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FW: Letter to BOS re 11/15/16 Agenda Hearing Item #12

Board of Supervisors

Mon 11/14/2016 3:15 PM

To:BOS_Legislative Assistants <BOS_Legislative-Assistants@co.slo.ca.us>; cr_board_clerk Clerk Recorder
<cr_board_clerk@co.slo.ca.us>;

1 attachments (1 MB)

11.14.16 Lettter to BOS re Hitachi.pdf;

For your review.
Thank you.

Blake Fixler
Administrative Assistant Il
Board of Supervisors

San Luis Obispo County
www.slocounty.ca.gov

Connect with us:

www.facebook.com/SLOCountyGov
www.twitter.com/SLO_CountyGov
www.linkedin.com/company/county-of-san-luis-obispo
www.youtube.com/user/slocountygov

From: Jamie Garretson [mailto:naficy.jamie@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 2:59 PM

To: Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>

Cc: babaknaficy_sbcglobal.net <babaknaficy@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Letter to BOS re 11/15/16 Agenda Hearing ltem #12

Honorable Supervisors,

Please find attached a letter in reference to 11/15/16 agenda hearing item #12 the Beko appeal of the
Planning Commission's approval for a CUP in regards to the Hitachi plant.

Regards,
Jamie Garretson

Jamie Garretson, Esq.

Law Offices of Babak Naficy
Agenda No. 12
Meeting Date: November 15, 2016
Presented By: Jamie Garretson
Rcv'd prior to the meeting & posted on the web: November 14, 2016
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San Luis Obispo, Ca 93401
babaknaficy@sbcglobal.net

This e-mail, and any attachments hereto, are intended only for use by the addressee(s) named herein and
may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient of
this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail, or any
attachment hereto, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately
notify the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete the original and any copy of this e-mail and
any printout hereof.
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1504 Marsh Street
San Luis Obispo
California 93401

oh: 805.593.0926
fox; B05.593.0944

hakaknaficy&sbeglobal.net

Law Office of Babak Naficy

November 14, 2016

‘County Board of Supervisors

San Luis Obispo County Government Center

San Luis Obispo, 93408

RE: HITACHI ANAEROBIC DIGESTION PLANT SAN LUIS OBISPO, COUNTY
CALIFORNIA — DRC2015-00122

Honorable Supervisors,

1 submit these comments in connection with the Board of Supervisor’s consideration of

- the proposed Hitachi Digestion Plant near the San Luis Obispo Airport and in support of

the appeal. While the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) analyzes
many of the Project’s potential environmental impacts, careful review of the MND
demonstrates that the County’s analysis is incomplete and improperly relies exclusively
on information and analysis supplied by the applicant. Moreover, as proposed, the *
County has improperly deterred the formulation of key mitigation measures whose
success or failure would have a significant effect on the health and welfare of San Luis
Obispo residents who live and/or work near the facility.

1. The MND’s analysis of Project noise impacts is based on a February 17, 2016
report by Dr. David Dubbink. Dr. David Lord’s peer review of this report
(attached) explains that the estimate of operational noise levels for the proposed
plant has been supplied by the applicant. This report suggests that County has
made no effort to independently verify the reliability and accuracy of these noise
measurements. '

2. The noise analysis and the MND conclude Project noise levels will be less than
significant because the noise report assumes noise levels are consistently high at
the Project location because of the proximity to the airport. This assumption,
however, is not accurate, because as explained by Dr. Lord, the evidence shows
that regular noisy aircraft departures from the airport occur between 6:10 a.m.
and 7:40 pm. “Otherwise, and for long periods of time, the airport is relatively
quiet with smaller, charter and private aircraft arriving and departing.” During
the evening through early morning hours, the plant’s 48 dBA generated by the
proposed Plant would be “clearly audible at a distance.” 1t should also be noted
that these evening and nighttime hours are considered “subjectively sensitive for
noise annoyance.” A 10'dBa penalty is assessed by planning standards for-
sounds made from 10 pm to 7 am. Accordingly, MND noisc analysis is flawed
and must be revised based on correct assumptions. The evidence in the record
shows the Project could cause a significant impact related to noise particularly
during sensitive evening hours.
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As mentioned in reports prepared by Nirupam Pal, the MNID’s analysis ol the Project’s
air quality is inadequate in part because the MND fails to consider the significance of the-
Project’s emission of H2S and other sulfur compounds. Regardless of whether the San
Luis Obispo Air Quality Control District (“SL.OAQMD™) has set a threshold of
significance for sulfur compounds, the County was required to consider the significance
of the potential cmissions of sulfur compounds from the Project. There is a large body of
scientific evidence that shows cven low level e_xpos'urc to H2S can causc serious health
problems. [ have attached a 2006 letter from California Department of Health Services
(*CDHS”) to San Bernardino County in connection with the then-proposed Nursery :
Products Hawes Composting Facility. In this letter, CDHS faultcd the drafters of an EIR
for the Nursery Project for its failure to analyze the Project’s hydrogen sulfite (H2S)
emissions. The CDHS declared that while H2S, carbon sulfide and rclated compounds
result in unpleasant odor, exposure to these compounds “may result in health
implications. Children may be more sensitive to these compounds than adults because of
the relatively smaller diameter of their airways.” The MND is scriotsly flawed because _
it fails to estimate sulfur compounds emissions or analyze the potential significance,

- including health impacts, of those emissions.

The MND is also seriously flawed and fails as an informational document because, as
explained by the applicant’s responsc to Dr. Pal, the MND improperly assumes the
composition ol biogas generated by the Hitachi Plant would be essentially identical to the
composition of natural gas. As Dr. Pal has explained, natural gas contains about 95%
methane compared to 55-60% in biogas'. Natural gas also contains significantly less
CO2 (0.5 %} than biogas (45%). “Due to substantial CO2 in Biogas, its Hearing value is
about 50% and it produces about 100% more CO2 than a natural gas burning CHP.”
Accordingly, the MND’s CO?2 calculations, which are based on the agsumption that
natural gas and biogas contain substantially similar CO2 content, is seriously flawed and
must be corrected. Dr. Pal contends the Project 'CO2 emissions would therefore likely
cxceed the 9000 metric tons/vear.

Despite the MND’s conclusion air quality impacts for the Project will be reduced to a less )
than significant impact with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures, the
evidence oV erwhelmingly determines othcrwise. '

'/ See, USDA, “Biogas Qpportunitics Roadmap”, 2014,
(httpsy/iwwwi.epa.gov/climaiechange/Downloads/Biogas-Roadmap.pdf) (“Depending on the

source of organic matter, biogas typically contains 50-70% methanc, 30-40% carbon dioxide,

and trace amounts of other constituents, such as hy drogen sulfide, hy drogen nitrogen, and
siloxanes.”) _
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According to the MND, daily ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) emissions from the Project
would excced the APCD’s threshold of 25 Ibs/day and are considered a significant impact
requiring mitigation. Table AQ-8 MND pg. 12. Proposed mitigation includes operating the
project’s combined heat and power (“CHP™) with a sclective catalytic reduction (“SRC™)
unit with Oxicat. MND Exhibit B,

The applicant has tailed to show how the proposed mitigation measurcs will reduce
emissions to below the significance threshold has been provided. The size of the CHP is.
unclear from the application document, which is critical in detecrmining il operational
emissions would cxceed daily thresholds or il more mitigation is required. The applicant
should be required to quantify anticipated cmission reductions by providing the
manufacturer’s emissions rates and specification sheets for the CHP unit. Because the
applicant fails to provide information regarding which CHP unit will be selected and the
impacts it will have on the proposed mitigation, the proposed mitigation fails and further
environmental review is requirced. :

The MND’s analysis of air quality impacts is internally inconsistent and confusing. Table
AQ-5 shows the estimated daily operational cmissions of the project arc lowcred to below
the significance threshold if the CHP is equipped with a SCR/Oxicat unit. Howcever, the
rclationship between Table AQ-5 and L'able AQ-8 is confusing and unclear. First, AQ-8 is
relied upon to determining emissions would cxceed significant thresholds and requires
mitigation, rather than AQ-5. Table AQ-8 does not clarify if a CHP with or without an
SCR/Oxicat unit was used in calculating the cmissions levels. Contrary to AQ-5, the MND
ultimately concluded that operational cmissions would excecd the significance threshold,
even with the SCR/Oxicat. Sce Board of Supervisors 10/18/16 Agenda at pg. 3; Proposed
Resolution at pg. 12, Further, AQ-8’s emissions conglusions arc different from both AQ-3
(CHP with SCR/Oxicat) and AQ-6 (CHP without SCR/Oxicat). Under CEQA evaluation of
the project emissions should be compared to both the daily and annual thresholds, while the
data presented in the above mentioned reports only reflect daily emission thresholds. .

While the tables arc hard to reconcile, the point remains: the applicant has failed to clearly
demonsirate that even with the use of SRC/Oxicat system that the operational emissions
would be below the significant threshold.

In light of the applicant’s obvious failures to reduce emissions to an acceptable level, the
County proposcd the applicant implement at least eight mitigation mecasurcs from the list
within APCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, or if the applicant cannot implement the
required number of mitigation measures, the applicant shall reduce air quality impacts to

" less than significant through off-sitc mitigation based on the amount of emission reductions
needed to bring the projeét’s impacts below the significance threshold. See proposed
Resolution at pg 12, The County’s failure to identify specific feasible mitigation measures .
that would reduce project impacts to less than significant amounts to an 1mproper deferral 01
‘mitigation measures in violation of CRQA.
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It is no secret that the neighbors” concerns about this Project largely centers on noise, air quality
and odor. The County has unwisely relied exclusively on information and analysis supplied by
the applicant to conclude the Project would not result in potentially significant i impacts. In the
face of the County’s abdication of its responsibilities, the public has been forced to put to pick of
the slack by hiring its own experts and conducting its own environmental review. As we have
explained, the picture that has emerged from this analysis raises serious concerns about the
adequacy of the County’s environmental review and the Project’s potential impacts. As the

" evidence indicates that the Project is capable of causing significant impacts, the County is
required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report. In that context, the County would be
required to do what it has failed to do so far, that is to undertake a serious analysis of alternative
sites and the adequacy of mitigation measures required to cnsurc the Project impacts, particularly
those on air quality, climate change and noise are reduced to the exient feasible.

As such, the County would be required to prepare a focuscd Environmental Impact Report to
analyze the air quality impacts causcd by the operatmn of the Project to consider appropnale
-feasible mitigation measurcs and alternatives.

Smccrcl} \

Babak Naficy

H
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45dB

Acoustics Consulting

San Luis Obispo
California 93406

DAVID LORD, PH.D. email: dl@45dB.com
Principal Consultant

November 9, 2016

Acoustics Peer Review Analysis Project 1665
RE:  David Dubbink Associates Report on Requested by: Babak Naficy
Hitachi Kompogas Plant Law Offices of Babak Naficy

Anaerobic Digester
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
San Luis Obispo, CA

This is an analysis of the
David Dubbink Associates Report

The four-page report by David Dubbink Associates, dated February 17, 2016, provides an
acoustic background and study for a proposed anaerobic digester plant (ADP) to be
located at 4388 Old Santa Fe Road, in the County of San Luis Obispo, CA. The plant is
proposed to be located adjacent to the northwest end of the main runway at San Luis
Obispo County Regional Airport.

In general, the report is factually correct and demonstrates a fluency with complicated
sound level metrics used for such installations. However, the weakness of the report is
twofold:

1. The report relies entirely on unverified quantities and figures supplied by the
manufacturer.

2. The report could be taken further in its analysis by comparing the manufacturer’s
sound level data with real conditions at the San Luis Obispo Airport.

The Dubbink report quotes sound level figures reported from an installation in Ottenbach,
Germany. The translation of sound level to the accepted “Ldn” metric used in San Luis
Obispo County, reveals a rather steady background sound level of Ldn = 48 dBA.

The location of the Kompogas Plant will be at the departure end of the runway, typically
the loudest location at the airport. A typical schedule of aircraft departures from the
airport shows regular departure activity during the day from 6:10 am to 7:40 pm (see
figure showing departure schedule). Otherwise, and for long periods of time, the airport
is relatively quiet with smaller, charter and private aircraft arriving and departing.
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A recent, detailed 24-hour sound level measurement was made on the airport property in
conjunction with the development of another project. That sound level study is shown in
the accompanying figure at the top of the next page. There is a period of time,
approximately 8:30 pm to 6:30 the next morning, when sound levels near the airport
runway are relatively quiet, with only a few spikes, due to motor vehicles in the area.
During these relatively quiet periods, the constant Ldn = 48 dBA sound level would be
plainly audible at a distance. Evening and night time are subjectively sensitive for noise
annoyance. A 10 dB penalty is assessed by planning standards for sounds made from 10
pm to 7 am.

This coincidental occurrence is not commented on or analyzed in the Dubbink Report.
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The schedule showing aircraft departures (on the next page) explains why there is a
pattern to airport noise at the end of the runway. See the table below:
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Destination

(PHX) Phoenix

(SFO) San Francisco

(LAX) Los Angeles

(LAX) Los Angeles

(LAX) Los Angeles

(PHX) Phoenix

(SFO) San Francisco

(SFO) San Francisco

(LAX) Los Angeles

(LAX) Los Angeles

(SFO) San Francisco

(SFO) San Francisco

(SFO) San Francisco

(PHX) Phoenix

(ONT) Ontario

(SLC) Salt Lake City

(ONT) Ontario

(BUR) Burbank

(LAX) Los Angeles

(LAX) Los Angeles

(PHX) Phoenix

(LAX) Los Angeles

(LAX) Los Angeles

Airline

American Alrlines\‘
UNITEDR)

UNITEDR)

@ Lufthansa
Copa®
Airlines %
AmericanAirIines\\
UNITEDR)
@Lufthansa
UNITEDR)
Copa‘
Airlines %
UNITEDR)

@ Lufthansa
Avianca
American Airlines “g
(PCM) West Air (USA)
(LXJ) Flexjet

(PCM) West Air (USA)
AMERIFLIGHT

uUNITEDR

Copa®
Airlings'_ .

American Airllnes\;
UNITEDRY

Copa®
Airlines =\.

Flight Departure
3025 6:10 AM
5116 6:40 AM
5081 10:10 AM
8943 10:10 AM
8494 10:10 AM
5913 12:35 PM
5022 12:55 PM
7573 12:55 PM
5082 2:55PM
1794 2:55PM
5083 3:55PM
7575 3:55PM
2104 3:55PM
5936 4:20 PM
7694 5:02 PM
521 5:15 PM
7688 5:19PM
1941 5:25 PM
5138 5:55 PM
5688 5:55 PM
3072 7:15PM
5132 7:40 PM
8282 7:40 PM

Status

Landed Delayed
Cancelled

Landed On-time
Landed On-time
Landed On-time
Landed Delayed
Landed Delayed
Landed Delayed
Landed Delayed
Landed Delayed
Landed On-time
Landed On-time
Landed On-time
Landed On-time
Landed

Landed

Landed

Landed

Landed On-time
Landed On-time

Scheduled On-time

Scheduled On-time

Scheduled On-time
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The Dubbink Report is adequate in most respects but could benefit from an additional
analysis of ‘real-world’ conditions at the proposed site of the Kompogas Plant.

for 45dB.com by David Lord

N Tl

page 4 of 4 45dB.com tel: 805,404,804 12

Meeting Date: November 15, 2016

Presented By: Jamie Garretson

Rcv'd prior to the meeting & posted on the web: November 14, 2016
Page 10 of 17



State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

Callen o
Dapntnent of
Health Servipes

SANDRA SHEWRY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER

Director Governor

November 13, 2006

Ms. Carrie Hyke

San Bernardino County

Land Use Services Department,
Advance Planning Division

San Bernardino, CA 92392
Dear Ms. Hyke:

The Environmental Health Investigations Branch, Site Assessment Section (SAS), of
the California Department of Health Services (CDHS), has been contacted by the
Barstow Unified School District and community members, regarding public health
concerns about the Nursery Products Hawes Composting Facility. The Nursery
Products Hawes Composting Facility is proposed to operate eight miles west of Hinkley,
in San Bernardino County. The purpose of this writing is to provide comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), prepared for the County of San Bernardino,
by URS (cover dated September 2006}. The SAS works under a cooperative agreement
with the federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR).

As a public health agency, CDHS’s review focused on identifying areas or omissions
from the EIR that might indicate a potential health risk from the project as it is currently
proposed. CDHS identified four areas of concern: 1) “Potentially Significant Impact”
from Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) emissions exists from proposed operations;
2) the lack of analysis of all site-related contaminants, such as releases of hydrogen
sulfide (H2S), carbon disulfide, and dimethyl sulfide; 3) odor and other potential impacts
to nearest resident and: 4) a pathogen risk assessment was not conducted.

In section four of the EIR, it is shown that VOC emissions from the Nursery Products
composting operations will exceed state and federal air quality standards. The daily
VOC emissions are estimated at 1,963.7 pounds, which is 14 times the threshold value
of 137 pounds/day, set by the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. The EIR
states that there is no way to mitigate the “Significant Impact”, due to the magnitude of
the operations proposed. Enclosed facilities, such as those operating in Los Angeles
and Riverside Counties and throughout the country, have been shown to be effective in
controlling emissions (VOCs, pathogens, bioaresols, dust, odors). However, this option

Department of Health Services/Environmental Health Investigations Branch/Division of Environmental and Occupaticnal Disease Controf
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Ms. Carrie Hyke
Page 2
November 13, 2006

was not considered to be feasible because of the cost to the applicant (Nursery
Products, LLC).

CDHS recognizes the challenge San Bernardino faces in dealing with its’ wastes.
However, the long-term implications for county and its’ residents from the degradation of
air quality should not be ignored. Air quality (VOCs in air) is linked to number of health
related issues, such as asthma, lung and other respiratory diseases, and heart disease.

According to the EIR, emissions of hydrogen sulfide (H>S) could not evaluated, because
applicable emission factors are not available for this type of operation. In the absence of
default data (emission factors), the authors of the EIR should have conducted a review
of the literature or search for comparable emission data to understand the magnitude of
H.S, carbon disulfide, and dimethyl suifide emissions.

The EIR estimated (based on modeling) that the “proposed facility could expose some
members of the public to objectionable odors”. These odors are a result of compounds
such as H,S, carbon disulfide, dimethy! sulfide and ammonia, which are formed during
the composting process (page 4-21). An important point is that while smeliing the odor
is unpleasant, the individual is also being exposed to those compounds, which may
result in health implications. Children may be more sensitive to these compounds than
adults because of the relatively smaller diameter of their airways. As stated above, the
EIR does not evaluate H,S emissions or the other odor producing compounds or the
potential health implications from these exposures.

A pathogen risk assessment was not conducted as part of the EIR. A pathogen risk
assessment is an evaluation of the airborne transport of pathogens from the facility and
while in transport to the facility (uncovered trucks). In 2002, the National Research
Council (NRC) of the National Academy of Sciences released a report concluding that
the potential adverse human health impact from exposure to biosolids is uncertain and
there is a need for the USEPA to update the scientific basis of Rule 503'. The NRC
recommended a number of activities/studies be conducted related to pathogen/disease
causing microorganisms (bacteria, viruses, and parasites) standards, as there is
question to whether “current management controls are adequate to maintain minimal
exposure concentrations over an extended period of time.” To date, the data gaps
identified by the NRC remain unanswered.

In conclusion, the EIR inadequately identifies the possibie impacts from the proposed
Nursery Products Hawes Composting Facility; when a “significant impact” to the

"In 1993, the USEPA established regulations (Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 503—
commonly referred to as Rule 503) governing composting and land application of biosolids. Rule 503 was
implemented without an evaluation of the health risks from exposure to pathogens.
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Ms. Carrie Hyke
Page 3
November 13, 2006

environment is identified, it is apparently outweighed by the cost that would be incurred
by the project developer (Nursery Products, L1.C).

CDHS appreciates your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions,
pleasedo not hesitate to call Tracy Barreau (510) 620-3670 or Marilyn Underwood,
Ph.D. (510) 620-3610.

Sincerely,

&TW_M

Tracy Barreau, REHS
Staff Environmental Scientist
Environmental Health Investigations Branch

b Ol s

Marilyn C. Underwood, Ph.D
Acting Chief, Site Assessment Section
Environmental Health Investigations Branch

cC

Mr. Jerry Bergmans, Ph.D.
Superintendent
Barstow Unified School District

Barstow, CA 92311

Mr. D. Norman Diaz

Barstow, CA 92311

Ms. Libby Vianu

Regional Representative

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Leslie Campbell
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Atlanta, GA 30329
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Ms. Carrie Hyke
Page 4
November 13, 2006

Mr. Daniel Avera, REHS
Division Chief
County of San Bernardino Environmenta| Health Services

e

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0160

Ms. Geralda Stryker _
California Integrated Waste Management Board

Sacramento, CA 95812-4025
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B

To
C.M. Florence, AICP Agent
HITACHI ZOSEN INCVA USA, LLC

Date: November 11, 2016
Dear Carol,

Thank you again for responding to me very quickly. [ iruly appreciate that Hitachi Zosen and you
are trying to make us aware about the process and taking our input and concerns. After researching
and from your response, | am convinced that PM 10 and PM 2.5 will not be an issue for this project.
But some of the answers were incorrect and | felt misleading. T wall again explain my rationale
and scientific reasons for such cenclusion.

Your engineers belicve that natural gas and biogas are similar and also stated that since SLO county
does not have a threshold significance for SOz and 1128 and because of that , they some way
neglected SOz cmission in the report.  The whole Air Quality report was based on the same logic
that natural gas and Bicgas is similar. I want to make a few points to show how big a mistake this
report made.

1. Natural gas has about 95% methane compared to 55-60% in Biogas. Natural gas has lcss
that 0.5% CO2 compared to about 45% in Biogas. It makes two serious crrors in your
report. Due to substantial COz in Biogas. its Heating value is about 50% and it produces
about 100% morc CO; than a natural gas burning CHP. So your calculation on your report
for CO2 production of 4700 tons/year will be about double. Table 6 in AQ 2 shows data
from USEPA AP 42 is wrong. Tt will exceed 9000 metric tons/year. [ understand that
it’s a dry anacrobic digestion process, but there will be substantial digestate produced.
Once it is taken out of the reactor, it will producc cxorbitant amount of CO; during drying
and your report never cven mentioned about this. [ strongly belicve that if thcse
calculations are properly done, it will cxceed the 1150 metric tons per year, This would
require further research by SLO county APCD.  In your response, the Hitachi engineers
continued to support that the calculations in Appendix AQ 2 is correct. [ strongly suggest
that let a well versed person in this area be consulted and the calculations be repeated.
Again AP 42 chapter 3.2 is for natural gas fired CHP and it does not hold here.

2. Almost all sweet natural gas contains less than 4 ppmV of H2S. Although H2S is not
rcgarded as a Hazardous Air Pollutants, but it's long term harmful health effect is well
documented. You have to consider that many people will breathe the air 24 hours a day.
If we use proper feed input to CHP and usc your 10 ppm of HaS from Biofilter, the SO2/H2S
calculations in all AQ 2 is wrong. Table 6 through Table 8 must be recalculated.

As per your engineers, the maximum possible concentration of H2S in the Biogas can be 600
PPMV (although litcrature suggests that it can me much higher) and your flare has a 98%
efficiency. So any day yeur desulfurization unit is not working or under maintenance, the output
concentration of SO» (from 1128) will be about 12 PPMY. The USEPA (AP 42 section 1.3) limit
for 8O from a 0.6 1bm per million SCF (which equals about 3.3 PPMV). This will violate the
EPA standard. What precaution have the plant taken to counteract this? Further I want to add
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A

that most of Biogas plant around the world reported H2S concentration up to 4000 PPMV.
(Tnternational Energy Agency, Bioenergy, Task 37 by Anneli & Wellinger)

To protect thousands of people arcund this plant, we must redo these calculations with correct gas
input. Since Hitachi has more than 75 planis worldwide, why they are not providing correct input
to this report?

I also want to mention that although the APCD does not require reporting of SO and 1128, but the
county officials and the supervisors must make it mandatory for the sake of safety and health of
the thousands of citizen who will breathe this air 24 hours a day. TU'¢ alse sad to see that APCD
stalf could not catch such mistake before your publications.

(¢ ) T agree that flaring of HoS is a common practice for landfill gases. With 90% efficiency of
Biofilters and 98% for the flare, 1 still see thal in extreme cases, the plant will produce 8-12 PPMV
ol TI2S starting with 600 PPMV of H2S. A report by CDC (Center for Discase Conirol) reports
that “humans arc cxtremely sensitive to hydrogen sulfide odors and can smell such odors at
concentrations as low as 0.5 1o 1 part per billion (ppb). At levels approaching 50 ppb, people can
find the odor offensive. Average concenlrations in ambient air range from 0.11 1o 0.33 ppb
(ATSDR 1999a). According to information collected by the Connecticut Department of Health,
the concentration of hydrogen sulfide in ambient air around a landfill is usually close to 15 ppb
(CTDPIT 1997; ATSDR 1999a)”. My understanding from your meeting with Supervisor Adam
Hill that there are offices Icss than 1000 feet from the plant. Will it be a sure misery for the people
who will be working arcund this plant?

You may say that T considered the worst condition, but in Environmental Health and safety, it’s
the rule to consider the worst case scenario when it comes Lo health and safety of people.

Your response states that you expect H2S from your Biofilter will be 10 PPMYV, which cxceeds
US CPA standard. Did you perform any plume analysis to see what will be the concentration of
H2S in Airport and surrcunding area in worst possible weather condition with inversion ol
temperature? Tt appears the Airport will have a persistent odor problem as I look into the wind
flow direction. 1 definitely think Plume modelling should be done and discussed with the local
citizens and Airport authority.

(d } Another very fundamental question that I have an citizen of this county regarding this
particular process. Currently there are morc than 1000 Biogas plant in USA
(ntos/fwww.americanbiogascounci.org/biogas maps.asp). Did Hitachi Zosen ever competed in
any of thesc projects? Is so, what was the outcomc?

Again 1 thank you all for allowing me Lo convey my input and concerns. I also hope that you all
will take 1his as an constructive comments. It will be difficult to change anything after spending
21 million dollars, so Ict’s think through it now. [is also imperative that a ncw Air Pollution
Quality Report be produced with proper information.
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With best regards,
Nirupam Pal. .
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