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Responses to Comment Letter #1
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
May 25, 2007

Response 1-1

PAR 1110.2 is considered to implement the 2007 AQ&dRtrol measure MCS-01 in part,
because it would require affected equipment to dteofitted or replaced to comply with
applicable BACT levels. Although MSC-01 does tak® consideration useful life of the
equipment, for ICEs affected by PAR 1110.2, usdifidd has not been precisely defined,
especially for ICEs.

Engine replacement with a new engine is not reduared may not result in complying with PAR
1110.2 since new engines, without the add-on cbtdahnology, are not necessarily cleaner
than older engines. The current BACT limits forurat gas engines were established in 1994.
These BACT limits would be incorporated into PARLQR. Therefore, only natural gas engines
installed before 1994 (i.e., at least 16 years wiol)ld need to be retrofitted.

Even though SCAQMD staff has not verified the cldimat commenters may replace ICEs with
alternative control technologies, staff has coneditio conduct a technology assessment in 2010
to evaluate whether or not cost-effective contegshnhologies are available to allow compliance
by biogas engines with the final emission compl&ahmits in the proposed amended rule, avoid
the need for biogas flaring, and eliminate or mizempotential adverse impacts identified by the
regulated industry. If the assessment shows anpaltdor flaring or that cost-effective control
technology is not available for biogas enginedif stdl return to the Governing Board with a
proposal to address any new significant adversedtsp Depending on the conclusion of the
technology assessment, the emission concentramnrements of PAR 1110.2 may need to be
modified.

In response to this comment, Alternative D in th@fDEA contains a useful life condition that
would extend the requirements an additional twasy/éar equipment that would be less than ten
years old in 2010.

Response 1-2

As indicated in Chapter 3 of the Draft EA, the sy and unannounced compliance testing
indicates tat lean-burn engines with CEMS tendedotaply with applicable limits, while lean-
burn engines without CEMS tended to violate thpplable limit, although the number of test
was considered to be too small to be conclusiver. abditional information refer to the section
entitled “Unannounced Compliance Testing” in Cha@e Further, SCAQMD unannounced
tests show that when they properly operated andntained, natural gas engines have
significantly lower emissions than biogas engines.

Response 1-3

Based on comments from stakeholders the proposedo@entration in PAR 1110.2 has been
raised from 70 ppm to 250 ppm. Further, in recoiggi that additional data are needed for
biogas engine control technologies SCAQMD staff gr@posing to not submit the proposed
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biogas emission limits to EPA as part of the SiPnsittal for PAR 1110.2. In addition, PAR
1110.2 contains a provision to conduct a technolegiew in 2010 to assure that cost-effective
control technologies are demonstrated and availatbe to moving forward with the proposed
limits.

Response 1-4

The Draft EA includes a comprehensive analysis d¥eese construction impacts from
retrofitting existing engines with add-on emissi@wtrol equipment and the removal of ICEs
and the installation ICE alternatives such as n@®j biogas to LNG plants, etc. Since
construction and operations would occur concuryemiéak daily construction and operational
criteria pollutants were added together and conapdee the operational criteria pollutant
thresholds. The analysis and conclusion can bedfau Chapter 4 of the Draft EA.

Response 1-5
With regard to the analyiss of impacts from theio@s compliance options, refer to the
Response to Comment 1-4.

Response 1-6

Before the future biogas emission limits go intteef, AQMD staff will conduct a technology
assessment in 2010 to assure that feasible retmfitols are available for biogas engines. This
will prevent replacement of ICEs at biogas fa@htiwith continuous flaring. It is unlikely that
biogas facilities would replace ICEs with electdiion only because biogas must be treated.

In the Draft EA, the worst-case scenario assumatlath ICEs at digester facilities are replaced
with gas turbines or microturbines and all ICEslaatdfill gas operations are replaced with
biogas to LNG plants and would obtain electricitgnii the power grid. Gas turbines were
chosen for digester gas facilities because theyharéeast efficient of the replacement options of
boilers and fuel cells and most digester faciliiesnot have sufficient room to install biogas to
LNG plants. It was assumed that all landfill ggem@tors would replace ICEs with biogas to
LNG plants and would obtain electricity from thews grid, since this would not only remove
the electricity provided to the grid, but would vég that landfill gas facilities use energy from
the grid. The details of this analysis and thectasion with regard to PAR 1110.2’s effect on
energy and renewable energy polices in Califorrda be found in the “Energy” section in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EA.

Greenhouse gas impacts form implementing APR 11a€e2evaluated in the “Air Quality”
section of Chapter 4 of the Draft EA. Staff has a@oded that for some categories of ICEs,
replacing ICEs with electric motors would cost Iésan complying with PAR 1110.2 for an
estimated 225 existing non-biogas ICEs. SCAQMIf sssumed as a conservative analysis that
operators of 169 existing non-biogas ICEs woulda®p their existing engines with electric
motors. Based on this analysis, PAR 1110.2 woekllt in an overall CO2 reduction from
existing CO2 emission levels from the replacemérexisting non-biogas engines with electric
motors.
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Response 1-7

The NOxTech and CL.AIR technologies are intendedu® with biogas engines. They do not
require any additional natural gas use becausesapglemental heat required by these devices
can be provided by biogas rather than natural gas.

NOxTech and SCR controls may have some ammonigstiigsions. It is not clear why PAR
1110.2 would affect Priority Reserve credits. @pers who choose to retrofit existing engines
to comply with PAR 1110.2 would be reducing emissiand, therefore, would not be subject to
offset requirements. Similarly, operators who aepl existing ICEs with new engines would
also be reducing emission and would also not bgesutm offset requirements.

Response 1-8
With regard to consturction emissions impacts,nefo Response to Comment 1-4.

Response 1-9

The proposed project assumes the use of biogaegment. SCAQMD staff assumed that

facility operators would use carbon adsorptiondmeve biogas impurities that would poison

catalyst. The additional vehicle trips and costdarbon adsorbion were included in the Draft

EA analysis. Because biogas pretreatment wasdadlin the analysis, and based on available
information, SCAQMD staff assumes that catalystaegment would occur every three years.

Response 1-10

PAR 1110.2 does not require electrication of engine®wever SCAQMD staff believes that
facility operators may replace existing engineshvatectric motors which may be less costly
than complying with PAR 1110.2 requirements.

Based on the current version of PAR 1110.2, whiohld require fewer CEMS than the original
version of PAR 1110.2 circulated with the 1S, SCARMtaff has not identified any remote
locations that would require a CEMS.

If a water agency operator wants to electrify agim® and is concerned about a diesel engine
providing adequate run time in an emergency, taegeother complaince options. The existing
natural gas engine and pump could be used as argiemzy back-up to the electrical pump.
Diesel engines can also be converted to run priynarn natural gas with a small amount of
diesel fuel, which would signifcantly extend tha time of the engine.

A low usage exception from the CEMS requirement &lae® been added that addresses the
commentor’s concern about low-use units.

Response 1-11

It is possible that operators of engines withouM3Emay need to conduct one or two additional
tests every three years. However, staff estinthigsthe proposed new low-use exception (less
than 2,000 hours between tests) would allow ab&gt dngines to remain on a once-in-every
three-years schedule. Semi -annual source teste wssumed in the air quality, and
transportation analyses in the IS and Draft EA.
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SCAQMD staff does not understand how the prohibithh pre-tests and the limitations on pre-
test maintenance will cause tests to be cancelddestheduled. It is more likely that testing
will be reduced, since operators would be prohibftem hiring a test contractor to do a pre-test,
find that engine repairs are needed, and then edsith the reported test for a later date.
SCAQMD staff, therefore, agrees that the increaseontractor traffic will not be significant
and, as a result, need not be analyzed furthéreiltaft EA.

Response 1-12

Staff has proposed a revised schedule so that C&bifid be installed in three phases over a
three-year period. Also, the revised thresholdé meduce the number of engines requiring
CEMS to about 83. Because of the timesharing &axtrdication possibilities, the number of
actual CEMS systems could be as low as 24, furdgdkrcing potential traffic impacts.
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Responses to Comment Letter #2
Eastern Municipal Water District
May 25, 2007

Response 2-1
See Response 1-6 regarding renewable energy aedhgnese gases.

Response 2-2

Adverse air quality impacts from diesel particul&ehaust from emergency generators are
evaluated in the Draft EA. The use of emergenayegsors would generate addition criteria
pollutants, but with the reductions from PAR 1110tRe criteria pollutants from backup
generators would be less than significant. Noneagenic health risk from ammonia slip was
evaluated in the Draft EA and found to be less significant.

The carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health riskmfrdiesel exhaust particulate from
emergency ICEs are evaluated in the Draft EA aneraened to be significant.

Se the analysis in the “Air Quality” section in @ier 4 of this Draft EA for the details of this
analysis.

With regard to the issue of biogas flaring, reteResponse to Comment 1-6.
Response 2-3
See Response to Comment 1-6 regarding the isduieg#s flaring and renewable energy.

PAR 1110.2 has been modified since the releadeedNOP to include a low use exception. The
low use exception that would ICEs from monitoringlamission control technology if engines
are used less than 500 hours or 1,000 MMBtu annuallowed for CEMS sharing. These

changes should resolve the commenter's concerrt &ality operators replacing existing ICEs

with electric motors.

Response 2-4

Based upon information obtained from a leading lgastasupplier, catalysts designed to meet
BACT limits do not cause additional pressure dropthe engine, so there would not be any
efficiency impact as asserted by the commentor.a Assult, reduced engine efficiency with an
associated increase in demand for fuel is not é@gpeto occur, and therefore is not anlyzed
futher in the Draft EA.

Response 2-5
Because of revisions to PAR 1110.2, AQMD staff does believe that two stroke engines
would be electrified. Instead, operators wouldah®xidation catalysts.

See Response to Comment 2-3 regarding the addtefow use exception.

See Response to Comment 1-6 regarding impactsdlectrification.
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Response 2-6

If a water agency decides to electify a natural ggagne water pump, there are several ways to
address reliability during electrical outages. hEit an emergency diesel generator can be
installed, or the natural gas engine and pump eartained as emergency backup. However, as
indicated in Response to Comment #1-1, PAR 1118s0been modified to include a technology
assesssment by 2010 to assure that feasible tetoofirols are avaliable for biogas engines.
Based on the results of the technology assessam,1110.2 will be revised as necessary.
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