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November, 14, 2006

Ms. Deborah Jordan

Director, Air Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re:  Proposed Clean Air Act Permit to Construct BHP Billiton Cabrillo Port and the
Applicability of Ventura County Air Pollution Control District Rule 26, New Source
Review (NSR)

Dear Ms. Jordan:

I am writing you this letter regarding the above-referenced subject matter as the Air Pollution
Control Officer of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD). APCD staff has
the primary responsibility of enforcing and interpreting all rules, regulations, standards, and
applicable state laws within the APCD’s jurisdiction. In this particular case, however, the
provisions of the federal Deepwater Port Act (33 U.S.C. Section 1501 et seq.) dictate that the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the air permitting agency for the proposed
liquefied natural gas (LNG) facilities and that the applicable air pollution control regulations for
the BHP Billiton Cabrillo Port project are the Rules and Regulations of the APCD.

Since the inception of this project, EPA Region 9 has been very good in soliciting the APCD’s
input on how its rules might apply to this project’s air permit. On June 29, 2005, EPA Region 9
sent a letter to the U.S. Coast Guard outlining their approach to air permitting for the Cabrillo
Port project. EPA decided that APCD Rule 26.2, NSR Requirements, does not apply to the
proposed deepwater port. This Rule 26.2 non-applicability position was taken after discussions
between EPA and APCD. Instead of requiring strict compliance with Rule 26.2, EPA proposed
to require emission control technology that would qualify as best available control technology
(BACT) and emissions mitigation measures. In September 2005, APCD staff concurred with
EPA’s rule interpretation of APCD Rule 26 as it related to the Cabrillo Port project.

It is with that same spirit of inter-agency collaboration that I now come with these additional
APCD comments, concerns, and conclusions regarding EPA’s May 2006, proposed Clean Air
Act (CAA) Permit for Cabrillo Port. Specifically, APCD has concerns with that portion of








