-southwest to the site. 

 
C. Operation Information 

 

 The Permittee is proposing to develop, construct and operate a new natural gas-fired, with 

back up No. 2 transportation distillate oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent 

by weight), combined-cycle electric power generation facility at Fore River Station.  The 

proposed facility will be designed to provide a total nominal electric power output rating of 775 

MW to Massachusetts utility companies.  The proposed facility will include major equipment 

comprised of two combustion turbines, two respective heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) 

with supplemental duct firing, and one steam turbine. The proposed facility will be configured as 

one main power block, which will contain two combustion turbine units, each generating 250 

MW of electric power. The power block will be arranged in a two-on-one configuration: two 

combustion turbines, two supplementary-fired HRSGs, and a single steam turbine with a nominal 

generating capacity of approximately 275 MW. In addition, the Permittee is proposing to install a 
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natural gas-fired with back-up No. 2 transportation distillate oil auxiliary boiler and a diesel oil-

fired generator to support emergency conditions. 

 

 The existing Fore River Station includes two 12 MW simple cycle combustion turbines 

used for peaking power only. Each combustion turbine fires No. 2 fuel oil with a maximum 

sulfur content of 0.3 weight percent as the only fuel of use. The existing Fore River Station 

peaking units comprised of Edgar Units J1 and J2 will continue to operate as peaking units. 

These peaking units shall not operate when the proposed facility is operating on back-up oil.  

 

III. Additional Regulatory Air Pollution Requirements 
 

A. Federal 

 

 The electric generating facility is subject to the Federal New Source Performance 

Standards (NSPS), 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart GG, Standards of Performance for Stationary Gas 

Turbines, which sets SO2 and NOx emission limitations and specifies certain monitoring and 

reporting requirements.  The facility will have emission rates, which are significantly less than 

the NSPS rate.  The Department has the responsibility to enforce the NSPS regulations that affect 

stationary gas turbines. 

 

B. State 

 

 The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection has a 

number of emission limitations and other air pollution control requirements as set forth in the 

DEP Air Pollution Control Regulations (310 CMR 7.00) that apply to the combined cycle electric 

generating facility.  The requirements are summarized below. 

 

1) Section 7.01 - General Regulations to Prevent Air Pollution: General Prohibition of 

Causing a Condition of Air Pollution 

 

2) Section 7.02(2) - Plan Approval and Emission Limitations: requires pre-construction 

review of plans, specifications, standard operating procedures and standard maintenance 

procedures, a BACT determination and Department approval in writing. 

 

3) Section 7.04 - Fuel Utilization Facilities ("FUF"): requires pre-construction review of 

certain sized fuel utilization facilities. 

 

4) Section 7.06 - Visible Emissions: The emissions of smoke from a stationary source must 

be controlled by the application of modern technology, but in no case shall exceed opacity 

and smoke as specified in the regulation. 

 

5) Section 7.09 - Dust and Odor, Construction and Demolition: The generation of dust or 

odor may not cause or contribute to a condition of air pollution. 

 

6) Section 7.10 - Noise: The generator of noise may not cause or contribute to a condition of 
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air pollution. 

 

7) Section 7.13 - Stack Testing: Requires stack testing if the Department has determined that 

such testing is necessary. 

 

8) Section 7.14 - Monitoring Devices and Reports: Allows the Department to require 

sources to install, maintain and use monitoring devices of a design and installation 

approved by the Department and requires periodic reports on emissions. 

 

9) Section 7.27 and Section 7.28 - NOx  Allowance Program and NOx  Allowance Trading 

Program: Requires a monitoring plan and certification of the CEMS and establishes the 

requirements and guidelines for NOx  allowances and trading. 

 

10) Air Toxics Policy - The Department has established ambient guidelines for over 100 air 

toxic pollutants.  The Permittee's compliance with these guidelines is addressed in 

Section V.  Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis, F. Air Toxics Analysis.   

 

11) Operating Permit - Within one year of commencement of operation, the facility must file 

an application for an operating permit pursuant to Regulation 310 CMR 7.00, Appendix 

C.  

 

12) 310 CMR 7.00, Appendix A, Emission Offset & Nonattainment Review - which requires 

certain size facilities to comply with offsetting of emissions and use of lowest achievable 

emission rate technology.   

 

C. Nonattainment Issues 

 

 The Weymouth area has been designated Nonattainment for Ozone only. For information 

and regulatory requirements concerning Nonattainment NSR, please see Section V of this 

document. 

 

IV. Control Technology Review 
 

 The proposed combined-cycle electric generating facility is required to evaluate Best 

Available Control Technology (BACT) as it applies to emissions of Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Particulate Matter (PM/PM10), and Sulfuric 

Acid Mist (H2SO4) (Nitrogen Oxides are also subject to Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 

(LAER) since NOx is an Ozone precursor – See pages 11 and 12 of this PROPOSED 

CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit).  BACT is defined as the optimum level of control 

applied to pollutant emissions based upon consideration of technical, economic, and 

environmental factors.    

 

 The first step in a BACT analysis is to determine for the emission source, the most 

stringent control available for a similar or identical source or source category. The Department 

has verified and concurs with the Permittee’s BACT analysis as presented in its Major 
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Comprehensive Plan Application (MBR-99-COM-018, Transmittal W004896). The proposed 

combined-cycle electric generating facility must utilize BACT to control the emissions of the 

following pollutants. 

 

A. Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)  

 

 The control technologies for SO2 emissions include flue gas desulfurization and fuel type. 

The Permittee has proposed an emission rate for SO2 of 0.0023 pounds per million British 

thermal units (lbs/MMBtu) input when firing natural gas and 0.0522 lbs/MMBtu input when 

firing transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent 

by weight).  The Department has concluded that use of natural gas, which contains negligible 

sulfur, as the primary fuel and transportation distillate fuel oil as the back-up fuel is regarded as 

BACT for SO2 and additional SO2 emission controls are not required 

 

B. Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 

 

 In order to reduce the NOx emissions, the Permittee proposes to utilize the NOx control 

techniques dry low NOx combustion, water injection for NOx control on oil and Selective Catalytic 

Reduction (SCR) in the heat recovery steam generator (HRSG) to achieve a NOx emission rate of 

2.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 when firing natural gas and 6.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 when firing transportation 

distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent by weight). These NOx 

emission rates are more stringent than the 75 ppm NOx emission rate for combustion turbines 

contained in Subpart GG of the New Source Performance Standards. The Department has 

concluded that these emission rates are BACT (as well as LAER) for NOx and that additional NOx 

emission controls are not required.  

 

C. Particulate Matter (PM/PM10) 

 

 The control technologies for PM/PM10 emissions include fabric filter collector, 

electrostatic precipitators, and wet scrubbers and fuel type.  The Permittee has proposed an 

emission rate for PM/PM10 of 0.011 lbs/MMBtu input when firing natural gas and 0.050 

lbs/MMBtu input when firing transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not 

exceed 0.05 percent by weight).  The Department has concluded that use of natural gas, 

essentially ash free, as the primary fuel and transportation distillate fuel oil as the back-up fuel is 

regarded as BACT for PM/PM10 and that additional PM/PM10 emission controls are not required. 

 

D. Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

 

 CO emissions are formed due to incomplete combustion of the fuel in the combustion 

process.  Control methods that reduce CO are combustion controls (less stringent) and catalytic 

oxidation (most stringent).  The Permittee proposes the use of an 89% efficient oxidation catalyst 

as BACT to limit CO emissions to 2.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 when firing natural gas. The Permittee 

proposes the oxidation catalyst as BACT to limit CO emissions to 7.0 ppmvd at 15% O2 when 

firing transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent 

by weight). The Department has concluded that these emission rates are BACT for CO and that 
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additional CO emission controls are not required.  The use of higher CO removal efficiency 

catalyst would lead to higher emissions of sulfuric acid mist and PM10 due to higher conversion 

of SO2 and downstream reaction of SO3 with ammonia slip from the NOx SCR system.   

 

E. Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2SO4) 

 

 H2SO4 emissions are formed due to sulfur in the fuel that oxidizes to SO3 and then 

combines with H2O to form H2SO4.  The Permittee has proposed an emission limitation for 

H2SO4 of 0.0016 lb/MMBtu input when firing natural gas and 0.032 lbs/MMBtu input when 

firing transportation distillate fuel oil (with a sulfur content that does not exceed 0.05 percent 

by weight).  The Department has concluded that the use of natural gas, which contains negligible 

sulfur, as the primary fuel and transportation distillate fuel oil as the back-up fuel is regarded as 

BACT for H2SO4 and that additional H2SO4 emission controls are not required.  

 

V. Air Impact Analysis 
 

A. General Conditions 

 

 An air quality impact analysis was performed to assess Project air quality concentrations 

against applicable State and Federal standards.  This modeling was based on EPA's SCREEN3, 

Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST3), and CTSCREEN models using terrain data 

from USGS topographic maps.  In addition, the Offshore and Coastal Dispersion Model (OCD) 

was used to assess potential coastal fumigation effects on plume dispersion. Results for the load 

conditions that produced the highest predicted concentrations were then compared to significant 

impact levels (SILs) or ambient air quality standards/PSD increments.  

 

 The modeling included the use of EPA recommended ISCST3 (Industrial Source 

Complex Short Term Version 3) model in the refined mode with hourly meteorological data.  

The meteorological data that was used consisted of five years of surface observations (1991-

1995) collected by the National Weather Service at Logan Airport and one year of Clean 

Harbor’s meteorological data (11/1/88-10/31/89). Modeling was performed for a single stack 

containing two flues, which is 255 feet tall. The SCREEN3 model was used as an initial analysis 

for simple and intermediate/complex terrain receptors. The refined modeling techniques included 

the use of ISCST3 model for simple terrain and CTSCREEN for intermediate and complex 

terrain. The predicted concentrations are based on the combustion turbine operating under 

maximum operating conditions.  Table 2 presents the maximum predicted concentrations for the 

new combined cycle units at Fore River Station.  Details of the modeling analysis are presented 

in the PSD/NSR application and the Major Comprehensive Plan Application.  The proposed 

combined cycle units are predicted to have maximum predicted concentrations below SILs for all 

pollutants and averaging periods.  The OCD model also predicted concentrations below the SILs. 

The maximum concentrations in Table 2 below are based on 8040 hours of operation burning 

natural gas at 100% load @ -12
0
F and 720 hours burning fuel oil at 100% load @ -12

0
F. 

 

 

Table 2: Maximum Predicted Concentrations for New Combined Cycle Units Criteria 
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Pollutants 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

Significant 
Impact Level 
(ug/m3) 

Class II PSD 
Increment 
(ug/m3) 

NAAQS 
(ug/m3) 

Maximum 
Concentrations 
(ug/m3) 

SO2 3-HOUR 

24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

25 

5 

1 

512 

91 

20 

1,300 

365 

80 

15.07
(2) 

3.23
(2) 

0.20
(1) 

PM10 24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

5 

1 

30 

17 

150 

50 

3.14
(2) 

0.50
(1) 

NO2 ANNUAL 1 25 100 0.31
(1) 

CO 1-HOUR 

8-HOUR 

2,000 

500 

No PSD 

increment 

established 

40,000 

10,000 

4.31
(1) 

3.02
(1) 

 
Table 2 Notes: 
 

1 = SCREEN3 

2 = CTSCREEN 

NO2  = nitrogen dioxide 

CO = carbon monoxide 

SO2 = sulfur dioxide 

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter 

ug/m
3
 = micrograms per cubic meter  

 

B. Class I Area Impact Analysis 

 

 The nearest Class I area is the Lye Brook National Wilderness area in southern Vermont.  

This area is to the northwest at a distance of approximately 188 kilometers.  Predicted 

concentrations for each pollutant are well below significant impact levels in this area.  The 

maximum significance levels were not exceeded and the facility will not significantly impact the 

nearest Class I area. 

 

C. Visibility Impairment Analysis 

 

 The Fore River Station Project is located about 188 kilometers to the southeast of the 

PSD Class I Lye Brook Wilderness Area in southern Vermont and 206 kilometers to the south of 

the PSD Class I Presidential Range areas in New Hampshire.  A visibility impairment analysis, 

using the VISCREEN model, was performed in order to determine the affect of pollutants on 

altering the color of the sky or contrast of terrain features with the horizon.  Under worst case 

operations, the visibility impacts were well below screening level thresholds at all these Class I 

areas. 
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D. Growth Analysis 

 

 The Permittee will provide electricity to the utility grid to satisfy general electric demand. 

 There is not expected to be any appreciable industrial, commercial, or residential growth that 

would occur as a direct result of this Project due to the self sufficient nature of the proposed 

facility and the modest number of permanent employees required in plant operations.  Therefore, 

there will be negligible growth-related air pollution impacts from the proposed Project. 

 

E. Cumulative Impacts with the Major Sources in the vicinity of the Proposed Plant   

 

 A formal source interaction analysis for the proposed combined cycle units is not required 

since the maximum predicted concentrations are less than the SILs in all cases.  However, based 

on comments received in the MEPA process, a cumulative impact assessment was performed to 

demonstrate that combined impacts of the new combined cycle units plus impacts from the 

existing Edgar Station units, plus the impacts of potential major sources in the vicinity (a 10 mile 

radii of the proposed Fore River Station) of the plant, plus background, do not exceed applicable 

air quality standards.  This cumulative impact analysis was performed with the ISCST3 model 

with both 1991-1995 Boston meteorological data and one year of Clean Harbors data. 

 

 The results of the cumulative impact analysis show maximum cumulative impacts are 

below the applicable ambient air quality standards for all air pollutants and averaging periods.  

 

F. Air Toxics Analysis 

 

 The Permittee also conducted dispersion modeling for pollutant emissions from the new 

combined cycle units for non-criteria air pollutants (i.e. applicable metals, metal oxides, 

ammonia, phosphoric acid, sulfuric acid, and formaldehyde). This analysis was also performed 

with the ISCST3 model for simple terrain with 1991-1995 meteorological data, and the 

CTSCREEN model for intermediate /complex terrain.  The 24-hour average concentrations were 

computed for both oil firing and natural gas firing scenarios.  The annual average concentrations 

were computed assuming 8040 hours of operation on natural gas and 720 hours of operation on 

oil. 

 

 A summary of maximum predicted concentrations and the Department’s guideline levels 

is provided in Table 3.  The 24-hour concentrations presented represent the maximum of the oil 

firing or gas firing scenario.  All the 24-hour average concentrations presented in Table 3 are 

based on oil firing, except for formaldehyde. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Maximum Predicted Concentrations for New Combined Cycle Units Air Toxics 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 

Department Guideline 
Level (ug/m3) 

Maximum Concentrations 
(ug/m3)1 
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Table 3: Maximum Predicted Concentrations for New Combined Cycle Units Air Toxics 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 

Department Guideline 
Level (ug/m3) 

Maximum Concentrations 
(ug/m3)1 

Ammonia 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

100 

100 

0.19 

0.05 

Sulfuric Acid 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

2.72 

2.72 

1.98 

0.06 

Formaldehyde 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.33 

0.08 

0.02 

0.01 

Antimony 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

2.0  

1.0 

1.48E-03 

2.42E-05 

Arsenic 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

5.00E-04 

2.00E-04 

1.65E-04 

3.58E-06 

Beryllium 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

1.00E-03 

4.00E-04 

2.23E-05 

3.63E-07 

Cadmium 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

3.00E-03 

1.00E-03 

2.63E-04 

1.96E-05 

Chromium 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

1.36 

0.68 

3.51E-04 

5.72E-06 

Hexavalent 

Chromium 

24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

3.00E-03 

1.00E-04 

6.30E-05 

2.48E-05 

Copper 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.54 

0.54 

8.77E-02 

1.43E-03 

Lead 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.14 

0.07 

3.66E-03 

3.52E-04 

Mercury 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.14 

0.07 

5.85E-05 

8.97E-06 

Nickel 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.27 

0.18 

3.49E-04 

5.68E-06 

Nickel Oxide 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.27 

0.01 

4.45E-04 

7.26E-06 

Phosphoric 

Acid 

24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.27 

0.27 

6.48E-02 

1.06E-03 
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Table 3: Maximum Predicted Concentrations for New Combined Cycle Units Air Toxics 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 

Department Guideline 
Level (ug/m3) 

Maximum Concentrations 
(ug/m3)1 

Selenium 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.54 

0.54 

3.58E-03 

5.83E-05 

Vanadium 
24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.27 

0.27 

2.97E-04 

4.84E-06 

Vanadium 

Pentoxide 

24-HOUR 

ANNUAL 

0.14 

0.03 

1.06E-03 

1.73E-05 

 
 
Table 3 Notes: 
 

1- ISCST3 was used for the 24-hour natural gas concentrations; CTSCREEN was used for the 

24-hour and annual oil concentrations. 

2- Annual average assumes 8040 hours of operation burning natural gas at 100% load @ -12
0
F 

and 720 hours burning fuel oil at 100% load @ -12
0
F. 

3- All toxic emission rates are based on AP-42 5/95, except that arsenic, chromium, hexavalent 

chromium, nickel and nickel oxide are based on lab analysis of the fuel, and formaldehyde is 

based on AP-42, 5/98 emission factor. 

ug/m
3
 = micrograms per cubic meter 

 

VI. Vegetation And Soils 
 

1. PSD regulations require analysis of air quality impacts on sensitive vegetation types, with 

significant commercial or recreational value, or sensitive types of soil. 

 

2. Most of the designated vegetation screening levels are equivalent to or exceed NAAQS 

and/or PSD increments, so that satisfaction of NAAQS and PSD increments assures 

compliance with sensitive vegetation screening levels. 

 

3. For SO2, 3-hour and annual sensitive vegetation screening levels are more stringent than 

comparable NAAQS standards, and there is a 1-hour screening level for SO2 for which 

there is no NAAQS equivalent.  Maximum 1-hour, 3-hour, and annual SO2 

concentrations from the new units were added to background levels and compared to the 

vegetation sensitivity concentrations.  The 1-hour, 3-hour, and annual vegetation 

sensitivity threshold values are 917 ug/m
3
, 786 ug/m

3
, and 18 ug/m

3
, respectively. The 

maximum 1-hour, 3-hour, and annual average concentrations from the proposed new 

combined cycle units are 13.22 ug/m
3
, 15.10 ug/m

3
, and 0.20 ug/m

3
, respectively which 

are well below the sensitive vegetation screening level thresholds. 
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 When cumulative impacts with background and the existing Fore River Station are 

considered, an exceedance is predicted to occur for the annual averaging period.  This 

exceedance is largely due to the existing background ambient concentration.  The 

background level of 23.6 ug/m
3
,
 
which is already above the annual sensitivity threshold, 

was conservatively obtained from the Kenmore Square monitoring location in Boston. 

This monitoring location is an urban location where higher levels of SO2 are expected, 

than at the more suburban/rural coastal environment of Weymouth. The project 

contribution to the annual SO2 concentration is less than 0.1%. The usage of natural gas 

as the primary fuel and transportation distillate fuel oil as the back-up fuel is the best 

available control for SO2 emissions from the new combined cycle units at Fore River 

Station. 

 

XVIII. SECTION 61 FINDINGS 
 

 The Applicant’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been carefully considered prior to 

action on their plan application approval request. The Department, in issuing this PROPOSED 

CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit, requires the Applicant to use all feasible means and 

measures to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts. Measures the Department deems 

necessary to mitigate or prevent harm to the environment are included in the conditions of this 

PROPOSED CONDITIONAL APPROVAL/PSD Permit. The Department has made its decision 

under applicable law based on a balancing, where appropriate, of environmental and socioeconomic 

objectives, as mandated by 301 CMR 11.01(4). 

 

Pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 30 Section 61 of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, 

(MEPA), 301 CMR 11.12 of the MEPA Regulations, and the Secretary’s Certificate of finding on 

the Final EIR, dated September 16, 1999 (EOEA #11726) the Department’s Section 61 Findings on 

the Fore River Development Project determining that all feasible measures have been taken to 

avoid or minimize impacts to the environment are presented here as follows. 

 
Introduction 
 

This Section 61 Finding has been prepared in compliance with the requirements of Massachusetts 

General Laws Chapter 30, Section 61.  Chapter 30 Section 61 requires state agencies and authorities 

to review, evaluate and determine impacts on the natural environment of all projects or activities 

conducted or permitted by them, and to undertake all feasible means and measures to minimize and 

prevent damage to the environment.  In making a determination, agencies are required to issue a 

“Section 61 Finding” describing project impacts, and certifying that all feasible mitigation measures 

have been taken.  

 

The Section 61 Finding is associated with the construction of the Fore River Station, a 775 MW 

natural gas fired combined cycle power plant to be developed and operated by Sithe Edgar 

Development, LLC (Sithe).  The project is proposed to be located on the site of the former Edgar 

Station, a 57-acre property on the Weymouth Fore River on the Weymouth/Quincy town line in 

Massachusetts. 
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History of MEPA Review 
 
Sithe submitted an Environmental Notification Form for the Fore River Station Project to the 

MEPA Unit on July 15, 1998.  The project was noticed in the Environmental Monitor on July 22, 

1998.  The Secretary of Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate on the ENF on August 21, 1998. 

 The Secretary determined that the project required a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

and provided the scope of the DEIR. 

 

The DEIR was filed with the Secretary on February 15, 1999.  It was noticed in the Environmental 

Monitor on February 23, 1999.  The Secretary of Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate on the 

DEIR on April 8, 1999.   

 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was filed on August 2, 1999.  It was noticed in the 

Environmental Monitor on August 10, 1999.  On September 16, 1999, the Secretary of 

Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate stating that the FEIR adequately and properly complies 

with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act and with its implementing regulations. 

 
A List of State Permits 
 
The Fore River Station project requires a number of state permits that trigger review under the 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act.  The issuing authorities must comply with MGL C. 30, 

Section 61 to ensure that the proponent has described the impacts and proposed mitigation to 

minimize and prevent damage to the environment.  A list of the state permits required by the project 

was provided in Section 2.4, Table 2-1 of the FEIR. 

 

Project Mitigation Measures 
 
In this Section 61 Finding, individual mitigation measures that will be undertaken by Sithe both 

during construction and the operational life of the Project are discussed.  These measures are 

anticipated to reduce or eliminate many of the potential environmental impacts of the Project. 

 

Attachment A is a table summarizing the potential environmental impacts associated with the 

Project, the mitigation measures which will be undertaken to address each, and a statement of 

assumed financial responsibility for each. 

 

Attachment B is a summary of the implementation schedule for mitigation measures associated 

with construction activities. 

 

Attachment C is a summary of the implementation schedule for mitigation measures associated 

with operation of the Project.  Note that all of these measures will remain in force through the life 

of the Project. 
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Overview of Project Impacts 
 
Potential impacts from the Fore River Station project are defined as either construction or post-

construction and grouped by issue areas.  The issue areas are: 

 

♦ Air Quality 

♦ Noise 

♦ Visual 

♦ Wetlands / Dredging 

♦ Water Use 

♦ Wastewater Discharge 

♦ Stormwater 

♦ Cultural 

♦ Traffic 

♦ Hazardous Materials 

♦ Construction 

 

Project impacts are summarized by issue area below.  The potential environmental effects of each 

impact are described, followed by the proposed mitigation measures that will offset potential 

impacts 

   
Air Quality 
 
Air impacts are primarily limited to the operation of the Fore River Station during post-

construction.  Dust control during construction is discussed under Construction Impacts, below.    

The Fore River Station will generate air emissions during fuel combustion to produce energy.   

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) are formed in the turbine combustion chamber primarily as a result of the 

reaction between nitrogen and oxygen (O2) (oxidation).  During oil firing, NOx is also formed by 

oxidation of fuel-bound nitrogen (fuel NOx). Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) emitted from 

combustion turbines are products of incomplete combustion of the fuel. Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is 

formed by the reaction of sulfur found in fuel with oxygen from the combustion air.  Emissions of 

particulate matter (PM and PM10) result from trace quantities of non-combustibles in the fuel or 

combustion air or from formation of ammonium sulfates post combustion.  Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

emitted from combustion turbines is a product of incomplete combustion of the fuel. 

 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) have promulgated air quality regulations that establish ambient air quality 

standards and emission limits.  These regulations include: (1) Non-Attainment New Source Review 

(NSR), (2) Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), (3) National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS) and (4) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for criteria pollutants.  
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Application of these regulatory requirements is through the DEP Air Plan Approval process. 

 

Mitigation 

 

Natural gas and low-sulfur distillate oil 

 

Through the use of clean-burning natural gas, low sulfur distillate oil as a secondary fuel and 

advanced combustion and pollution control technologies, including a dry low-NOx combustor, 

water injection, a Selective Catalytic Reduction System (SCR) and a CO oxidation catalyst, 

emissions will be controlled to extremely low levels.  In addition, the project will acquire emissions 

offsets as required for Non-Attainment NSR.  

 

Use of LAER and BACT 

 

Dry low-NOx combustion limits NOx formation by lowering flame temperatures through fuel/air 

optimization.  The facility will control NOx emissions during natural gas firing with dry low-NOx 

combustion in combination with SCR.  Water injection and SCR will control NOx emissions during 

oil firing.  Water injection acts as a heat sink in the turbine combustor, further limiting peak flame 

temperatures and resultant NOx formation.  The use of a dry low-NOx combustor, with water 

injection during operation on oil, in combination with SCR technology, achieves LAER for NOx 

emissions. 

 

Due to the nature of the state-of-the-art dry low-NOx combustion system (minimal excess air at 

flame), the combustion turbine generates VOC at a higher rate than a combustion turbine that 

utilizes water or steam injection for NOx control.  However, levels of VOC emissions will be 

maintained at very low levels with substantial savings in water consumption with the control 

process utilized on this project.  Combustion controls and the primary use of clean burning natural 

gas are the measures taken to minimize VOC emissions. Use of a CO catalyst achieves BACT for 

CO. 

 

Clean burning natural gas has only trace quantities of SO2.  The use of natural gas as the primary 

fuel and low sulfur distillate oil as the secondary fuel achieves BACT for SO2.  Particulate matter 

(PM10) emissions are also minimized by use of clean burning natural gas as the primary fuel and 

low sulfur oil as a secondary fuel. 

 

In order to comply with the requirements of Non-Attainment NSR for NOx and VOC, the Fore 

River Station Project will be required to acquire NOx and VOC offsets at a minimum ratio of 1.26 

to 1.0.  

 

The amount of NOx and VOC offsets required for the facility is 275 and 90.1 tons per year 

respectively. Sithe is currently formulating plans to obtain the required NOx and VOC offsets.  

 

   

The NOx offsets will  be obtained by curtailing use or adding controls to some of Sithe’s existing 

facilities in Massachusetts. NOx offsets will most likely be obtained from the emission credits 
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generated by the Sithe Mystic Station Air Quality Implementation Plan (AQIP).  With respect to 

VOC,  offsets  will be obtained in the following manner:  24.8 tpy from BASF (certified in DEP 

Approval No. MBR-94-ERC-011); 56.6 tpy from Lightolier (Approval No. 4P95217); and 8.7 tpy 

from Avery Dennison (Approval No. . MBR-94-ERC-006, MBR-95-ERC-001). 

  
Noise 
 
Noise impacts are associated with construction and post-construction.  Construction impacts are 

discussed below.  The operation of the Fore River Station will increase noise levels by 6 dBa over 

ambient conditions at the nearest residential receptor (Monatiquot Street). Sources of noise during 

operation include combustion turbines, natural gas compressor, natural gas meters, transformers, 

glycol coolers, and air-cooled condenser (ACC). 

 

Air is drawn into combustion turbine equipment from the outdoors, used in the gas turbine 

combustion process, expanded through a power turbine and exhausted through the heat recovery 

steam generators (HRSGs) before being released from the 255-foot high dual flue stack.  A 

compressor is needed to process natural gas to fuel the combustion turbines. The metering 

equipment includes various meters and valves, which have the potential of high frequency (hissing) 

sounds at nearby locations. There will be three main transformers, one for each generator, which 

will produce a small level of noise. The glycol coolers, sometimes called fin/fan coolers, provide 

cooling for the combustion turbine lubrication system.  The primary source of ACC noise is the 

fans. 

 
Mitigation 

 

The Fore River Station noise mitigation design includes the following or equivalent alternative 

measures to achieve the allowable noise impacts below. 

 

a) Enclosure of the following noise-producing components of the Project within 

an acoustically-designed building: the gas turbines, steam turbines, electric 

generators, HRSGs, the high pressure and auxiliary boiler feedwater pumps, 

plant and instrument air compressors, and the auxiliary boiler.  

 

b) Install low noise ACC utilizing slower fans, additional blades, and additional 

surface area over the standard base model. 

 

c) Install enhanced noise suppressants for the combustion turbine air inlets and 

exhausts. 

 

d) Procure and install quiet-design transformers. 

 

e) Install low noise closed cooling water coolers utilizing slower fans, additional 

blades, and additional surface area over the standard base model. 

 

f) Install silencers on all vents including those that would or may be activated 
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during start-up and shut down sequences. 

 

g) Install all natural gas compressor equipment within an acoustically designed 

building. 

 

h) Install lagging or enclosures on all metering equipment, such as valves and 

associated exposed pipes, to assure the reduction of noise from these sources. 

 

i) Install glycol coolers at the south end of the ACC, at a point furthest away 

from residential neighborhoods 

 

Fore River Station Allowable Noise Impacts 

Receptor Location 
 

Ambient 
L90, dBA 

Ambient & Plant 
L90 dBA 

Nighttime 
Increase, dBA 

R-1 Monatiquot 

Street, E 

41 47 +6 

R-2  Idlewell  35 36 +1 

R-3  East Braintree  37 38 +1 

Quincy, W 37 38 +1 

Quincy Point  42 43 +1 

Germantown 39 40 +1 

Property Fence Line, 

E 

41 48 +7 

 

Sithe will conduct a noise survey within 180 days of the facility start-up to verify 

compliance with the allowable noise impacts specified in the above table.  Sithe 

will provide the Department with a written report describing the results of said 

noise survey, within 60 days of its completion. 

 

Furthermore, Sithe will assure that the following mitigation measures are 

incorporated in the project construction and operation: 

 

• Trucks accessing site will comply with federal regulations limiting noise from 

trucks. 

 

• Construction equipment sound muffling devices will be in good repair. 

 

 

• Pile driving will occur only during daytime as defined in local codes.  When 

practical, major construction activities will be limited to daytime. 
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• Project engineering will incorporate best available noise control technology. 

 

In addition to the normal construction activities, steam and air blows will occur in the final phases 

of construction.  These processes use high pressure steam or air to clean plant piping prior to 

operation.  The testing process will utilize “silent blows,” which are continuous releases of steam or 

air that have been treated to reduce noise.  

 

Estimated noise mitigation costs total $15,840,000: $8,039,000 to reduce increases to 10 dBA at the 

nearest residential receptor (the Department’s Noise Policy Guideline), and an additional 

$7,801,000 to reduce increases yet further, to 6 dBA at the nearest residential receptor. 

 
Visual 
 
The tallest facility structure will be the plant’s stack, which will be 255 feet high.  Excepting the 

stack, the tallest structure will be 102 feet high. 

 
Mitigation 

 

In project layout and design, Sithe has sought to minimize the visual impact of the Fore River 

Station.  Every effort has been made to make visual improvements to the site, to please as large a 

segment of the population as possible.  In general, the site will be much cleaner and better 

maintained than the current site.   

 

Elements of project design 

 

The existing brick building is being removed and will be replaced with a modern facility. The 

Fore River Station’s powerhouse design height will be 102 feet high, compared to 155 feet for 

the highest part of existing Edgar Station.  The exterior will be insulated metal siding.  Sithe’s 

preferred color scheme is white with blue trim; Sithe will finalize this choice in discussions with 

Weymouth officials.  

 

The project will have one multi -flue stack, rather than  individual stacks.  The height of the 

single stack will be 255’ a.g.l., compared to the five 250’ stacks that served Edgar Station. 

 

Landscaping and public areas 

 

Significant improvements will be made to landscape and revegetate areas of the project site.  

Landscaping along the western shore of the property will be conducted where possible to screen 

the building and improve the view of the site from the water.  Landscaping will also be proposed 

south of the air-cooled condenser for the same reason, where it will not interfere with air flow to 

the air-cooled condenser.  Sithe will also provide landscaping along the eastern (Monatiquot 

Street) edge of the site.  Landscaping elements will include a combination of low vegetation 

(above the MWRA sewer easement) with higher vegetation, berm, fencing and/or trees to the 

west, shielding the neighborhood from the Fore River Station.  Additional landscaping will be 



Sithe Edgar Development Project 

Transmittal No. W004896 

Page 49 of 75 

 
provided to the north and east of the powerhouse, and north of Route 3A along a proposed Kings 

Cove public access area. 

 
Wetlands / Dredging 
 
The Fore River Station will require direct alteration through dredging of approximately 2 acres of 

nearshore land under the ocean, in the Designated Port Area (DPA) immediately west of the Edgar 

Station, to accommodate a fuel oil barge pier.  Piles will be driven into the seabed to secure barges 

that dock at the pier.  Piles will also be installed in an area north of the Fore River Bridge within the 

footprint of the existing northern pier to handle the construction barge that will deliver large 

components of the plant to the project site during construction.  Pile driving will result in only 

temporary impacts that will be mitigated as discussed below.  There will also be limited filling of 

an area landward of the existing bulkhead south of the Edgar Station that currently floods at high 

tide.  An area of Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage will be filled to accommodate the ACC, a 

detention pond, and ancillary facilities.  Some stabilization and repair of the existing bulkhead will 

also take place to provide security to the shoreline.  Finally, the existing discharge flume, a remnant 

structure of the Edgar Station’s cooling system, will be filled to improve structural stability, worker 

safety, and landscaping aesthetics of the site.  Because the bottom of the discharge flume is below 

extreme low water, it comprises a manmade feature of land under the ocean encompassing 

approximately 15,000 s.f.   

 

Most of the project site within 200 feet of the Weymouth Fore River is formerly-filled tidelands, 

licensed by DEP under Chapter 91.  Three small portions of the site within 200 feet of the 

Weymouth Fore River were upland, and thus may comprise Riverfront Area (within a DPA).  Two 

of these three areas are previously developed (Edgar Station and pier). 

 
Mitigation 

 

The Fore River Station project will avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the wetland resource 

areas identified within the project site that are presumed significant to the protection of the interests 

of the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (MWPA).  The Fore River Station will also comply 

with the State’s Stormwater Policy as implemented and regulated through the MWPA and its 

regulations, and will meet performance standards for Riverfront Area.  Since the Fore River Station 

is located within a DPA, Land Under the Ocean is the only resource identified within the site that is 

presumed significant to the any of the interests of the MWPA. 

 

Elimination of once-through cooling 

 

A major change from former Edgar Station has been the elimination of once-through cooling, in 

favor of an ACC.  This has reduced potential direct wetland impacts considerably, reducing filling 

of coastal beach and land subject to coastal storm flowage.  Dredging also has been greatly reduced, 

from 56,150 cy to 28,000 cy. 

Work within Bank and 100-foot buffer 

 

To assure that construction-related impacts to the Weymouth Fore River are minimized, all work 
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performed within the bank area and its 100-foot buffer zone will be performed according to the 

Order of Conditions issued by the Weymouth Conservation Commission. 

 

Potential dewatering activities 

 

Any dewatering activities at the Project site will be performed in accordance with good construction 

practice per approval by the Weymouth Conservation Commission. 

 

Construction and Operational Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan ( SWPPP) 

 

Sithe will develop and implement a construction and operational SWPPP which will include a 

commitment to conduct construction and operational activities in accordance with appropriate Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) intended to prevent stormwater contamination. 

 

Chapter 91 Licensure 

 

Sithe will obtain a Chapter 91 waterway license, and will comply with the terms of that license 

throughout the operational life of the Project. 

 

Shellfish seeding program 

 

To mitigate any potential impacts from dredging the 2.1 acre area of DPA for the fuel oil barge pier, 

the applicant will fund a one time shellfish seeding program in Weymouth nearshore waters.  The 

program will be implemented by the Weymouth Shellfish Warden and in consultation with MA 

Division of Marine Fisheries (MA DMF).  An area for seeding will be selected from beds currently 

harvested by master diggers.  Potential seeding areas include Kings Cove, Wessagusset, and the 

Back River.  Seed will be purchased by the applicant from a MA DMF approved shellfish hatchery 

to ensure that disease free seed is used. 

 

Dredging mitigation 

 

Mitigation measures will be employed during dredging operations and work around the bulkheads. 

All dredging operations will be conducted from the upland or from a floating barge using either a 

mechanical clamshell bucket dredge or a hydraulic dredge that will minimize turbidity within the 

water column.  The top and most silty sediment will be dredged using a hydraulic dredge to 

decrease turbidity.  A clamshell will be employed to dredge the more sandy sediments.  During 

clamshell dredging, silt curtains will be employed to localize sedimentation.  Dredge activities will 

be scheduled to avoid sensitive life periods of critical fish species.  Installation of piles and 

bulkhead sheeting will be completed from the upland when possible.  Otherwise it will be 

conducted from a floating barge.  All pile driving will be conducted with a vibrating hammer to 

reduce turbidity within the water column.  Fill activities will be conducted behind a cofferdam to 

avoid increased turbidity within the water column.  These mitigation measures will prevent impacts 

to adjacent habitats during dredging, pile driving, and work around the bulkheads. 

 

At the request of MA Division of Marine Fisheries, there will be no dredging between February 1 
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and September 15. 

 

Riverfront areas 

 

All work in Riverfront Area will meet performance standards, in conformity with an Order of 

Conditions issued by the Weymouth Conservation Commission. 

 

Nearshore upland areas adjacent to the ocean will be revegetated with native woody species to 

provide wildlife habitat not currently available.  Revegetation will be concentrated at the two public 

access areas at Lovell’s Grove and Kings Cove, and south of the ACC. 

 

Watershed wetlands restoration plan 

 

Although not proposed as direct mitigation for any potential project impacts, it is important to note 

that the applicant will also implement a Watershed Wetlands Restoration Plan for the entire 

Weymouth Back River Watershed and for the portions of Weymouth located in the Fore River 

Watershed.  The purpose of the study is to identify wetland and habitat restoration opportunities and 

produce a prioritized list of for the future implementation of restoration projects. 

 
Water Use 
 
The Fore River Station requires a reliable source of freshwater for process and potable water uses.  

As stated in the FEIR, Sithe has continued to work to reduce water requirements.  Under normal or 

“base case” conditions, the plant will use an estimated 46,214 gallons per day (gpd) for HRSG 

make-up, demineralizer regeneration, equipment washdowns and potable uses (drinking water, 

showers).  Under evaporative cooling conditions, use of freshwater increases to an estimated 

105,724 gpd, of which 62,831 gpd is evaporated to the atmosphere.  Lastly, during oil firing, water 

injection is required in order to control the combustion temperature thus limiting NOx formation to 

acceptable levels.  At full load oil firing, limited to 720 hours per year, the plant will use an 

estimated 482,200 gpd.  

 

Make-up water for the plant process and sanitary water system will be obtained from the City of 

Quincy pursuant to the MWRA Straddle Policy.  The City of Quincy is a member community of the 

MWRA system.  On an average day the MWRA reservoir system provides 9.7 million gallons per 

day (mgd) of potable water to Quincy for subsequent distribution to the City’s businesses, 

institutions and 84,000 residents.  Peak usage is 13.4 mgd (1997 usage).  The MWRA can currently 

supply the City of Quincy with 20 mgd with an expected increase to 32 mgd in 2004.   On 

December 15, 1999, the MWRA Board of Directors voted final approval of Sithe’s application 

under the MWRA Straddle Policy.  

 
 

 

Mitigation 

 

Water conservation and recyling 
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The Fore River Station has been designed with intensive internal levels of water treatment and 

recycling, to minimize water use as well as wastewater generation. Water conservation measures 

will be implemented at the Fore River Station to minimize water demand.  The measures proposed 

include: 

 

1. Dry Low NOx combustors are used rather than water injection during natural gas operation. 

 

2. HRSG blowdown is recycled during normal operation. 

 

3. Flash steam from the high pressure and intermediate pressure continuous blowdown tank is 

routed to the low pressure drum for recovery rather than to the atmosphere. 

 

4. Steam and condensate system samples are recovered and recycled rather than sent to the waste 

system. 

 

5. During periods of combustion turbine oil firing when demineralized water requirements 

increase sharply, offsite regenerated demineralizers will normally be used to provide 

demineralized water to the combustion turbine, minimizing the quantity of water required for 

regeneration needs. 

 

6. The combustion turbine inlet evaporative cooler blowdown will be recycled.  During periods of 

combustion turbine evaporative inlet cooling, the makeup water to the coolers shall normally be 

provided by offsite regenerated demineralizers thus allowing the blowdown from the coolers to 

be recycled to the main cycle demineralizer system without loss of demineralized water quality, 

and minimize use of water for regeneration of the main cycle dimineralizer system during 

recycle of the cooler blowdown. 

 

7. ACC enables use of precoat condensate polishers, rather than deep bed polishers (reducing 

wastewater generation).  

 
Wastewater Discharge 
 
Process wastewater that can no longer be recycled will be pretreated and discharged, together with 

sanitary wastewater, to the Weymouth sewer system.  Wastewater will be conveyed via an existing 

10” PVC sewer pipe to the MWRA system at the existing King’s Cove siphon, from where it will 

be conveyed to the new Nut Island headworks, and then to the Deer Island Treatment Plant.  

Under the base case, plant wastewater discharge will be 39,983 gpd.  Under the evaporative cooling 

case, wastewater will be 42,858 gpd.  Under the oil-fired case, wastewater will be 42,718gpd.  

These figures include sanitary wastewater of 625 gpd. 

 
 

Mitigation 

 

Wastewater reduction through water conservation and recycling 
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Water conservation and recycling measures (described above) have been reflected in reduced 

discharge rates.  Annualized average wastewater discharge will be 40,229 gpd, reduced from 

48,174 gpd in the DEIR. 

 

Wastewater pretreatment 

 

All wastewater will be treated to meet MWRA Pretreatment Standards. All wastewater will be 

quality tested prior to release to assure that it meets the minimum standards established by the 

MWRA. 

 

Use of Treatment Equipment 

 

Demineralizer regeneration wastewater will be neutralized in a holding tank. Wastewater from the 

process drains will be routed through an oil-water separation system. Oil collected in the oil-water 

separator will be hauled off site for management at a licensed facility. 

 

I/I removal 

 

Peak flows are 42,858 gpd.  Sithe will fund the removal by Weymouth of infiltration/inflow at a 7:1 

ratio, as discussed between the Weymouth Department of Public Works and DEP, Northeast 

Region. 

 
Stormwater 
 
Stormwater from the Fore River Station is discharged to the Weymouth Fore River. 

 

Mitigation 

 

Compliance with state Stormwater Management Policy 

 

The Fore River Station design includes pre-redevelopment and new post-redevelopment stormwater 

management systems that meet the requirements for the NPDES General Construction Permit and 

the state Stormwater Management Policy for redevelopment projects.  The stormwater management 

design will minimize pollutants in stormwater discharge, and will attenuate peak stormwater runoff 

discharge rates. 

 

Stormwater management during construction 

 

During construction, mitigation will be taken to manage stormwater runoff and erosion and 

sedimentation within the Fore River Station site.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be 

prepared incorporating best management practices for stormwater management during construction. 

Silt fences and/or hay bales will be located along the downslope sides of the construction area 

adjacent to the Weymouth Fore River, around unstabilized fill areas, around excavated materials 

which are temporarily stockpiled and around any area where erosion may be a problem.  Disturbed 
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portions of the site where construction activity will cease temporarily for 21 days or more will be 

stabilized with temporary seed, mulch or geotextiles.  Stockpiles will be located as far away from 

the Weymouth Fore River as is practical.  Runoff water will be intercepted and directed from work 

areas to appropriate sediment traps or a sediment basin.  Sediment traps will be used in situations 

requiring minimal amounts of dewatering.  Inlets to active catch basins will be protected from 

sedimentation by hay bales.   

 

During construction, all potential contaminants will be stored, handled and disposed of so that 

accidental releases to the environment are avoided.  Spill prevention and control measures will be 

described in detail in a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) that will be 

prepared for construction  and will include measures to prevent spills, provide emergency response 

measures and training of all construction personnel.  All erosion and sediment control measures 

will be maintained in effective operating condition.  Regular inspections of the controls will be 

conducted and documented.  Additional specific measures will be implemented as required in the 

Order of Conditions to be issued by the Weymouth Conservation Commission.  Permanent site 

stabilization (e.g. planting and seeding) will be undertaken upon completion of the site clean-up, 

regrading, backfilling and topsoil replacement.  After the entire site is permanently stabilized, to the 

satisfaction of the Conservation Commission Administrator, temporary erosion and sediment 

control measures will be removed.   

 

Stormwater management during operation 

 

During the operation of the Fore River Station mitigation measures will be taken to manage 

stormwater runoff within the Fore River Station site.  80% total suspended solids (TSS) will be 

removed from all stormwater discharges from impervious surfaces within the Fore River Station 

site.  Stormwater from the impervious areas within the site will be piped to one of two detention 

ponds for treatment prior to being released to the discharge outfalls.  Both detention ponds will be 

impervious to prevent water from leaching into the subsoil.  Deep sump catch basins will be 

utilized upstream of the detention basins. 

 

An Operation and Maintenance Plan will be prepared for the stormwater management system that 

will incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs will include such actions as periodic 

sweeping of all parking and roadway areas, semi-annual inspections and cleaning of catch basins, 

and designated snow storage areas. 

 
Cultural 
 
Edgar Station is considered a significant building for architectural and historical reasons as 

discussed in the EIR.  In order to construct the Fore River Station, and to comply with state law, 

Edgar Station and its associated buildings must be demolished. 

 
 
Mitigation 

 

Mitigation provided per two Memoranda of Agreement 
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Sithe consulted with the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) regarding alternatives to 

demolition of the Edgar Station complex.  As a result of this consultation, Sithe agreed to undertake 

measures to mitigate the adverse impact of the demolition of the Edgar Energy Station.  Mitigation 

measures are included in an MOA (Appendix E of the FEIR) which has been reviewed by the 

MHC, and will be executed by the MHC, acting as State Historic Preservation Officer, and by U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers.  In addition, further mitigation activities requested by the Weymouth 

Historical Commission are outlined in a separate MOA (Appendix D to the FEIR) between Sithe, 

the Weymouth Historical Commission, and the Weymouth Board of Selectmen. 

 

Photographic recordation of the interior and exterior of the turbine building, switch house, 

gatehouse, and other extant structures according to Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 

standards has been conducted.  Copies have been submitted to the MHC and the Weymouth 

Historical Commission. 

 

Ongoing historic mitigation 

 

Sithe will provide on-site public access to a landscaped area that will memorialize Lovell’s Grove, 

a popular 19
th

 century picnic and promenade spot which once existed at the site.  This area will 

include a memorial, which provides a brief history of the grove.  Sithe will sponsor the printing of 

an illustrated brochure which describes the history of the Edgar Station site and of other historically 

significant sites along the Fore and Back Rivers.  Sithe will make the existing gatehouse, which will 

be retained, available for the use of the Weymouth Historical Commission to display brochures and 

other historical materials concerning the Edgar Station site.  Sithe will consider assisting the 

Weymouth Historical Commission and the Town in preserving specific open space along 

Weymouth’s historic waterfront for public access.  Sithe will assist the Weymouth Historical 

Commission in printing an illustrated booklet which summarizes the Historic American 

Engineering Record (HAER) report for the general public.  Sithe will also consult with the 

Weymouth Historical Commission and the Weymouth Board of Selectmen on final designs for the 

new Sithe facility to ensure compatibility with the surrounding landscape and buildings. 

 
Traffic 
 
Traffic to and from the Fore River Station will increase over existing conditions as a result of the 

redevelopment of the project site.  Construction workers in the peak month will total 685 per day. 

 Power plant operation traffic will increase marginally with the Fore River Station employing up 

to 25 workers.  Concurrent activities at the site include the construction by the Massachusetts 

Highway Department (MHD) of the temporary Fore River Bridge, and construction by MWRA 

of Braintree-Weymouth Relief Interceptor facilities. 

 
 

 

Mitigation 

 

Construction traffic mitigation 
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By opening the passageway under the Route 3A viaduct, Sithe will maintain right-in, right-out 

access from the site.  Further, a member of the construction management team will be designated as 

Transportation Coordinator so coordination of traffic and transit support measures will be 

specifically part of that person’s job description.  This job description will include interaction and 

coordination with other construction projects.  The coordinator will also establish liaison with 

traffic officials in Weymouth and Quincy so that information can be transmitted between them as 

appropriate. 

 

As reported in the FEIR the following elements will be implemented between Sithe, MHD and 

MWRA:  

 

Maintenance of continuous traffic access beneath Route 3A viaduct to permit right-off, right-on 

access to all projects. 

 

Provision of flagman control should construction operations require temporary suspension of traffic 

flow beneath Route 3A viaduct. 

 

The above activities will be planned and executed through a hierarchy of planning and coordination 

meetings: 

 

Monthly owners meetings.  Review schedules and projected activities.  Identify any problems, 

develop solutions.  Identify plan for use of shared land. 

 

Weekly Site Manager meetings.  Review day-to-day activities and coordination.  Notify 

neighborhood of anticipated activities or problems.  Coordinate with Weymouth and Quincy police, 

fire, traffic, and public works departments, and with bridge tenders. 

 

Daily Site Manager communication.  Routine communication to keep all components of 

construction coordination program functioning smoothly. 

MWRA has concurred in these recommendations, and agreed that MWRA and contractor 

representatives will attend and participate in the planning and coordination meetings. 

The location of the construction barge access to north of the bridge means that bridge openings 

will not be required during delivery of major equipment components by barge to the site. 

 
Hazardous Materials 
 
Hazardous substances are in the ground on-site as a result of past uses during the operation of the 

Edgar Station.  In addition, the proposed Fore River Station will be using some hazardous 

substances necessary for the production of energy and long-term maintenance of the facility 

infrastructure. 

 
Mitigation 

 

The Fore River Station site’s long-term use for electric power generation and the nature of the fuels 
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used have resulted in some hazardous substances being present on portions of the property.  Over 

the past ten years several investigations of the site have been conducted and reported.  Sithe has 

engaged in a program to ensure the appropriate remediation of existing conditions at the Fore River 

Station site. 

 

Asbestos remediation 

 

The Restructuring Act of 1997 required Sithe to remove unused structures from the Fore River site. 

 Removal of these structures necessarily first required removal of asbestos.  Under contract to a 

licensed asbestos abatement and building demolition contractor, and abatement of asbestos in the 

existing facilities has been completed.  Following asbestos abatement, demolition commenced and 

is now under way, as required by state law.  

 

Compliance with MCP 

 

As a part of the Project, Sithe will assure that contaminated soils at the Project site receive 

appropriate remediation in accordance with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP.).  Utilizing 

the services of a Licensed Site Professional Sithe has also investigating past contamination in a 

number of areas of the site.  Where public access is being provided, risk assessments establish that 

no unacceptable risk to human health exists in light of the Company’s redevelopment plan which 

includes placement of crushed stone, paving and landscaping.  Other areas of the site, which are 

zoned for industrial use, will meet all applicable cleanup standards. 

 

A plan will be prepared to address the potential for construction worker exposure to hazardous 

substances at the site.  Contractor training and construction management oversight will also be 

implemented to minimize any risks associated with the low levels of contamination present in some 

areas of the site. 

 

Operational usage of hazardous substances 

 

Sithe will also transport, use and store several hazardous substances for the operation of the Fore 

River Station facility.  These substances will include distillate fuel oil, aqueous ammonia, and 

additional chemicals for plant operation such as strong acid and caustic base, water treatment 

chemicals and maintenance materials.  These hazardous substances will be properly stored within 

the project site in above-ground storage facilities that will have appropriate secondary containment. 

Delivery and unloading of the substances will be conducted by trained personnel using spill 

prevention equipment.  The required training and spill prevention and response plans will be 

prepared by Sithe and kept on-site. 

 

Sithe will develop a hazardous materials emergency response plan and retain an emergency 

response contractor to assure that hazardous materials incidents during both construction and the 

operational life of the Project are addressed in a thorough and appropriate manner. 

Construction 
 
Construction of the Fore River Station project will involve site preparation and earthmoving 
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activities, foundation work, waterfront construction, placement of major equipment and structural 

steel erection, infrastructure construction and testing and start-up.   

 
Mitigation 

 

Air quality during construction 

 

To mitigate fugitive air particles within the site and surrounding area, standard dust control 

measures will be employed, including water sprays when necessary to reduce the amount of 

airborne dust whenever construction activities require exposure of bare soil.  In addition, site 

roadways will receive periodic sweeping.  Truck traffic will be minimized to the extent practical by 

utilizing barges.  A tire wash will be set up at the exit of the site. 

 

Construction noise mitigation 

 

To minimize noise disturbances to the community, construction hours for noisy activities will be 

limited.  As noted above, silent steam will be utilized for final pre-operational cleaning of plant 

piping.  To ensure that noise associated with construction equipment is minimized, Sithe will 

ensure that the construction contractor chosen to complete the Project inspects sound muffling 

devices on construction equipment to make sure they are in good repair.  Trucks accessing the 

site will comply with federal regulations limiting noise from trucks. In order to reduce the 

amount of construction related noise caused by pile driving activities, pile driving will occur only 

during daytime hours. 

 

Construction mitigation to wetland resources 

 

To minimize and avoid impacts to aquatic resources, all in water construction will be scheduled to 

avoid impacts to fisheries during sensitive life periods.  Dredging and pile driving activities will be 

conducted from the upland or a floating barge using a clamshell bucket dredge and vibrating 

hammer to minimize increased turbidity levels within the water column.  Any temporary increases 

in turbidity within the water column will be limited by using a siltation curtain around all active 

dredge operations and pile driving activities.  

 

To manage stormwater runoff and erosion and sedimentation within the Fore River Station site, the 

project will implement mitigation measures as discussed above.  

 

Sithe will develop and implement a construction SWPPP that will include a commitment to 

conduct construction activities in accordance with appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

intended to prevent stormwater contamination. 

 

All construction activities will be coordinated with the MWRA and the MHD. 

 
Funding Responsibility 
 
Sithe has committed to funding all of the mitigation measures discussed in these Section 61 
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findings. 

 
Implementation Schedule (Construction) 
 
A schedule for implementation of the mitigation measures associated with construction is included 

with this document as Attachment B. 

 
Implementation Schedule (Operation) 
 
A schedule for implementation of the mitigation measures associated with operation of the facility 

is included with this document as Attachment C. 

 
SUMMARY SECTION 61 FINDINGS 
Based upon the Environmental Impact Reports and the review of the record, the Department finds 

that the implementation of the requirements of its permits and the measures described above 

constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the environment and will minimize and mitigate 

damage to the environment to the maximum extent practicable, within the subject of the required 

permits. 

 

ATTACHMENT A – TABLE OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND RESPONSIBILITY 

EIR 
Category Impact Mitigation 

Funding 
Responsibility Timing 

Air Quality Construction air 

quality 

Reduce construction dust by 

water sprays, street sweeping. 

Sithe Construction 

 Operational air 

quality 

Use of clean-burning natural 

gas as fuel. 

Sithe Operation 

  Use of low sulfur distillate oil 

as a back-up fuel 

Sithe Operation 

  Use of advanced combustion 

and pollution control 

technologies including dry 

low-NOx combustors, SCR 

and oxidation catalysts that 

represent LAER and BACT. 

Sithe Operation 

  Acquisition of offsets at 

1.26:1 for VOC emissions 

Sithe Construction 

Noise Construction noise Trucks accessing site must 

comply with federal 

regulations limiting noise 

from trucks. 

Sithe Construction 

  Construction equipment sound 

muffling devices will be in 

Sithe Construction 
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EIR 
Category Impact Mitigation 

Funding 
Responsibility Timing 

good repair. 

  Pile driving will occur only 

during daytime. When 

practical, major construction 

activities will be limited to 

daytime. 

Sithe Construction 

  Use of silent steam blows to 

clean piping. 

Sithe Construction 

 Operational noise Project engineering will 

incorporate best available 

noise control technology to 

ensure that the Project will not 

cause greater than 6 dBA (L90) 

increase in noise at nearest 

residence. 

Sithe Operation 

Visual Visual Impact The facility will be 102’ high, 

compared with 174’ 

maximum building height of 

Edgar Station.   

Sithe Operation 

  Only one new stack shell 

rather than two separate new 

stacks will be constructed.  

Stack height will be 255 feet 

(one stack), compared with 

five (5) 250-foot stacks that 

served former Edgar Station 

Sithe Design 

  Color scheme determined in 

consultation with Weymouth 

officials. 

Sithe Operation 

Water Use and 

Quality 

Impacts on Water 

Consumption 

Dry low NOx combustors 

during natural gas operation. 

Recycle HRSG blowdown 

during normal operation. 

Recycle flash steam.  

Recycle steam and condensate 

system samples.  

Normally regenerate 

demineralizers offsite during 

oil firing and evaporative 

cooling 

Sithe Operation 
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EIR 
Category Impact Mitigation 

Funding 
Responsibility Timing 

Use precoat condensate 

polishers. 

Recycle combustion turbine 

inlet evaporative cooler 

blowdown. 

 Wastewater 

generation 

Use water conservation and 

recycling to minimize 

wastewater generation.   

Sithe Operation 

 Wastewater 

discharge 

Portions of wastewater will be 

treated and recycled as make-

up to the raw water supply.  

Remaining wastewater will be 

discharged to municipal sewer 

system after proper treatment 

so that streams meet industrial 

pretreatment standards of the 

MWRA.   

Sithe Operation 

  Fund removal by Weymouth 

of I/I at 7:1ratio 

Sithe  Construction 

  Provide secondary 

containment for all hazardous 

material storage areas and 

tanks. 

Sithe Operation 

  Test water in containment 

areas prior to discharge to 

ensure discharge requirements 

are met. 

Sithe Operation 

  Use treatment equipment to 

neutralize wastewater from 

demineralizer regeneration 

system and to separate oil in 

process area drains. 

Sithe Operation 

Wetlands and 

Dredging   

Potential impacts 

on wetland 

resources 

Work within bank and 100-

foot buffer zone will be 

performed according to Order 

of Conditions issued by 

Weymouth Conservation 

Commission. 

Sithe Construction 

 Thermal impacts on Utilize Air-cooled condenser Sithe Operation 
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EIR 
Category Impact Mitigation 

Funding 
Responsibility Timing 

Weymouth Fore 

River, entrainment 

and 

impingingement of 

fish 

rather than once-through 

cooling 

 Impacts of dredging Employ silt curtains and 

clamshell or hydraulic 

dredging.  Fund shellfish 

seeding program.  No 

dredging between 2/1 and 

9/15. 

Sithe Construction 

Stormwater Stormwater runoff After project completion, 

stormwater will be treated 

prior to discharge to the 

Weymouth Fore River in 

accordance with DEP 

Stormwater Management 

Guidelines. 

Sithe Operation 

  Develop and implement 

SWPPP for construction. 

Raytheon Construction 

  Develop and implement 

SWPPP for operation. 

Sithe Operation  

Waterways, 

Tidelands and 

Public Access 

Potential tidelands 

impacts 

Provide public access areas as 

provided in Ch. 91 permit. 

Sithe Prior to 

construction 

Hazardous 

Substances 

Impacts of 

substances during 

construction 

Remediate site contamination 

in accordance with the MCP. 

Sithe Prior to and 

during 

construction 

  Prepare plan to address 

potential for construction 

worker exposure to hazardous 

substances at site. 

Sithe Construction 

  Provide training and 

construction management 

oversight to ensure plan 

implementation. 

Sithe Construction 

 Impacts of 

substances during 

operation 

Hazardous substance storage 

vessels and areas will be 

equipped with secondary 

Sithe Operation 
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EIR 
Category Impact Mitigation 

Funding 
Responsibility Timing 

containment to prevent 

releases from spills. 

  Aqueous ammonia storage 

tanks will be contained with a 

double wall design in 

accordance with API 

specifications. 

Sithe Operation 

  Emergency response 

procedures and an emergency 

response contractor will be in 

place. 

Sithe Operation 

Cultural Demolition of 

Edgar Station 

Photo-recordation program.  

Lovell’s Grove restoration.  

Gatehouse restoration, and 

illustrative brochure 

Sithe Construction 

and operation 

Construction 

Management 

Construction 

Activities 

Erosion and sediment control 

devices and dust reducing 

measures will be in place to 

prevent effects on wetlands 

and waterbodies. 

Raytheon Construction 

  Ensure contractor compliance 

with terms and conditions of 

environmental permits. 

Sithe Construction 

Traffic Traffic Impacts Maintain right-in, right-out 

traffic access 

Sithe Construction 

  Coordinate construction 

period traffic with MWRA 

and MHD 

Sithe, MWRA, 

MHD 

Construction 
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XIX. ZERO AMMONIA TECHNOLOGY MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING 

 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (“DEP”) AND SITHE EDGAR DEVELOPMENT LLC 

(“SED”) FORE RIVER STATION, WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS REGARDING 

ACHIEVING A ZERO EMISSION RATE FOR AMMONIA TR#W004896 

 

The parties agree as follows: 

 

1. DEP proposes to issue a draft air permit for the SED Power Plant in Weymouth, MA (the 

“Facility”) that establishes an emission limit of 0 ppm of ammonia. 

 

2. The permit will further provide that the Facility is approved to emit up to 2 ppm of ammonia, 

subject to optimization testing, for a period of not more than five years from the date of 

commencement of operations; provided that the 2 ppm ammonia emission standard will 

remain in effect after that anniversary unless DEP determines, in accordance with the process 

and criteria set out below, that there is a compatible zero ammonia air pollution control 

technology (ZAT) available to be installed at the Facility.  

 

3. No later than four years after commencement of operations SED will commence and 

subsequently submit to the DEP an evaluation of available ZATs to determine if any such 

technology is compatible to be installed in the Facility.  The evaluation should:  

 

(a) review all ZATs that have been demonstrated to meet the Facility’s final permit’s NOx limit; 

 

(b) provide facts and analysis regarding the extent to which each ZAT qualified under  3(a) meets 

the criteria set forth at 5 (a)-(d); 

 

(c) incorporate the independent financial analysis set forth at 5(e) for each ZAT that meets the 

criteria set forth at 5(a)-(d); and 

 

(d) compare the scope and extent of pollution reduction and prevention of each ZAT that meets 

the criteria set forth at 5 (a)-(e).  

 

4. The parties anticipate that the evaluation should be submitted to DEP within 90 days of its 

commencement absent unavoidable delay. SED will supplement the evaluation upon DEP’s 

request for reasonably available additional information or analysis.  The fourth year 

anniversary date for commencing the evaluation was established based on the parties’ 

assumption regarding the facility’s major maintenance schedule.  Upon agreement of the 

parties the commencement date may be modified.   
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5. A ZAT will be considered compatible if it meets the following criteria: 

 

(a) The ZAT is commercially available for turbines 100 megawatts or larger. 

 

(b) The ZAT meets all other emission and performance standards established by the permit(s) or 

such other enforceable emission limits in effect as of the ZAT installation date.  

 

(c) The ZAT is guaranteed to perform with an equivalent or better level of reliability, availability 

and performance characteristics than was guaranteed for the technology installed at the 

commencement of operations, Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR), provided that differences 

in emission rates will not be considered if the ZAT meets the criteria set forth in 5(b).   A 

copy of the SCR guarantee will be provided to DEP. 

 

(d) The installation, operation and maintenance of the proposed ZAT is consistent with the terms 

and conditions of the applicable state, town or federal permits or approvals, or other 

enforceable agreements between SED and a public entity in effect at the time the final permit 

is issued, that are necessary for the continued operation of the Facility, including but not 

limited to the City of Quincy’s current limits on the Facility’s consumption of water and 

generation of hazardous waste.  If a permit, approval or agreement in effect when the 

evaluation is conducted may require modification to conform with a ZAT’s requirements, 

SED shall use its best efforts to secure such modification unless it is reasonably likely that an 

appropriate modification could not be obtained. SED may consult with the Department prior 

to submission of the evaluation on the reasonable likelihood of obtaining a modification and 

SED’s intended course of action.   

 

(e) The installation, operation and maintenance of the ZAT are determined to be comparable to 

the cost of continued operation and maintenance of the SCR.  The costs will be considered 

comparable if the cost for ZAT is not more than 5% greater than the cost for SCR.  An 

independent third party expert jointly selected by the parties will make the determination of 

cost comparability in accordance with the general principles and methodology agreed to by 

the parties and attached hereto. The expert will be retained by SED but will be jointly 

managed by and be equally independent from both parties. Both parties agree to accept the 

cost comparability determination of the independent expert. 

 

6. In the event that more than one ZAT meets the criteria set forth in paragraph 5, the 

technology that achieves the greatest degree of pollution reduction and prevention will be the 

preferred ZAT selected for installation. 

 

7. The evaluation shall not consider the revision of any final permit emission standards other 

than ammonia except to the extent that performance of the preferred ZAT reduces other than 

non-ammonia emissions. 

 

8. The DEP shall determine in accordance with the criteria set forth above whether the 

evaluation demonstrates that no ZAT is compatible. The written determination will set forth 

the facts and analysis upon which DEP  based the determination.  If DEP determines that the 



Sithe Edgar Development Project 

Transmittal No. W004896 

Page 68 of 75 

 
evaluation did not adequately demonstrate that a compatible ZAT is not available, the 

provisions allowing for a 2 ppm ammonia emission rate will be void and a 0 ammonia 

emission rate shall become the enforceable permit limit effective on the fifth anniversary of 

the commencement of Facility’s operations date, or within a reasonable period agreed to by 

the parties and consistent with the Consultant’s Analysis, not to exceed 180 days from the 

final determination, whichever is later. The effective date may be extended by the 

Department to allow for unanticipated delays in the installation or testing of the selected 

ZAT.   

 

9. The Department shall prepare a draft compatibility determination, which shall be made 

available for comment. SED shall have a right to appeal DEP’s final compatibility 

determination pursuant to M.G.L, c. 30A, s. 11.  Pending the resolution of an appeal the 

facility will be permitted to continue to emit 2 ppm of ammonia or such other rate established 

through optimization testing as provided for in the final permit. 

 

10. Notwithstanding any provision herein, SED may at any time voluntarily install a ZAT in 

accordance with the provisions of DEP’s regulations and the final permit. 

 

11. This Memorandum of Understanding, or applicable provisions thereof, will be incorporated 

in the Facility’s draft and final air permit. 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

 

 

By:          

Date: 

 

 

SITHE EDGAR DEVELOPMENT LLC 

 

 

By:          

Date: 
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PRINCIPLES AND METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINATION OF COST 

COMPARABILITY OF NOx REDUCTION TECHNOLOGY 

 

SITHE EDGAR DEVELOPMENT LLC ("SED") and the Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection ("DEP") have agreed that an independent third party expert jointly 

selected by SED and DEP and retained by SED will perform an analysis (the “Analysis”) of the 

cost comparability of NOx reduction technologies and will abide by the results of the analysis.  

DEP will approve the installation of selective catalytic reduction ("SCR") in the SED Weymouth 

facility (the "Facility") for the commencement of operations.  Four years from the 

commencement of operation of the Facility, a study will be performed to determine whether an 

available zero ammonia technology ("ZAT") should be installed in the facility as an alternative 

NOx technology.  A portion of that study is a comparison of the costs of continuing to maintain 

and operate the SCR system to the costs of installing and operating a ZAT system.  ZAT shall 

include SCONOx and any other technology that provides NOx reduction equal to or better than 

the 2.0 ppm emissions limitation in the plan approval for the facility with no use of ammonia. 

 

1. Consultant.  A consultant ("the Consultant") shall be hired to perform an independent 

financial Analysis comparing the life cycle cost of certain NOx reduction technologies.   

 

2. Time of Performance.  The Analysis shall commence four years from the commencement of 

operation at the Facility and be completed within 90 days, unless extended by SED and DEP. 

 Such extension shall not be unreasonably denied should delays occur that are beyond the 

control of the Consultant. 

 

3. Technologies to be Analyzed.  The Consultant shall analyze SCR which shall be installed and 

operated in the Facility for the commencement of operations and any ZAT designated by 

SED and DEP and which SED and DEP agree is available, including, but not limited to 

SCONOx.   

 

4. Qualifications of the Consultant. The Consultant and its personnel performing the Analysis 

shall be independent, as defined below, regularly engaged in the business of valuing 

technology and specifically qualified with respect to: 

 

(a)  demonstrated experience valuing and comparing the relative costs of alternative 

technologies;  

(b)  familiarity with applicable environmental laws and regulations as well as regulatory 

processes;  

(c)  experience with pertinent engineering and construction cost categories; and  

(d)  experience with valuing fixed assets for sale or liquidation useful to determining salvage 

value. 

 

5. Independence of the Consultant.  The Consultant shall not be an affiliate of SED or any of its 

affiliates.  Partners, principals and employees of the Consultant who shall work on this 

engagement shall have no current or contemplated future financial interest in SED.  The 

Consultant’s professionals performing the Analysis shall not be working on any DEP project 
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involving this analysis at the time of engagement.  The Consultant shall not earn a contingent 

fee for performing the scope of work described herein.  The Consultant shall not be engaged 

in the production, sale or installation of the pollution control technologies or have any current 

or contemplated financial interest in any of the technologies being analyzed.  

 

6. Scope of Work.  The Analysis will evaluate and compare the costs of maintaining and 

operating the SCR equipment installed in the Facility to the costs of installing, maintaining 

and operating ZATs.  

 

7. Basis of Comparison and Analysis.  The Consultant shall prepare the Analysis by comparing 

the present value of future cash costs directly attributable to the installed SCR and ZATs 

mutually agreed upon by SEP and DEP.  The Consultant shall include all relevant cash costs 

in its Analysis of the NOx reduction technologies.  All costs related to the installation, 

operation and maintenance of the technologies from the date of the Analysis through the 

remaining life of the facility will be considered, including but not be limited to: construction 

planning, design, permitting and execution; process engineering, labor, materials and 

equipment associated with installation and retrofit activities; plant sequencing, phasing and 

shut down requirements; lost business and opportunity costs; repair and maintenance; 

insurance; federal, state and local taxes; performance indemnification; salvage value of SCR; 

sale of by-products; ammonia delivery, injection, and storage systems; costs of material 

necessary for operation, including but not limited to ammonia; testing specifically related to 

the operation of either technology; and disposal cost of by-products.  If the Consultant is 

unable to establish a single cost for a whole or part of the cost analysis and instead provides a 

cost range, then the cost selected for comparison will be the most likely within the range; 

provided that if there is no cost that is the most likely cost the mid point of the range will be 

used as the cost basis. In determining the allocation of costs to either technology, the 

Consultant shall assume that SED will take all reasonable steps to incur and allocate costs to 

minimize the cost of ZAT installation. 

 

The Consultant shall submit a draft list of the specific cost categories and other 

considerations and assumptions to SED and DEP for comment prior to commencing the 

Analysis. 

 

The Analysis shall be carried out over a period of time the Consultant considers appropriate, 

but not less than fifteen years as the remaining life of the Facility.  The Consultant shall 

estimate a discount rate to evaluate the technologies, after consultation with SED and DEP 

and obtaining other sources of information it deems appropriate, that consistently reflects the 

business and financial risks of the Facility.  Other considerations or assumptions that may be 

addressed in the Analyses include, but are not limited to, comparable scale and timing of 

installation. 

 

The Analysis shall state the Consultant's conclusion with respect to the relative cost of the 

SCR system and the ZAT. The report of the Analysis shall make the relevant costs easy to 

understand and will clearly distinguish factual assumptions from judgment. The Report of the 

Analysis shall be made available to SED and DEP at the same time. 
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8. Matters to be Relied upon and Management's Responsibility.  The Consultant shall rely upon 

information provided by SED which SED will represent is accurate to the best of its 

knowledge and not in conflict with other information known to it. SED shall state this 

understanding in a representation letter to be dated the last day of the Consultant's work on 

the Analysis and prior to the issuance of the Consultant's report.  Items which the Consultant 

may rely upon as accurate will include, but may not be limited to: information obtained from 

interviews with management; plant financials and operating records; technology performance 

documents or assessments; power purchase agreements; other material contracts; and fixed 

asset records. 

 

The Consultant shall require representations, including performance representations from 

SED or from suppliers of the ZATs being analyzed.  Further, once requested by the 

Consultant, SED shall provide the Consultant the information and documents that the 

Consultant deems necessary to complete the analysis within a reasonable period of time. The 

Consultant also retains the right to request and require additional information that it deems 

appropriate. SED agrees such information shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

 

9. Budget.  The consultant’s fees will be based on hours spent by staff at their standard hourly 

rates, subject to a mutually agreed upon not-to-exceed budget, plus out-of-pocket expenses 

for travel, lodging, subsistence and an allocation of office charges in support of services 

including computer usage, telephone, facsimile transmission, postage, photo-reproduction 

and similar expenses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Sithe Edgar Development Project 

Transmittal No. W004896 

Page 72 of 75 

 
LIST OF PERTINENT INFORMATION FOR TRANSMITTAL W004896 

 
Name of Facility: Fore River Station Project 

 

Location:    1 Bridge Street, Weymouth, Massachusetts 02188 

 

Submitted By:   Epsilon Associates, Inc. 

 

Attested To By: Dale T. Raczynski, P.E. Number 36207 

 

Design Data Sheets: Air Plan Approval Application 

   Date Received: July 23, 1999 

 

    Response to Request for Additional Information 

   Dates Received: July 30, 1999 to February 1999 

 

 Plans:   Raytheon Engineers and Constructors 

 

           Site Plan 

           Drawing No: 42715.081B-SK2000 

 

   Elevation Looking North 

   Drawing No: 42715.081B-SK2002 

 

   Elevation Looking East 

   Drawing No: 42715.081B-SK2003 

 

   SCR Flow and Instrumentation Control 

   Drawing No.: AIG-1 

 

   P&ID HRSG Systems Exhaust Gas 

   Drawing No.: MD73041 
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ATTACHMENT LIST 
 

List of hardcopy cc's: 
 

Representative Paul Haley 

Chairman, Ways and Means 

State House - Room 243 

Boston, MA 02133 

 

Representative Ronald Mariano 

State House - Room 254 

Boston, MA 02133 

 

James McGowan 

Sithe Mystic Development, LLC 

529 Main Street, Suite 605 

Charlestown, MA 02129 

 

Dale T. Raczynski, P. E. 

Epsilon Associates, Inc. 

150 Main Street P.O. Box 700 

Maynard, MA 01754 

 

David Soule 

Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

60 Temple Place 

Boston, MA 02111 

 

Ida Gagnon 

U.S. EPA Region I - Air Permits 

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (CAP) 

Boston, MA 02114-2023 

 

MEPA 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

 

Mayor David Madden 

Weymouth Town Hall 

75 Middle Street 

Weymouth, MA 02189 

 

James F. Clarke Jr., Planning Director 

Weymouth Planning and Economic Development 

75 Middle Street Weymouth, MA 02189 

 

Weymouth Board of Health 

75 Middle Street 

Weymouth, MA 02189 
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Weymouth Fire Headquarters 

636 Broad Street 

Weymouth, MA 02189 

 

Joseph Mazzotta 

Weymouth Dept. of Public Works 

120 Winter Street 

Weymouth, MA 02188 

 

Mr. Gregory Hargadon, Chairman 

Weymouth Edgar Station Reactivation and Review Commission 

72 Veronica Lane 

Weymouth, MA 02189 

 

Mayor James A. Sheets 

City of Quincy 

1305 Hancock Street 

Quincy, MA 02169 

 

Attn: Planning Director 

Quincy Planning and Economic Development 

1305 Hancock Street 

Quincy, MA 02169 

  

Quincy Board of Health 

1305 Hancock Street 

Quincy, MA 02169 

 

Quincy Fire Headquarters 

26 Quincy Avenue 

Quincy, MA 02169 

 

Attn: Chairman 

Braintree Board of Selectman 

Braintree Town Hall 

One JFK Memorial Drive 

Braintree, MA 02184 

 

Mr. Allan Weinberg 

Planning & Conversation Department 

Braintree Town Hall 

One JFK Memorial Drive 

Braintree, MA 02184 

 

Marc Altobelli, DEP/NERO 

Thomas Parks, DEP/NERO 

Maureen Hancock, DEP/NERO 

 
List of electronic cc's: 
Lealdon Langley, DEP/BOSTON 

Bob Donaldson, DEP/BOSTON 

Phil Weinberg, DEP/BOSTON 
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Nancy Seidman, DEP/BOSTON 

Don Squires, DEP/BOSTON 

Sharon Weber, DEP/LAWRENCE 

James Belsky, DEP/NERO 

Ed Braczyk, DEP/NERO 

Tom Parks, DEP/NERO 

Maureen Hancock, DEP/NERO 

Heidi O'Brien, DEP/NERO 

John Winkler, DEP/SERO 

Craig Goff, DEP/WERO 

Thomas Cusson, DEP/CERO 

John Kronopolus, DEP/CERO 

Bill DiLibero, DEP/CERO (for DEP website) 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 27 



  Combustion equipment form date 12/3/1999 

Section II:  Non-AQMD LAER/BACT Determinations 

Application No.:  MBR-99-COM-012 

Equipment Category – Gas Turbine 
 

1. GENERAL INFORMATION  DATE:
   4/12/2000 

A. MANUFACTURER:
   Mitsubishi Heavy Industries (MHI) 

B. TYPE:
   combustion turbine generators C. MODEL:

   501G 
D. STYLE:

         
E. APPLICABLE AQMD REGULATION XI RULES:

         
F. COST:

   $       (     ) 
SOURCE OF COST DATA:

     

G. OPERATING SCHEDULE:
 24  HRS/DAY 7  DAYS/WK 52  WKS/YR 

 

2. EQUIPMENT INFORMATION  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 

A. FUNCTION:
   The new combined cycle electric generating facility will consist of two main 

power blocks each generating 775 MW of electric power.  Each power block consists of 

two combustion turbine generators (CTG), two heat recovery steam generators (HRSG), 

and one steam turbine generator (STG).  Each CTG will have a nominal generating capacity 

of 250 MW.  Each STG will have a nominal generating capacity of 275 MW 

B. MAXIMUM HEAT INPUT:
    

 MHI 501G gas turbine = 2,676 

MMbtu/hour at -12 degrees F ambient 

(each) 

 Supplementary fired HRSG = 279 

MMbtu/hour at -12 degrees F ambient 

(each) 

C. MAXIMUM THROUGHPUT:
         

D. BURNER INFORMATION: NO.:
        

 TYPE:
   dry low-NOx combustors 

E. PRIMARY FUEL:
   natural gas F. OTHER FUEL:

   NONE 
G. OPERATING CONDITIONS:

         
 

3. COMPANY INFORMATION  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 

A. NAME:
   Sithe Mystic Development LLC 

B. ADDRESS:
   39 Rover Street 

CITY:
   Everett 

STATE:
   MA 

ZIP:
   02129 

C. CONTACT PERSON:
   James McGowan D. PHONE NO.:

         
 

4. PERMIT INFORMATION  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 

A. AGENCY:
   `Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection' 

B. APPLICATION TYPE:   
new construction 

C. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON:
   Cosmo Buttaro D. PHONE NO.:

   (978) 661-7668 



 2 of 4  
  Combustion equipment form date 12/3/1999 

4. PERMIT INFORMATION  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 

E. PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT INFORMATION: P/C NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 ISSUANCE DATE:
   

1/25/2000   
CHECK IF NO P/C 

F. START-UP DATE:
 early 2002 

G. PERMIT TO OPERATE INFORMATION: P/O NO.:
        

 ISSUANCE DATE:
         

 

5. EMISSION INFORMATION  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 

A. PERMIT 
A1. PERMIT LIMIT:

    

 Short term emission limits for the gas turbines: 

NOx =< 21.7 lbs/hr, 0.0074 lbs/MMbtu, 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 

 CO =< 13.2 lbs/hr, 0.0045 lbs/MMbtu, 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 

 VOC (unfired) =< 3.8 lbs/hr, 0.0013 lbs/MMbtu, 1.0 ppmvd as methane@ 15% O2 

 VOC (duct fired) =< 6.4 lbs/hr, 0.0022 lbs/MMbtu, 1.7 ppmvd as methane@ 15% O2 

 SO2 =< 8.6 lbs/hr, 0.0029 lbs/MMbtu 

 PM/PM10 =< 32.5 lbs/hr, 0.011 lbs/MMbtu 

 NH3 =< 8.0 lbs/hr, 0.0027 lbs/MMbtu, 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 

 Notes: 

 1. Emission limits are one-hour block averages and do not apply during start-up/shutdown 

and equipment cleaning.  Start-ups shall not last longer than 3 hours. 

 2. The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection and the applicant have 

entered into a memorandom of understanding (MOU) concerning the use of zero ammonia 

technology (ZAT) for the control of nitrogen oxides.  For the first five years of operation of 

the facility, there shall be an interim emission rate for ammonia of 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 

one-hour block average.  Pursuant to the MOU, the emission rate for ammonia after the first 

five years of operation shall be zero unless the interim 2.0 ppmvd ammonia limit is 

extended by the Department.  During the five year period it will be determined whether a 

ZAT must be installed at the facility.  The determination will be based on the availability, 

reliability, and comparable costs of the zero ammonia technologies.  The MOU provides the 

methodology for making the determination. 
 

A2. BACT/LAER DETERMINATION:
   LAER is required for the VOC emissions and BACT is required for 

the NOx emissions.  For this application (for NOx emissions), LAER and BACT 

requirements are the same.  The above permit limits for VOC and NOx comply with LAER 

and BACT requirements, respectively.  The other criteria air pollutants are subject to PSD 

review.
 

B. CONTROL TECHNOLOGY 

B1. MANUFACTURER/SUPPLIER:
   To be determined 

 

B2. TYPE:
   Selective Catalytic Reduction and Oxidation Catalyst

 

B3. DESCRIPTION: 
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5. EMISSION INFORMATION  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012

 

B4. CONTROL EQUIPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION DATA: P/C NO.:
        

 ISSUANCE DATE:
         

  P/O NO.:
        

 ISSUANCE DATE:
         

B5. WASTE AIR FLOW TO CONTROL EQUIPMENT:
 

FLOW RATE:
         

ACTUAL CONTAMINANT LOADING:
         

BLOWER HP:
          HP

 

B6. WARRANTY:
        

 

B7. PRIMARY POLLUTANTS:
   NOx, CO, VOC, PM10, SOx

 

B8. SECONDARY POLLUTANTS:
   ammonia (particulate precursor)

 

B9. SPACE REQUIREMENT:
        

 

B10. LIMITATIONS:
        

 

B11. LOCATION OF PRIOR DEMONSTRATION & AGENCY:
 

FACILITY:
   Sunlaw Cogeneration Partners I Federal Cold Storage Cogeneration Facility 

CONTACT PERSON:
   Ted Guth 

PHONE NO.:
   (619) 670-3157 

AGENCY:
   SCAQMD 

ADDRESS:
   21865 E. Copley Drive 

CONTACT PERSON:
   Chris Perri 

PHONE NO.:
   (909) 396-2696

 

B12. OPERATING HISTORY:
        

 

B13. SOURCE TEST/PERFORMANCE DATA ANALYSIS:
 

DATE OF SOURCE TEST:
         

CAPTURE EFFICIENCY:
         

DESTRUCTION EFFICIENCY:
         

OVERALL EFFICEINCY:
         

PERFORMANCE DATA:
        

 

B14. SOURCE TEST CONDITIONS/PERFORMANCE DATA:
   The applicant will conduct initial compliance tests (for 

NOx, CO, VOC, NH3, and PM10/opacity) within 180 days after initial start up of the 

proposed facility.  Testing will be conducted at four representative steady state loads (but 

not less than 75% of rated base load), except for PM10 which will be tested at 100% of 

rated base load only.
 

C. COST 
C1. CONTROL EQUIPMENT COST: 

 
CHECK IF INSTALLATION COST IS INCLUDED IN CAPITAL COST 

CAPITAL:
   $      

INSTALLATION:
   $       (1999) 

SOURCE OF COST DATA:
    

 

C2. ANNUAL OPERATIONAL/MAINTENANCE COST:
    $       (1999) 

SOURCE OF COST DATA:
    

 

D. DEMONSTRATION OF COMPLIANCE 
D1. STAFF PERMFORMING FIELD EVALUATION: 

ENGINEER'S NAME:
         

INSPECTOR'S NAME:
         

DATE:
        

 

D2. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION:
        

 

D3. VARIANCE: NO. OF VARIANCES:
         

DATES:
         

CAUSES:
        

 

D4. VIOLATION: NO. OF VIOLATIONS:
         

DATES:
         

CAUSES:
        

 

D5. FREQUENCY OF MAINTENANCE:
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6. COMMENTS  APP. NO.:
   MBR-99-COM-012 

The applicant will install, calibrate, test and operate a data acquisition and handling system, a 

CEMS, and a COMS to measure and record the opacity and the NOx, CO, NH3, and O2 

emissions from the facility.  The applicant will ensure continuous monitoring and compliance 

with PM/PM10 limits using the parametric monitoring methodology developed during the initial 

compliance test.  Detailed record keeping and reporting requirements are included in the permit. 

 




