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The handouts and audiotapes can be obtained thtbadbPublic Records
Section of the Chief Prosecutor’s Office. Thereyrha a fee for this service.

Marty Kay welcomed the SRC members and the audientee meeting. The topics
listed below were discussed during the meeting.

Minutes of July 22nd Meeting

Responses to Comments from July 22nd Meeting

New and Updated BACT - Part B Listings

Proposed amendments to Part D (MSBACT) Guidelines
Other Business

Minutes of the July 22nd Meeting

A committee member had the following questions:

1. Page 3, last full paragraph, last sentence: “PM"rdit make sense. Staff
responded that it was an error and should be “VOC”.

2. Page 5, first full paragraph of Setton Pistache: minutes suggested that a
special type venturi carburetor is used in the §eocengine. An audience
member clarified that it is not special, just aitgbventuri carburetor.

3. Page 5, second paragraph under Setton Pistaclas:AIQMD have a policy as to
whether nameplate power or site-rated power shioeildsed in calculating
emissions in terms of g/bhp-hr?

Discussion: Staff responded that the BACT team encouragesiuggpm limit in
permits, calculated from the BACT g/bhp-hr limitdetmhe nameplate power rating
of the engine; however, practices may vary amoimggneers issuing permits. An
audience member asked whether this means that B&Gangines is trending
toward ppm rather than g/bhp-hr. Staff respondedlitis. A committee
member suggested that it may be better to keep BiA@drms of g/bhp-hr and
continue to compute ppm limits based on engine poateng in each case.

4. Page 6, under “New MSBACT for Distributed Genenatigpublic comments
have not yet appeared in the BACT Docket on AQMBéED site. Staff
responded that the comments are there, under iiistd Generation”.

(Greg Adams, Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts; Marty Kay, AQMD; Karl Lany,
SCEC; Howard Lange, AQMD)

Responses to Comments from the July 22nd
Meeting

Staff stated that changes in the listings preseatéioe July 22nd meeting that had been
agreed upon at the meeting, as well as any agneed-changes in the minutes from the
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prior meeting, had been made. Committee and acelisembers were advised that they
could check the listings and minutes as posted QWMB’s web site.

Staff was to report back on the following items:

1. Regarding the process heater used for hydrogerugtiod at the Chevron
refinery (A/N 411357), which had been presentethi@iMay meeting, discussion
about the ammonia analyzer had continued at tyendeéting, and committee
members had asked what certification criteria iI@BR60, Appendices B and F
the analyzer could pass. Staff reported that émelor, Analytical Specialties,
had not yet certified any of its products becawseesprocedures called for in
Appendices B and F cannot be accomplished fortypis (cross-stack) analyzer.
However, U.S. EPA has now developed a draft perdoice specification for
ammonia analyzers. AQMD’s Monitoring & Source TEsigineering group is
reviewing that document as well as other infornrradad is now formulating
QA/QC policy to address the Analytical Specialt@smonia analyzer.

2. Regarding the I.C. Engines operated by NEO CaliéoRower for peaking power
(Tehama County Permit No. 220), which were oridinpfesented to Committee
in September 2003, discussion had continued alulyemeeting, and committee
members had asked staff to obtain information eratinount of operation that
those engines have seen and whether there is aildpecification. Staff
reported operation hours as of September 21. Engmnl, which operates most,
had operated 5571 hours, and operating hours oothiee 8 engines ranged from
2952 to 4741 hours. There is no lube oil spedifica and NEO reported that lab
tests have shown that the lube oil is not causatglygst performance to degrade.
NEO has performed general maintenance on the engimeé SCR system, and
NOX levels as measured in the last quarterly ptatabalyzer check are now
more comfortably below the 9 ppm limit. Howevérey have ordered
replacement catalyst ahead of schedule (the SC&va&stimated 6000-8000
hours adequate performance before cleaning) antoavdormulating a catalyst
cleaning/rotation/replacement strategy.

3. Regarding the I.C. Engine operated by TidelandgAN 405789), a committee
member had asked whether the engine really opeattesnear full load all the
time. Staff reported that it does operate esdgntith the time. The oil field
produces approximately 95% water, which is pumpaesknto the field. Staff
had also been asked to find out whether the faddipossibly desulfurizing the
field gas well below the 40 ppm maximum requiredRmfe 431.1. Staff reported
that the facility does desulfurize the field gasvddo approximately 10 ppm.

4. Regarding the I.C. engines located at Setton Pistg&an Joaquin Valley
Unified APCD A/N S-512-24-0), a committee membed lagked how much
operation those engines have seen. Staff repthrédas of September 16, the
“north” engine had operated 6520 hours (53% on{iawgor) at an average load
of 69 kW, and the “south” engine had operated #20@rs (59% on-line factor) at
an average load of 70 kW. Staff had also beendaskeerify that the permit
requires testing only every two years as opposeedoiring annual testing until
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two successive tests are passed. Staff reporedhin permit simply requires
testing every two years.

(Howard Lange, AQMD)

New Listings in Part B, Section I: AQMD
LAER/BACT Determinations

Dryer or Oven—Sargent Fletcher, A/N 413559

This is a direct-fired makeup air heater for a ggraoth. Air drawn through the booth is
heated to a desired temperature for what is octym the booth--either application or
curing of coating material. The maximum workingtgerature in the booth is 130F.
The NOXx limit is 30 ppmvd@3%02, which is NOx BACdrfan oven. Coating is
applied by manually by a person working in the bpand the air heater must therefore
meet an ANSI requirement of 5 ppmvd CO (uncorrécted

Although permits for direct-fired air heaters hédneen issued in the past, this is the first
case in which compliance with the 30 ppm NOX limds clearly demonstrated in a
source test. The low-NOx burner that was usedralsiothe 5 ppm CO ANSI limit.
(Howard Lange, AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member pointed out that (1) utilizatadrthis low-NOXx
technology in other applications may be limitedtyy turndown capability of the burner
and (2) determination of the corrected NOXx leved source test is difficult in low-
temperature cases because of the high O2 levietifite. Staff responded that BACT is
always a case-by-case determination, and the bwméd not be required if it could not
meet the requirements of the application. Staféad that it is more difficult to
determine the corrected NOXx in low-temperature £gBédl Dennison, Dennison &
Associates; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Catalyst Regeneration, Fluidized Catalytic Cracking Unit—BP
West Coast Products, A/N 397357

This is an application of SCR downstream of a fzed catalytic cracking unit (FCCU)
catalyst regenerator. The FCCU is present in &figwall refineries to convert
hydrocarbons to forms more amenable to productigrasoline. The catalyst becomes
coked in this process, and the regenerator bufrte®@toke. Gas from the regenerator
passes through a waste heat boiler and then thipargiiel electrostatic precipitators
(ESPs) to remove catalyst fines. Ammonia is igdaipstream of the ESPs to condition
the ash. Vent gas from this process contains N@xaamonia. Addition of SCR
downstream of the ESPs enables combination of ananaord NOx to produce water and
nitrogen thus reducing emissions of both pollutants

In addition to being a second example of SCR aaftio to FCCU regenerator outlet gas
(the first such application was at ExxonMobil [Sapber 2003 SRC meeting]), this case
establishes new BACT for ammonia emissions fron€c€B. The BACT determination
for ammonia was 10 ppmvd@0%02. Limits on NOx, $@a CO are to be negotiated
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with U.S. EPA as part of a settlement between BFBA and the refinery. The SCR was
source tested in December 2003, including ammamic,additional ammonia tests were
performed in December 2003, February 2004 and Nd@y 2 All tests have shown
compliance. The catalyst bed is plugging morediggihan expected, and it now appears
that it will have to be cleaned annually. The wrad exhaust stacks from the ESPs have
been retained and can be used to bypass the SadRfadility was granted a permit
modification so that the SCR may be bypassed uptification of AQMD. The SCR

was bypassed June through August 2004. It is twoped that cleanouts will not require
this much time in the future.

The facility experiences difficulty in meeting taenmonia limit at times because of
lower than expected NOx levels in the regenerattiebgas. NOXx levels are about 40
ppm as opposed to 155 ppm design. This causds l&venreacted ammonia to be
higher than expected. The lower NOx levels reduitem introduction of NOx reduction
technology in the regenerator, which was part efgéttlement with U.S. EPA and
apparently worked better than expected. At tirttessfacility must purposely increase
the NOx level in the regenerator outlet gas to ta@&the ammonia level at the SCR
outlet within the 10 ppm limittHoward Lange, AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member noted that the listing mentibdificulty in
simultaneously meeting both the PM and ammoniadimand asked whether the PM
emissions had increased. Staff responded thdadiigy had not indicated any increase
in PM emissions but had pointed out that amounts@honia needed for PM control
tended to cause ammonia slip to exceed the pamiitunless NOx in the regenerator
outlet gas is deliberately increased. Staff alsted that Rule 1105.1 requires that,
starting December 31, 2006, FCCU emissions of anmmnuot exceed 10 ppmvd@3%02
and also limits PM emissions.

A committee member asked whether the source teslisavere actually reported at 3%
02 as stated in the listing even though the pdimits are in terms of concentrations
corrected to 0% O2. Staff confirmed that this wakeed the case.

(Bill Dennison, Dennison & Associates;, Greg Adams, Los Angeles County Sanitation
Didtricts; Howard Lange, AQMD; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Fugitive Emission Sources—Chevron Products, A/N 388 982

This is a gas recovery system that recovers gas ffir@cess vents in a refinery and
routes these gases to the refinery fuel gas systdrase vent gases had normally been
flared. The gas recovery system is connectedlarg and gas bypasses to the flare in
the event of a major emergency release. Recower@dyases are treated for sulfur
removal before entering the fuel gas system. @asts flares in the refinery are not
required to be desulfurized, so the gas recovestesyreduces SOx as well as VOC
emissions. The gas recovery system has reducehtbent of gas burned in this flare
by an average of 1.8 MSCFD, which is a 98% reduact{iarty Kay, AQMD; Howard
Lange, AQMD)

Gas Turbine, Simple Cycle—PPL Wallingford, A/N 189- 0195

Because important new information was receivedtshbefore the meeting, this item
was deferred to the next meetiifiglarty Kay, AQMD)
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New Listings in Part B, Section II: Other
LAER/BACT Determinations

[.C. Engine, Landfill Gas Fired—MM Tajiguas Energy, = A/N 9788

This is a merchant power plant located on a lainalfitl consisting of one 4231 hp lean-
burn engine driving a generator. The permit wasad by San Joaquin Valley Unified
APCD. NOx is limited to 108 ppmvd@3%02 and eit©dr49 Ib/MMBtu or 0.53 g/bhp-
hr. The 0.53 g/bhp-hr limit is consistent with fhim limit and an engine HHV
efficiency of about 31%, which was determined a$ pisource testing. The engine
specification sheet shows a 35% HHYV efficiency. /13 limited to 20 ppmvd@3%02
as hexane and either .061 Ib/MMBtu or 0.216 g/bhpthe .061 Ib/MMBtu limit does
not seem to be consistent with the ppm limit. Paamit also limits fuel sulfur to 50 ppm
as H2S and PM10 to .066 g/bhp-hr. Another peromtdion is that the engine must not
operate below 90% rated power. AQMD BACT guiddlifer NOx and VOC for this
equipment category are 0.6 g/bhp-hr and 0.8 g/sthpehpectively. There have been two
annual source tests, both of which showed compiarticis noted in the listing that
engines capable of meeting these NOx and VOC limég not be available in all sizes.
(Howard Lange, AQMD; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Discussion: Two committee members noted that engine manufastaen probably
guarantee about 0.5 g/bhp-hr NOx for operatioramdfill gas.

An audience member asked what NOx limit current AQQNles require for this type of

equipment. Staff responded that Rule 1110.2 requd6 ppmvd@15%02, which is the
same as 108 ppmvd@3%02, multiplied by engine HH¥ffl6iency divided by 25, and

BACT requires 0.6 g/bhp-hr. Rule 1110.2 may belthsis for the 108 ppm NOXx limit in
the permit, but should have been multiplied bysfiriency ratio.

A committee member asked whether the engine caatially fueled on natural gas
when needed to maintain operation at or above 90Ppdwer. Staff responded that
there is no mention of natural gas in the permit.

A committee member asked whether SCR has beenamiesgines of this type. An
audience member commented that landfill gases ositaxanes, which generally
poison catalysts. Staff noted that NOx reductisimgi cyanuric acid was being
developed for application to engines. A committeamber commented that Southern
California Edison tried this technology on a diesegine at Pebbly Beach and found it to
be more costly than SCR.

A committee member asked what is the differencevden U.S. EPA Method 25.3 and
AQMD Method 25.3. Staff present were not ablensveer that question.

(Bill Dennison, Dennison & Associates, Karl Lany, SCEC; Keith Davidson, Tecogen;
San Romelczyk, San Diego APCD; Greg Adams, Los Angeles County Sanitation
Didtricts; Marty Kay, AQMD; Howard Lange, AQMD)
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Flare, Landfill Gas from Non-Hazardous Waste Landfi II—NEO
Tajiguas, A/N 9788

This is an enclosed ground flare with a hexagangltype burner, as typically used on
landfills. It is under the same permit as the fainglas fired engine discussed previously,
but has a different owner. This flare also hamalker, ring type burner. The flare
operates in either a high-flow or a low-flow modehe low-flow mode is the normal
case, with the engine operating, and the high-floede is used when the engine is not
operating. The low-flow mode (up to 8.19 MMBtu/liges the ring burner only, and the
high-flow mode (up to 62.8 MMBtu/hr) uses both ke

NOx and VOC limits are 35 and 15 ppmvd@3%02, respey, with VOC being
expressed as hexane. The NOx and VOC limits mUAER/BACT determination are
more stringent than AQMD’s requirements for thisipgent category, which are .06
Ib/MMBtu for NOx (BACT Guidelines, Part B, Lopez @gn) and 98% removal or 20
ppmvd@3%02 as hexane for VOC (Rule 1150.1). Thawe been two annual source
tests, both showing complianceloward Lange, AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member asked whether PM had beended in the source

test. Staff responded that it was not. The cotemitnember noted that the PM limit was
included in the BACT determination and suggested itrmay not properly be part of the
BACT determination. Staff responded that this 8eation Il listing and simply
documents San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD’s LAERBRdetermination.

Staff commented that the source test data showtlteangine produces higher emissions
of NOx, CO and hydrocarbons than the flare; howewer engine produces power
whereas the flare does not. A committee membenuamed that comparisons between
flares at different landfills and between engined flares at the same landfill may not be
totally valid since landfill gas Btu content isefted by how much of the gas is drawn
from the core versus the boundary of the landihgines tend to be supplied mainly on
core gas whereas flares may at times be drawioga boundary gas.

A committee member asked what was is the heigtttisfllare. Staff did not have that
information.

(Greg Adams, Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts; Bill Dennison, Dennison &
Associates; Howard Lange, AQMD; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Proposed Update of Part D, Guidelines for Non-
Major Polluting Facilities (MSBACT)

I.C. Engine, Stationary

Staff proposed updating the PM10 guidelines to@aidpliance with Rule 1470. Rule
1470 is a new rule that implements CARB’s Air Tax{control Measure (ATCM) for
reduction of diesel particulate emissions. Simeertle limits the number of hours per
year allowed for maintenance and testing of emergeiesel engines to less than 50 in
some cases, a footnote in the guideline statingb®&ours per year is normally allowed
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will be altered by adding “or less if required byl 1470”. Also, the definition of
testing in the footnote was to be clarified to un# compliance testingMarty Kay,
AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member noted that some parts ofuleedo not take effect
until future dates. Staff responded that the inieto simply have the BACT guidelines
require compliance with the rule, including whates#ective dates are included in the
rule.

An audience member asked why compliance with theeisurequired for non-emergency
engines. Staff responded that in some cases nengentcy engines are allowed to use
diesel fuel.

Several committee members and one audience menaoerofvthe opinion that
compliance testing should not be included in thenteaance and testing hours. Staff
responded that it would check this point and chahgevording if necessary.

(Bill Dennison, Dennison & Associates, Karl Lany, SCEC; Martin Ledwitz, Southern
California Edison Co.; Dan McGivney, Eastern Municipal Water District, Marty Kay,
AQMD)

Gas Turbine, Natural Gas Fired

The NOx guideline for gas turbines rate¢atMW, and <50 MW is 2.5 ppm multiplied
by the % HHYV efficiency divided by 34, and staffdiaeen asked whether the efficiency
ratio multiplier was intended only to benefit gagdines with >34% efficiency (higher
NOx limit allowed) or could also penalize less @t turbines (lower NOXx limit
required). Staff had checked the staff report imclv the efficiency ratio multiplier was
first introduced and had determined that the miidtipvas intended only to benefit more
efficient turbines and not to penalize less effitieirbines. Staff therefore proposed that
a footnote be added to the guideline to clarifg fhoint.

Discussion: A committee member noted that in the NOx guidefor gas turbines rated
>50 MW, the NOXx limit is simply multiplied by efficiencyyhich appears incorrect.

Staff agreed that there should be a divisor andl@ak into this and make the correction.
Another committee member commented that he thaihght1990” adoption date of the
NOx guideline for “Gas Turbine, Landfill or Digest®as Fired” was incorrect. His
recollection was that that guideline had been agtbptore recently than 1990. He said
he would check his records on thiBill Dennison, Dennison & Associates; Greg Adans,
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, Marty Kay, AQMD)

Proposed MSBACT Guideline for Distributed Generatio n

Staff stated that a status report on the MSBACPppsal for distributed generation (DG)
that had been distributed a week earlier was ndvobdate. At the time that the status
report had been written, the AQMD planned to evigltiae capability of I.C. engines to
comply with an intermediate NOx emission standdrdl ppm. However, the AQMD

had since decided to go back to the original praposrequiring the CARB 2007 DG
standards. That decision was based on the higleimce of non-compliance that has
been found, using portable analyzer checks, iA@MD’s population of I.C. engines.
Staff noted that the technologies that meet the 2B8@ndards are inherently low-emitting
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and do not tend to have high-emission episodeseakdrC. engines are prone to drifting
into extremely high-emission modes. Staff staked additional written information will
be submitted to the committee for the November mgeand the subject can be
discussed further at that time.

Discussion: An audience member asked whether CARB has segattdate for setting
standards for DG equipment requiring a districhper Staff responded that CARB does
not set BACT but does provide guidance for what BABould be. CARB is now
updating their DG BACT guidance. No date has lss#nthey are trying to complete it
as soon as possible.

The audience member asked about the test progriay pperformed by Tecogen. Staff
responded that the main significance of that pnognaw will be to provide information
on how engines can better comply with the existi@gengine BACT.

The audience member commented that DG enginesallngperate at fairly constant
load whereas pump engines, etc. are more loadafmlpand AQMD’s finding that most
engines are out of compliance might be based ampling of mostly non-DG engines.
Staff responded that both types have been tegtekbast half have been engines driving
generators, and their compliance rate is no bettar average. The audience member
asked whether most of the DG engines tested wiatvedy small. Staff answered that
they were. The audience member commented thatesrgaherators are more affected
by load changes than larger generators. Staforetgm that non-compliance was
observed for both constant load and load-follonwgegerators.

A committee member asked whether the AQMD felt thead sampled a sufficient
variety of engine makes and models. Staff respdmiokt the program has surveyed
virtually every engine make. Another committee rbencommented that the AQMD’s
conclusion that sufficiently low emissions cannetdzhieved on engines should really be
that engine emissions aren’t monitored closely ghpand engine emissions actually can
be very low if the emissions are closely watched @hparameters are kept in
adjustment. Staff responded that this may beliutét hasn’t been demonstrated to the
AQMD'’s satisfaction. The first committee membenutoented that the AQMD should
address the problem of engine noncompliance vemraking rather than via BACT since
rulemaking gets more public scrutiny. Staff resgexhthat the AQMD’s procedure for
changing BACT does involve a lot of public scrutiny

An audience member commented that the current ¢cangd strategy for I.C. engines
seems to be inadequate and needs updating. Theneeidnember asked whether the
current DG BACT proposal would allow engines togpeemitted for DG if they can meet
the CARB 2007 standards or simply would not allowgiaes to be used for DG. Staff
responded that the proposed DG BACT would allowiregggto be permitted for DG if
the applicant can convince the AQMD that the engere meet the standards on a
continuous, reliable basis, which may require ¢ardus emission monitoring. A
committee member commented that he had undergtabdhie purpose of the test
program to be undertaken by Tecogen was to denabasirat an engine could achieve
the standards on a continuous basis. Staff regubtiét the purpose of that test was to
demonstrate an intermediate NOx limit, not as gém as the CARB 2007 standards,
and the AQMD does not have confidence that it lalicontinuously met. The
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committee member responded that determining whétledrmit can be continuously
met is the purpose of the test. Staff respondadabntinuous compliance cannot be
proven without continuous emission monitoring ambile the test program may provide
good information for engines in general, it willtro® sufficient to provide a basis for
new BACT.

An audience member asked whether the AQMD wasmeiyito the March 25 proposal
or the May 19 revision of the proposal. Staff mgged that it was returning to what was
discussed at the May 19 meeting. The audience measked whether it is still
considered a draft white paper or is now a drdé.rstaff responded that it is still a draft
white paper, which will become a staff report totgahe board probably in December
and be discussed probably at the November SRC mge€fihe audience member asked
when it would be heard by the Stationary Source @itee. Staff responded probably
November. The audience member asked whether ttterman go to the Stationary
Source Committee before having been discussed agdhre SRC. Staff responded that
it can.

An audience member asked whether the proposed DGIB#nission limits could be
relaxed if the applicant agrees to have continwaission monitoring. Staff responded
that BACT limits cannot be relaxed in exchangedamtinuous emission monitoring.
The audience member commented that BACT limits edsmot be unachievable. Staff
responded that the proposed DG BACT limits candbgeaed by some types of DG
equipment. The audience member responded that éinersome DG applications for
which there is no technology that can meet the@eg limits. Staff responded that DG
is not a necessity for any facility, and purchaspawer from the grid is always an
option.

A committee member asked whether the BACT Teamansliag anyone to the October
22 meeting of the CARB DG technology workgroupafStesponded that it monitored
the previous meetings and will also monitor thedbet meeting.

(Dan McGivney, Eastern Municipal Water District; Karl Lany, SCEC; Steve Smons,
Southern California Gas Company; Keith Davidson, Tecogen; Greg Adams, Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts, Marty Kay, AQMD)

Other Business

Marty Kay thanked all attendees for their partitipa
There was no further discussion, and the meetirgyolased.
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