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 (Submitted by Environmental Defense Fund, Inc.) 
 
I. , EDUCATION AND WORK EXPERIENCE

Q: PLEASE STATE YOUR FULL NAME. 2 

. 1 

A: Roberto Gasparini. 3 

Q: BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED? 4 

A: I work at Spirit Environmental in Houston, Texas as a Project Director of air quality 5 
consulting. 6 

Q: WHAT TYPE OF WORK DO YOU PERFORM AT SPIRIT ENVIRONMENTAL? 7 

A: I prepare air permit applications, perform atmospheric dispersion modeling, and provide 8 
general environmental compliance support. 9 

Q: HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN AT SPIRIT ENVIRONMENTAL? 10 

A: Since January 2012. 11 

Q: WHERE DID YOU WORK PRIOR TO JOINING SPIRIT ENVIRONMENTAL? 12 

A: Previously I was employed as a managing consultant at Source Environmental.  I was 13 
also a partner at Source. 14 

Q: HOW LONG HAD YOU BEEN WITH SOURCE? 15 

A: Over six years.  I started in June of 2005. 16 

Q: HOW LONG WERE YOU A PARTNER AT SOURCE? 17 

A: Approximately three years. 18 

Q: HOW LONG WERE YOU A MANAGING CONSULTANT AT SOURCE? 19 

A: Approximately five years. 20 

Q: WHAT TYPE OF WORK DID YOU PERFORM AT SOURCE ENVIRONMENTAL? 21 
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A: Similar to my work at Spirit.  I assisted in the preparation of over a dozen air permit 1 
applications with many involving air dispersion modeling. 2 

Q: DID THE DISPERSION MODELING INVOLVE THE USE OF AERMOD? 3 

A: Yes, most of the air dispersion modeling involved the use of AERMOD. 4 

Q: CAN YOU DESCRIBE FOR THE COMMISSION THE TYPE OF AIR QUALITY 5 
PERMIT APPLICATIONS THAT YOU HAVE WORKED ON THAT INVOLVE AIR 6 
DISPERSION MODELING? 7 

A: Basically the types of applications that have required air dispersion modeling have been 8 
associated with new source review or NSR permit applications, whether they are minor or 9 
major sources, or nonattainment. 10 

Q: HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PERFORMED AIR DISPERSION MODELING FOR PSD 11 
REVIEW? 12 

A: Yes.  Though running the modeling itself is basically the same for most applications.  13 
You still have to represent your sources, input stack height, release height, and emission 14 
rates.  You still have to use appropriate meteorological data and terrain data.  The 15 
concepts are essentially the same.  How you dictate and analyze the output from the 16 
model is where the differences arise between state and federal analyses. 17 

Q: WHO ARE YOUR CLIENTS TYPICALLY? 18 

A: Typically, the work that I do is on behalf of industrial clients assisting them in meeting 19 
their regulatory obligations, including permitting and compliance. 20 

Q: PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 21 

A: I received a Bachelor of Science in Meteorology from Texas A&M University in 22 
December of 1999.  I continued my studies there in graduate school and received my 23 
Masters of Science in Atmospheric Sciences in August of 2002, and then my Ph.D. in 24 
Atmospheric Sciences in May of 2005.   25 

Q: HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED EXPERT TESTIMONY BEFORE SOAH? 26 

A: Yes, I have testified before SOAH on modeling issues. 27 

Q: I AM HANDING YOU A DOCUMENT THAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF 28 
EXHIBIT 201.  PLEASE IDENTIFY EDF EXHIBIT 201. 29 

A: EDF Exhibit 201 is a copy of my resume. 30 

Q: IS THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN EXHIBIT 201 TRUE AND CORRECT? 31 

A: Yes. 32 

EDF OFFERS EXHIBIT 201, THE RESUME OF ROBERTO GASPARINI PH.D 33 
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Q: DR. GASPARINI, COULD YOU BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE WHAT WORK YOU 1 
WERE ASKED TO PERFORM ON BEHALF OF EDF IN THIS CASE? 2 

A: I was retained initially by EDF to review and analyze certain air dispersion modeling 3 
data, site plans, and other materials filed by White Stallion Energy Center, LLC (“White 4 
Stallion” or “WSEC”) with the TCEQ in support of White Stallion’s application for air 5 
quality permits for a 1,320-MW power plant to be located in Matagorda County, Texas.  I 6 
was also asked to review additional information regarding the same plant filed by White 7 
Stallion in support of an application with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (the 8 
“Corps”).  Finally, I was asked to perform some air dispersion modeling. 9 

Q: YOU STATED YOU WERE RETAINED INITIALLY TO REVIEW AND ANALYZE 10 
SOME MATERIAL.  CAN YOU BE MORE SPECIFIC ABOUT WHAT YOU WERE 11 
INITIALLY ASKED TO DO? 12 

A: Yes, but some background is appropriate.  On September 5, 2008, White Stallion filed an 13 
application for air quality permits from the TCEQ.  In December of 2008, White Stallion 14 
submitted an air quality modeling analysis based on a specific site plan for the proposed 15 
power plant.  The air dispersion modeling that White Stallion performed in support of its 16 
application for an air quality permit was based only on that specific site plan (“Air Permit 17 
Site Plan”).  Shortly after the TCEQ issued its Final Order on October 19, 2010, a mere 18 
six days later, it appears that White Stallion changed the site plan for its power plant.  I 19 
was asked to review the changed site plan and ultimately determine its air quality 20 
impacts. 21 

Q: WHY DO YOU BELIEVE THAT WHITE STALLION CHANGED ITS SITE PLAN? 22 

A: I believe the site plan provided to the Corps represents the most up-to-date site plan for 23 
the proposed power plant.  At the same time that White Stallion’s air permit application 24 
was still at the TCEQ, White Stallion had an application before the Corps for a wetlands 25 
permit.  In November of 2010, White Stallion provided the Corps with a site plan dated 26 
October 25, 2010 (“October 25th Site Plan”).  In fact, it is my understanding that the 27 
Corps has now issued White Stallion its wetlands permit based on the updated site plan. 28 

Q: IS IT SIGNIFICANT THAT THE SITE PLAN FOR WSEC HAS CHANGED AND IF 29 
IT IS EXPLAIN WHY? 30 

A: Yes.  It is significant because the air dispersion modeling is necessarily linked to the site 31 
plan. 32 

Q: WHAT IS DISPERSION MODELING? 33 

A: Atmospheric dispersion modeling is a mathematical tool that simulates the effects of 34 
dispersion on emissions of pollutants in the atmosphere and predicts the concentrations of 35 
pollutants at certain specified points, which are commonly called “receptors.” 36 

Q: CAN YOU EXPLAIN HOW DISPERSION MODELING AND A SITE PLAN ARE 37 
LINKED? 38 
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A: Sure.  The layout of the site is very important to the modeling because it is an input to the 1 
model.  White Stallion’s air dispersion modeling was performed using “AERMOD,” an 2 
air dispersion modeling program accepted by TCEQ for purposes of predicting air quality 3 
impacts resulting from a proposed emission source.  Data input into AERMOD includes 4 
the locations, types of emissions sources, and the emission rates of the various air 5 
pollutants that will be released from the proposed power plant as well as meteorological 6 
data.  Using these input data, AERMOD uses sophisticated mathematical formulas to 7 
predict the ground-level concentration of the various air pollutants at receptor grid points 8 
designated by the user, which in this context would be off-property locations (i.e. beyond 9 
the plant property).  The output data generated by the model is then analyzed to 10 
determine whether a proposed source of air pollutants complies with applicable air 11 
quality requirements, which in this case include requirements under the federal Clean Air 12 
Act and TCEQ’s rules.  Moving the locations of emissions sources changes the input data 13 
used in AERMOD.  So when changes occur to the locations of emissions sources used as 14 
modeling input data, the modeling output data will also change. 15 

Q: WHY MODEL IMPACTS? 16 

A: White Stallion is required to perform air dispersion modeling in order to demonstrate 17 
compliance with the applicable national air quality standards such as NAAQS and PSD 18 
Increments, state property line standards and state effects screening levels (“ESLs”).  19 
Under TCEQ’s PSD rules, which incorporate 40 CFR § 52.21(k), White Stallion must 20 
demonstrate that it will not “cause or contribute” to air pollution in violation of any 21 
NAAQS or PSD Increment.  In addition, the Texas Clean Air Act (“TCAA”) requires that 22 
TCEQ find no indication that the emissions from White Stallion will contravene the 23 
intent of the TCAA, including protection of the public’s health and physical property.  In 24 
practice, the TCEQ relies on the NAAQS/PSD demonstrations, state property line 25 
demonstrations and ESLs, among other things, to make this finding.  All require 26 
dispersion modeling to predict the off-property impacts, which are subsequently 27 
compared to the applicable air quality standards or ESLs to determine compliance. 28 

Q: CIRCLING BACK TO THE CHANGES TO THE SITE PLAN, CAN YOU EXPLAIN 29 
THOSE CHANGES? 30 

A: Yes, I compared the Air Permit Site Plan and White Stallion’s air dispersion modeling 31 
related to that site plan to the October 25th Site Plan that was submitted to the Corps in 32 
November 2010.  The October 25th Site Plan is materially different from the Air Permit 33 
Site Plan.  When the two plans are compared, it is clear that numerous emissions sources 34 
are at different locations.  Based upon my review, 73 out of a total of 84 emissions points 35 
used in White Stallion’s air dispersion modeling are depicted at different locations in the 36 
October 25th Site Plan.  Approximately 64 of these emissions points are moved one 37 
hundred (100) meters or more and two (2) emissions points are moved more than seven 38 
hundred fifty (750) meters. 39 

Q: I AM HANDING YOU A DOCUMENT THAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF 40 
EXHIBIT 202.  PLEASE IDENTIFY EDF EXHIBIT 202. 41 
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A: That exhibit is a copy of the Air Permit Site Plan from White Stallion’s air permit 1 
application.  I have highlighted the emissions points that are at different locations when 2 
compared to the October 25th Site Plan.  However, not all the emissions points that 3 
moved were listed by White Stallion on the Air Permit Site Plan. 4 

EDF OFFERS EXHIBIT 202, HIGHLIGHTED AIR PERMIT SITE PLAN 5 

Q: I AM HANDING YOU A DOCUMENT THAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF 6 
EXHIBIT 203.  PLEASE IDENTIFY EDF EXHIBIT 203. 7 

A: That exhibit is a copy of the October 25th Site Plan submitted to the Corps by White 8 
Stallion. 9 

Q: IS THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN EXHIBIT 203 TRUE AND CORRECT? 10 

A: Yes as far as I can tell. 11 

EDF OFFERS EXHIBIT 203, OCTOBER 25TH SITE PLAN 12 

Q: I AM HANDING YOU A DOCUMENT THAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF 13 
EXHIBIT 204.  PLEASE IDENTIFY EDF EXHIBIT 204. 14 

A: That exhibit is a summary table of the emissions points that moved.  I prepared the table 15 
based on my review of the different site plans. 16 

Q: IS THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN EXHIBIT 204 TRUE AND CORRECT? 17 

A: Yes, based on the information available to me. 18 

EDF OFFERS EXHIBIT 204, SUMMARY TABLE OF EPN LOCATIONS. 19 

Q: WHAT TYPES OF POLLUTANTS DO THE MOVED EMISSIONS SOURCES EMIT? 20 

A: All of the emissions sources that are at different locations under the October 25th Site 21 
Plan are sources of PM10.  One of the moved emissions sources is also a source of SO2. 22 

Q: ARE THERE ANY PARTICULAR EMISSIONS SOURCES THAT WERE MOVED 23 
THAT ARE SIGNIFICANT IN YOUR OPINION? 24 

A: Yes. 25 

Q: PLEASE IDENTIFY THOSE SOURCES. 26 

A: One of the 73 emission sources that moved is the Railcar Unloading Building (EPN 27 
DCRAILUL or Entry Number 20 on my Summary Table of EPN Locations exhibit).  28 
This emission source represents the third largest emitter of particulate matter at the 29 
proposed White Stallion power plant (the main stacks represent the first and second 30 
largest emitters) and it was moved approximately 788 meters from the middle of the 31 
property to a location very close to the property line. 32 
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Q: WHY WAS THE MOVEMENT OF THAT EMISSION SOURCE CLOSER TO THE 1 
PROPERTY LINE SIGNIFICANT IN YOUR OPINION? 2 

A: Since emission impacts are determined at off-property locations, the movement of an 3 
emission source closer to a property line will likely increase its off-property emission 4 
impacts. 5 

Q: IS THERE ANOTHER EMISSION SOURCE THAT YOU WANT TO HIGHLIGHT? 6 

A: Yes.  Another of the 73 emission sources that moved is Conveyor 3 (EPN CONV3 or 7 
Entry Number 38 on my Summary Table of EPN Locations exhibit).  This emission 8 
source is a conveyor used for transporting materials, such as the fuel used to generate 9 
electricity.  By moving the Railcar Unloading Building farther from the material storage 10 
piles, the length of this conveyor must be increased.  Also based on the drawing of the 11 
conveyor on the October 25th Site Plan, it appears that a bend was introduced in the 12 
system.  The addition of a bend in the conveyor likely introduces a new transfer point 13 
(i.e. new emission point). 14 

Q: WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF INCREASING THE LENGTH OF A 15 
CONVEYOR? 16 

A: Emission rates from conveyors, like Conveyor 3, are based in part on conveyor length.  17 
Based on TCEQ guidance, for every additional 300 feet of conveyor length 18 
(approximately 91 meters), the emission rate from a conveyor is increased.  The 19 
lengthening of Conveyor 3 by more than 1,230 feet means that the emission rate from 20 
that source will increase.  An increase in emission rate will affect the emission impact 21 
caused by this source and require an amendment of the application.  Under 30 TAC § 22 
116.116(b)(1)(C), an amendment is required if the change will cause an increase in the 23 
emission rate of any air contaminant.   24 

Q: I AM HANDING YOU A DOCUMENT THAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF 25 
EXHIBIT 205.  PLEASE IDENTIFY EDF EXHIBIT 205. 26 

A: This is an excerpt from a TCEQ document entitled “CHEER Workshop” that contains the 27 
equations used to calculate emission rates from conveyors.  It confirms that for every 28 
additional 300 feet of conveyor length, the emission rate from a conveyor is increased. 29 

Q: IS THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN EXHIBIT 205 TRUE AND CORRECT? 30 

A: Yes. 31 

Q: IS THIS EXHIBIT THE TYPE OF INFORMATION TYPICALLY RELIED UPON BY 32 
EXPERT AIR DISPERSION MODELERS IN FORMULATING THEIR OPINIONS? 33 

A: Yes. 34 

EDF OFFERS EXHIBIT 205, EXCERPT FROM CHEER WORKSHOP. 35 

Q: HAVE YOU FORMED AN OPINION ON WHAT EFFECT THE MOVEMENT OF 36 
EMISSIONS SOURCES WILL HAVE ON WHITE STALLION’S SOURCE IMPACT 37 
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ANALYSIS AND DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED BY FEDERAL AND STATE 1 
LAW? 2 

A: Yes. 3 

Q: WHAT IS THAT OPINION? 4 

A: Without modeling the emissions from the sources as they would be located on White 5 
Stallion’s new site plan (the October 25th Site Plan), it is not possible to determine 6 
whether the net effect would be an exceedance of one or more of the federal or state clean 7 
air act standards.  Additionally, the movement of emission sources closer to the property 8 
line and the lengthening of conveyors are material changes and warrant re-modeling the 9 
potential emissions impacts associated with the proposed plant. 10 

Q: DR. GASPARINI HAVE YOU PERFORMED ANY DISPERSION MODELING 11 
USING THE OCTOBER 25TH SITE PLAN? 12 

A: Yes. 13 

Q: CAN YOU DESCRIBE WHAT YOU DID? 14 

A: Yes, in general I performed atmospheric dispersion modeling specific to PM10 using the 15 
October 25th Site Plan.  I used input files generated by White Stallion and included within 16 
its air permit application submitted to the TCEQ.  I then used the new emission source 17 
locations as identified on the October 25th Site Plan. 18 

Q: DID YOU MAKE OTHER CHANGES TO THE APPLICANT’S INPUT FILES? 19 

A: Yes.  Besides adjusting the locations of the emissions sources to match the locations as 20 
identified on the October 25th Site Plan, I also made corresponding adjustments to 21 
building locations, sizes and orientations.  Buildings create downwash, which affects the 22 
dispersion of emissions from nearby emission sources.  I made no other changes to the 23 
input files except as necessary to reflect the new locations of the emissions sources.  I 24 
used the same 5-year meteorological data as White Stallion and the same receptor grid, 25 
including removal of receptors from the barge unloading area to mirror what the 26 
Applicant did in its modeling.  However, I did not adjust the emission rates from the 27 
various conveyors. 28 

Q: WHAT IS DOWNWASH? 29 

A: Downwash refers to the atmospheric effect that eddies or wakes created by a structure 30 
(like a building) have on the exhaust from a stack or vent (emission source).  The 31 
structure distorts atmospheric flow in the nearby area.  This distortion can then affect the 32 
predicted impacts associated with emissions sources. 33 

Q: WHY DO YOU USE 5 YEARS OF METEOROLOGICAL DATA? 34 

A: First, that is the standard number of years to use in PSD and NAAQS modeling.  Second, 35 
that is the same number of years that White Stallion used in their modeling.  Specifically, 36 
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we both used the same meteorological data incorporating the same roughness (medium) 1 
from 1983, 1984, 1986, 1987, and 1988. 2 

Q: WHY DIDN’T YOU ADJUST THE EMISSION RATES FROM THE CONVEYORS? 3 

A: To be conservative in my modeling.  While some conveyors have lengthened and others 4 
have shortened based on the October 25th Site Plan, it appears that the overall length of 5 
the conveyors increased by approximately 300 meters, which would very likely result in 6 
an increase in emission rates.  One conveyor, Conveyor 3, increases by about 1233 feet 7 
(about 376 meters).  So I know that the emission rate from that source has increased.  By 8 
modeling its emission rates based on the old Air Permit Site Plan the model actually 9 
under-predicts the air quality impacts, which is conservative. 10 

Q: WHAT MODEL DID YOU USE? 11 

A: AERMOD. 12 

Q: WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF YOUR MODELING? 13 

A: Using the October 25th Site Plan, the model predicts exceedances of the 24-hour PSD 14 
Increment limit for at least PM10 in all 5 modeling years. 15 

Q: WHAT IS THE 24-HOUR PSD INCREMENT LIMIT FOR PM10? 16 

A: 30 micrograms per cubic meter (“µg/m3”). 17 

Q: PLEASE IDENTIFY WHAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF EXHIBIT 206. 18 

A: That exhibit is a table I generated that contains the results of my modeling runs executed 19 
using the October 25th Site Plan compared to the applicable PSD increment limit.  It also 20 
contains statistical information that I gathered from the modeling results.  The exhibit 21 
also contains plots I prepared showing the locations and levels of the exceedances for 22 
each modeling year. 23 

EDF OFFERS EDF EXHIBIT 206, OCTOBER 25TH PM10 MODELING RESULTS. 24 

Q: WHAT DOES THAT TABLE TELL THE TCEQ? 25 

A: The table summarizes my modeling results for each of the 5 modeling years.  The highest 26 
second high (“H2H”) concentration for each modeling year is identified by both amount 27 
and location in the first three rows.  For regulatory purposes, the H2H is the relevant 28 
concentration for a 24-hour PSD Increment.  So for example, based on the 1984 29 
meteorological data the model predicted a H2H 24-hour PM10 concentration of 45.812 30 
µg/m3.  That concentration exceeds the PSD Increment by 50 percent.  Therefore, based 31 
on that number alone, White Stallion is not entitled to a permit because the PM10 32 
emission impacts from the October 25th Site Plan exceed the 24-hour PSD Increment for 33 
PM10.  Moreover, for each of the five modeling years, White Stallion’s 24-hour PM10 34 
emissions impact exceed the applicable PSD Increment by a wide margin.   35 

Q: WHERE ARE THE EXCEEDANCES OCCURRING? 36 
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A: The majority of the exceedances are north of the property line and railcar unloading 1 
building, but there are a few exceedances to the west of the property line and barge 2 
unloading area. 3 

Q: CAN YOU EXPLAIN THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS INCLUDED WITHIN YOUR 4 
TABLE? 5 

A: Yes.  The 4th row on my table indicates White Stallion’s individual contribution to the 6 
H2H.  Since there are few sources near the proposed plant, White Stallion’s individual 7 
contribution to the H2H is over 99% in each modeling year, which is indicated in the 5th 8 
row.  What this means is that the other sources near the proposed plant contribute very 9 
little overall to the H2H and that White Stallion is the dominant source contributing to 10 
those exceedances.  The 6th row indicates the number of individual receptor locations 11 
where the model predicted exceedances of the 30-µg/m3 increment.  For example, the 12 
model predicted that the increment would be exceeded at 32 different receptor locations 13 
in modeling year 1983.  The 7th row indicates the maximum number of days (24-hour 14 
periods) that the increment is exceeded at any one receptor location.  For example, the 15 
model predicted that the increment would be exceeded a maximum of 20 days at one 16 
receptor location in modeling year 1983.  The 8th row indicates the total number of 17 
exceedances of the increment at all receptors in a given year.  For example, the model 18 
predicted that the increment would be exceeded 194 times in modeling year 1983.  19 
Finally, the 9th row indicates the total number of exceedances of the increment at all 20 
receptors in a given year that are solely the result of White Stallion’s emissions.  For 21 
example, the model predicted that the increment would be exceeded 180 times in 22 
modeling year 1983 based only on emissions from White Stallion and no other 23 
surrounding sources. 24 

Q: WHAT CONCLUSIONS DO YOU DRAW FROM YOUR PM10 MODELING? 25 

A: The PM10 emission impacts from the October 25th Site Plan exceed the 24-hour PSD 26 
Increment and therefore, based on the modeling of this site plan, White Stallion is not 27 
entitled to a permit. 28 

Q: DID YOU PERFORM ANY ADDITIONAL MODELING? 29 

A: Yes I also performed atmospheric dispersion modeling specific to SO2. 30 

Q: WHY SPECIFICALLY SO2? 31 

A: Well in my review of the modeling performed by White Stallion in support of its air 32 
permit application I noticed that White Stallion’s own modeling, submitted with its 33 
application, predicted concentrations of SO2 very close to the 3-hour PSD Increment 34 
limit.  Since there was at least one source of SO2 emissions that moved I thought re-35 
modeling was prudent. 36 

Q: ANY OTHER REASONS YOU FOCUSED ON SO2? 37 

A: Yes.  Prior to TCEQ’s issuance of the Final Order for White Stallion on October 19, 38 
2010, a new 1-hour NAAQS for SO2 became effective.  Specifically, the new 1-hour 39 
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NAAQS became effective on August 23, 2010.  Based on historical EPA practice, the 1 
owner or operator of any major stationary source obtaining a final PSD permit on or after 2 
the effective date of the new NAAQS is required, as a prerequisite for issuance of a PSD 3 
permit, to demonstrate that the emissions increases will not “cause or contribute” to a 4 
violation of that new NAAQS.   5 

Q: HAS WHITE STALLION DEMONSTRATED COMPLIANCE WITH THE NEW 1-6 
HOUR NAAQS? 7 

A: No, even though the Final Order in this case was issued after the effective date of the new 8 
NAAQS. 9 

Q: WHAT IS THE NEW 1-HOUR NAAQS FOR SO2? 10 

A: 75 parts per billion or approximately 196 µg/m3. 11 

Q: HAVE YOU PERFORMED ANY DISPERSION MODELING WITH RESPECT TO 12 
THE 1-HOUR SO2 NAAQS? 13 

A: Yes. 14 

Q: CAN YOU DESCRIBE YOUR MODELING? 15 

A: As I stated before, I performed atmospheric dispersion modeling to determine whether 16 
White Stallion’s emissions would result in an exceedance of the 1-hour NAAQS for SO2.  17 
I used the same meteorological and emission rate input data as White Stallion, including 18 
the updated emission rate and stack parameters identified by White Stallion’s witness 19 
during the 2010 contested case hearing on White Stallion’s air permit application.  I only 20 
adjusted the location of one SO2 emission source that moved as a result of the new the 21 
October 25th Site Plan and made similar changes to the building locations as in the PM10 22 
modeling. 23 

Q: WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF YOUR MODELING? 24 

A: Using the October 25th Site Plan, the model predicts exceedances of the 1-hour NAAQS 25 
for SO2 from White Stallion sources alone. 26 

Q: WHAT DO YOU MEAN FROM WHITE STALLION SOURCES ALONE? 27 

A: In order to simplify the modeling analysis, I only compiled data related to the impacts 28 
associated with SO2 emissions from White Stallion’s sources.  I did not consider the 29 
impacts from other surrounding sources in my modeling analysis.  This is conservative 30 
because including emissions from the other surrounding sources would only increase the 31 
modeled impacts.  By not considering these sources in the modeling analysis, the impacts 32 
are under-predicted. 33 

Q: DID YOU CONDUCT OTHER SO2 MODELING? 34 

A: Yes, I also modeled the impacts associated with White Stallion’s old site plan, the Air 35 
Permit Site Plan. 36 
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Q: PLEASE IDENTIFY WHAT HAS BEEN MARKED AS EDF EXHIBIT 207. 1 

A: That exhibit is a table I generated that contains the results of my modeling runs executed 2 
using the October 25th Site Plan and the Air Permit Site Plan compared to the new 1-hour 3 
NAAQS for SO2.  The exhibit also contains plots I prepared showing the locations and 4 
levels of the exceedances on the October 25th Site Plan and the Air Permit Site Plan. 5 

EDF OFFERS EDF EXHIBIT 207, MODELING RESULTS FOR SO2. 6 

Q: WHAT DOES THAT TABLE TELL THE TCEQ? 7 

A: This table contains a summary of the results from my SO2 modeling.  The highest fourth 8 
high (“H4H”) concentration for SO2 is in the first row.  For regulatory purposes, the H4H 9 
is the relevant concentration for a 1-hour SO2 NAAQS analysis.  The model predicted a 10 
H4H of 240 µg/m3 for SO2 based on the October 25th Site Plan and 240 µg/m3 based on 11 
the Air Permit Site Plan, both of which exceed the 1-hour NAAQS by nearly 25%.  12 
Overall the model predicted that the 1-hour SO2 NAAQS would be exceeded at over 400 13 
different receptor locations based on the October 25th Site Plan. 14 

Q: WOULD YOU EXPECT MORE EXCEEDANCES OF THE 1-HOUR SO2 NAAQS IF 15 
OTHER SOURCES BESIDES WHITE STALLION WERE INCLUDED IN THE 16 
MODELING? 17 

A: Yes.  White Stallion is located in close proximity to another large source of SO2 18 
emissions and including emissions from that source in the model would likely result in 19 
additional exceedances.     20 

Q: WHAT CONCLUSIONS DO YOU DRAW FROM YOUR SO2 MODELING? 21 

A: The SO2 emission impacts, regardless of whether the proposed plant is constructed 22 
according to the October 25th Site Plan or the Air Permit Site Plan, exceed the 1-hour 23 
NAAQS and therefore, based on this modeling, White Stallion is not entitled to a permit. 24 

Q: BASED ON THE MODELING YOU HAVE PERFORMED DO YOU HAVE AN 25 
OPINION AS TO WHETHER WHITE STALLION HAS MET ITS BURDEN OF 26 
PROOF UNDER 40 CFR § 52.21(k)? 27 

A: Yes. 28 

Q: WHAT IS YOUR OPINION? 29 

A: My modeling, which is based on the October 25th Site Plan, demonstrates that emissions 30 
from White Stallion will cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of the short-term 31 
PSD Increment for PM10 and the 1-hour NAAQS for SO2.  Even without the changes to 32 
the site plan, as reflected on the October 25th Site Plan, my modeling demonstrates that 33 
emissions from White Stallion will cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of the 34 
1-hour NAAQS for SO2.  Based on this modeling, White Stallion has not met its burden 35 
of proof and is not entitled to a permit.   36 

 37 
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Q: DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 1 

A: Yes, it does. 2 
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EDUCATION 

 Ph.D. (Atmospheric Sciences), Texas A&M University, 2005 
 M.S. (Atmospheric Sciences), Texas A&M University, 2002 
 B.S. (Meteorology), Texas A&M University, 1999 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 

 Air Permitting 
o NSR/NNSR/PSD/Flex Air Permitting, Permit Amendments, Renewals, 

Standard Permits 
o Permits By Rule/PI-7 Certification/Registration/Record Keeping. 
o Title V Operating Permits/Modifications/Renewals; Annual Compliance 

Certifications and Deviation Reporting 
o Air Dispersion Modeling: Federal NAAQS and State Health Effects 

 Air Compliance Auditing 
o MACT, NSPS, NESHAP Applicability Analysis 
o Federal and State Regulatory Compliance Review 

 Air Emissions Inventory (AEI) 

EXPERIENCE IN INDUSTRY SECTORS 

 Chemical and Petrochemical 
 For-Hire Storage Terminals 
 Oil and Gas Exploration and Processing 
 Food/Agricultural Facilities 
 Electricity Generation 
 Marine Vessel Cleaning and Repair 
 Surface Coating Facilities 
 Rock Crushing/Aggregate Handling 
 Resin Operations 

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE 

Roberto has guided permitting projects at multiple levels for facilities, including Permits 
By Rule, Air Quality Standard Permits, New Source Review, Nonattainment New Source 
Review, and Federal Title V.  Roberto has experience permitting in ten states.  
Additionally, Roberto conducts and directs computerized air dispersion modeling 
initiatives in support of clients and their desired projects.  Roberto has developed 
methods for streamlining these evaluations in order to make necessary demonstrations 
easily and successfully.  In addition to permitting, Roberto also has experience in 
providing additional support such as regulatory applicability assessments (State, NSPS, 
NESHAP, MACT), calculations/spreadsheet development for air emissions 
recordkeeping, continuing compliance, required periodic reports, and emission 
inventories. 
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 Prepared NSR air permit/amendment/Title V operating permit applications 
for various chemical, agricultural, aggregate handling, and manufacturing 
facilities in Texas, California, Colorado, Florida, Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas, 
Louisiana, Pennsylvania, and Utah. 

 Responsible for all air permitting matters for a Barge Cleaning and Repair 
Facility, including: managing and updating state (NSR) and federal (Clean 
Air Act Title V) permits, conducting air emissions recordkeeping (including 
annual air emissions inventory), fulfilling state and federal reporting 
obligations (including semiannual 40 CFR 63 Maximum Achievable Control 
Technology, or MACT, reports), ensuring compliance with applicable 
environmental regulations (including onsite inspections and training), support 
during regulatory investigations, and Notice of Violation/Enforcement-
related matters. 

 Conducted air dispersion modeling for Tank-For-Hire Chemical/Petroleum 
Storage Terminals to evaluate permissibility of projects, developed computer 
programs to process model output for numerous facilities to make necessary 
demonstrations to TCEQ without having to conduct countless modeling runs, 
and addressed site-specific nuances such as Single Property Line 
Designations. 

 Was deposed and testified as an expert witness for air dispersion modeling 
before the Texas State Office of Administrative Hearings regarding the air 
dispersion modeling conducted for a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
permit that would authorize a major petroleum coke-fired power plant. 

 Satisfied deficiencies identified during audits conducted under the State of 
Texas Environmental, Health, and Safety Audit Privilege Act while working 
with several facilities’ legal counsel. 

 Compiled and submitted an air permit amendment application that was 
central to an indemnity claim against the facility’s previous owner while 
working with that facility’s staff as well as their legal counsel. 

 Conducted special projects for Tank-For-Hire Chemical/Petroleum Storage 
Terminals including Pollution Control Property Tax Relief applications, air 
emissions sampling, and spreadsheet development for compliance and 
marketing evaluations. 

 Developed multiple EPA Risk Management Plans, including conducting 
5-year updates, 5-year hazard reviews, 3-year compliance audits, and 
additional updates as necessary based on changes in chemical inventory. 

 Evaluated and prepared a variety of Permit By Rules, including PI-7 
Registrations/Certifications as well as Texas 30 TAC 106.8 record keeping 
summaries for various chemical, agricultural, aggregate handling, and 
manufacturing facilities. 

 Prepared Air Emissions Inventory submissions for a university physical 
plant, a carbon black manufacturer, a cement plant, electricity generators, and 
chemical facilities in Texas.  Preparation included automation of calculation 
spreadsheets to generate real examples for supporting documentation. Exhibit 201
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 Prepared and assisted in the preparation of Maximum Achievable Control 
Technology (MACT) as well as Site Operating Permit (SOP) semi-annual 
compliance and deviation reporting for several chemical facilities, including 
the development of a comprehensive compliance evaluation checklist to 
identify compliance with permits as well as state and federal regulations. 

 Conducted groundwater modeling to evaluate the potential for measured 
concentrations of contaminants at the surface to attenuate to the groundwater 
below that was included in Affected Property Assessment Reports (APARs). 

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY 

 Spirit Environmental, LLC, Project Director, Houston, TX (January 2012–
Present) 

 Source Environmental Sciences, Inc., Managing Environmental Consultant 
and Partner, Houston, TX (June 2005–January 2012) 

AFFILIATIONS 

 Air & Waste Management Association – Gulf Coast Chapter 
o Membership Committee Chair, 2010-present 
o Past Secretary, 2009 

 Member, Air & Waste Management Association (2009–Present)  

PUBLICATIONS AND SELECTED PRESENTATIONS 

 Primary Author 
1. Gasparini, R., D. R. Collins, E. Andrews, P. J. Sheridan, J. A. Ogren, and J. 

G. Hudson (2006), Coupling aerosol size distributions and size-resolved 
hygroscopicity to predict humidity-dependent optical properties and cloud 
condensation nuclei spectra, Journal of Geophysical Research – Atmospheres, 
111, D05S13, doi:10.1029/2005JD006092. 

2. Gasparini, R., R. Li, D. R. Collins, R. A. Ferrare, and V. G. Brackett (2006), 
Application of aerosol hygroscopicity measured at the Atmospheric Radiation 
Measurement Program’s Southern Great Plains site to examine composition 
and evolution, Journal of Geophysical Research – Atmospheres, 111, 
D05S12, doi:10.1029/2004JD005448. 

3. Gasparini, R., R. Li, and D. R. Collins (2004), Integration of size 
distributions and size-resolved hygroscopicity measured during the Houston 
Supersite for compositional categorization of the aerosol, Atmospheric 
Environment, 38(20), 3285-3303. 

 Co-Author 
1. Wang, J., D. R. Collins, D. Covert, R. Elleman, R. A. Ferrare, R. Gasparini, 

H. H. Jonsson, J. A. Ogren, P. J. Sheridan, and S.-C. Tsay (2006), Temporal 
variation of aerosol properties at a rural continental site and study of aerosol 
evolution through growth law analysis, Journal of Geophysical Research – 
Atmospheres, 111, D18203, doi:10.1029/2005JD006704. 
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2. Andrews, E., P. J. Sheridan, M. Fiebig, A. McComiskey, J. A. Ogren, P. 
Arnott, D. Covert, R. Elleman, R. Gasparini, D. R. Collins, H. Jonsson, B. 
Schmid, and J. Wang (2006), Comparison of methods for deriving aerosol 
asymmetry parameter, Journal of Geophysical Research – Atmospheres, 111, 
D05S04, doi:10.1029/2004JD005734. 

3. Rissman, T. A., T. M. VanReken, J. Wang, R. Gasparini, D. R. Collins, H. 
H. Jonsson, F. J. Brechtel, R. C. Flagan, and J. H. Seinfeld (2006), 
Characterization of ambient aerosol from measurements of cloud 
condensation nuclei (CCN) during the 2003 Atmospheric Radiation 
Measurement (ARM) Aerosol Intensive Observational Period (IOP) at the 
Southern Great Plains (SGP) site in Oklahoma, Journal of Geophysical 
Research – Atmospheres, 111, D05S11, doi:10.1029/2004JD005695. 

4. Santarpia, J. L., R. Gasparini, R. Li, and D. R. Collins (2004), Diurnal 
variations in the hygroscopic growth cycles of ambient aerosol populations, 
Journal of Geophysical Research – Atmospheres, 110, D03206, 
doi:10.1029/2004JD005279. 

5. Lawrence, J. R., S. D. Gedzelman, D. Dexheimer, H.-K. Cho, G. Carrie, 
R. Gasparini, C. Anderson, K. P. Bowman, and M. I. Biggerstaff (2004), 
Stable isotopic composition of water vapor in the tropics, Journal of 
Geophysical Research – Atmospheres, 109, D06115, 
doi:10.1029/2003JD004046. 
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PM10 24‐Hour Evaluation ‐ October 25th Site Plan 1983 1984 1986 1987 1988
24‐Hour PSD 
Increment

Highest 2nd High Concentration ("H2H", µg/m3) 41.334 45.812 39.889 44.984 38.444 30

UTM Coordinates of H2H Receptor (mE) 205,975 206,000 205,975 205,975 205,975

UTM Coordinates of H2H Receptor (mN) 3,194,675 3,194,650 3,194,650 3,194,675 3,194,675

WSEC Contribution to H2H (µg/m3) 41.118 45.389 39.587 44.721 38.222

WSEC Contribution (% of ALL) 99.48% 99.08% 99.24% 99.41% 99.42%

# of Receptors w/2nd High > 30 and WSEC Contribution > 5 32 25 27 27 24

Max Frequency w/ALL > 30 and WSEC > 5 at 1 Receptor 20 25 11 12 12

# of Exceedances w/ALL > 30 and WSEC > 5, All Receptors 194 214 105 122 104

# of Exceedances w/ only WSEC > 30, All Receptors 180 204 97 117 97
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SO2 1‐Hour Evaluation ‐ WSEC Sources Only
October 25th 
Site Plan

Air Permit Site 
Plan

1‐Hour SO2 

NAAQS

Highest 4th High (µg/m3) 240                   240                   196                  

Number of Receptors with 4th High Exceeding 1‐hr NAAQS 406                   406                  

Total Number of Receptors 3,492                3,492               

Number of Receptors where WSEC is Significant (≥ SIL = 7.8 µg/m3) 3,492                3,492               
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