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Responses to Comment Letter #1 
Bear Valley Electric Service 

December 18, 2007 
 
Response 1-1 
SCAQMD staff strongly disagrees with the opinion expressed by the commenter that the 
requirements of PAR 1110.2 do not fall within the scope of the SCAQMD’s stated Objective of 
PAR 1110.2 for the following reasons: 
 
First, the commenter incorrectly states later in the comment letter that the objectives of PAR 
1110.2 are not applicable to the commenter.  The statement of objectives does apply to the 
objectives of the proposed project, in this case PAR 1110.2, not individual facilities that may be 
subject to PAR 1110.2.  If the equipment operated by the commenter already complies with PAR 
1110.2, then no further equipment modifications are necessary.   
 
PAR 1110.2 partially implements 2007 AQMP Control Measure MSC–01 – Facility 
Modernization, which requires facilities not participating in the NOx Regional CLean Air 
Incentives Market (RECLAIM) Program to retrofit or replace existing equipment at the end of a 
predetermined life span to achieve NOx emissions equivalent to BACT.  PAR 1110.2 would 
require affected facility operators to meet existing BACT standards for non-NOx RECLAIM 
facilities.  In order to meet BACT standards some of the existing ICEs would need to retrofit or 
replace existing equipment.  In addition to achieving NOx emission reductions, one of the 
objectives of PAR 1110.2 is to achieve further VOC and CO emission reductions for new and 
existing engines based on the cleanest available technologies.   
 
PAR 1110.2 would also increase engine compliance through improved monitoring, 
recordkeeping and reporting.  The additional monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements are expected to eliminate the excess emissions found during unannounced source 
testing completed by SCAQMD enforcement staff.  Additional CEMS, source testing and 
inspection and monitoring (I&M) would ensure that engines are operating correctly and 
emissions are below PAR 1110.2 requirements. 
 
PAR 1110.2 would partially implement SB 1298 distributed generation emission standards for 
new electrical generating engines.  The original staff proposal would have required affected 
engines to comply with CARB’s distributed generation standards that, as of January 1, 2007, 
applied to equipment that does not require local district permits.  The CARB standards are based 
on the emissions from large new central generating stations with BACT.  Since large and small 
electrical generators are already required to meet these standards, the proposed standards would 
simply extend the same requirements to ICEs that require SCAQMD permits.  Based on 
comments submitted by the Engine Manufacturers Association, staff raised the proposed limits, 
in lbs/MW-hr, from 0.10 to 0.20 for CO and from 0.02 to 0.10 for VOC.  Therefore, one of the 
objectives was modified from implementing SB 1298 to partially implementing SB 1298. 
 
Finally, a major objective of PAR 1110.2 is to address and correct issues identified by EPA 
relative to the existing version of Rule 1110.2, so it can be approved for incorporation into the 
SIP.  EPA had five concerns with: 
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• Lack of an I&M plan similar to CARB’ RACT/BARCT document.  PAR 1110.2 includes 

and I&M plan. 
• EPA requested that source testing every two years or 8,760 hours instead of every three 

years.  PAR 1110.2 includes source testing every two years. 
• Source testing at peak load as well as at under typical duty cycles. 
• A removal, or further justification, of the exemptions for engines at ski resorts, the far eastern 

portion of Riverside County, and San Clemente Island. 
 
Therefore, the objectives of PAR 1110.2 clearly reflect the scope and requirements of PAR 
1110.2.  Even though all objectives and requirements may not apply to Bear Valley Electric 
Service (BVES), they not preclude the need for other facilities to meet these objectives and 
requirements to ensure attainment of criteria pollutants in the SCAB.  
 
Response 1-2 
Economic factors direct or indirect are not considered in the Draft or Final Environmental 
Assessment unless they cause adverse environmental impacts.  CEQA Guidelines §15131(a) 
states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical 
changes caused in turn by economic or social changes… The focus of the analysis shall be on the 
physical changes.”  CEQA Guidelines §15131(b) states “economic or social effects of a project 
may be used to determine the significance of the physical changes cause by the project.”  CEQA 
Guidelines §15131(c) states that “economic, social, and particularly housing factors shall be 
considered by public agencies together with technological and environmental factors in deciding 
whether change in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the 
environment identified in the EIR.  CEQA statutes §§21100 and 21151 also state that significant 
effects are limited to physical conditions.  No direct or indirect economic or social effects that 
could cause physical impacts to the environment were identified as a result of implementing 
PAR 1110.2. 
 
Permit data indicates that BVES would need to install seven CO analyzers to its internal 
combustion engines in 2010, resulting in an average annual compliance cost of $16,359, 
assuming a ten-year equipment life.  It would not incur other costs.  Therefore, the impact is 
minimal.  Also, see Response 1-6. 
 
Response 1-3 
Specific comments have been identified in the attachment to BVES’ letter and responses have 
been prepared. 
 
BVES operates seven rich-burn, 1,695-bhp engines that are currently required by Rule 1110.2 to 
have a CEMS for NOx.  Prior to 1997, Rule 1110.2 also required a CO monitor for such engines.  
Because SCAQMD testing has found that 28 percent of rich-burn engines tested are in violation 
of CO emission limits, SCAQMD has proposed to reinstate the requirements for continuous 
monitoring of CO, in addition to NOx, for large engines.  BVES’ permits only require a quarterly 
test for CO, which is not as effective in ensuring compliance as continuous monitoring.  BVES’ 



Final Environmental Assessment  Appendix F 

 

Proposed Amended Rule 1110.2 F-15 December 2007 

currently permitted CO emission limit is 36 ppm, which is much more stringent than the 
proposed 250 ppm emission limit in Rule 1110.2, so ensuring compliance with this lower limit 
through continuous monitoring is much more critical.   
 
Response 1-4 
Since BVES already has a NOx CEMS, the cost of adding a CO monitor to the system is 
relatively small.  BVES can pass on the costs to its customers.  Further, BVES’ equipment 
already complies with emission limits in PAR 1110.2, so no additional emission control 
equipment will be required.  As a result no further cost will be incurred to purchase, install or 
maintain emission control equipment.  BVES did not provide any specific analysis to show there 
are “…substantial adverse impacts on BVES’ small customer base…”  However, SCAQMD 
staff believes that when the compliance cost is amortized over the life of the equipment, the 
impacts to the ratepayers should be minimal. 
 
Response 1-5 
The emissions limits specified in the BVES permits to operate are already lower than the 
emission limits of PAR 1110.2.  As a result, equipment at the BVES facility already meet most 
of the objectives of PAR 1110.2 except for the enhanced compliance through improved 
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting.  See Response 1-3.  
 
Response 1-6 
BVES states that PAR 1110.2 requirements would increase electricity cost to customers, which 
would adversely impact seasonal and permanent residents, affordable housing, the cost of other 
public and private services and cumulatively and negatively contribute to an already struggling 
community.  BVES did not provide sufficient information on the expected costs incurred to be 
able to evaluate the assertions that PAR 1110.2 would adversely affect the economy of Big Bear 
Valley.   
 
Please see the Response 1-2.  Data on total electricity generated by BVES is not publicly 
available so it is not possible to calculate the additional rate impact from compliance costs 
associated with the proposed amendments.  However, given that Bear Valley Electric Service 
(BVES) serves about 17,500 residential customers and 2,500 commercial, industrial, and 
government customers, the impact of the $16,359 annual cost, assuming a ten-year equipment 
life, on its customers is not expected to be significant. 
 
Response 1-7 
Please see Response 1-3, which explains why improved CO monitoring is necessary.  BVES 
offers to source test every two years.  BVES is already required by Rule 218 to test at least 
annually for NOx CEMS certification.  PAR 1110.2 will add CO to that requirement.  If the 
engines are used primarily for “emergency and peaking power”, they may not have to source test 
annually for VOC.  PAR 1110.2 requires testing every two years or 8,760 hours, whichever 
occurs first.  If the engines operate less than 2000 hours between source tests, the VOC test can 
be once every three years.  SCAQMD rules do not typically exempt individual facilities.  
Generally, rules apply to specified equipment across the board as a measure of fairness and to 
enhance inspectors’ abilities to enforce rule requirements for similar types of equipment. 
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Response 1-8 
The September 20, 2007 fax from BVES was submitted to the SCAQMD prior to the release of 
the Draft EA on October 30, 2007; therefore, does not contain comments on the environmental 
analysis in the draft EA.  Instead, the comments in this letter focus only on PAR 1110.2 
provisions.  In spite of this, specific comments have been identified and responses prepared for 
each comment.  See previous responses 1-1, 1-3, 1-4 and 1-7. 
 
Response 1-9 
There is a sound technical basis for having different CO monitoring requirements for lean-burn 
engines.  Because of the high levels of excess air with lean-burn engines, they inherently have 
much lower and more stable CO emissions than rich-burn engines.  AQMD testing confirmed 
this.  With regard to rich-burn engines, see Response 1-3. 
 
Response 1-10 
Rule 218 already requires CEMS reports within 30 days of the end of the six-month period.   
 
Response 1-11 
Giving public agencies an additional year to comply with the CEMS requirements actually 
addresses BVES’ concern about the availability of CEMS contractors by stretching out the 
process over a three-year period, instead of a two-year period.  BVES is not a public agency and 
can move faster than a public agency.  With regard to financing and hiring contractors, public 
agencies are typically required to go through lengthy request for proposal processes, which can 
add substantial time to the contractor selection and hiring process. 
 
Response 1-12 
Pursuant to (f)(1)(D)(x) of the PAR, BVES will not be subject to the Inspection and Monitoring 
(I&M) plan requirements of the PAR because BVES will have NOx and CO CEMS.  BVES 
should apply for a change of permit conditions to remove the parameter monitoring and quarterly 
CO testing on the current permit once the CO monitor is added to the current CEMS. 
 
Response 1-13 
See previous responses 1-1, 1-3 and 1-4.  With regard to cost impacts, see Responses 1-2 and 
1-6. 
 
Response 1-14 
Those exceptions to Rule 218 are intended only for smaller engines under 1,000 bhp that will be 
required to install a new CEMS.  BVES’ NOx CEMS already complies with Rule 218 as is. 
 
Response 1-15 
Both CARB and EPA require source testing at least every two years, but they have consented to 
the 2,000-hour exception.  The source testing frequency provision is a necessary requirement for 
approval by EPA to incorporate the rule into the SIP.  Incorporating a rule into the SIP is 
necessary to allow SCAQMD to take credit for anticipated emission reductions and for required 
attainment demonstration. 
 
Response 1-16 
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BVES is exempt from I&M plan requirements, but please see previous responses 1-1, 1-3 and 
1-4 regarding the need for continuous CO monitoring. 
 
Response 1-17 
Subparagraph (f)(1)(F) does not apply to BVES’ engines,  New electrical generating engines that 
are subject to this provision will be required to install electric meters in order to be able to 
determine emissions in pounds per megawatt-hour of electricity produced.  As a result, the 
requested changes are not appropriate. 
 
Response 1-18 
BVES will not be required to have portable analyzer training because it will not be subject to 
I&M plan requirements.  Other facilities subject to the portable analyzer training would have up 
to ten months after the adoption of PAR 1110.2 to complete the training, since that is when I&M 
plans are to be implemented. 
 
Response 1-19 
SCAQMD has revised the PAR 1110.2 reporting requirements substantially.  Rule 430, however, 
currently requires breakdowns to be reported within one hour.  If an operator doesn’t know the 
exact cause of non-compliance or expected time for repairs within one hour, the operator does 
not have to include this information in the breakdown report.  For excess emissions detected by a 
CEMS that are not caused by a breakdown, Rule 218 currently requires a report within 24 hours 
or the next working day.  Other problems may be reported quarterly. 
 
Response 1-20 
SCAQMD understands that BVES supports the current proposal in paragraph (h)(10). 
 
Response 1-21 
BVES will not be subject to the portable analyzer protocol requirements because it will have a 
NOx and CO CEMS.  The forms attached to the protocol have been on SCAQMD’s website 
since November 2007. 
 
Response 1-22 
See previous responses 1-1, 1-3 and 1-4. 
 
Response 1-23 
See previous responses 1-7 and 1-15. 
 
Response 1-24 
Improved monitoring, testing and reporting in the PAR will improve engine compliance, reduce 
emissions, and benefit the customers of BVES, as well as all residents within the SCAQMD 
jurisdiction.  Also, see Responses 1-2 and 1-6 regarding costs to do business. 


