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Weyman Lee, P.E., Senior Air Quality Engineer 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
939 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA, 94109 
(415) 749-4796  weyman@baaqmd.gov. 
 
 
Comments of Robert Sarvey on the Draft PSD permit for the Russell City Energy 

Center Application Number 15487 
 

 
Dear Mr. Lee, 
 
     Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft PSD permit for the 
Russell City Energy Center Application Number 15487.   The Statement of Basis 
is very confusing since the amended FDOC was issued on June 19, 2007 and 
contradicts many of the values  that are presented in Amended PSD permit 
which was circulated on December 8, 2008 almost 18 months later.   The District 
should reopen the FDOC to reflect the changes that are presented in the 
Amended PSD Permit.  These permits are extremely technical and difficult for the 
public to understand and when different values are presented for the same 
impacts members of the public lose confidence in the District and the EPA 
process.  Furthermore since the amended FDOC was issued several air pollution 
laws including the California NO2 standard have changed.  Compliance with 
these new laws may be demonstrated in the Amended PSD permit but not 
reflected in the Amended FDOC.  
 
 
California NO2 Standard 
 
     Page 159 of the air quality impact analysis demonstrates that the project 
violates the California 1 hour Ambient Air Quality Standard for NO2. The 
California Ambient Air Quality standard for NO2 is 338 ug/m3, while the projects 
impact combined with background is 370 ug/m3 (as shown in table 6 on page 
159).  The California Air Resource Board has promulgated new standards and 
established that deleterious health effects occur when NO2 concentrations 
exceed 338 ug/m3. ( http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/no2-rs/no2-doc.htm)    
Page 92 states that the project does not violate the state 1 hour NO2 standard 
because the projects maximum impacts are 130 ug/m3 and background is 130 
ug/m3.  The statement is unsupported by any analysis in the statement of basis.  
The statement of basis should provide an analysis demonstrating compliance 
with the NO2 standard since the air quality impact analysis contradicts the values 
presented on page 92.  The new NO2 analysis and amended FDOC should be 
recirculated to the public for comment.  
 
Ammonia Transportation  
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   Page 26 of the permit states, “A second potential environmental impact that 
may result from the use of SCR involves ammonia transportation and storage. 
The proposed facility will utilize aqueous ammonia in a 29.4% (by weight) 
solution for SCR ammonia injection, which will be transported to the facility and 
stored onsite in tanks.  The transportation and storage of ammonia presents a 
risk of an ammonia release in the event of a major accident.  This risk will be 
addressed in a number of ways under safety regulations and sound industry 
safety codes and standards, including the implementation of a Risk Management 
Program to prevent and respond to accidental releases.”     
     The project, if allowed to use SCR, can eliminate the impact from 
transportation accidents by utilizing a technology called NOxOUT ULTRA®.   
There are dozens of systems in service, one in Southern California at UC Irvine. 
Most of the UC campuses have decided not to risk bringing ammonia tankers 
through campus or having to offload or store ammonia.   NOxOUT ULTRA is 
being specified for new units at UCSD, University of Texas and Harvard.   The 
NOxOUT ULTRA system requires a tank for the urea. The urea is usually in a 50 
to 32 % solution.   Urea has no vapor pressure and no smell. If it spills, the 
evaporated water will leave behind a pile of crystal salts. There are no hazards to 
labeling or training required for the operator and absolutely no risk to adjacent 
facilities or neighbors.  Like aqueous ammonia, NOxOUT ULTRA needs controls 
to manage the input from the power plant indicating how much reagent the SCR 
requires.  Like aqueous ammonia, the system requires an air blower and heater 
to heat the air. The heated air goes to a decomposition chamber instead of a 
vaporizer. In the decomposition chamber, the urea solution is added. The water 
in the urea solution is vaporized and the additional heat required will then 
decompose the urea to ammonia.  The gas/carrier air is then swept to the AIG 
and to the SCR.  If the urea pump is stopped and air is left in service, the 
chamber is swept clear of ammonia in less than seven seconds.  So in an 
emergency, there is very little, if any, ammonia exposure. Other than the seven 
seconds between the chamber and the AIG, the only exposure is the harmless 
urea.  Since the ammonia will be transported through an environmental Justice 
community, all precautions should be taken since the community already has a 
high number of toxic and hazardous materials stored and transported through it.   
Attachment 1 contains a brochure on the NOxOUT ULTRA system. 
 
Secondary Particulate Formation 
 
    Page 26 of the permits BACT analysis states,  “The Air District also evaluated 
the potential for ammonia slip emissions to form secondary particulate matter 
such as ammonium nitrate.  Because of the complex nature of the chemical 
reactions and dynamics involved in the formation of secondary particulates, it is 
difficult to estimate the amount of secondary particulate matter that will be formed 
from the emission of a given amount of ammonia.  Moreover, the Air District has 
found that the formation of ammonium nitrate in the Bay Area air basin appears 
to be constrained by the amount of nitric acid in the atmosphere and not driven 
by the amount of ammonia in the atmosphere, a condition known as being “nitric 
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limited”.  Where an area is nitric acid limited, emissions of additional ammonia 
will not contribute to secondary particulate matter formation because there is not 
enough nitric acid for it to react with. Therefore, ammonia emissions from the 
SCR system are not expected to contribute significantly to the formation of 
secondary particulate matter.  Any potential for secondary particulate matter 
formation is at most speculative, and would not provide a reason to eliminate 
SCR as a control alternative.”     
     The District has based its conclusion that the project area is nitric limited on a 
BAAQMD Office Memorandum from David Fairly to Tom Perardi and Rob 
DeMandel (footnote 21) ,  “A First Look at NOx/Ammonium Nitrate Tradeoffs, 
dated September 8, 1997.”   The District memorandum outlines two objectives.  
One, whether the Bay Area is ammonia limited,  and two, to what extent reducing 
NOx emissions would reduce ammonium nitrate. Among the findings presented 
in this memorandum, the District staff believes that " San Jose and Livermore are 
not ammonia limited' during wintertime high particulate matter conditions; rather, 
these two areas are nitric acid limited. Other findings stated in the memorandum 
include recognition that the District analyses do not provide solid "footing to do 
planning or to provide guidelines to industry for such tradeoffs [between NOx and 
ammonium nitrate]."  Thus, the District memorandum is very specific to say that 
San Jose and Livermore, not the entire Bay Area air basin or the project location, 
are nitric acid limited, and that no guidelines have been formed to address the 
ammonia induced PM10lPM2.5 problem. This project is located in the Hayward 
area of Alameda County, which is outside of the area where the District has 
made the determination; therefore, the Districts contention that the increase in 
ammonia emissions from this facility would not cause any increase in 
PMlOlPM2.5 emission impacts is not supported by the District memorandum.  
The District needs a site specific study to make such broad conclusions and an 
analysis needs to be conducted not only to evaluate the use of SCR, but also to 
assess environmental impacts of secondary particulate and its effect on the 
deterioration of air quality in the BAAQMD.  The project’s PM 2.5 impacts may be 
much larger than modeled and subject to additional analysis.   
      The District needs to conduct a BACT analysis on the ammonia emission slip 
limit.  Several Projects including the ANP Blackstone Project have 2ppm 
ammonia slip limits, which are designed to prevent additional particulate matter 
formation and limit the transportation of ammonia though the surrounding 
communities.    
  
 
 
 
CO BACT 
 
   The statement of basis concludes that a CO limit of 4ppm over 3 hours is 
BACT.  (Page 32)  This conclusion was determined by analyzing emissions data 
from the Metcalf Energy Center.   The Metcalf Energy Center does not utilize an 
oxidation catalyst for CO emissions, so to base the permit decision on a project 
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that contains no CO abatement device when the proposed Russell City Project 
will have an oxidation catalyst is an inappropriate comparison.  The USEPA, in 
a June 18th 2001  letter to the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control 
District has commented that the BACT limit for gas turbines should be set at 2 
ppm for NOx on an hourly basis while the NH3 slip maintained at 5 ppm. In 
addition, the EPA stated that BACT for CO should be set at 2 ppm on a 3-hour 
rolling average. 
     Several Projects have achieved a lower CO emissions rates in conjunction 
with a 2ppm NOx limit.   One is the Salt River Project in Arizona, which meets a 
2ppm NOx limit and a 2ppm CO limit that has been verified by source testing. 
(http://cfpub1.epa.gov/rblc/cfm/ProcDetl.cfm?facnum=25662&procnum=102130)    
The Las Vegas Cogeneration facility has a 2ppm NOx limit and a 2ppm CO limit.  
(http://cfpub1.epa.gov/rblc/cfm/ProcDetl.cfm?facnum=26002&Procnum=103714)    
Based on available information, the district should choose a 2ppm CO limit for 
this project to comply with BACT.   
 
 
Start up and Shutdown Emission Limits 
 
   The district reports on page 41 of the permit that the Palomar Project has 
reduced NOx start up emissions by introducing ammonia earlier in the start up 
cycle and using the OP-Flex system.   “By taking these steps, the facility was 
able to optimize its operating procedures and bring down its startup emissions. 
The facility has reported encouraging results from the first few months of 
operating with these new techniques.” 
    The district then eliminates the technology because only one quarterly report 
from the quarterly variance reports to the SDPCD is available on the success of 
the new technology.   “It is not possible, however, to determine based on this 
limited data what reductions, if any, are attributable to OpFlex and what 
reductions are attributable to the operational changes the facility was able to 
make for its specific turbines. Moreover, the facility has operated only for a 
relatively limited period of time with these enhancements, and so it is difficult to 
determine from the limited data available so far what improvements can reliably 
be achieved throughout the life of the facility.” 
      Included as attachment 2 to these comments are three more Hearing Board 
Variance 4073; Quarterly Reports that were acquired through a public records 
request.    By utilizing earlier ammonia injection and utilizing the OP flex system, 
the Russell City Power Projects start up emissions can be reduced drastically.   It 
must be required as BACT since it has been proved in operation for over a year, 
and it will reduce the project’s potential to violate the new California NO2 
standard and eliminate the deficient daily emission reduction credits needed for 
the facility, as explained below.  
  
 
 
Emissions Reduction Credit shortfall 
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   Table B-12 on page 147 of the statement of basis lists the maximum daily NO 2 
emissions of 1,553 pounds per day.  The permit proposes to only offset 134.6 
tons of NO2 per year or 737.54 pounds per day.  The ERC’s will not provide 
adequate mitigation for the potential 1533 pounds per day of NO2 emitted by the 
project.  The surrendered ERC’s only mitigate 49% of the projects daily NO2 
emissions due to the excessive start up and shut down emissions.  This could 
leave as much as 49% of the projects daily NO2 emissions unmitigated.  On 
days when violations of the ozone standards occur, the project’s emissions would 
contribute to violations of the standard.  
 
 
Previously Used ERC’s 
 
    The ERC’s listed for the Russell City Energy Center have already been 
pledged to another Calpine Project in the BAAQMD.   Certificate Number 687 for 
43.8 tons of POC has already been pledged to offset emission increases for the 
East Altamont Energy Center.  Certificate Number 602 for 41 tons of POC was 
also allocated to the East Altamont Energy Center.  Due to the fact that the 
EAEC was sited on the border of the BAAQMD and the SJVUAPCD  these 
ERC’s were subject to extensive scrutiny by the CEC, the SJVUAPCD, and the 
public, during the siting of the EAEC.  The  transfer of ERC’s should be subject to 
public notice and comment.  
 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
     The BAAQMD now requires a fee for greenhouse gas emissions. 
(http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/climatechange.htm#GHGFee)  The license should 
acknowledge the green house gas fees to be paid to the BAAQMD.   
Greenhouse gas emissions are evaluated based on the natural gas consumption 
of the project.  The ammonia slip will also contribute to greenhouse gas 
emissions from the project and should be included in the evaluation.   The District 
should do a true BACT analysis on greenhouse gases and not just adopt the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) adopted  Emissions Performance 
Standard for the state’s Investor Owned Utilities of 1,100 pounds (or 0.5 metric 
tons) CO2 per megawatt-hour (MW-hr). 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
     The District states on page 65 of the statement of basis,   “Another important 
consideration that the Air District evaluated is environmental justice. The Air 
District is committed to implementing its permit programs in a manner that is fair 
and equitable to all Bay Area residents regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, 
gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location in order to protect 
against the health effects of air pollution.  The Air District has worked to fulfill this 
commitment in the current permitting action.”   
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     Other than issue the public notice in Spanish on its website for comments on 
this permit, the district has done nothing different from any other permitting action 
to evaluate the specific environmental justice impacts of this project on the 
minority community.  The District believes by conducting a health risk 
assessment, which it does for every project or modeling criteria pollutant impacts,   
it has met its environmental justice obligations in the permitting process.  The 
District’s reasoning is that since the modeling they performed meets their 
requirements for the general population, the minority community can’t possibly be 
harmed by the projects emissions.  The very purpose of the environmental justice 
evaluation is to identify the minority population’s health vulnerabilities and 
existing pollution and hazardous materials sources and identify how the project 
affects the minority community, not the general population.   The District 
evaluation falls short of even the basic environmental justice analysis.   
    Poor health and premature death are by no means randomly distributed in 
Alameda County. Low-income communities and communities of color suffer from 
substantially worse health outcomes and die earlier.  Many studies note that 
these differences are not adequately explained by genetics, access to health 
care or risk behaviors, but instead are to a large extent, the result of adverse   
environmental conditions.  The RCEC is sited in a geographic area already 
disproportionately burdened by illness and death.  The presence of a 
disproportionate concentration of persons with asthma, chronic lung disease, 
congestive heart failure, and other chronic conditions that are exacerbated by air  
pollution must factor into the decision of where  to site this power plant; 
especially because these populations affected by the power plant are 
predominately low-income communities of color.  The minorities are not 
distributed throughout the population randomly, but instead are concentrated 
disproportionately in proximity to the proposed Hayward site.  
   In the two zip codes near the site 94544 and 94545 residents have a high 
mortality rate and on average they live five years less than the county- wide 
expectancy rate.  Death rates from air pollution-associated diseases such as 
coronary heart disease, chronic lower respiratory disease, are substantially and 
statistically significantly higher than those for the County,  representing an 
ongoing, excess burden of  mortality.  The rate of death from chronic lower 
respiratory diseases was 43 percent higher and the rate from coronary heart 
disease was 16 percent higher than the County average.  Hospitalizations due to 
air pollution- associated diseases are substantially higher in the two zip codes 
close to the proposed site. From 2003 to 2005 the hospitalization rates for 
coronary heart disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, congestive heart 
failure and asthma in the two zip codes nearest the proposed site, 94544 and 
94545, was statistically significantly higher than Alameda County rates which 
means they do not occur by chance. Specifically, hospitalization rates due to 
coronary heart disease was 60 percent higher; chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease, 20 percent higher; congestive heart failure, 35 percent higher; and 
asthma hospitalization rates 14  percent higher than the County rate.  The fact 
that rates of these illnesses are significantly higher in the proposed plant area 
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than in the rest of the county suggests a level of vulnerability in this population 
that is higher than the rest of the county.   
    A proper Environmental Justice process begins with the demographic 
screening analysis which the CEC staff has performed and concluded that the 
majority of the community surrounding the RCEC is indeed minority.  At that point 
in the analysis the public participation process should have been used to define 
and evaluate environmental justice concerns. Community leaders and community 
stakeholders should have been consulted to identify their concerns.   The District 
should have consulted with the county health agencies to identify existing health 
concerns.  Then the District should have examined the synergistic effects of 
existing pollution that already exists in the community.  In this community there 
are multiple environmental stresses. There is a railroad which passes though the 
area, there are truck terminals and other heavy industries and a sewage 
treatment plant in the affected community.  The District has not identified and 
examined the existing local sources of criteria pollutants and toxic emissions and 
evaluated their impacts in conjunction with the emissions form the RCEC.  
      Environmental Justice Guideline's emphasize the importance of reaching out 
to the community and involving them in the development of the mitigation 
measures and alternatives. A good example of how this process is done is the 
community outreach that was performed by the CCSF in the SFERP proceeding. 
In that proceeding over 20 community meetings were held and the community 
was engaged in deciding appropriate mitigation measures and alternatives. 
Public advocacy groups were consulted and included in the decision making. Air 
Quality Monitoring stations were set up in the community to examine existing air 
quality in the affected community. 
(http://www.energy.ca.qov/sitin~cases/sanfrancisco/documents/applicant/data re 
sponse 1Al2004-07-08 DATA RESPONSE-PDF) 
     The environmental justice argument against the RCEC is made even stronger 
by the fact that the risk assessment model may underestimate the health risk of 
substances that interact synergistically, as pointed out in the risk assessment 
guidelines.  The potential for  multiple and varied air and non-airborne  pollutants 
to act synergistically, rather than  additively as assumed by the risk assessment  
model, requires an analysis of the overall toxic  burden associated with this 
Hayward location.  Low-income, minority populations have historically been 
exposed to a much higher burden of environmental toxicity. The Districts 
Environmental Justice Analysis does not accept the existing ordinate disease nor 
does it adequately measure the health risks associated with potential,  
synergistic interactions among the substances,  profoundly important aspects of 
environmental  justice.  Siting the Russell City Power plant in Hayward will 
disproportionately impact the geographic area, home to a comparatively high,  
non-white population that is already burdened by existing morbidity and mortality 
from diseases associated  with air pollution or other existing environmental 
factors.  It is that burden that must be analyzed to truly determine if the minority 
population near the proposed power plant will be affected.  The district is 
required to address environmental justice issues in the PSD process.  
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Weyman Lee, P.E., Senior Air Quality Engineer 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
939 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA, 94109 
(415) 749-4796  weyman@baaqmd.gov. 
 
 
Comments of Robert Sarvey on the Draft PSD permit for the Russell City Energy 

Center Application Number 15487 
 

 
Dear Mr. Lee, 
 
     Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft PSD permit for the 
Russell City Energy Center Application Number 15487.   The Statement of Basis 
is very confusing since the amended FDOC was issued on June 19, 2007 and 
contradicts many of the values  that are presented in Amended PSD permit 
which was circulated on December 8, 2008 almost 18 months later.   The District 
should reopen the FDOC to reflect the changes that are presented in the 
Amended PSD Permit.  These permits are extremely technical and difficult for the 
public to understand and when different values are presented for the same 
impacts members of the public lose confidence in the District and the EPA 
process.  Furthermore since the amended FDOC was issued several air pollution 
laws including the California NO2 standard have changed.  Compliance with 
these new laws may be demonstrated in the Amended PSD permit but not 
reflected in the Amended FDOC.  
 
 
California NO2 Standard 
 
     Page 159 of the air quality impact analysis demonstrates that the project 
violates the California 1 hour Ambient Air Quality Standard for NO2. The 
California Ambient Air Quality standard for NO2 is 338 ug/m3, while the projects 
impact combined with background is 370 ug/m3 (as shown in table 6 on page 
159).  The California Air Resource Board has promulgated new standards and 
established that deleterious health effects occur when NO2 concentrations 
exceed 338 ug/m3. ( http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/no2-rs/no2-doc.htm)    
Page 92 states that the project does not violate the state 1 hour NO2 standard 
because the projects maximum impacts are 130 ug/m3 and background is 130 
ug/m3.  The statement is unsupported by any analysis in the statement of basis.  
The statement of basis should provide an analysis demonstrating compliance 
with the NO2 standard since the air quality impact analysis contradicts the values 
presented on page 92.  The new NO2 analysis and amended FDOC should be 
recirculated to the public for comment.  
 
Ammonia Transportation  
 



 2

   Page 26 of the permit states, “A second potential environmental impact that 
may result from the use of SCR involves ammonia transportation and storage. 
The proposed facility will utilize aqueous ammonia in a 29.4% (by weight) 
solution for SCR ammonia injection, which will be transported to the facility and 
stored onsite in tanks.  The transportation and storage of ammonia presents a 
risk of an ammonia release in the event of a major accident.  This risk will be 
addressed in a number of ways under safety regulations and sound industry 
safety codes and standards, including the implementation of a Risk Management 
Program to prevent and respond to accidental releases.”     
     The project, if allowed to use SCR, can eliminate the impact from 
transportation accidents by utilizing a technology called NOxOUT ULTRA®.   
There are dozens of systems in service, one in Southern California at UC Irvine. 
Most of the UC campuses have decided not to risk bringing ammonia tankers 
through campus or having to offload or store ammonia.   NOxOUT ULTRA is 
being specified for new units at UCSD, University of Texas and Harvard.   The 
NOxOUT ULTRA system requires a tank for the urea. The urea is usually in a 50 
to 32 % solution.   Urea has no vapor pressure and no smell. If it spills, the 
evaporated water will leave behind a pile of crystal salts. There are no hazards to 
labeling or training required for the operator and absolutely no risk to adjacent 
facilities or neighbors.  Like aqueous ammonia, NOxOUT ULTRA needs controls 
to manage the input from the power plant indicating how much reagent the SCR 
requires.  Like aqueous ammonia, the system requires an air blower and heater 
to heat the air. The heated air goes to a decomposition chamber instead of a 
vaporizer. In the decomposition chamber, the urea solution is added. The water 
in the urea solution is vaporized and the additional heat required will then 
decompose the urea to ammonia.  The gas/carrier air is then swept to the AIG 
and to the SCR.  If the urea pump is stopped and air is left in service, the 
chamber is swept clear of ammonia in less than seven seconds.  So in an 
emergency, there is very little, if any, ammonia exposure. Other than the seven 
seconds between the chamber and the AIG, the only exposure is the harmless 
urea.  Since the ammonia will be transported through an environmental Justice 
community, all precautions should be taken since the community already has a 
high number of toxic and hazardous materials stored and transported through it.   
Attachment 1 contains a brochure on the NOxOUT ULTRA system. 
 
Secondary Particulate Formation 
 
    Page 26 of the permits BACT analysis states,  “The Air District also evaluated 
the potential for ammonia slip emissions to form secondary particulate matter 
such as ammonium nitrate.  Because of the complex nature of the chemical 
reactions and dynamics involved in the formation of secondary particulates, it is 
difficult to estimate the amount of secondary particulate matter that will be formed 
from the emission of a given amount of ammonia.  Moreover, the Air District has 
found that the formation of ammonium nitrate in the Bay Area air basin appears 
to be constrained by the amount of nitric acid in the atmosphere and not driven 
by the amount of ammonia in the atmosphere, a condition known as being “nitric 
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limited”.  Where an area is nitric acid limited, emissions of additional ammonia 
will not contribute to secondary particulate matter formation because there is not 
enough nitric acid for it to react with. Therefore, ammonia emissions from the 
SCR system are not expected to contribute significantly to the formation of 
secondary particulate matter.  Any potential for secondary particulate matter 
formation is at most speculative, and would not provide a reason to eliminate 
SCR as a control alternative.”     
     The District has based its conclusion that the project area is nitric limited on a 
BAAQMD Office Memorandum from David Fairly to Tom Perardi and Rob 
DeMandel (footnote 21) ,  “A First Look at NOx/Ammonium Nitrate Tradeoffs, 
dated September 8, 1997.”   The District memorandum outlines two objectives.  
One, whether the Bay Area is ammonia limited,  and two, to what extent reducing 
NOx emissions would reduce ammonium nitrate. Among the findings presented 
in this memorandum, the District staff believes that " San Jose and Livermore are 
not ammonia limited' during wintertime high particulate matter conditions; rather, 
these two areas are nitric acid limited. Other findings stated in the memorandum 
include recognition that the District analyses do not provide solid "footing to do 
planning or to provide guidelines to industry for such tradeoffs [between NOx and 
ammonium nitrate]."  Thus, the District memorandum is very specific to say that 
San Jose and Livermore, not the entire Bay Area air basin or the project location, 
are nitric acid limited, and that no guidelines have been formed to address the 
ammonia induced PM10lPM2.5 problem. This project is located in the Hayward 
area of Alameda County, which is outside of the area where the District has 
made the determination; therefore, the Districts contention that the increase in 
ammonia emissions from this facility would not cause any increase in 
PMlOlPM2.5 emission impacts is not supported by the District memorandum.  
The District needs a site specific study to make such broad conclusions and an 
analysis needs to be conducted not only to evaluate the use of SCR, but also to 
assess environmental impacts of secondary particulate and its effect on the 
deterioration of air quality in the BAAQMD.  The project’s PM 2.5 impacts may be 
much larger than modeled and subject to additional analysis.   
      The District needs to conduct a BACT analysis on the ammonia emission slip 
limit.  Several Projects including the ANP Blackstone Project have 2ppm 
ammonia slip limits, which are designed to prevent additional particulate matter 
formation and limit the transportation of ammonia though the surrounding 
communities.    
  
 
 
 
CO BACT 
 
   The statement of basis concludes that a CO limit of 4ppm over 3 hours is 
BACT.  (Page 32)  This conclusion was determined by analyzing emissions data 
from the Metcalf Energy Center.   The Metcalf Energy Center does not utilize an 
oxidation catalyst for CO emissions, so to base the permit decision on a project 
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that contains no CO abatement device when the proposed Russell City Project 
will have an oxidation catalyst is an inappropriate comparison.  The USEPA, in 
a June 18th 2001  letter to the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control 
District has commented that the BACT limit for gas turbines should be set at 2 
ppm for NOx on an hourly basis while the NH3 slip maintained at 5 ppm. In 
addition, the EPA stated that BACT for CO should be set at 2 ppm on a 3-hour 
rolling average. 
     Several Projects have achieved a lower CO emissions rates in conjunction 
with a 2ppm NOx limit.   One is the Salt River Project in Arizona, which meets a 
2ppm NOx limit and a 2ppm CO limit that has been verified by source testing. 
(http://cfpub1.epa.gov/rblc/cfm/ProcDetl.cfm?facnum=25662&procnum=102130)    
The Las Vegas Cogeneration facility has a 2ppm NOx limit and a 2ppm CO limit.  
(http://cfpub1.epa.gov/rblc/cfm/ProcDetl.cfm?facnum=26002&Procnum=103714)    
Based on available information, the district should choose a 2ppm CO limit for 
this project to comply with BACT.   
 
 
Start up and Shutdown Emission Limits 
 
   The district reports on page 41 of the permit that the Palomar Project has 
reduced NOx start up emissions by introducing ammonia earlier in the start up 
cycle and using the OP-Flex system.   “By taking these steps, the facility was 
able to optimize its operating procedures and bring down its startup emissions. 
The facility has reported encouraging results from the first few months of 
operating with these new techniques.” 
    The district then eliminates the technology because only one quarterly report 
from the quarterly variance reports to the SDPCD is available on the success of 
the new technology.   “It is not possible, however, to determine based on this 
limited data what reductions, if any, are attributable to OpFlex and what 
reductions are attributable to the operational changes the facility was able to 
make for its specific turbines. Moreover, the facility has operated only for a 
relatively limited period of time with these enhancements, and so it is difficult to 
determine from the limited data available so far what improvements can reliably 
be achieved throughout the life of the facility.” 
      Included as attachment 2 to these comments are three more Hearing Board 
Variance 4073; Quarterly Reports that were acquired through a public records 
request.    By utilizing earlier ammonia injection and utilizing the OP flex system, 
the Russell City Power Projects start up emissions can be reduced drastically.   It 
must be required as BACT since it has been proved in operation for over a year, 
and it will reduce the project’s potential to violate the new California NO2 
standard and eliminate the deficient daily emission reduction credits needed for 
the facility, as explained below.  
  
 
 
Emissions Reduction Credit shortfall 
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   Table B-12 on page 147 of the statement of basis lists the maximum daily NO 2 
emissions of 1,553 pounds per day.  The permit proposes to only offset 134.6 
tons of NO2 per year or 737.54 pounds per day.  The ERC’s will not provide 
adequate mitigation for the potential 1533 pounds per day of NO2 emitted by the 
project.  The surrendered ERC’s only mitigate 49% of the projects daily NO2 
emissions due to the excessive start up and shut down emissions.  This could 
leave as much as 49% of the projects daily NO2 emissions unmitigated.  On 
days when violations of the ozone standards occur, the project’s emissions would 
contribute to violations of the standard.  
 
 
Previously Used ERC’s 
 
    The ERC’s listed for the Russell City Energy Center have already been 
pledged to another Calpine Project in the BAAQMD.   Certificate Number 687 for 
43.8 tons of POC has already been pledged to offset emission increases for the 
East Altamont Energy Center.  Certificate Number 602 for 41 tons of POC was 
also allocated to the East Altamont Energy Center.  Due to the fact that the 
EAEC was sited on the border of the BAAQMD and the SJVUAPCD  these 
ERC’s were subject to extensive scrutiny by the CEC, the SJVUAPCD, and the 
public, during the siting of the EAEC.  The  transfer of ERC’s should be subject to 
public notice and comment.  
 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
     The BAAQMD now requires a fee for greenhouse gas emissions. 
(http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/climatechange.htm#GHGFee)  The license should 
acknowledge the green house gas fees to be paid to the BAAQMD.   
Greenhouse gas emissions are evaluated based on the natural gas consumption 
of the project.  The ammonia slip will also contribute to greenhouse gas 
emissions from the project and should be included in the evaluation.   The District 
should do a true BACT analysis on greenhouse gases and not just adopt the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) adopted  Emissions Performance 
Standard for the state’s Investor Owned Utilities of 1,100 pounds (or 0.5 metric 
tons) CO2 per megawatt-hour (MW-hr). 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
     The District states on page 65 of the statement of basis,   “Another important 
consideration that the Air District evaluated is environmental justice. The Air 
District is committed to implementing its permit programs in a manner that is fair 
and equitable to all Bay Area residents regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, 
gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location in order to protect 
against the health effects of air pollution.  The Air District has worked to fulfill this 
commitment in the current permitting action.”   
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     Other than issue the public notice in Spanish on its website for comments on 
this permit, the district has done nothing different from any other permitting action 
to evaluate the specific environmental justice impacts of this project on the 
minority community.  The District believes by conducting a health risk 
assessment, which it does for every project or modeling criteria pollutant impacts,   
it has met its environmental justice obligations in the permitting process.  The 
District’s reasoning is that since the modeling they performed meets their 
requirements for the general population, the minority community can’t possibly be 
harmed by the projects emissions.  The very purpose of the environmental justice 
evaluation is to identify the minority population’s health vulnerabilities and 
existing pollution and hazardous materials sources and identify how the project 
affects the minority community, not the general population.   The District 
evaluation falls short of even the basic environmental justice analysis.   
    Poor health and premature death are by no means randomly distributed in 
Alameda County. Low-income communities and communities of color suffer from 
substantially worse health outcomes and die earlier.  Many studies note that 
these differences are not adequately explained by genetics, access to health 
care or risk behaviors, but instead are to a large extent, the result of adverse   
environmental conditions.  The RCEC is sited in a geographic area already 
disproportionately burdened by illness and death.  The presence of a 
disproportionate concentration of persons with asthma, chronic lung disease, 
congestive heart failure, and other chronic conditions that are exacerbated by air  
pollution must factor into the decision of where  to site this power plant; 
especially because these populations affected by the power plant are 
predominately low-income communities of color.  The minorities are not 
distributed throughout the population randomly, but instead are concentrated 
disproportionately in proximity to the proposed Hayward site.  
   In the two zip codes near the site 94544 and 94545 residents have a high 
mortality rate and on average they live five years less than the county- wide 
expectancy rate.  Death rates from air pollution-associated diseases such as 
coronary heart disease, chronic lower respiratory disease, are substantially and 
statistically significantly higher than those for the County,  representing an 
ongoing, excess burden of  mortality.  The rate of death from chronic lower 
respiratory diseases was 43 percent higher and the rate from coronary heart 
disease was 16 percent higher than the County average.  Hospitalizations due to 
air pollution- associated diseases are substantially higher in the two zip codes 
close to the proposed site. From 2003 to 2005 the hospitalization rates for 
coronary heart disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, congestive heart 
failure and asthma in the two zip codes nearest the proposed site, 94544 and 
94545, was statistically significantly higher than Alameda County rates which 
means they do not occur by chance. Specifically, hospitalization rates due to 
coronary heart disease was 60 percent higher; chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease, 20 percent higher; congestive heart failure, 35 percent higher; and 
asthma hospitalization rates 14  percent higher than the County rate.  The fact 
that rates of these illnesses are significantly higher in the proposed plant area 
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than in the rest of the county suggests a level of vulnerability in this population 
that is higher than the rest of the county.   
    A proper Environmental Justice process begins with the demographic 
screening analysis which the CEC staff has performed and concluded that the 
majority of the community surrounding the RCEC is indeed minority.  At that point 
in the analysis the public participation process should have been used to define 
and evaluate environmental justice concerns. Community leaders and community 
stakeholders should have been consulted to identify their concerns.   The District 
should have consulted with the county health agencies to identify existing health 
concerns.  Then the District should have examined the synergistic effects of 
existing pollution that already exists in the community.  In this community there 
are multiple environmental stresses. There is a railroad which passes though the 
area, there are truck terminals and other heavy industries and a sewage 
treatment plant in the affected community.  The District has not identified and 
examined the existing local sources of criteria pollutants and toxic emissions and 
evaluated their impacts in conjunction with the emissions form the RCEC.  
      Environmental Justice Guideline's emphasize the importance of reaching out 
to the community and involving them in the development of the mitigation 
measures and alternatives. A good example of how this process is done is the 
community outreach that was performed by the CCSF in the SFERP proceeding. 
In that proceeding over 20 community meetings were held and the community 
was engaged in deciding appropriate mitigation measures and alternatives. 
Public advocacy groups were consulted and included in the decision making. Air 
Quality Monitoring stations were set up in the community to examine existing air 
quality in the affected community. 
(http://www.energy.ca.qov/sitin~cases/sanfrancisco/documents/applicant/data re 
sponse 1Al2004-07-08 DATA RESPONSE-PDF) 
     The environmental justice argument against the RCEC is made even stronger 
by the fact that the risk assessment model may underestimate the health risk of 
substances that interact synergistically, as pointed out in the risk assessment 
guidelines.  The potential for  multiple and varied air and non-airborne  pollutants 
to act synergistically, rather than  additively as assumed by the risk assessment  
model, requires an analysis of the overall toxic  burden associated with this 
Hayward location.  Low-income, minority populations have historically been 
exposed to a much higher burden of environmental toxicity. The Districts 
Environmental Justice Analysis does not accept the existing ordinate disease nor 
does it adequately measure the health risks associated with potential,  
synergistic interactions among the substances,  profoundly important aspects of 
environmental  justice.  Siting the Russell City Power plant in Hayward will 
disproportionately impact the geographic area, home to a comparatively high,  
non-white population that is already burdened by existing morbidity and mortality 
from diseases associated  with air pollution or other existing environmental 
factors.  It is that burden that must be analyzed to truly determine if the minority 
population near the proposed power plant will be affected.  The district is 
required to address environmental justice issues in the PSD process.  
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http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/ej/ej_permitting_authorities_m
emo_120100.pdf   
     The 1998 EPA guidelines require Agencies to consider a wide range of 
demographic, geographic, economic, human health and risk factors.   One of the 
three most important factors identified in the 1998 EPA guidelines is “whether 
communities currently suffer or have historically suffered from environmental 
health risks and hazards.”   The 1998 EPA Guidelines require the agencies 
conducting an Environmental Justice Analysis to define the sensitive receptor 
analysis to the actual unique circumstances affecting the minority community not 
a generic definition of sensitive receptor that was utilized by the District and the 
CEC.  
 
 
Soils and Vegetation Analysis Nitrogen Deposition 
 
     Nitrogen deposition consists of the input of reactive nitrogen species from the 
atmosphere to the biosphere. Pollutants that contribute to nitrogen deposition 
derive mainly from nitrogen oxides and ammonia emissions, which the RCEC  
would emit during normal operation. Emissions of NOx and ammonia contribute 
to nitric acid deposition that occurs via precipitation and fog and in dry deposition 
as well. Acute exposures to ammonia can adversely affect plant growth and 
productivity, resistance to drought and frost, responses to insect pests and 
pathogens, mycorrhizal and other beneficial root associations, and inter-specific 
competition and biodiversity in sensitive plant communities.  Of particular 
concern for the RCEC  project is the effect on serpentine soil plant communities, 
which are know to be particularly sensitive to nitrogen deposition. Serpentine 
soils in the San Francisco Bay Area support native grassland plant communities 
that can provide habitat for rare and endemic species.  Nonnative annual grasses 
have invaded most grassland communities in California, but highly specialized 
plant species that are adapted to nutrient-poor serpentinitic soils can thrive in 
soils that are deficient in nitrogen, potassium, phosphorus, and other nutrients 
due to a competitive advantage over the faster growing non-native annual 
species. The competitive advantage of these specialized plant species can be 
lost when nitrogen deposition from air pollution fertilizes serpentine plant 
communities and nitrogen ceases to be a limiting nutrient for plant growth. 
Increased nitrogen levels often allow non-native annual grasses to out-compete 
the native species. 
     The nearest serpentine plant community to the project area is Fairmont Ridge 
in Lake Chabot Regional Park, approximately four miles northeast of the RCEC. 
Fairmont Ridge is located in the East Bay Hills adjacent to Lake Chabot. The 
California Native Grasslands Association identifies this area as a Purple 
Needlegrass Grassland community, and is noted as an area of serpentine soil in 
the USFWS’s 1998 Recovery Plan for Serpentine Soil Species of the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 
     The BAAQMD and the CEC have failed to analyze the projects nitrogen 
deposition impacts on serpentine soil plant communities in the Bay Area.   
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