GCH2M HILL

3 Hutton Centre Drive
0 H2MHILL oue 200
——, c . . . Santa Ana, CA

92707

February 15, 2007 Tel 714.429.2000
Fax 714.429,2050

Mr. Bill Pfanner

Project Manager D 0 C K ET

Systems Assessment and Facility Siting Division
California Energy Commission MQ‘Q
1516 9t Street, MS 15 DATE fe8 15 2w

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

RECD FEB 1 5 2007
|
Subject:  LSP South Bay, LLC - South Bay Replacement Project AFC (06-AFC-3):
Docketing of February 14, 2007 Letter to the San Diego Air Pollution Control
District regarding the air dispersion remodeling results

Dear Mr. Pfanner:

On behalf of LSP South Bay, LLC, please find enclosed 12 copies and one original of copy of
the February 14, 2007 letter from Sierra Research to the San Diego Air Pollution Control
District regarding the results of the air dispersion remodeling requested by the APCD. For
docketing purpose, also find attached the Proof of Service declaration.

We will coordinate this submittal with the Commission’s Docket Unit.

LSP South Bay, LLC appreciates the continued opportunity to work with CEC staff on this
important project.

Sincerely,
CH2M HILL

%5( Robeéc. Mason@%f#w@

Project Director

Attachments

cc: Docket Unit - California Energy Commission
Kevin Johnson, LSP South Bay, LLC

E0720030233C0O CEC DOCKET LTR AIR DISPERSION REMODELING.DOCY 032120007
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sierra
research

February 14, 2007

1801 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Tel: (916) 444-6666
Fax: (916} 444-8373

Camqui Nguyen and Ann Arbor, M
. Tel: {734) 761-6666
Ralph DeSiena Fax: (734) 761-6755

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
10124 Old Grove Road
San Diego, CA 92131-1649

Subject: Air Dispersion Remodeling Results, South Bay Replacement Project
Chula Vista, California

Dear Ms. Nguyen and Mr. DeSiena:

On behalf of LSP South Bay, LLC, this letter transmits the results of the updated air
dispersion modeling requested by the District.

We have organized the responses to the District’s requests for air dispersion modeling
into the following two attachments:

e Attachment APCD 1: Revised Project Modeling Based on Chula Vista
Meteorological Data; and

o Attachment APCD 2: New Modeling of SBRP Startup Emissions.
LSP South Bay, LLC’s response to the air dispersion modeling requests from the

California Energy Commission is also enclosed. That transmittal includes the following
groups of responses to four sets of data requests:

e Data Requests 21-24: New Modeling of Combined SBRP Commissioning
plus SBPP Normal Operation;

o Data Requests 25-27: New Modeling of Combined SBRP Operation plus
Demolition of SBPP;

e Data Request 33; Cumulative Air Quality lmpact Analysis Modeling for
SBRP AFC; and

o Data Request 77: Revised Modeling of Public Health Risk Assessment.



Camqui Nguyen and Ralph DeSienna -2- February 14, 2007

We look forward to continuing to work with you. If you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to call me at (916) 444-6666.

itk

ce: Bill Pfanner, CEC
Kevin Johnson, LSP South Bay, LLC
Robert Mason, CH2M Hill

Sincerel

Eric G. Walther

Attachments



Attachment APCD 1
Updated Project Modeling Based on Chula Vista Meteorological Data
South Bay Replacement Project

introduction

This attachment contains the results of the June 30, 2006 South Bay Replacement Project
(SBRP) Application for Certification (AFC) modeling analysts, updated using a newly
available meteorological data set for Chula Vista, provided by the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (SDAPCD, or District).

Specific Contents

¢ AFC tables with tracking of changes resulting from remodeling

e Supplemental table demonstrating that PSD and Class [ impact analyses continue
to not be needed

¢ Compact disc containing the AERMOD input and output files



TABLE 8.1-27 {UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEOROLOGICAL DATA)
AIR QUALITY MODELING RESULTS

Modeled Maximum Concentrations (ug/m®)

Inversion
Averaging Nornf!al Bre_aku_p Sho_relipe
Pollutant Time Operations Startup Fumigation Fumigation
AERMOD AERMOD SCREEN3 SCREEN3
NOz 1-hour 248.0 130 6.8 447
Annual 0.75 a [ c
S0, 1-hour 11.5 b 2.0 13.0°
3-hour 57 b 16 6.6°
24-hour 2.14 b 0.66 093°
Annual 0.10 b c [
CcO 1-hour 36.9 2714 4.2 27.2°
8-hour 11.1 1,184 2.5 55°¢
PM; s/PM;g 24-hour 43 b 1.4 2.0°
Annual 0.66 b c c

a. Not applicable, because slartup emissions are included in the madeling for annual average.

b. Nol applicable, because emissions are not elevated above normal operation levels during startup.

c. Nol applicable, because inversion breakup is a short-term phenomenon and as such is evaluated only for shori-term
averaging periods.

d. Decreased from June 30, 2006 submittal becauvse of small upward correction in exhaust flow rate.

e. Decreased from June 30, 2006 submitial because updated BACT CO level decreased from 4 to 2 ppmc.

Note: The underlined numbers are updated values.

TABLE 8.1-28 {UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEOROLOGICAL
DATA)

MODELED IMPACTS DURING COMMISSIONING

Pollutant/Averaging Period Modeled Concentration, pglm°
NO; - 1-hour 1898
CO - 1-hour 2,714
CO - 8-hour 1,266

Note: The underlined numbers are updated values.




TABLE 8.1-29 (UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEOROLOGICAL DATA)
MAXIMUM BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS, CHULA VISTA, 2003-2005 (pg/md)

Pollutant Averaging Time 2003 2004 2005

NO, 1-hour 192.0° 1355 133.6
Annual 339 30.1 301

1-hour 788 110.0 41.9

50, 3-hour 55.0 55.0 2386
24-hour 288 419 131
Annual 10.5 79 7.9

1-hour 8,625 4,875 3,500

co 8-hour 3,778 2,778 2,333
PMio 24-hour 78 45 52
Annual 27.6 26.5 27

24-hour 39.2°° 30.7 30.2

PM, Annual 14.4 12.2 118

National 3-Year

Average ° 14 13 12

Source: California Air Quality Data, California Air Resources Board websile; EPA AIRData website. Reperted
values have been rounded to the nearest tenth of a pg/m’ except for PM;o which were already rounded o the
nearest integer.

Noles:

a. Bolded values are the highest during the three years and are used to represent background concentrations.
b. 24-hour average PM, s concentrations shown are 98" percentile values rather than highest values because
compliance with the ambient air qualily standards is based on 98" percentile readings.

c. As discussed in Section 8.1.3.6, Table 8.1-7, a concentration of 239 g/m® was recorded at the Chula Vista
monitoring station during the firestorms of October 2003. This value is considered anomalous, and the District's
reporled value of 39.2 pg/m? is used to represent the background 24-hour concenlration of PMzs.

d. To attain the annual PM; s NAAQS | the 3-yvear average of the weighted annual mean PM, - concentrations
from single or multiple community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 pa/m®.

Note: The underlined numbers are updated values.




TABLE 8.1-3¢ (UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEOROLOGICAL DATA)
MCDELED MAXIMUM IMPACTS

Total State Federal
Averaging Maximum Facility Background® Impact Standard Standard
Pollutant Time Impact (pg/m’) (pg/m®) (ng/m?) (ug/m?) (rg/m?)
NO; 1-hour® 248 192.0 440 470 -
Annual 0.75 33.9 35 - 100
S0; 1-hour 11.5 110.0 122 650 -
3-hour 57 55.0 81 - 1300
24-hour 2.2 419 44 109 365
Annual 0.11 105 10.6 - 80
CO 1-hour 2714 8625 11,339 23,000 40,000
8-hour 1,184 3,778 4,962 10,000 10,000
PMig 24-hour 4.3 78 82 50 150
Annual 0.66 27.6 28 20 -
PM; 5 24-hour 4.3 392 44 - 35
Annual 0.66 14 14.7 12 15

a. Background monitoring data includes the contribution, if any, from the South Bay Power Plant.
b, Maximum one-hour NO; impact shown occurs only during simullanecus operation of two turhines along with the fire

pump engine. Maximum impact during routine turbine operation will be approximalely 23 pg/im®,

Note: The underlined numbers are updated values,




TABLE 8.1-31 (UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEOROLOGICAL DATA}

COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM MODELED IMPACTS AND PSD SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVELS
Significant Maximum Exceed
Impact Level, Modeled Impact Significant
Pollutant Averaging Time pg/im® for SBRP, pg/m’ Impact Level?
NO, Annual 1 0.75 No
S0O; 3-hour 25 8.7 No
24-Hour 5 2.2 No
Annual 1 0.1 No
CO 1-Hour 2000 2,714 Yes
8-Hour 500 1,184 Yes
PM,q 24-Hour 5] 4.3 No
Annual 1 0.66 No

Note: The underlined numbers are updated values.

TABLE 8.4-32 {UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEOROLOGICAL DATA)
POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS FROM THE OPERATION OF SBRP

Significance

Thresholds SBRP Significant?
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk 10 13 No
{MICR) at Point of Maximum Impacl in one million in one million
MICR to Maximally-Exposed 10 0.58 No
individual (Resident) {(MEY) in one million in one million
MICR to Maximally-Exposed Worker 10 0.96 No
(Offsite) (MEW)? in one million in one million
Acute Inhalation Heallth Hazard 10 0.15 No
Index —
Chronic Inhalation Health Hazard 10 0.041 No
Index —_

a. The worker is assumed to be exposed at the work location 8 hours per day, inslead of 24, 245 days per year,

instead of 365, and for 40 years, instead of 70.
Note: The underlined numbers arc updated valucs.




Table 8.1F-4 (UPDATED JANUARY 2007 FOR REMODELING WITH CHULA VISTA METEQROLOGICAL DATA)
Modeled Maximum Onsite Construction Impacts

Maximum
Total Federal
Averaging Impacits BRackground® Impaci State Standard Standard
Pollutant Time (ng/m?) (ng/m) (ng/m*) (pgm®) {pg/m”)
NO-" \-hour 210 192 402 470 -
Annual 43.9 339 78 -- 100
S50- I-hour 14 1o 111 650 -
3-hour 0.8 550 56 -- 1300
24-hour 0.2 419 42 109 365
Annual .06 1.5 11 -- 80
coO I-hour 2281 B.625 10.906 23.000 40.000
8-hour 884 3.778 4.662 H0.000 10,000
PM,, 24-hour 36.2 78 1i4 50 £50
Annual £.4 27.6 36 20 50
PM, ¢ 24-hour 13.1 392 52 - 65
Annual 3.2 14.4 18 12 15
Notes:

a. Background menitoring dala includes the contribution, if any. from the Scuth Bay Power Plant.

b. Ozone limiting method applied for [-hour average. using 1990 O, data. ARM applied for annual average. using national default
0.75 ratio.

c. PM;y,; and PM; s impacts shown are from fugitive dust as well as combustion sources. 24-hour average PM. <'PM,,; impact from
combustion sources only is 5.0 pp/m': annual average impac( from cormbustion sources is 1.4 pg/m’.

Note: The underlined numbers are updated values.

The following text from AFC Appendix 8.1F is rcvised to describe the hcalth nisk of the
construction Diesel exhaust.

F-5.4 Health Risk of Diesel Exhaust

The combustion portion of annual PM;y emissions from Table 8.1F-3 abovc was modeled
separately to determine the annual average Diesel PM  exhaust concentration. This was
used with HARP-derived risk values for Diesel exhaust particulate' for a 70-year lifetime
to determine the potcntial carcinogenic risk from Diesel exhaust during construction.

The exposure was adjusted by a factor of 28/840, or 0.0333, to adjust a 70-year (840
month) lifetime to the 28-month construction exposure pertod.

The maximum modeled annual average concentration of Diesel exhaust PM g at any
location is 1.4 pg/m’. The risk values obtained from HARP range from 4.0x10* (average
point estimate value) to 5.8x10™" (derived OEHHA and high end risk estimates). Using
the range of misk values and adjustment factors described above, the carcinogenic risk due
to exposure to Diesel exhaust during construction activities is expected to be between
approximately 12 and 17 in one million. These risk estimates are conservatively
overstated, in that not all of the demolition cquipment modeled is expected to be
operating at the same time for extended periods.

[t 1s also important to note that these impacts are highly localized near the project site.
As shown in the attached annual average Diesel combustion PM g isopleth diagram

! See Appendix 8.1E in the June 30, 2006 AFC for a discussion of lhe use of the HARP model to derive
cancer risk values.



(Figure 8.1F-3), the area 1 which the risk may excced 1 in one million (Diesel PMy,
impact greater than or cqual to 0.063 ng/m’) barcly extends beyond the facility fence line.
This analysis remains conservative becausc, as discussed above, the modeled PMq
concentrations from construction operations are overpredicted by the ISCST3 model.



Rationale for Adjusting Potential Health Risk of Construction Diesel Exhaust by
the Duration of Construction

The original and updated screentng health risk assessments for the proposcd project have
been prepared in accordance with the AB 2588 “Hot Spots” Program Guidance. As
indicated on ARB’s AB 2588 Air Toxic’s “Hot Spots™ program website

{(http://'www arb.ca.gov/ab2588/ab2588.htm), under the Air Toxics “Hot Spots”
Information and Assessment Act, “*...stationary sources are required to report the types
and quantities of certain substances their facilities routinely release into the air.” The Act
specifically applies (§44320) to .. (a) any facility which manufactures, formulates, uses
or rcleases any of the substances listed pursuant to Section 44321...7 “Facility™ 1s
detined as (§44304) every structure, appurtenance, installation and improvement on
land...” Construction activities arc not stationary sources and are not facilities under this
defimition, and hence, the “Hot Spots™ guidance is not a regulatory requircment for the
asscssment of health risks from construction activities.

The assessment of potential health risks of Diesel particulate matter (DPM) from
construction activitics for the SBRP and other CEC projects 1s undertaken as part of the
general CEQA requirement to assess reasonably foreseeable impacts and not as part of
the Hot Spots program. While these assessments generally follow OEHHA guidance and
use standard OEHHA risk asscssment methodologies, they are not bound by these
methodologies as a matter of regulation.

Standard HRA methodology. as indicated by OEHHA guidance. would not need
adjustment 1f we werc to assume that construction, like “permitted” operation, could
potentially last the same 70 years as the theoretical lifetime of a resident and the
“permitted lifcttime” of the sourcc. However, project construction activities and resulting
emissions of potentially carcinogenic compounds are temporary projects that last a short
time (e.g., 28 months for the construction of the SBRP and 27 months for demolition of
the SBPP and SDG&E switchyard).

When potential cancer risk to workers is evaluated, OEHHA guidance and HARP
software coding explhcitly reduce offsite worker exposure by the factor of 40/70 to
account for the fact that thc worker period of exposure in the vicimity of the emitting
source 1s set at 40 years while the underlying long-term health effects of cancer nsk and
non-cancer chronic health hazard mdex are computed for a 70-ycar resident’s lifetime.
Similarly, OEHHA guidance allows, and HARP software implements, a correction factor
of 49/52 for thc number of weeks in a “worker” year, 5/7 for the number of “worker”
days in a week, and 8/24 for the number of “worker” hours in a day, that the worker may
be prescnt when a source operates all the time for its indefinite hifetime. In this way, the
potential risk from a source is adjusted to reflect the amount of time the receptor is
actually exposed to the emissions from the source.

Instead of adjusting long-tcrm risks for the coincidence of timing that a worker is at the
workplace and exposed to the source’s emissions, construction health nisk assessment
rcquires the analogous adjustment for the period of time that a rcsident 1s exposed to the
construction emissions. For example, 1f the construction period is 28 months (2.33
years), the adjustment of the long-tcrm risks needs to be 2.33/70 for a resident. Without
adjustment for the construction period. the long-tcrm health risks are inappropriately
computed for a “70-year” construction period.



This approach of adjusting 70-year modeled risks to reflect the actual construction period
for this project is consistent with the assessment of cancer risk due to exposure to Dicsel
particulate matter from construction activitics for many simtlar projects over the past
eight years, and neither the CEC, the ARB nor the District 1n which each of these projects
was to be located has previously objected to this approach. We are not aware of any
recent change to OEHHA guidance that would affect the acceptability of this approach.



Figure 8.1F-1

Maximum One-Hour Average NO2 Impacts During Construction Activities
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Figure 8.1F-2

Maximum 24-Hour Average PM10 Impacts During Construction Activities,
All Sources
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Figure 8.1F-3

Maximum Annual Average PM10/PM2.5 Impacts During Constructioh

Activities, Combustion Sources
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Figure 8.1F-4

Maximum Annual Average PM10 Impacts During Construction Activities,
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Figure 8.1F-5

Maximum Annual Average PM2.5 Impacts During Construction Activities,
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The following supplemental table has been developed to show that Prevention of
Significant Deternioration (PSD) and Class | impact analyses continue to not be needed for
the project.



SART UOISKIUD dmIRIS JO 0NELAG UONTIIUIIUOD INOY-| (),) WNWIXEW BIod| pauotiiedold UeNNUSI0D WNWIXEE PIdPow A[1321p 10U 30A T
"1[ns22 fuIapouwn Jy-g A1 0] [ENba PRLINSSE ATIANBAIISUO) [ ]
(et VIS L oo e uaunsn(pe SRrman 1-g 01 A3eae 0)- | Y1 o1 £ 0 2o uaunsilpe afeiaan ag-p7 01 9FRLAL IY-§ o) [0 01 ) £Q TONRIUIUOD NOY-R Wnwnxtw ap Fukjdnynw £q paewmsy of
1224 13d 2000 UTY JI0W PIPIIIXI G ONION 6
PopAIXI 3q A1 0N R
UBESLE DIDWIINIE [eRUlY
Par 9
T661 ‘610 T6-YPST-Vdd

pAsIANY saamog L1ruonng Jojardwy Apend) STy oy Funewnsg 10§ Saunpodold Suruanidg vd4sn (2661 'YdISN) F0 F0 10198] © AQ UONriuaduod dFRIAT IN0Y- [ WRWIXRN a1 FnAdninw Aq paeumsy g
“UGTIEIINIIU0D WAWIXBUL INOY-{7 T JO SISRG 1 U0 SP|oUsaIy) 10edil juesnuiis aip 908 7| -1°0g el 2J VS Mg ‘SpILpURIS INOY-F7 JARY 0T O} O PUESON &
TI-TOZ 1L 10T A1y ‘11 vonerdoy dHdvas €
122001 21 JO ISTIUOV-IICU ST 7 "B SSOWDP[IA, FIQ1L tody ST RME [ S8P| 15T Y], 7
1107 A9RL [70Z 210y 1) uonenday qIdvas
1S010N
on) sed . . B - - B - . B B o
|RIMITU 20 €N, T MOHpT 14
|ant . . » . . = - . B QPO
N g N £l n 9z TNoH-¥E JAUTA
fang sed . . . B N B B . B ~ - ;
RINEIRTGETS S0 otk 3
tany sl 1000 - - - - - - - - -~ R0T-bE A
[FORIEL JOT (N ¢
‘parmhag o iaueng)
s puour ro - - - - - - $'1 e 5 1 - Pl 4
ISd ON [ L ;
pannbag on
oo - - - - - - - i - mojy | S
panmha
o0 Jwonnmn - - - - - - StL 1% ] (CDIOAT RE noH-] 0
(J%d ON
0N - - - " Ly znn - - - nlriin TRy e[ pg
ON n0g - - Tn -- 0 00¢ 0a0"01 o | moy) y PPN
uogar.y
O o (125 e - 10 - 0ot ey ot DS nopy |
] - - .. , e , - 7
[B1N i C LN (8y0g ol 113 1o HAVY) [y
ON £l & 5 1 CED (6) 14 s <ot =01 T ANBH FE Apeon]
ISOVVN IS
ON e s ST . FEO0 a1 Cly - npel - Ly Atepuonag)
,—ZCT— .‘n
N - 1 r h FrOt 0 YLl i b ne 990 ()
ON ¢ LAV Trnuuy "
ON 01 5 b 0 FS00'() {61 ¢ s Nl Uy ' INOH +¢
[N 1 | £C - LOO'D (R} 6T (1] 4 - cLn
2pTEOL(]
ON . - - a1 ~E:::zE::;_:‘_E@ B B . B (S (1) 30014 bT U23ONIN
g
LCAINYAAAINT [ SNOLLVHINAINDGD S§TIATT ANFWTHIND | (XVIVHH-TY | (@) vAUV 1SSV | LNHIVINONI D 13AdT SOYY sOVV NOLLYHLINIINOD AOTHHd IN¥LATION
A TOHSIAILL JLIVdIWT aSd [SSY1D {11343 LY a3 Iaow ASd 1T SSV) LIVAINI TYNOLLYN [ VINHOAT'TY D a3 13aaos INIDVHIAY
ONIHOLINOW ASd [ INVOIAINDIS | TYHAAEdd J1IVdIIL NOLLVALNIINGD | 'TVHIaad LNYIIINDIS WNWIXVIN
TVHIAAA INVILIINDIS IWIAWIXYIN VAU 11 S5V1D
i VAHY | S8VD) ADd¥AS
a4.0dvas

d1qe [ UonEn[EAT PloysaayL (Sd




Attachment APCD 2
New Modeling of SBRP Startup Emissions

Introduction

Thts attachment contains the results of new modeling for the South Bay Replacement
Project (SBRP) startup emissions using a newly available metcorological data set for
Chula Vista, as requested by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD, or
District).

One of the recommendations was to remodel startups at both 10% and 20% load. Bccause
startups are inherently transient operations with a great deal of variability, analysis at
both 10% and 20% load present technical challenges, as described below. Nonetheless,
the Applicant is providing the enclosed analysis in response to the District’s request for
emission calculations and modeling at 10% load condition. Applicant has focused on the
10% load analysis alone for the following reasons:
e 10% load produces higher potential maximum air quality impacts than a 20% load
due to reduced dispersion from the lower stack cxit velocity at 10% load
o 20% load is not reflective of operating conditions because the first turbine to
begin a cold start may remain at 10% load for several hours while it spends only
approximately 40 minutes at 20% load beforc thc second turbine quickly ramps
up through both foad levels to base load

Another recommendation by the District was to assume an initial 25% nitrogen dioxide
(NO:) concentration in the exhaust exiting the stack durning normal operating conditions,
and assume a 40% inttial NO; concentration for startup and commissioning operations.
During normal operation, it is possible for the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) NOx
control system to preferentially reduce mitric oxide (NO) to nitrogen in comparison to the
reduction of NO,, and hence, increase the literature value' for the NO- concentration of
10% to 25%. In contrast, though, the recommendation to assume 40% inihal NO,
concentration for startup and commissioning operations does not appear to be consistent
with the fact that combustion during these modes 1s in diffusion mode rather than lean
pre-mix mode, and the SCR is not yet fully operational. 'These circumstances do not lead
to preferential reduction of NO, and hence, the default 10% initial NO, concentration is
more appropriate during startup and commissioning.

' Cole, Henry S. and John E. Summerhays (1979). The Application of reactive plume models to
the estimation of shori-term NO2 conceniration, presentation at the Annual Meseting of the Air
Pollution Controi Association, Houston, Texas, June 1978, and A review of techniques available
for estimating short-term NO2 concentrations, Journal of the Air Pollution Control Association,
Volume 29, Number 8, pages 812-817, August 1979.



Specific Contents

e Supplemental Table 2 containing the remodeled startup results
e Compact disc containing the AERMOD input and output files



SUPPLEMENTAL TABLE 2

NEW STARTUP™ AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS MODELING RESULTS BASED ON 10% LOAD EMISSIONS AND
DISPERSION CHARACTERISTICS

Total State Federal
Averaging Maximum Facility Background Impact Standard Standard
Pollutant Time impact (ug/m°) (pgim?) {(pgim? (ngm* {pg/m*)
NO; 1-hour 155.0( 192.0 347 470 -
Annual NR NR NR - NR
SO, 1-hour 4.5 110.0 1145 650 -
3-hour 2 5 55.0 57.5 - 1300
24-hour NR NR NR NR NR
Annual NR NR NR - NR
CO 1-hour 3,466 8,625 12,081 23,000 40,000
8-hour NR NR NR NR NR
PM.g 24-hour
Annual .
Not relevant to a startup period that does not exceed 4 hours.
PM; 5 24-hour
Annual

NR = Nol relevant
a. 10% load

b. Reduced impacts compared to June 30, 2006 AFC Table 8.1-27 are due to lower fuel use and emission rale at 10%
load..



BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION
For THE SOUTH BAY
REPLACENENT PROJECT

Docket No. 06-AFC-3
PROOF OF SERVICE
(Revised 2/8/07)

INSTRUCTIONS: All parties shall 1) send an original signed document plus 12
copies OR 2) mail one original signed copy AND e-mail the document to the web
address below, AND 3) all parties shall also send a printed OR electronic copy of
the documents that shall include a proof of service declaration to each of the

individuals on the proof of service:

DOCKET UNIT

Send the original signed document
plus the required 12 copies to the
address below.

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
DOCKET UNIT, MS-4

Attn: Docket No. 06-AFC-3

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

* e * *
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APPLICANT

Kevin Johnson

LS Power Generation, LLC

1735 Technology Drive, Suite 820
San Jose, CA 85110
KJohnson@LSPower.com

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT

Chris Ellison

Ellison, Schneider & Harris
2015 H Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
cte@eslawfirm.com

APPLICANT CONSULTANTS

Robert Mason

CH2ZM HILL

3 Hutton Centre Dr., Ste. 200
Santa Ana, CA 92707
robert. masen@ch2m.com

Sarah Madams

CH2ZM HILL

2485 Natomas Park Dr., Ste. 600
Sacramento, CA 95833

INTERESTED AGENCIES

Electricity Oversight Board
770 L Street, Suite 1250
Sacramento, CA 95814
esaltmarsh@eob.ca.gov

INTERVENORS

*CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR
RELIABLE ENERGY (CURE)

Marc D. Joseph

Gloria D. Smith

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com
gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com




Environmental Health Coalition
Osa L. Wolff

Kevin P. Bundy

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP
396 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94102
wolff@smwlaw.com
bundy@smwlaw.com

ENERGY COMMISSION

JOHN L. GEESMAN
Presiding Committee Member
jgeesman@energy.state.ca.us

ARTHUR ROSENFELD
Associate Committee Member
pflint@eneragy.state.ca.us

Garret Shean
Hearing Officer
gshean@energy.state.ca.us

Bill Pfanner
Project Manager
bpfanner@energy.state.ca.us

Kerry Willis
Staff Counsel
kwillis@enerqgy.state.ca.us

Margret J. Kim
Public Adviser
pao@energy.state.ca.us

DECLARATION OF SERVICE

|, Jeannette Harris, declare that on February 15, 2007, | deposited copies of the attached
February 14, 2007 Letter to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District re: the Air Dispersion

Modeling Results, in the United States mail at Sacramento, CA with first-class postage thereon
fully prepaid and addressed to those identified on the Proof of Service list above.

OR

Transmission via electronic mail was consistent with the requirements of California Code of
Regulations, title 20, sections 1209, 1209.5, and 1210. All electronic copies were sent to all
those identified on the Proof of Service list above.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

%/M/M o Homg

[signature]



