AES Sparrows Point LNG, LLC and

Mid-Atlantic Express, L.L.C.
Docket No. PF06-22-000

§ 375.308(x)


	AES Sparrows Point LNG, LLC and Mid-Atlantic Express, L.L.C.
Docket No. PF06-22-000

FERC Staff’s Comments on Draft Resource Report 9, dated 17 September 2006 (DR1), MD DNR PPRP Comments on Draft Resource Report 9, dated 16 October 2006 (PPRP DR1), and FERC Staff’s Comments on Revised Draft Resource Report 9, dated 6 December 2006 

	Data Request 

No.
	Item or Comment No. 
	RR 9 

Section: Comment 
	How Comment Was Addressed
	Responses Located in Section Number

	DR2
	1
	9.3.3.7, 6th bullet: Under COMAR 26.11.17 bullet, it states “Based on estimated potential emissions from the LNG Terminal emission units, the requirements of this chapter do not apply to NOx or VOC as the LNG Terminal will not be a Major Stationary Source of NOx or VOC emissions.” However, in Section 9.3.2.2B, it states that the project will be a major nonattainment area source for NOx.
	This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9.  Based on updated emissions, the LNG Terminal with LNG ship offloading will be a Major Stationary Source of NOX emissions.  The LNG Terminal with Power Plant and with LNG offloading will be Major for NOX and VOC emissions.
	9.3.3.7, 6th bullet

	DR2
	2
	9.3.5, 2nd paragraph: The applicant states that the power plant would be required to meet LAER for NOx and VOC emissions and BACT for CO and SO2. Based on estimated PTE, BACT will be required for PM10 but not for SO2.
	This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9.  Based on updated emissions, the Power Plant would be required to meet LAER for NOX and VOC and BACT for CO.
	9.3.5, 2nd paragraph

	DR2
	3
	Appendix 9A: Tables 9A-6, 9A-7A, 9A-7C, 9A-22, 9A-23, 9A-43, 9A-44, 9A-45 have errors to reference cells.  Instead of values, several cells in these tables report “#REF”.
	Appendix 9A has been updated to rectify the issue.  
	Appendix 9A.

	DR2
	4
	MDE has made it clear that the power plant and LNG terminal will not be considered separately.  They have stated that if the combined emissions from both pieces trigger NSR, then both facilities will be subject to BACT/LAER, even though the Terminal would come first.  Therefore information is needed on the power plant including emission rates and tables need to be updated to include this facility, and PSD applicability needs to be updated. 
	This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9.  AES understands that, if it decides to construct and operate the Power Plant, it will not be considered separate from the LNG Terminal with respect to NSR requirements.  Even if AES applies for and receives permits for the LNG Terminal stationary sources and subsequently submits applications for the Power Plant, the combined emissions from the LNG Terminal and Power Plant will be used for the purpose of PSD and NNSR applicability determinations.  
	9.3.3.1.A, 4th paragraph

	DR2
	5
	Confirm with the state and/or EPA whether the “boilers” are really considered boilers and that the project is subject to the 100 tpy threshold and not 250.  Some EPA regions have been flip flopping and most recently region 4 changed back to considering them heaters since steam is not generated and it’s a closed loop system.
	This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9, but is unresolved.  There have been a number of inconsistent determinations on other LNG terminal projects involving these types of sources (i.e., both the 100 TPY and 250 TPY thresholds have been implemented in the PSD review process on similar projects).  AES is not aware of any agency-wide determination concerning which PSD threshold would apply to LNG terminals involving heating units for regasification or combined cycle power plants.  However, the LNG Terminal will not be considered a Major Stationary Source with respect to the PSD regulations and is not subject to PSD review, regardless of whether the 100 TPY or 250 TPY applicability threshold is determined to apply.  i.e., potential emissions of all attainment pollutants are below 100 TPY.  However, if AES decides to construct and operate the Power Plant, it would be subject to PSD review for NO2 and CO if the 100 TPY threshold applies and would not be subject to PSD review if the 250 TPY threshold is determined to apply in this case.  AES is in the process of contacting EPA and MDE to further evaluate PSD applicability to the Power Plant and to request a formal determination.  AES anticipates that the contact and discussion with MDE will be completed by the end of the first quarter of 2007.
	9.3.3.1.A, 2nd and 3rd paragraphs

	DR2
	6
	Clarify in the Resource Reports that a compliance demonstration with the NAAQS and PSD increments would not be for NSR but for NEPA and would include the mobile operating sources which are not covered by NSR.  Identify that the project would meet the requirements of the state for all NSR sources and all air quality requirements under the State’s jurisdiction on air quality compliance, and would meet FERC’s requirements for total project air quality compliance under NEPA.
	Regardless of whether a PSD air quality impact analysis is required for the LNG Terminal, AES has completed an air quality modeling analysis of both LNG Terminal options (with and without the Power Plant) to satisfy the FERC Staff’s interpretation of its obligation under NEPA to evaluate potential air quality impacts associated with the Project.  This modeling analysis includes an evaluation of impacts from the LNG Terminal with and without the Power Plant, and a cumulative analysis of impacts from the LNG Terminal including LNG ship offloading operations.  This is has been clarified section 9.3.5 of Resource Report 9.  
	9.3.5

	DR 2
	7

DR1 #4 
	9.3.1.3 1st paragraph: 40 CFR 81 also designates the Baltimore Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) as nonattainment for total suspended particles (TSP). This should be stated. Any other section of the report that refers to nonattainment area requirements should refer to the TSP designation and identify the requirements (or lack thereof) resulting from this designation. 

The sentence regarding the attainment designation for particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10) and lead (Pb) is unclear. 

Addressed. Text in this section also refers to 1-hour ozone attainment designation.  While this information is relevant, it should also be noted that the 1-hour standard and attainment designations have been revoked as of June 25, 2005.  Also, second paragraph in this section states that AQCRs in the project area “are categorized as “subpart I” nonattainment with respect to the new 8-hour ozone standard.” A review of Part 81 indicates that some of the project area AQCRs are classified as Subpart 2, a more severe nonattainment designation. This should be corrected in RR9.
	The text has been updated to reflect that the 1-hour ozone attainment designation has been revoked and that the AQCRs are classified as Subpart 2 in Section 9.3.1.3 of Resource Report 9.  
	9.3.1.3

9.3.2

	DR2
	8

DR1 #5 
	9.3.1.4 1st paragraph: More recent data are available than 2000 and 2001. The most recent three years of data should be identified and summarized, and more detailed information should be provided for the monitoring locations. 

Addressed. Table 9.3-3 should provide a descriptive identification of monitoring locations in addition to or instead of EPA/MDE identification numbers. The reader would be required to look up ID numbers to determine monitor locations.
	This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9.  Detailed information on the monitoring sites used to estimate representative ambient background concentrations of criteria pollutants has been added to Table 9.3-3
	9.3.1.4

Table 9.3-3

	DR2
	9

DR1 #15 
	9.3.3.10 2nd paragraph: Provide a date when the General Conformity Analysis will be completed.

Addressed.  However, new text says that conformity analysis will be submitted to FERC.  The conformity analysis also needs to be submitted to the MDE and PADEP.  Report text should state that conformity analysis will be submitted to these agencies. 
	The text has been updated to indicate that the conformity analysis will be submitted to the FERC as well as the State in Section 9.3.3.10 of Resource Report 9.  
	9.3.3.10

	DR2
	10

MDNR 

PPRP#17
	9.3.3.10: Under 40 CFR 93, any action by a federal agency, such as the approval of an LNG terminal by the Federal Energy Regulatory Agency (FERC), must be evaluated to determine if it conforms with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the project location. If the emissions of nonattainment pollutants for that air quality control region are below certain thresholds, it is deemed to conform. If those emissions are greater than the thresholds, a formal conformity determination is required by FERC that may include a requirement to obtain emission offsets. The state has a role in the requirements of this rule in the realm of consultation, emission mitigation, and the emission inventory. If a general conformity determination is required it will be important for the applicant and FERC to be in contact with the MDE concerning this rule.

While the geographic regions where general conformity applies have been identified, there is no discussion of the role of the MDE or PADEP with regard to review of the emission inventory and emission mitigation consultation.  Add text that recognizes the roles MDE and PADEP will need for involvement in any conformity determinations.
	This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9.  Text has been added describing the roles of MDE, PA DNR and VA DEQ in the general conformity determination process.
	9.3.3.10

	DR2
	11

MDNR 

PPRP 28
	Table 8.4.3-1: Table 8.4.3-1 in Section 8 indicates that the Pipeline Route consists of 155 residences with distances ranging from 5 to 50 feet of the construction workspace. The applicant should provide calculations for the worst-case noise levels (e.g. noisiest equipment within 5 feet of a residential area) from these noise sensitive areas (NSAs) and provide a Residential Mitigation Plan for the NSAs that exceed Federal and State Noise standards.

Report does not address worst-case noise levels within 5 feet of a residential area. The applicant proposes a noise mitigation plan for residents within 25 feet of pipeline construction and those within 50 feet of a construction right of way.
	Based on the anticipated equipment noise levels  of individual pieces of construction equipment (80 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet), it is anticipated that levels greater than 90 dBA will be experienced where construction activities will be undertaken within 50 feet of a residence which exceed the State of Maryland’s noise standards (90 dBA).  Use of appropriate mitigation measures will be required and incorporated in the Site Specific residential mitigation plans.
	9.4.4.1

	DR1
	1 
	9.1: Describe what portion(s) of the Project constitutes a Federal Action as defined by the General Conformity rules. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.2

	DR1
	2 
	9.1: “billion cubic standard feet” should be “billion standard cubic feet” and “bcsfd” should be “bscfd”. This should be searched globally. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.1

	DR1
	3 
	9.3.1.1 3rd paragraph: The wind rose Figure 9.3-1 embedded in the electronic version of Resource Report 9 and Figure 9.3-1 included with the hard copy reference different years (and the text references 1992). Correct the discrepancy, and also use the most recent wind rose data available. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.1.1

Figure 9.3-1

	DR1
	4 
	9.3.1.3 1st paragraph: 40 CFR 81 also designates the Baltimore Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) as nonattainment for total suspended particles (TSP). This should be stated. Any other section of the report that refers to nonattainment area requirements should refer to the TSP designation and identify the requirements (or lack thereof) resulting from this designation. 

The sentence regarding the attainment designation for particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10) and lead (Pb) is unclear. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.1.3

9.3.2

	DR1
	5 
	9.3.1.4 1st paragraph: More recent data are available than 2000 and 2001. The most recent three years of data should be identified and summarized, and more detailed information should be provided for the monitoring locations. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.1.4

Table 9.3-3

	DR1
	6 
	9.3.2.1.A 7th paragraph: Construction emissions should be broken down per AQCR per year. Revise Table 9.3-4 to reflect this breakdown and the table should include TSP and hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.2.1A

Table 9.3-4

	DR1
	7 
	9.3.2.2.B 5th paragraph: “…total emissions from the LNG Terminal will be less than major stationary source thresholds”. Calculated emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and hexane are just under the major source thresholds. Throughout this report, it appears AES intends to apply some type of controls to achieve synthetic minor status for some emission sources. List all sources for which AES will seek synthetic minor status and clearly describe the federally-enforceable controls that will apply to each. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1

9.3.3.2B

9.3.3.2C



	DR1
	8 
	9.3.2.2B 2nd paragraph: This section indicates that “the LNG Terminal will be a minor source and will not be subject to prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) or nonattainment new source review permitting requirements.” Unloading emissions should be combined with the other stationary sources when determining PSD applicability. Table 9.3-5 indicates that the combined unloading and LNG Terminal emissions would exceed the 100 tons per year (tpy) threshold for PSD for sulfur oxides (SOx). As a result, verify whether the Terminal would be subject to PSD. 


	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1

9.3.3.2B

9.3.3.2C

Table 9.3-5

	DR1
	9 
	9.3.2.3.A 3rd paragraph: To the extent that these emission sources are part of the Federal Action and for the purposes of determining the applicability of General Conformity, ammonia emission factors should also be identified because ammonia is considered as a particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM-2.5) precursor. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.2

9.3.3.10

	DR1
	10 
	9.3.2.3.B 1st paragraph: Define DMRF as “Dredge Material Recycling Facility” and reference Resource Report 1 for a description. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.2.3A

	DR1
	11 
	9.3.3.1.A: A discussion of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) proposed major source threshold and significant emission rate for PM-2.5 is warranted. See 70 Federal Register (FR) 65984 (November 1, 2005). 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1A

	DR1
	12 
	9.3.3.1.A 4th paragraph: The report states that modeling will be performed and results will be submitted at a later date. Provide a date when modeling results will be available. This modeling should include offloading emissions as a stationary source. Also a separate run should be performed modeling the stationary sources (including offloading emissions) and mobile sources combined. The mobile sources should be modeled as a point source in the center for the moored safety/security zone. If the U.S. Coast Guard has not identified what the moored safety/security zone would be yet for this project, use the largest moored safety/security zone established for any currently operating on-shore LNG terminal (500 yards). 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1A

9.3.5

	DR1
	13 
	9.3.3.8 1st paragraph: “…with not be subject…” should read “…will not be subject…” 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.8

	DR1
	14 
	9.3.3.10 1st paragraph: “…in an ozone maintenance or nonattainment area…” should read “…in a nonattainment or maintenance area…” 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	DR1
	15 
	9.3.3.10 2nd paragraph: Provide a date when the General Conformity Analysis will be completed. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	DR1
	16 
	9.3.3.10 3rd paragraph: Insert this sentence after the first sentence: “Applicability is evaluated for direct emissions of PM-2.5 as well as precursor emissions which include SO2, NOX, VOC, and ammonia”. 

“…or VOC (if determined…” should read “… or VOC or ammonia (if determined…” 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	DR1
	17 
	9.3.3.11: Address the applicability of OSHA’s Process Safety Management (PSM) regulations, which are effectively companion regulations to 40 CFR 68. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.11

	DR1
	18 
	9.3.4 1st paragraph: “…not expected to significantly impact ambient air quality in the Project area”. Acknowledge that a General Conformity Analysis is still required to support this conclusion. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.4

	DR1
	19 
	9.3.5 2nd paragraph: “…best available control technology (BACT) for NO2 and other criteria pollutants”. BACT for NO2 is irrelevant in this case due to the ozone nonattainment status (i.e., lowest achievable emission rates [LAER]). Specify the other criteria pollutants that will require BACT. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.5

	DR1
	20 
	9.3.6.1: Include a discussion of the mitigation measures that will be required to comply with General Conformity. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.6.1

	DR1
	21 
	9.3.6.2 both paragraphs: Prepare a table that compares operational emissions to BACT/LAER. Reference the table in this section. 
	A discussion of the BACT/LEAR determination is provided in Section9.3.6.2, which references Tables 9.3-11 and 9.3-12 which have been developed in response to this comment.  This is addressed in the January 8, 2007 filing of Resource Report 9.  
	Section 9.3.6.2

Table 9.3-11
Table 9.3-12

	DR1
	22 
	Table 9.3-4:  Include ammonia for evaluation of conformity in the table and where applicable in the text. 

Show conformity thresholds to allow comparison of Federal Action emissions. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.2

Table 9.3-4

	DR1
	23 
	9.4: Check for and resolve any discrepancies between text and tables regarding regulatory noise limits in this section. For example, 9.4.4.1 refers to a 90 decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) daytime threshold in Maryland that does not appear in any of the noise regulation tables. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.4.1

Table 9.4-2

	DR1
	24 
	9.4.3: Acknowledge that a more comprehensive analysis (including modeling) will be required to adequately predict noise levels for the LNG project, and provide a date when the results of that analysis will be available. 

Specifics as to the ambient environment (weather conditions, times of day, and other noise sources present) should be provided with the noise measurements or predictions. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.3

	DR1
	25 
	9.4.4: Acknowledge that AES intends to comply with all applicable local and state noise regulations. Clearly identify all regulatory noise limits and which construction and operations activities will be subject to which limits. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.4

Table 9.4-1

Table 9.4-2

	DR1
	26 
	9.4.4: Since dredging will likely be a 24-hour operation, and it is the construction activity that appears to be closest to noise sensitive area (NSA) 1, a more detailed noise analysis should be performed. Provide a date when the results of that analysis will be provided. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.4.4

	DR1
	27 
	9.4.4.3: This section indicates that the operation noise level at the nearest NSA will be approximately 43 dBA (Ldn). Provide detailed supporting calculations for the estimated noise level. 
	Sound level data for the proposed equipment were obtained from vendors, calculated using empirical formulas based on process and mechanical equipment data, or from similar projects, and are outlined in Appendix 9C which is referenced in Section 9.4.4.3 of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.4.3

	DR1
	28 
	Appendix 9A: Propylene is not a HAP. Remove it from the Total HAP calculations. 

Emission calculations for the cooling tower (Table 9A-15) are missing a reference for the source of the emission factors used. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	Appendix 9A

	DR1
	29 
	Global: FERC guidelines for RR 9 require the applicant to provide copies of applications for air permits and any agency determinations. While we understand that these may not be available at this time, these should be submitted to FERC once available. Provide a date when the permit applications will be submitted. 
	Permit applications will be submitted in accordance with the schedule shown in Table 1.8-1 of Resource Report 1.
	Table 1.8-1

	DR1
	30 
	Global: The guidelines require applicants to submit manufacturers’ information for equipment proposed for air emissions and noise mitigation. The draft report provides preliminary information on this equipment. Provide more project specific information when available. Provide a date when more detailed manufacturers’ information will be submitted. 
	This information will be provided as it is identified during the detailed design.  Information will be submitted by the 2nd quarter of 2008.
	To be determined

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#15
	9.3.2.2: States that the proposed Power Plant would "operate in lieu of or in conjunction with the auxiliary boilers". It also states that the construction of the LNG Terminal will be a minor source project not subject to PSD or NA-NSR. However, AES should be advised up front that MDE will not consider the construction of the power plant as separate and independent from the LNG Terminal (i.e., the proposed Power Plant and LNG Terminal components would be treated as part of a phased construction project). If the combined emissions of both phases trigger NSR, then the initial phase (i.e., the LNG Terminal) will also be subject to BACT/LAER requirements. This MDE position is contrary to the conclusions stated in section 9.3.3.1.A. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.2.2

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#16
	9.3.2.2: Section II.B.4 of EPA’s 1990 Draft New Source Review Workshop Manual indicates that emissions from vessels at berth that result from the unloading process are considered primary emissions for permit applicability determination purposes. As a result, total stationary source emissions (with and without Power Plant) shown in Table 9.3-5 of the Resource Report should include emissions from LNG Ship unloading operations for permit applicability purposes and the major source status of the project should be re-evaluated. It appears that their inclusion would make the project major for NOx, SO2, CO (with the Power Plant) and VOCs (with the Power Plant). 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1

9.3.3.2B

9.3.3.2C



	PPRP

DR1
	PPRP#17 
	9.3.3.10: Under 40 CFR 93 any action by a federal agency, such as the approval of an LNG terminal by the Federal Energy Regulatory Agency (FERC), must be evaluated to determine if it conforms with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the project location. If the emissions of nonattainment pollutants for that air quality control region are below certain thresholds, it is deemed to conform. If those emissions are greater than the thresholds, a formal conformity determination is required by FERC that may include a requirement to obtain emission offsets. The state has a role in the requirements of this rule in the realm of consultation, emission mitigation, and the emission inventory. If a general conformity determination is required it will be important for the applicant and FERC to be in contact with the MDE concerning this rule. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#18 
	9.3.3.1.A: States that a compliance demonstration for NAAQS and PSD increment consumption will be submitted to FERC, presumably for approval. The applicant should be advised that the State has jurisdiction on matters involving NSR approvals or air quality compliance. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1A

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#19 
	9.3.3.10: Resource Reports indicates that emissions of NOx, VOC, and SO2 exceed conformity applicability thresholds during construction and will require a conformity determination. Since the applicability is based on annual emissions, more information on the breakdown of emissions during the construction period (i.e., annual emissions) should be provided. The regulation also requires that conformity be evaluated for all direct and indirect emissions from the project over the entire life of the project, including the operational years. Therefore, emissions from marine sources (e.g., ship maneuvering and “in-transit” activities, tugs, and security boats) should be included in annual operational emissions for conformity applicability. It appears that this would trigger a conformity determination for operational years, also. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#20 
	9.3.3.10: Makes references to a General Conformity analysis to be submitted to FERC. General conformity is a federal rule that protects a state's SIP from increases in ozone and PM 2.5 non-attainment area emissions. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#21 
	9.3.2.3: There was no mention of emissions from maintenance dredging during the operational phase of the project. If there are requirements for maintenance dredging, it should be included in the operational emission estimates. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.1.4

9.3.2.3B

Appendix9A

Table 9.3-5

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#22 
	9.3.2.2C:  In-transit marine vessel emissions were identified; however, they appear to be only for transit through the State of Maryland. We offer that, since the emissions from the ships in transit through the State of Virginia waters are also considered “direct emission”, they too should be included in the conformity applicability review. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.10

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#23 
	Global: The applicant should address the applicability of and compliance with New Source Performance Standard for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines (40 CFR 60, Subpart IIII), to which the fire water pumps and emergency generators may be subject. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.3

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#24 
	Global: The applicant should address whether the facility would be subject to the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR). 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.6

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#25 
	9.3.2.1A:  Non-road marine engines like the tugs, and security boats (large LNG ships are exempt) will be required to burn low-sulfur diesel (LSD, 500 ppm or 0.05% sulfur) in 2007 and ultra low-sulfur diesel (ULSD, 15 ppm or 0.0015% sulfur) in 2012 under 40 CFR 80.510. Also, non-road diesel engines (i.e., from all terminal and pipeline construction equipment) will be required to burn LSD in 2007 and ULSD in 2012. Therefore SO2 and PM emissions from these sources should be revised accordingly. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.2.1A

Appendix9A

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#26 
	9.3.2.3B:  More information on the dredge material recycling facility should be provided, including emission estimates and permitting applicability for all sources, including, but not limited to, the mixers and additive silos. 
	This is addressed in the November 8, 2006 filing of Resource Report 9.
	9.3.3.1A

9.3.3.1C

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#27 
	Global: The Resource Report indicates that air dispersion modeling will be performed for PSD pollutants for which the facility is major. PPRP is aware of the applicant’s efforts to complete this and is working with them by providing local climatological information. 
	This data will be incorporated into the air dispersion modeling as it becomes available.
	--

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#28 
	9.4.4.1: Table 8.4.3-1 in Section 8 indicates that the Pipeline Route consists of 155 residences with distances ranging from 5 to 50 feet of the construction workspace. The applicant should provide calculations for the worst-case noise levels (e.g. noisiest equipment within 5 feet of a residential area) from these noise sensitive areas (NSAs) and provide a Residential Mitigation Plan for the NSAs that exceed Federal and State Noise standards. 
	Residential Mitigation Plans, with noise mitigation measures (as necessary) will be submitted in the formal filing of Resource Report 8, currently expected in January 2007.
	9.4.4.1

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#29 
	9.4.4.3: The applicant needs to quantify noise levels (manufacturer specifications with references) generated from all major sheltered and unsheltered noise producing equipment like heaters, pumps, compressors and emergency generators during operations of the LNG terminal and the proposed Power Plant.
	AES modeled noise levels that would be generated by operation of the proposed LNG Terminal and Power Plant.  Sound level data for the proposed equipment were obtained from vendors, calculated using empirical formulas based on process and mechanical equipment data, or from similar projects, and are outlined in Appendix 9C and is referenced in Section 9.4.4.3 of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.4.3

Appendix 9C

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#30 
	9.4.4.4: Section 9.4.4.4 indicates that noise levels generated from dredging activities would be similar to the noise levels generated during construction activities. Since the dredging activities will most likely be closer to the nearest NSA, the applicant should provide the closest distance from the dredging activities to the nearest NSA and calculate the maximum noise level (e.g. from a pile driver) from this distance. 
	The distance of dredging activities to the nearest NSA is presented in Tables 9.4-11 and 9.4-12 in Section 9.4.4.4 of Resource Report 9.
	9.4.4.4
Tables 9.4-11 and 9.4-12

	PPRP DR1
	PPRP#31 
	9.4.4.4: The applicant needs to define if there will be annual maintenance dredging during operations. If yes, the applicant should quantify the noise levels from the maintenance dredging or state whether they would be comparable to the noise levels generated from construction dredging mentioned in question 28. 
	Noise levels from maintenance dredging have been quantified and are presented in Section 9.4.4.4 or Resource Report 9..
	9.4.4.4



14
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MD DNR) Power Plant Research Program list of information requests came in letter dated 16 October 2006, from review of Resource Reports 1-13.  The list provided here comprises the PPRP comments on Resource Report 9.

