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June 2, 2008

Mr. John Williams
19815 NW Nestucca Dr.
Porttand, OR 97229

RE: Notification of final permit actions.
Permit decisions, Basis for Decision and responses to significant comments regarding
Red River Environmental Products, LL.C, Activated Carbon Facility, Agency Interest
(Al) No. 152139, Red River Parish.

Dear Sir:

Thank you for your interest in the referenced matter. The Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality (LDEQ) has received and considered all public comments submitted
regarding these permit actions. Please be advised that the actions were approved as follows:

Air Title V Air Operating Permit No. 2420-00027-V0  Issued 05/28/03

Air Prevention of Significant No. PSD-LA-727 Issued 05/28/08
Deterioration (PSD) Permit

The Basis for Decision and the public comment response summary are attached; they address
significant public comments regarding these permit actions. The permits and related documents
are available for review at the LDEQ Public Records Center, Room 127, 602 North 5" Sireet,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Viewing hours are from 8:00 am. to 4:30 p.m. Monday — Friday
(except holidays).

The documents are also available for review by accessing LDEQ’s Electronic Document
Management System (EDMS), the LDEQ’s electronic repository of official records that have
been created or received by LDEQ. Persons may scarch and retrieve documents stored in the
EDMS via the LDEQ’s web application at http://edms.deq.louisiana.gov/app/doc/querydef.aspx).

If you would like to obtain copies of these documents, you may request them from LDEQ
Records Management at the North 5% Street location above, write Records Management at P.O.
Box 4303, Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4303, or call (225) 219-3168. Your request will be
processed pursuant to LDEQ procedures for public record requests, LAC 33:1.2301, ef seq., and
a copy fee will be charged.

Post Office Box 4313 = Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4313 « Phone 225-219-3181 = Fax 225-21 9-3309
www.dea.louisiana.gov
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If you have any questions, please contact Sam Phillips of the Office of Environmental Services,
Air Permits Division, at (225) 219-3114,

Sincerely,

Bryan D. Johnsto
Administrator, Air Permits Division

Attachment



LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
~ BASIS FOR DECISION

PART 70 OPERATING PERMIT NO. 2420-00027-V0

PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION PERMIT NO. PSD-LA-727
AGENCY INTEREST (A1) NO. 152139
AC MANUFACTURING FACILITY
RED RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTS, LLC
ARMISTEAD, RED RIVER PARISH, LOUISIANA

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), Office of Environmental
Services. A Permits Division, through this decision. issues to Red River Environmental
Products. LLC a Part 70 (Title V) Operating Permit, Number 2420-00027-V0. and a Prevention
of Significant Deterioration Permn, Number PSD-LA-727. for the AC Manufacturing Facility
tocated in Armistead. Red River Parish, Loutsiana.

For the AC Manufactuning Facthty, the LDEQ finds that as a part of the “IT Requiremems_.”'
adverse environmental impacts have been minimized or avoided to the maximuwin extent possible.
Save Ourselves v, La. Envtl. Control Commission, 452 So. 2d 1152, 1157 (La. 1984). The LDEQ
finds that the permit applications for Red River Environmental Products, LL.C, AC Manufacturing
Facility, comply with all applicable federal and state statutes and regulations and have otherwise
minimized or avoided the environmental impacts 1o the maxmmum extent possible. Additionally, the
LDEQ finds that Red River Environmental Products, LLC met the altemative projects, alternative
sites. and mitigation measures requirements of Save Ourselves. Id. at 1157,

After the LDEQ determined that adverse environmental impacts had been minimized or avoided to
the maximum extent possible, it balanced social and economic factors with environmental impacts.
Notably, the Louisiana constitution does not establish environmental protection as an exclusive
goal, but instead, requires a balancing process in which environmental costs and benefits must be
given full and careful consideration along with economic, social, and other factors. 1d. Accordingly,
the LDEQ finds that the social and economic benefits of the proposed project will outweigh greatly
its adverse environmental impacts. ‘

' The “1T Requiremems™ or “1T Questtons™ are five requirements [see Save Qurselves v. Envil. Control Comm'n,
#4352 So. 2d at 1152 1157 (La. 1984)] that both the permit applicant and the LDEQ consider during certain permi
appheation processes. Although the five requirements have been expressed as three requirements (see Rubicon Inc.,
670 So. 2d at 475, 483 (La. App. | Cir 1996). rehearing denied). the requirements remain basically the same
whether stated as five or as three. The “IT Requirements™ must saitsfy the issues of whether:
B the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the proposed project have been avoided o the
maximum extent possible:

2y a cost benefit analvsis of the environment impact costs balanced against the social and economic benelits of
the project demenstrale that the latter outwerehs the former:
3) there are alternative projects or alternative sites or mitigating measures. which would offer more protection

1o the egnvironment than the proposed project without unduby curtashing nonenvironmental benefits 10 the
extent apphicable.
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The details of the DO s reasoning are set torth below:”

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. BACKGROUND
A. Description of Facility

The Red River Environmental Products, LLC ("RREP”). AC Manutacturing Facility ("AC
Facility™ or ~facthty™) 1s a proposed facility for the production of activated carbon (AC).

B. Proposed Site

The proposed site i1s an undeveloped site in Red River Parish. There 1s no exisning
facility. Red River Parish 1s in attainment {or all criteria pollutants pursuant to the federal
Clean Air Act.

C. Proposed Permit Actions

The permit applications, including the Environmental Assessment Statement {EAS) and
additional application-related submittals are available to the public in LDEQ's EDMS’and
at the local library

RREP submitted permit applications and an Emission Inventory Questionnaire (EIQ) dated
August 2. 2007, requesting an initial Part 70 Operating Permit and a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit for the proposed facility pursuant to the Part 70
(Title V) Operating Permits Program under Louisiana Administrative Code (LAC)
33:111.507. which is based on the mandates established by the Umted States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). Additional application-related information (dated August 20,
2007, October 3, 2007, and November 2, 2007) was also submitied 10 and reviewed by the
LDEQ.

The AC Manufacturing Facility is a proposed facility for the production of activated
carbon. The permits include the new sources associated with the proposed project.

FFacility Operations

Red River Environmental Products, LLC proposes 1o construct and operate a “greenficld™
facility for the production of activated carbon (AC). The facility will be known as the AC
Manufacturing Facility. The proposed facility consists of two production lines. Each
line will have a production capability of approximately 175 million pounds of AC per

 Any finding of fact more appropriately designated as a conclusion of law shall be considered also a conclusion of
faw: and any conclusion of law more appropriately designated as a finding of fact shall be considered also as a
finding of fac1.

* EDMS stands for Elecironic Document Management System. the LDEQ's electronic repository of olficial records
that have been created or received by LDEQ. Emplovees and members of the public can search and retneve
documents stored in the EDMS via this web appbication. {See hup: cdms.deg.dovisiana. vov app'doc’quervdelaspx ).
'See LAC 33:111.351.8
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vear. The facitity will receive coal from the coal mine on the adjacent property via truck
or rail transport and will produce acuvated carbon by using a stcam actuivation process.
The coal will be heated 0 a hieh temperatare and then it is oxposed o stcam. The
resulting product is activated carbon. The activated carbon will be transported of-site via
rail and trucks. Al product awaiting transport will be stored an site indoors or under a
covered loading site unnl further distribution.

Overall. the process produces more heat than it consumes. Therefore. the waste heat from
the process will be used to generate steam that will continue 1o dnive the process. Some of
the steam will also be used to drive steam turbines that will gencrate electrical energy.
Excess power may be exported to the utthity transmission svsiem.

In addition to producing AC, the manufacturing process also produces a gaseous by-
product/waste stream. The gaseous byproduct/wasie ¢as from the multi-heanh furnace
(MHF) will be routed to an afterburner. The gases exiting the afierburner will pass
through an unfired waste heat recovery boiler to make steam. The steam loop will
generate no air pollutant enussions. The proposed emissions to the atmosphere come
from the Mulu-Hearth furnace stacks, material handling and storage equipment
(including truck-generated fugitive dust), cooling towers, and a diesel emergency fire
water pump. The estimated emissions in tons per year are indicated in Table 1 below.

The new units and processes consist of the following new sources:
¢ Multi-Hearth Furnaces
e Storage Silos
¢ Matenal Handling equipment
* Cooling Towers
» Diesel Emergency Fire Water Pump
« Steam Generating Equipment

Air Emissions :

Aiwr emissions from the proposed operation of the AC Manufacturing Facility are
expected to include emissions of particulate matter (PM,4), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur
dioxide {SO,), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and volatile organic compounds (VOC). Based on
the PSD application. permitted emissions from this facility are as follows:”

Y See PSD Permit No. PSD-LA-727 TEDMS Document No. 36361654, p. 115 af 903}
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I :;ll::mm Emissions] n .Tons PSD Sign.iﬁc:mcc Furthf'r P.SD
[ Per Year Level Review?
| PN, | 4239 I3 Yes
SO: 6382 40 Yes
NOy 6772 40 Yes
CO 3298 100 Yes
voC 314.7 40 Yes
H,S0, 9.8 7 Yes

As displaved in Table 1, the increase in criternia pollutant emissions from the proposed
project is greater than the PSD significance level for PM,o. SO2. NOy, CO, H;S0,_ and
VOC. Therefore, further analysis pursuant to PSD 1s required.

BACT Analysis resulted in the selection of the emission control systems as indicated in
the Table 2. below:

Table 2

Equipment

Pollutant

Emissions Control System

Carbon monoxide,
Volatile organic compounds

Afterburner and good combustion practices

Nitrogen oxides

Low-NOy burners and selective non-catalytic
reduction

organic compounds

MHF’s —
Sulfur dioxide Spray dryer absorber
Sulfunic acid Spray dryer absorber, fabnic filter baghouse
: Cyclone, afterburner, spray dryer absorber, fabric filter
Particulate matter y ' > Spray ¢ry ’ -
baghouse
Cooling Tower| Particulate matter Drift elimination system
Haul Roads | Particulate matier Pave roads and implement best practices
Material . ) .
. Fully enclose all material conveyors/iransfer points
Handling y
Lquipment Particulate matter . - : .~ .
quip Equip all emission points with a dust collection device
and Storage i - 0
. = with an effictency 0f 99.9% or greater
Silos =
. . Manufacturer-certified engine design
. Nitrogen oxides, Sulfur ¢ = <
Emergency .s . ]
. dioxide, Particulate matter, . .
Fire Water : . Low-sulfur diesel tuel
Pump Carbon monoxide, Volatile

Annual operating Inmit of 100 hours
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At modeling demonstrates that the emissions will not cause or contnbute 10 an

cxcecdance of a National Ambient A Quabiny Standard (NAAQS) lor a criteria
pollutant.

In addition. permittied emissions of toxic air pollutants are as follows:

VOU LAC 53300 Chapter 31 Toxic Air Non-VOC LAC 3311 Chapier 31 Toxic Air

Pollutants (TAPs): in tons per vear Pollutants {TAPs}: in tons per vear

Pollutam Emissions Pollutant Emissions
1.1.2.2 =Tetrachloroethane <(0.001 Ammonia 18.43
1.1.2-Trichloroethane <0.001 Antumony {and compounds) <0.001
1. 1- Dichloroethane <0.001 Arsenic (and compounds) <(.001
l. 2- Dichloroethane <0.001 Barium (and compounds) 0.785
1. 2- Dichloropropane <0.001 Beryllium (Table 51.1) 0.004
1. 3- Butadiene <0.001 Cadmium (and compounds) 0.008
2. 4- Dinitrotoluene <0.001 Chromium VI (and compounds) 0.048
Acetaldehyde 0.003 Cofoper (and compounds) 0.024
Acetophenone <0.001 Hydrogen Chloride 3.38
Acrolein 0.001 Hydrogen Fluoride 2.23
Benzene 0.004 Hydrogen Sulfide 0.34
Benzyl Chlonde 0.002 Lead compounds 0.001
Biphenyl <0.001 Manganese (and compounds) 0.145
Bromoform <0.001 Mercury (and compounds) 0.022
Carbon Disulfide <0.001 Nickel (and compounds) 0.025
Carbon Tetrachloride <0.001 Selenium (and compounds) 0.001
Chlorinated Dibenzo-P-  <0.0001 Sulfuric Acid 9.78
Dioxins

Chlorinated Dibenzofurans <0.0001 Zinc (and compounds} 0.004
Chlorobenzene <0.001

Chloroethane <0.001

Chloroform <0.001

Cyanide compounds 0.008

Ethyl Benzene <0.001

Formaldehvde 0.001

Hexachlorobenzene <0001



IL.
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3l Toxic Adr

Pollutants ( TAPs): in tons per vear

Poltutant

Ermissions

Methyl Bronude <(.001
Methyl Chlorde 0.0035
Methyl Ethvl Ketone 0.001
Naphthalene <0.001
Polynuclear Aromatic  <0.001
Hydrocarbons

Propionaldehvde 0.00]
Styrene <0.001
Toluene 0.001
Vinyl Acetate <0.001
Vinyl Chlonde <(0.001
Xylene (mixed 1somers) <0.001

Total 0.033 ' : 35.22

The requested permit applications were reviewed for compliance with the 40 CFR Part 70
operating permit program, Loutsiana Air Quality Regulations, New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS), National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP), and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The AC Manufacturing
Facility is a major source of 1oxic air pollutants (TAPs) pursuant 10 LAC 33:111.Chapter 51-

Comprehensive Toxic Air Pollutant Emission Control Program.

PUBLIC COMMENT

A notice requesting public comment and informing the public of the time and location of a
public hearing was published in The Advocare, Baton Rouge; and in the Cousharta Citizen,
Coushatta, Red River Parish, on December 13, 2007; and in the LDEQ mallout on
December 11, 2007. The proposed permits were sent to the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Region 6 wia e-mail on December 11, 2007. The LDEQ, Office of
Environmental Services, Air Permits Division, held a public hearing on Tuesday, January
22, 2008, beginning at 6:00 p.m., at the Coushatia City Hall Council Meeuing Room,
1211 E. Carroll St, Coushatta Louisiana. The hearing afforded the public an opportunity
to provide technical comments on the proposed Part 70 (Title V) Operating Permit
Number 2420-00027-V0 and Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit Number
PSD-LA-727. and the Environmental Assessment Statement {EAS) for the permits.
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Fhe Lowsiana Department of Environmenal Quahty received oral aaed written comments on
the proposed pernmis and the environmental assessment statement during the pubhce hearing.
by fucsimile. and by mail.

1. PUBLIC COMMENTS RESPONSE SUMMARY

A Public Comment Response Summary™ was prepared for all significant comments and 1s
attached and made a part of this Basis for Decision.

V. ALTERNATIVE SITES: Are there alternative sites, which would offer more
protection to the environment than the proposed AC Muanufacturing Facility site
without vnduly curtailing nonenvironmental benefits?

While the LDEQ recognizes that the concepts of alternative sites. alternative projects, and
mitigauve measures are closely mterrelated and overlap, each concept is addressed
separately in this document for purposes of emphasis and clarity. However, the LDEQ
stresses the interrelation of the three. For example, the choice of a parucular site could
mnvolve mitigative factors and possibly alternative project considerations.  Likewise,
selection of an alternative project couid invoke mitigative factors and impact site selection.
Apparently, the Louisiana Fust Circuit Court of Appeal has also recognized this
interrelationship and now considers the three requirements as one. Matter of Rubicon. Inc. |
95-0108 (La. App. 1 Cir. 2/14/96); 670 So. 2d 475, 483.

Therefore. because of this interrelationship, the LDEQ adopts any and all of its findings on
all of the three factors under each of the specific designated areas -- alternative sites (Section
V), alternative projects (Section V), and mitigative measures (Section V]). Additionally, the
assessment and findings set forth below in Section VIl {Avoidance of Adverse
Environmental Effects) also interrelate and have been considered relative to these facts.

Red River Environmental Products, LLC intends to purchase the proposed site for the AC
Manufacturing Facility located in Armistead, Louisiana. According to information from
the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ, the site i1s reclaimed mine land. Land nearby is either
reclaimed mine land or agricultural propernty. Undeveloped land and active mine areas lie
south of the site boundary.® Since this is a proposed facility, a traditional alternative site
analvsis was performed by RREP: a description of the analysis is included in the EAS.

As described in the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ, RREP selected the proposed site
based upon a process that included consideration of site factors such as:

« proximity to the raw material (lignite coal);

e proximity “to necessary infrastructure (such as gas pipehine and electrical
nterconnect);
absence of wetlands on the proposed site:
protection {from the 100-year flood plain:
e proximity to truck. rail. and barge for product dehivery:

"See EAS. Section IV .C (EDMS Documen No. 36461634 p. 612 of 903)



Red River Lovrenmental Products: LEC A Mooutactaeing Facilin - Basis for Decisun
ALTR2I54

04707 2008

Page § ol 19

» Jocal and regional beneiis:
« avarlabilsy of o trained worktoree: and
+ ability 0 benefit from Federal and State incentive and timancing prourams.”’

RREP also considered other sites in Texas and Lowsiana. However. according 1o the EAS.
and as accepted by the LDEQ. these sites were rejected due to site teatures such as:
o lack of proximity o support mfrastructure (wansportation. elecirical interconnect.
eas and water availability);
» located below the flood plain:
¢ potential timing to obtain land ownership:
. loc’lled a greater distance from the raw maternial which would mcrease transportation
costs.?

CONCLUSION: For the foregoing reasons, the LDEQ finds there are no altemative sites.
which would offer more protection 10 the environment than the proposed site without
unduly cunailing nonenvironmental benetiis.

V. ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS: Are there alternative projects, which would offer
more protection {o the environment than the proposed AC Manufacturing Facility
without unduly curtailing nonenvironmental benefits?

The LDEQ finds that the proposed AC Manufacturing Facility offers more protection to the
environment than any other possible alternative without unduly curtailing nonenvironmentai
benefits. Additionally, the LDEQ recognizes that selection of the most environmentally
sound project usually also serves as a mitigative measure because the two considerations
overlap considerably.

The proposed project would allow the AC Manufacturing Facility to produce AC, which
can be used in coal-fired power plants to capture mercury so that mercury emissions (o
the atmosphere can be reduced. Therefore, the project. as proposed, w1l] produce a
product that can be used as a tool to protect the environment.

In addition, as described in the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ, the project, as proposed,
“protects the environment based on its design and proposed operations.” ? As explained
in the EAS, and as accepted by the LDEQ, RREP’s proposed project 1s designed to uttlize
a combination of highly rehable devices. which will result in “reliable operation and
performance.””J In addition, the proposed project is designed to be proteciive of the
environment through the use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT). RREP will
also \foiun]t]arily use mercury control technology to further reduce potential mercury
€missions.

i

“See EAS. Section IV.C {EDMS Document No. 36461634 p. 610 of 903}
"See EAS. Section IV.C (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 610 of 903)
*See EAS. Seciion N (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 607 of 903)

"' See FAS. Section IH (EDMS Document No. 36261654 p. 607 of 903)
"See EAS. Section IV (EDMS Docuntent No. 36461634, p. 616 of 903)
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RREP did consider aliernative projects. According ta the EAS. as accepted by the 1LDE),
another technology tor carbon activation 1s pessible (chemcal acuvation of carbon).
However. “there are no records of adequate mercury removal pcrf‘m'muncc"': using
activated carbon produced by this aliernate method. Turther. as described in the EAS. as
aceepted by the LDEQ. the wechnology chosen for this project (steam activation of coal)
has —a proven record of mercury control pcrt‘ormnnce.”‘3 Thercfore. because RREP
miends 10 produce AC ftor sale 1o coal-fired power plants for use in removing mercury
from air emtssions. the alternative project (chemical activation of carbon) was rejected
since its effectiveness in mercury conirol of coal-lired power plants is unproven.

CONCLUSION: For the foregoing reasons, the LDEQ finds there are no altemative
projects. which would offer more protection to the environment than the proposed project.
without unduly curtailing nonenvironmentat benelfits.

MITIGATING MEASURES: Are there mitigating measures, which would offer more
protection to the environment than the AC Manufacturing Facility as proposed
without unduly curtailing nonenvirenmental benefits?

According to AC Manufacturing Facility’s submitted formation, as accepted by the
LDEQ. the AC Manufacturing Facility 1s designed and operaled to maximize
environmental protectton and prevent adverse environmental impacts. The AC
Manufacturing Facility utilizes state-of-the-art emissions control systems'® and is
permitted to operate under siringent operational guidelines and requirements.

The Part 70 (Tule V) permit and the PSD penmit meet all applicable Louisiana Air Quality
Regulations, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), and National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). The emissions levels allowed by the permits are in
compliance with all state and federal regulations. The permit imits are determined to be
acceptable and protective of the environment based on the existing Prevention of Stgnificant
Deterioration program and other requirements.

Under the requirements of the proposed permits, RREP will mstall controls according to the
Prevention of Significant Detertoration (PSD) regulations known as Best Available Control
Technology (BACT)."" Based on the PSD review by RREP, as accepied by the LDEQ, the
LDEQ determined that no other technologies provide more protection to the environment
conswdering all adverse effects (technical and economical).

CONCLUSION: For the foregoing reasons, the LDEQ finds there are no mitigating

measures which would offer more protection to the environment than the AC Manufacturing
Facility. as proposed, without unduly curtailing nonenvironmental benefits.

“See EAS. Section 1T (EDMS Document No. 36461634. p. 607 of 903)

“See EAS. Section 111 {EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 607 of 903)

“See EAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36461654, p. 596 of 903)

" Controls to be installed under the BACT are identified in Best Available Control Technology section of Permit

N, PSD-LA-T2T.
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AVOIDANCE OF ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Huave the potential
and real adverse environmental effects of the proposed AC Manufacturing Facility
been avoided to the maximum extent possible?

As part of the permining process. poienital and real adverse environmental impacts of
pollutant emissions from the proposed new permitted sources are assessed by the LDEQ
prior to construction to ensure that they are minimized to the maximum extent possible.
Along with the permit applications. the LDEQ considers the information outlined in the AC
Manuofacturing Factlity’'s EAS and Public Comments as part ot the Department’s
assessment.

The permits will require that all emission sources be controlled through technology to meet
or exceed the requirements of applicable state and federal emissions regulations, such as the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). PSD. and BACT, by utilizing
information obtained through air quality analyses, additional impact analyses. and public
involvernent.  Even though the applicable requirements do not prevent sources from
releasing emissions. they do function to protect public health and welfare, protect the areas
of historic value, and ensure econonnc growth consistent with the preservation of existing
clean air resources.

As part of the permiting process, potential and real adverse environmental impacts of
pollutant emissions from the proposed sources are assessed to ensure that they are
minimized. The following paragraphs describe the assessment by type of impact:

A. Air Emissions

The emissions from this proposed project shall be controlled to meet or exceed the
requirements of all applicable regulations and defined permit conditions. The estimated
emissions submitted by RREP for the AC Manufacturing Facility’s emission sources are
based on conservative engineering design calculations and established, approved
emission factors.'®

As described in the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ, the following are expected to be
sources of air pollutant emissions at the proposed facility:

»  “By-product/waste gas from two production lines, each consisting of
MHFs (Multt-hearth fumace), controlled by an afterbumer with low-NO,
bumers and flame tempering, SNCR (selective non-catalvtic reduction),
AC injection, SDA (spray drver absorber), and a baghouse;

e Material handling operations, controlled by dust collectors:

e Truck traffic-generated (haul road) fugitive dust;

e Two small cooling towers, equipped with drift eliminators: and

»  (One small fire water pump diesel engine (300 hp)."”

”_' See Permit application Section B (EDMS Documem No. 36169931, p. 269-329 of 446)
USee EAS. Section § (EDMS Document No. 36461634 p. 394 ul903)
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A emissions from the operation of the proposed facility melude paricutate matter (PM ).
carbon monoxide (CO). sulfur dioxide (502 mrogen oxides (NOy). volatle orgmme
compounds (VOCs). and sulfunc acid (15050, Emissions of these air pollutants are
minimized using vood desion and control devices. as deseribed in the tollowing table.'

| Equipment | Pollutant \ IEmissions Control System
Carbon monoxide. - : i
. o Afterburner and good combustion practices
Volatile organic compounds -
. . Low-NO, burners and selective non-catalviic
Nitrogen oxides reduction .
. eductior
MHF"s e -
Sultur dioxide Sprav drver absorber
Sulfuric acid Spray drver abserber. fabric filter baghouse
) Cyclone. afterburner. spray drver absorber.
Parniculate matter -~ ‘
fabric filter baghouse
Cooling . . .
= Particulate matier Drift elimination system
Tower
Haul Roads Particulate matter Pave roads and implement best practices
Matenal Fully enclose all material
Handling conveyors/transfer points
Equipment Particulate matter
and Storage Equip all emission points with a dust ¢collection
Silos device with an efficiency of 99.9% or greater
Emegency Manutacturer-ceriified
Fire Water Nitrogen oxides, Sulfur engine design
Pump dioxide, Particulate matter,
Carbon monoxide, Low-sulfur diesel fuel
Volatile organic compounds
Annual operating limit of 100 hours

The proper sequence of the control devices for the MHFs is vital to the efficiency of the
control technology.  Basically, the afterburner bumns any existing hydrocarbons
(including VOCs and CO) 1n the waste gas stream. This step 1s not necessary with other
“coal-fired” sources (e.g., coal-fired power boilers, etc)), where sufficient combustion
takes place in the combustion chamber. The exhaust gas exits the afterburner at
significantly higher temperatures than typical coal-fired power boilers. The exhaust gas
then goes through SNCR. The SNCR injects an aqueous solution of ammonia into the
waste gas. At elevated temperatures of the exhaust gases, the ammonia reacts with
nitrogen oxides to form nitrogen gas (N;) and water. A dry flue gas desulfurization
system then reacts the waste gas with a dry or hydrated lime slurry to remove the sulfur
oxides. By this time, the exhaust gas has cooled considerably and then goes through a
“baghouse™ (essentially fabric filters) to remove particulate matter. A “wet”™ FGD could
not be used_in this configuration because 1t increases the water vapor in the exhaust gases.
which decreases the filter’s efficiency and causes them to “plug™ at an unreasonable rate.

"Conirols 1o be installed under the BACT are identified in Best Availuble Control Technokouy section of Pernit No.
PSIY-1LA-T27.
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The aectdental air release preventon program is mandated by Section 1121 of the Clean
Alr o Act Amendments and codified in W) CFR 68 (see also 1.AC 35:01L.Chapter 39).
According to the EPAL the purpose of a Risk Management Plan (RMP) is 10 “prevent
accidental releases of substances that can cause serious harm 10 the public and the
environment rom shorl-term exposures and 10 mitigate the severity of releases that do
occur.”" However. an RMP is anly required Tor certain facilities stormg materials above
certam thresholds. Facilittes below these thresholds do not present excessive risk and RMP
15 not required. Based on the AC Manufacturing Facility’s EAS. as accepted by the LDEQ. a
Risk Mapagement Plan (RMP) 15 not required by the regulations because the proposed
project witl not utilize any substances tor which an RMP s applicable. The anly significant
substance utilized will be ammonia. However. according to the EAS. as accepted by the
LDEQ. the facility will utilize 19 percent aqueous ammonia.™" Ammonia of this type and
concentration falls below the threshold for which an RMP is applicable. In addition, the
facility will utihize secondary containment to further avoid the potential for adverse affecis
to public health or the environment.*'

RREP will utilize protective measures on-site to handle emergency situations. As described
in the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ, these measures will include plans such as a
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.*? In addition, “*An on-site emergency fire pump system will
be installed. Personnel will be trained to maintain, test, and operate the facility fire
protection systems.” >

B. Wastewater Discharges
As descnbed in the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ.

“on-site sources of waste generation will include small quantities of
waslewater from equipment, cleaning operations, sanitary waste, and certain
cleaning and treatment residues. Wastewater discharge will be managed on-
site. The facility intends to meet all regulatory requirements for wastewater
discharges...the facility will be designed for minimal or zero wastewater
discharge.™

The discharges. if any, will be in accordance with the Louisiana Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (LPDES) requirements and will meet or exceed all State surface water
standards.

" EPA’s General Risk Management Plan Program Guidance. April 2004

hetp#/vosemite epa.govioswericeppoweb nsf/vwResowrcesByFilename/Inwo_final.pd (“SFilesIntro final.pdt
“'See EAS. Section ! (EDMS Document No. 364616354, p. 399 of 903)

“'See EAS. Section | {tEDMS Document No. 36461654, p. 399 of 903)

PSee EAS. Section | {(EDMS Document No. 36163654, p. 600 of 903)

“See EAS. Seciion | (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 600 o1 903)

See FAS. Section 1 {EDMS Document No. 36461634, p- 398 of OH)
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C. Solid and Hazardous Waste Generation

According to the informution 1 the permit apphcations. there are no exisung hazardous
wasie or sohid waste the proposed project sie.

As described in the EAS. as accepted by the 1.DEQ. the proposed project’s vartous tvpes ol
non-hazardous solid wastes will be handled as follows:

o Sohld waste resulung tfrom process operations (from the air emissions control of the
exhaust gas) will be disposed of “in an approved. nearby landhill or used as backfl
in the nearby coal mine. or other beneficial use. subject to appropriate approvals. ™

» Solid waste resulting from general plant activities (such as plant refuse and spent otl
filters) will be disposed of “at an approved municipal landfill or incinerator.**°

» Universal solid waste (such as antifreeze. lead acid battenies. and fluorescent light
bulbs) “generated from miscellaneous support activities and plant activities will be
transported off-site.™’

The facility will utilize licensed haulers to transport the non-hazardous solid waste; it will be
recycled or disposed by municipal landfill/incineration in accordance with federal and state
regulations.

As described in the EAS. as accepted by the LDEQ, no hazardous waste generation is
associated with the operation of the production lines.*® However, the proposed project 1s
expected to generate small quantities of hazardous waste resulting from miscellaneous
support activities (such as laboratory waslc maintenance wastes, cathode ray tubes, nickel-
cadmium batteries, and waste solvents).”> Therefore. the facility is expected to quahfy as
erther a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantty Generator or as a Small Quantity Hazardous
Waste Generator based on the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) criteria.*’

No hazardous waste will be permanently stored at the facility. The facility will utilize
hicensed haulers to transport and dispose of the hazardous waste by landfill in accordance
with Federal and State regulations. '

The Stormwater Poliution Prevention Plan will ensure that the potential adverse
environmental effects associated with the generation of solid or hazardous wastes resulting
from spills of oil or hazardous substances are minimized to the maximum extent possible.
RREP will implement a plan to ensure that general debris generated during the construction
activities is disposed in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.*

“See LAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 596 of 903)
*See EAS. Section | {EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 396 of 903)
“'See EAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36461654, p. 596 of 903)
See EAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 595 o 9053)
M'See EAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36461654, p. 393 of 903)
“See EAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 593 of 903)
HSee EAS. Section | (EDMS Document No. 36161634, p. 396 of 903)
TSee FAS. Seciion | (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 396 of 903)
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Potential and real adverse enviremmental effects associmad vath the veneration of solid and
hazardous wastes will be avorded to the maximum extent possible.

). Other Releases

Releases to the soil from the facility arc unlikely due o the design of the faciliny. All
chemical ks are above-ground storage tanks with secondary contamment. Stormwater
will be routed to on-site ditches and culvents directed to an on-site detention basin. Anv
discharge from the detention basin will meet the acceptlable federal and state regulatory
requirements. Uthization of Swormwater Pollution Prevention Plans and Spill Prevention
and Control Plans are expected to mimimize impacts to the environment.

As described in the EAS, as accepted by the LDEQ. no wetlands will be impacted by the
project: there are no wetlands or water bodties on-site.™

CONCLUSION: Accordingly, the LDEQ finds that RREP has avoided, to the maximum
extent possible, adverse environmental impacts without unduly curtailing non-
environmental benefits.

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS (BALANCING): Does a cost benefit analysis of the
environmental impact costs balanced against the social and economic benefits of the
proposed AC Manufacturing Facility demonstrate that the latter outweighs the
former?

The social and economic benefits of the propesed AC Manufacturing Facility will greatly
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts. Notably the Louisiana constitution requires
balancing. not protection of the environment as an exclusive goal. Save Qurselves, 452 So.
2d at 1157.

A. Environmental lmpact Costs

Emissions {rom the AC Manufactuning Facility include the criteria pollutants: nitrogen
oxitdes (NOy), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SOa). particulate matter with a
diameter equal to or less than 10 microns (PMg). volatile organic compounds (VOCs). .
and sulfuric acid (H;S0,).

AC Manufacturing Facility 1s a major source of toxic air pollutants (TAPs) and is subject to
the Louisiana Air Toxics program under LAC 33:4H.Chapter 51 - Comprehensive Toxic Air
Pollutant Emission Control Program.

As modeled. the LDEQ finds that RREP's proposed project will meet or exceed the
requirements of the primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and the Loutsiana Ambient Air Standards (AAS) for eriteria pollutants and toxics
within industrial property. The proposed project is not expected 1o cause air quality impacts
that would adversely affect human health or the environment in Red River Parish and

Vsee EAS. Section | LIEDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 611 of 903
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swrrounding parishes.

B. Seocial and Economic Benefits

The LDEQ finds that the sooial and cconomie benehits of the project will greatty outweieh
its environmental impact costs. The social and economic benehits are discussed in detail
below:

As described in the EAS. as accepied by the LDEQ. RREP conducted an analvsis of the
proposed project’s effect on local and state economies. As established by RREP. the
praject will result in significant economic benefits to the parish and to the state. As
previously stated. the project includes the construction of two production lines. The EAS
documents that for the construction of the first production line, the following benelis are
expected for the two-year construction period:

¢ More than 180 workers are projected 1o be needed for peak construction
workforce;

* An average of about 100 construction jobs; and

e Up to $320,000 per year in individual income tax revenues. 33336

The construction of the second production line 1s expected to result in construction jobs

and individual income tax revenues, as wel).

RREP has demonstrated that during facility operations, the following benefits are
expected:

» For the first productioh Jine, about 50 new permanent jobs will be created,
including “skilled operating and maintenance personnel, office staff. and
management” positions;”’ '

» With the addition of the second production line, the facility is expected to create
an additional 25 new permanent jobs. to result in a total of approximately 75
permanent jobs;38

» The expected annual payroll for the first production line is about $3.94 million;™

*  The expected annual payroll for both production lines is about $5.91 million:*

» These 50 new plant jobs are expected to result in about 150 regional jobs.
including RREP employees;™!

» Average annual income for permanent employees could generate up to $160.000
in individua! state income taxes: "

" See EAS. Project Overview Section (EDMS Document No, 36461654, p. 392 of 903)

* RREPs tax revenue estimates were developed in conjunction with the Coordinating and Development Corporasion
in Shreveport. LA,

“See EAS. Section 11 (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 602 of 903)

See EAS. Seciion 11 (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 602 of 903)

FGee EAS. Project Overview Section (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 392 o' 903)

“See EAS. Section 11 (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 604 of 903)

"See £EAS. Section 1} (EDMS Droctument No. 36461654 p. 6(72 ol 903)

“See EAS. Section 11 (EDMS Document No. 3646163 p. 602 af 903)
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o Off-giie employment could gencrate up to SI80U0HU 11 pew State income 1ax
revenues:

o Durimg operatton. the facility will also purchase Tocal goods and services. and raw
materials such as lignie: ™ and

o The factlity has the potential 1o provide for sale the excess electrical encruy
produced during facility operations.™

In addition to soctal and economic beneiits realized as a result of facility operations. the
facihity operations are expected to result v environmental benefus. As stated in the EAS.
as accepted by the LDEQ. “On the environmental front. the facility’s product 1s
environmentally beneficial in that 1t 15 a demonstrated method to reliably reduce mercury
from coal-fired power plants in a wide variely oi'a;:)p]icmions."47 This benefit 1s expected
10 enable coal-fired plants nationwide 1o reduce their mercury emissions to the
atmosphere.

CONCLUSION: Based on the reasoming above. the LDEQ finds that the social and
economic benefits outweigh the environmental impact costs.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CONSIDERATIONS

EPA's Office of Civil Rights in the Michigan Select Steel Title VI Complaint (EPA File No.
5R-98-R35, The Office of Civil Rights dated October 30. 1998) determined as follows in
“Allegation Regarding Air Quality Impacts™ Pages 25 and 26:

The environmental laws that EPA and the states administer do not prohibit
pollution outright; rather, they treat some level of pollution as “acceptable”
when pollution sources are regulated under individual, AC Manufacturing
Facility-specific, permits recognizing society’s demand for such things as
power plants, waste treatment systems, and manufactunng facilities. In
effect, Congress—and, by extension, society—has made a judgment that
some level of pollution and possible associated risk should be tolerated for
the good of all, in order for Americans 1o enjoy the benefits of a modem
society—to have heat in our homes, and the products we use to clean dishes
or manufacture our wares. The expectation and behef of the regulators is
that, assuming the facilites comply with their permit limits and terms; the
allowed pollution levels arc acceptable and low enough to be protective of
the environment and human health.

EPA and the states have promulgated a wide senes of regulations 1o
effectuate these protections. Some of these regulations are based on

“See EAS. Section 11 (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 602 of 903)
“See EAS. Section 11 (EDMS Documeni No. 36461654, p. 602 of 903)

“See EAS. Project Overview Section (EDMS Document No. 364616354, p. 302 of 903)

See EAS. Section 11 (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 602 of 003)

See EAS. Section 1 (EDMS Document No. 36461634, p. 602 of Q053

FAS. Secnion H (EDMS Pocument No. 36361634, p. 601 of 905)
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assessment ol public health risks assecrated with certam levels of polluson
in the ambient environment. The Natenal Ambient A Quality: Standards
established under the Clean Aor Act (CAA) are an example ot this kind of
health-based ambient standard sewing. A Qualiy that adheres 1o such
standards s presumptively protective ol public health. Other standards are
“technology-based.” requiring nstallaiion of pollution control equipment
that has been determined to be approprizte n view ol pollution reduction
ooals. In the case of hazardous air pollutamts under the CAA. EPA sets
technologv-based standards for industnial sowees of 1oxic air pollution. the
maximum achievable control technologey standards for mmdustrial sources of
toxic air pollution. The maximum achievable control technology standards
under the Clean Air Act are examples ot this kind of technology-based
standards; an assessment of the remaining or residual nisk 1s undertaken and
additional controls  mmplemented where needed. [Clean Air Act
PI2DEHAND) states ... If standards promulgated pursuant 1o subsection
(d) and applicable to a category or subcategory of sources emitting a
polflutant (or pollutants) classifies as a known. probable. or possible human
carcinogen, do not reduce lifetime excess cancer risks 10 the individual most
exposed 1o emissions from a source in the category or subcategory to less
than one in a million, the Admmistrator shall promulgate standards under
this subsection for such category.” 42 US.C. § 7412(D)(2)(A)(1).)

Title VI and EPA's mmplementing regulauons set out a requirement
independent of the environmentai statutes that all recipients of EPA financial
assistance ensure that they implement their environmental programs in a
manner that does not have discnminatory effect based on race, color, or
national origin. If recipients of EPA funding are found to have implemented
their EPA-delegated or authonzed federal environmental programs in a
manner which distributes the otherwise acceptable residual pollution or other
effects in ways that result in a harmful concentration of those effects in racial
or ethnic communities, then a finding of an adverse disparate impact on
those communities within the meaning of Title VI may, depending on the
circumstance may be appropriate.

Importantly, 10 be actionable under Title VI. an impact must be both
“adverse™ and “disparate.” The determmation of whether the distribution of
effects from regulated sources 1o racial or ethnic communities is “adverse”™
within the meaning of Title VI will necessanly tum on the facts and
circumstances of each case and nature of the environmental regulation
designed to afford protection. As the Uniled States Supreme Court stated in
the case of Alexander v. Choate. 469 U.S. 287 (1995), the mnquiry for
federal agencies under Title VI is to identify the sort of disparate impacts
upon racial or ethnic groups which constitute ~sufhierently significant social
problems. and [are| readily enough remediable. to warrant altering the
practices of the federal grantees that had produced those impacts.” I1d a1 293-
94,
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The complaint i this case raises ar qualiy concemns regarding several
NAAQS-covered pollutants. as well as several other pollutants. With respect
o the NAAQS-covered pollmanms. EPA beheves that where. as here. an arwr
quabity: concern 1s raised regarding a pellutant regulated pursuant 1o an
ambient. health-based standard. and where the area in queston is in
compliance with. and will continue atter the operation of the challenged AC
Manufacturing Facility 1o comply with. that standard. the ain quality in the
surrounding community 1s presumptively protecove and emissions of that
pollutant should not be viewed as “adverse™ within the meaning of Title V1
By establishing an ambient. public health threshold, standards like the
NAAQS contemplate muluple source connbutions and  establish  a
protective limit on cumulative emissions that should ordinarily prevent an
adverse air quality impact.

With respect to the pollutants of concern that are not covered by the
NAAQS, Title VI calls for an examination of whether those pollutants have
become so concentrated in a racial or ethnic community that the addition of a
new source wili pose a harm to that community. If there 1s no “adverse™
impact for anyone living in the vicinity of the AC Manufacturing Facility, it
is unnecessary 10 reach the question of whether the impacts are “disparate.”

[Reference: Letter from Amn E. Goode, Director of EPA’s Office of Civil Rights to Father
Phil Schmitter and Sister Joanne Chiaverni, Co-Directors, St.  Francis Prayer Center, G-
2381 East Carpenter Road, Flint Michigan 48909-7973].

Also note that the United States Supreme Court held in Alexander v. Sandoval, (532
U.S. (2001) [No. 99-1908, decided April 24, 2001], that there is no private cause of
action to enforce Section 602 of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 78 Stat. 252, as
amended, 42 U.S5.C. §2000d et. seq.

LDEQ accepts the EPA’s assessment and reasoning. RREP’s modeling shows the facility
will, with the controls installed under the BACT,™ meel or exceed the primary and
secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Accordingly. there will be
no “‘adverse’ and “disparate” impact in the surrounding area,

CONCLUSION

The LDEQ, Othfice of Environmental Services. Air Permits Division. has conducted a
review of the information submitted and has determined that the Part 70 (Title V) Operating
Permits and the Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit, should be issued to Red
River Environmental Products. LLC. AC Manufacturing Facility.

Controls to be installed under the BACT are identfied in Best Available Control Technology section of Permil
No. PSD-LLA-727.
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The permits for the AC Manulacturig Factliy will require that the emissions be controlied
10 meet or exceed the requirements of all appheable regulations and detined permnit
conditions. The estimated emisstons (rom the project are based on conservalive enginecring
desien caleulations and established and approved emission faciors. The applicatiens detail
the enussion caleulations and state and tederal regutatory requirements for the air emission
SOUITCES.

The AC Manutacturing Faciity’s permits will meet or exceed the primary and secondary
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants bevond the
industrial property and will not cause air quality 1mpacts that will adversely aftect human
health or the environment in Red River Pansh,

The local economy benefits from the operations of the proposed facility. The proposed
project 1s expected to provide personal income for the facility’s permanent and contract
employees; increase the tax revenues tor Red River Panish. the State of Louisiana. and the
federal government; and facilitate the purchase of goods and services by the facility and its
employees from other businesses. These benefits are major, significant, and tangible. Thev
outweigh the environmental impact costs of operation of the AC Manufacturing Facility.

Based on a careful review and evaluation of the entire administrative record, which includes
the permit applications, Environmental Assessment Statement, the proposed permits, and al
public comments, the Louwsiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of
Environmental Services, finds that the AC Manufacturing Facility’s proposed permits will

. comply with all applicable federal and state statutes and regulations and will comply with
the requirements of Save Ourselves v. La. Envt]. Control Commission, 452 So. 2d 1152.
F157 (La. 1984). Particularly, the LDEQ finds that the proposed permits have minimized or
avoided potential and real adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent possible
and that social and economic benefits of the proposed AC Manufacturing Facility outweigh
adverse environmental impacts. Id.

29t ~
Cheryl Sonnier Nolan Moy 7/90%

Assistant Secretary : / Date
Otfice of Environmental Services




LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

PART 70 OPERATING PERMIT 0420-00027-V0
AND
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION PERMIT PSD-LA-727

AGENCY INTEREST (A1) NO. 152139
ACTIVATED CARBON FACILITY

RED RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTS, LLC
ARMISTEAD, RED RIVER PARISH, LOUISIANA

This document responds to pertinent statements {(questions and/or comments) received regarding the
impact of emissions on air quality. The following statements, taken verbatim from the public
hearing transcript and the comment letters (numbered for reference), together with the Office of
Environmental Services, Air Penmits Division's responses, are relevant 1o the proposed Part 70
(Titte V) Operaung Permit and the proposed PSD permit for the Red River Environmental
Products, LLC. Activated Carbon Facility,

Comments 1-10 were submitted by Mr. John Williams during the public hearing conducted
on January 22, 2008.'

Comment No. |

I.

THE PERMIT'S EMISSIONS LIMITS DO NOT MEET “BEST AVAILABLE
CONTROL TECHNOLOGY” STANDARDS

The facility is a new source subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD™)
permitting requirements. One of the prnnciple requirements of the PSD regulations is that
the major source must install and operate state-of-the-art pollution controls, known as
Best Available Control Technology (“BACT”) for each pollutant subject to regulation
under the Clean Atr Act. 42 U.S5.C. § 7475(a) (4). Best Available Control Technology or
“BACT™ means:

An emissions hmitation (including a visible emissions standard) based on the maximum
degree of reduction for each pollutant subject to regulation under the Act which would be
emitied from any proposed major stattionary source or major modificaion which the
Administrator. on a case-by-case basis. taking into account epergy. environmental, and
economic 1mpacts and other costs. determines is achievable for such source or
moditication through application of production processes or available methods. systems.
and technigues. including clean fuels. fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel

"See Puhlic Hearing and Request 1or Public Comment Transeripn. danuary 22, 2008, pp. 21-27 of 234 {(EDMS
Dacument No. 3668288
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combustion techniques for cantrol of such pollutant. In no event shall application ol besl
avatlable contro] technology result i emissions of any pollutant which would exceed the
emissions allowed by any appheable standard under 40 CFR parts 60 and 61. 1 the
Administrator determines that technological or econemic limitations on the application of
measurement methodology 1o a particular ennssions unit would make the imposition of
an emissions standard infeasible. a design. equipment. work practice. operational
standard. or combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for
the application of best available control technology. Such standard shall. to the degree
possible, set forth the emissions reduction achievable by implementation of such design.
equipment, work practice or operation, and shall provide for compliance by means which
achieve equivalent results.

40 CFR 52.21(b) (12) and LAC 33.111.509.B.

The emission limits proposed for SO; and NO, emissions from the Multi-hearth Furnaces
(“MHFs™) do not satisfy this definition, as discussed below.

To ensure that the BACT determination is “reasonably moored” to the Clean Air Act's
statutory requirement that BACT represent the maximum achievable reduction, the U.S.
EPA established a top-down analysis process outhned m the NSR Manual, Alaska Dept.
of Envi’l Conservation v. Envt’l Protecrion Agency, 540 U.S. 461, 485 (2004). This
Manual details the necessary process for a “top down” BACT review. This five-step
process consists of the following five steps. which will be referred to later in these
comments:

. STEP 1: Identify all control technologies.  This list must be comprehensive
and include all “Lowest Achievable Emission Rates™ (“LAER™) ' '
. STEP 2: Eliminaie technically infeasible options. A demonstration of

technical infeasibility should be clearly documented and must show, based on physical.
chemical, and engineering principles, that techncal difficulties would preclude the
successful use of the control option on the emissions unit under review.

. STEP 3: Rank remaining contrel technologies by control effectiveness. This
must include:

o Control effectiveness (percent pollutant removed):

o Expected emission rate (tons per year),

o Expected emission reduction (lons per yvear);

o Energy impacts (Btw/k Wh):

o Environmental impacts (other media and the emissions of toxic and
hazardous air emissions); and

o Economic impacts  (total cost effectiveness. incremental cost

effectiveness)

. STEP 4: Evaluate most ciiective controls and document results. This
must include a case-bv-case constderation of energy. epvironmental. and cconomic
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wmpacts. tep option is not selected as BACT. evaluate next muost effecuve controd
option.

. STEP 3: Select most etfective option not rejecied as BACT
NSR Manual. Table B-1.

The Applicauons indicates that the top-down process was used to determine BACT in
this case and cited specifically to the NSR Manual. Ap., pp. 38-39 and foowote 3. Thus,
the top-down process as laid out in the NSR Manual must be followed. Aluska v US
EPA, 298 F.3d 814 (9" Cir. 2002) (“Although the top-down approach is not mandated by
the Act, if a state purports to follow this method, it should do so in a reasoned and
justified manner.”) As set out below, it was not.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 1

When citing EPA’s 1990 New Source Review Workshop Manual (NSR Manual). 11 s
imperative to recogmze that this document remains in “draft” form and was never
formally adopted as guidance. In fact, the preface to the NSR Manuai states, ~It [the
NSR Manual] 1s not intended 10 be an official statement of policy and standards and does
not establish binding regulatory requirements; such requirements are comained in the
regulations and approved state implementation plans.” .

Nevertheless, many people have looked to this document for guidance and have
sometimes improperly construed the draft NSR Manual to contain requirements that must
be followed. To avoid any misunderstandings concerning the effect of the NSR Manual,
EPA has proposed to make clear that the manual is not a binding regulation and does not
by itself establish final EPA policy or authoritative interpretations of EPA regulations
under the NSR program.”

EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board (“EAB”) has sometimes referenced the NSR
Manual as a reflection of EPA’s thinking on certain PSD issues. but the EAB has been
clear that the draft NSR Manual is not a binding Agency regulation. See In re: indeck-
Elwood, LLC, PSD Permit Appeal No. 03-04. (pg. 10, footnote 13) (September 27,
2006); and In re: Prairie State Generating Company, PSD Permit Appeat No. 05-03, {pg.
7. footnote 2) (August 24. 2006). In these and other cases, the EAB also considered
briefs filed on behalf of the Office of Air and Radiation that provided more current
mformation on the thinking of the EPA headquarters program office on specific PSD
1ssues arising in particular cases. Thus. the EAB has looked to the draft NSR Manual as
one resource to consider mn developmmg EPA  positions through case-by-case
adjudications. while recognizing that the draft NSR Manual does not itself contain
binding requirements.

Notably. it remains EPA’s poficy 1o use the hve-step. top-down process 1o satisty the
BACT requirements when PSD permuts are issued by EPA and delegated permitting

TIIFR 1372 - 31599 June 6. 2007
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authorives. and 12PA continues to interpret the BACT requirement in the CAA and EPA
regulations o be satishied when BACT is established using this process.  However.
notwithstanding this policy and the interpretations of the BACT requirement retlected in
EPA adjudicanons. EPA has not esiablished the 1op-down BACT process as a binding
requirement through regulation.

Nevertheless. LDEQ ¢id adhere 10 EPA’s top-down process in this instance. as detailed
in the remainder of this response 1o public comments documents.

As stated 1in Section 3 of the permit application:’

“This BACT analysis was conducted in a manner consistent with the top-
down. step-wise approach described above. The primary source of control
technology evaluation results for permitted projects — the U.S. EPA
RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLO) database
(www.cpa.gov/in/calc) — was consulted 10 collect available control
technology and emission limitation information on emission sources
similar to those associated with the proposed Project. However, the
RBLC provided no control technology/emission limitation information
specifically for MHFs used for AC production. Further investigation
indicated that there ts only one AC production facility in the U.S. using a
stmilar thermal activation process (i.e., MHFs) — the NORIT Americas
facility in Marshall, Texas — with available permit documentation. The
BACT evaluation conducted in support of a recently-permitted MHF at the
NORIT Americas factlity (TCEQ Air Quality Permit No. 78421) was
given primary consideration in this analysis. A copy of relevant portions
of the BACT evaluation submitted (March 17, 2006) by NORIT Americas
1o the TCEQ as part of the permit application for a new MHF is provided
in Appendix E for reference.”

The NORIT Americas permit (TCEQ Air Quality Permit No. 78421) was issued January 3.
2007.

Utlization of the NORIT Americas facility in the BACT evaluation is especially significant
considering the umque differences between a Multi-Hearth Furnace (MHF) at an activated
carbon facility and a coal-fired power boiler. RREP’s process uses coal as a feedstock/raw
material for a chemical manufacturing process, not as a fuel. The higher temperature and
moisture content (approximatcly 40 percent) of the byproduct/waste gas stream from the
waste heat recovery botler is distinet from a traditional pulverized coal-fired boiler.
which has a typical moisture content of about 10 percent. A significant portion of the
htgher moisture content 1s caused by the steam activation process which 1s an essential
step in the manufacture of activated carbon. Without steam acttvation the desired final
product could not be produced.

'See permit application tEDMS Ducument No. 3646 1654 pp. 210-231)
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An afterburmer will he used 0 ensure the destruction of Volaule Oruanic Compounds
(VOCs) in the MHF. This step 15 not necessary in o coal-fired power botler. The exi
temperature from the afterburner of a MHE will be significandy higher than the exii
temperature from a tvpical coal-fired power bodler.

Comment No. 2

1.

BACT IS NOT REQUIRED FOR 30, EMISSIONS FROM MULTI-HEARTH
FURNANCES

The Brieting Sheet. page 5, reports that BACT for SO; emissions from the multi-hearth
furnaces ("MHF )15 101.2 Ib/hr on a 30-day rolling basis. This limit would be achieved
using a spray dryer absorber (“SDA™) and compliance would be determined using a
CEMS. Draft Permit, p.5. This does nat represent BACT for the MHFs. As explained
below, the BACT analysis is legally and technically flawed. BACT for the MHFs is an
50; enussions hmit of 25 Ib/hr based on a 30-day rolling basts. achieved using a wet
scrubber.

ILA BACT Limits not based on Maximum Degree of Reduction

The term “best available control technology™ means “an emission limnation based on the
maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant...” 40 CFR 52.21 (b) (12) and LAC
33.11.509.B.  The degree of reduction means the amount by which a pollutant
concentration 1s reduced, relative to the uncontrolled level. The degree reduction
information 1s used in Step 3 of the top-down process to rank control options based on
emissions from the lowest to the highest. NSR Manual, p. B.25 and Tables B-2 and B-3.

To satisfy this requirement, Step 3 of the top down BACT process requires that control
options be ranked by control efficiency. The Application and Draft Permit evaluated two
generic classes of scrubbers dry scrubbers {which includes the selected SDA) and wet
scrubbers.  However, the Apphcation and Draft Permit fail 1o disclose the removal
efficiency ranges for these two classes of scrubber. The upper end of the removal
efficiency range for dryv scrubbers is 95% while the upper end of the range for wet
scrubber 1s greater than 99%. Further. the Applicanon and Draft Peymit fail 1o evaluate
specific options within each genertc scrubber class, many ot which have higher control
efficiencies than the selected SDA. A circulating dry scrubber, {or example. can achieve
SO, removal efficiencies of up to 97% while the selected SDA 1s capped out at 95%.

Congress chose 1o require an emission himit based on the “maximum degree of
reduction. ...achievable for such source™ at the ime the source is constructed. 42 U.S.C.
§§ 74753(a) (4) (new sources are subject o BACT). 7479 (3) (BACT deimition). A
BACT analvsis should always delault to the best pollution control option available.
Citizens for Clean 4ir v, EPA. 950 F.2d 839. 845 (9" Cir. 1992). citing In re: Spokane
Regional Waste-to-Encrgy Applicam. PSD Appeal No. 88-12 (EPA June 9. 1989). m 9
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(mternal quotation marks onmutted) (emphasis in origmal): See also Inve: Tner-Pover of
New York fne. 5 ELAD 1300 135 (LAB 1994) (Under the “top-down™ approach. permit
applicants must apply the most stringemt control alternative. unless the applicant can
demonstraie that the alternative ts not technically or econonncally achievable.™): In re:
Pennsauken Cowuy, New Jersev Resowrce Recovery Faciling 2 E.AD. 667 (Adm'r
1988), avaiable at 1988 EPA App. LEXIS 2728 (Nov. 10. 1988) (“"Thus. the “top-down’
approach shifls the burden of proof to the applicant 10 justify why the proposed source 1s
unable to apply the best technolegy available.™)

The Draft Permit fails to comply with the requirement that the SO» BACT limit represent
the maximum degree of reduction achievable with available control options because, as
discussed below, the Apphcant eliminated the top option for invalid reasons. Therefore.
the permit must either be denied or the permit limits must be revised, supplemented, and
significantly lowered so that the limits represent BACT.

The SO, BACT Analysis Improperly Rejects Wet Flue Gas Desulfurization

The Applicant and LDEQ eliminated the top SO; control option in Step 4 of the top-
down process based on alleged environmental, energy and economic impacts. Draft
Pernmut, p. 20. We note that the Applicant’s analysis appears to compare a conventional
spray dryer absorber ("SDA™), a type of dry scrubber, with a conventional limestone
forced oxidation (“LSFO”) scrubber, a type of wet scrubber. The so-called adverse
impacts attributed to this conventional wet scrubber can be minimized or eliminated by
using alternate scrubber designs and vartous engineering controls. none of which are
acknowledged in the record. '

‘Unigque Circumstances Not Demonstrated

BACT is typically determined based on the top-ranked pollution control option.
However. in limited and unique situations, energy, environmental. or economic issues
may justifv rejecting the top-ranked control and, instead, establishing BACT based on a
less effectuive pollution control option. NSR Manual, pp.B.26-B.29. However, such
cases are the exception and should be very unique.

The Clean Air Act only allows BACT to be established based on a less-effective control
option when collateral energy. environmental or economic “collateral impacts®™ associated
wit the top-ranked option justifies rejection. 42 U.S.C.§ 7479(3). Such “collateral
impacts” must be site specific. and not common o control technelogy. Senate Debate on
S.252 (June 8. 1977}, reprinted in 3 Senate Commitiece on Environmeni and Public
Works. 4 Legistiative History of 1the Clean Air dct Amendnrens of 1977 at 729 (Comm.
Print August 1978) (Congressional Research Service, Serial No. 95-16) (the purpose of
the collateral wnpacts clause ts 10 atlow tor differences between regions in the country.
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feedstock and  plant conhguration while sull maximizing  the use of improved
technology).

The Administrator has explained that the primary purpose of the collateral
impacts clause 15 1o temper the sirmgency of the technology requirements
whenever one or more ot the specified collateral impacts — energy.
environmental or economic - render the use of the most efficient
technology nappropnate.  The clause allows rejection of the most
effective technology as BACT only in himited circumsiances. The
collateral impacts clause operates primarily as a safety valve whenever
unusual circumstances specific to the facility make 1t appropriate to use
Jess than the most effective technology. Unless it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the permit issuer that such unusual circumstances exist.
then the permit applicant must use the most effective technology.

In re Kenvwaihae Cogeneration Project. 7 E.AD. at 116-17 {emphasis onginal; quoting In
re Columbia Gulf Transmission Company, PSD Appeal No. 88-11 4-6. 2 E.A.D. 824, 826
(Adm’r June 21, 1989)); also ctting /n re Old Dominion Elec. Coop., 3 E.A.D. 779, 792
(Adm’r 1992)); internal cites omitted). Collateral environmental, energy or economic
impacts that are common o a poliution control technology do not justify rejecting the
top-ranked option.

The determination that a control alternative to be [sic] inappropriate involves a
demonstraiion thai circumstances exist at the source which distinpuish it from other
sources where the control alternative may have been required previously...... In the
absence of unusual circumstances, the presumption 1s that sources within the same source
category are similar in nature, and that cost and other impacts that have been borne by
one source of a given source category may be borne by another source of the same source
category.

NSR Manual. p.B.29 (emphasis added); see also Masontte Corp.. 5 E.A.D. at 364.
Therefore. the applicant bears the burden of demonstrating that site-specitic reasons
justify rejecting the top-ranked polution control option.  Kewarhae Cogeneration. 7
E.AD. at 116-17; In re World Color Press, fnc. 3 EAD. 474, 478 (Adm’r 1990)
(collateral impacts clause focuses on the specific local impacts): see also 3 Legislative
History of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 at 729 {congressional intem 1o
maxinnze the use of the best technology).

The applicant and LDEQ rejected wel scrubbing as the basis for SO, BACT. However.
there i1s nsufficient basis to do so. To reject wet scrubbing. the applicant is required 1o
not only show collateral impacts. but they must demonstrate that such umpacts are unique
to Red River, and support that demonstration with an objective and documented analvsis.
NSR Manual. p. B.26-B.29: Knaut. 8 EAD. at 131 (A permitting authority’s decision
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to elimmate potentid control options as & matter ol techmeat mfeasibihity. or due to
collateral impacts. must be adequately explained and jusulied."): General Motors. 1)
E.AD. at 374 (agency’s failure 1o demonstrate that rejecuon of top ranked technoloey is
truly justified by the economic mimpacts or other costs in clear error): Sieel Dynamics, 9
E.A.D.at 206-07 (failing 1o document costs of alternative control options on the record 18
reversible ervor), Masonite. 5 E.AD. a1 564-09 (same); Columbia Gulf Transmission Co..
2 E.AD. 824, 830 (Adm'r 1989). Pennsauken Counne J.J. Res. Recovery Faciliny, 2
E.AD. 667,672 (Adm'r 1988).

The Applicant and LDEQ argue that the SDA 15 preferred 10 wet scrubbers as BACT
because: (1) the SDA uses less water; (2) a wet scrubber produces a wastewater stream;
(3) a wet scrubber emits higher levels of PM emissions; (4) a wet scrubber uses more
energy; and (5) a wet scrubber costs more. Draft Permut, p. 20; Ap.. pp. 30-51L
However, the Applicant and LDEQ do not demonstrate any site-specific collateral eftects
that justify rejection of the more effective wet scrubbing technologies.

These alleged collateral impacts are neither sufticient 1o justify rejecting the top-ranked
wet scrubbing technology, nor unique to the Red River site. Rather, they are impacis that
are common to all wet scrubbers (to the extent that the impacts even exist). We discuss
elsewhere that these impacits are exaggerated or do not occur at all for may types of wet
scrubbers. We furthers note that wet scrubbers have many important benefits that the
apphicam failed 10 disclose.

Therefore, even if the Applicant could show that each of the alleged “collateral impacts”
exists, they cannot use any of the non-site specific impacts to reject wet scrubbing as the
basis for BACT for SO, Kawaihae, 7E.A.D. at 116-17 ( holding that a collateral impact
“allows rejection of the most effective technology as BACT only in limited
circumstances... [based on]...unusual circumstances specific to the facility...”
(emphasis in original)); Columbia Gulf, 2 E.A.D. at 826; Old Dominion Elec. 5 E.AD. at
792; Masonite Corp., 5 E.A.D. at 564: NSR Manual at B.29 (rejecting a top-ranked
control alternative requires “‘a demonstration that circumstances exist at the source which
distinguish 1t from other sources where the control alternative may have been required
previously.”}; In re World Color Press. Inc.. 3 E.AD. at 478.

In addition to failing to demonstrate that the impacts from wet scrubbing would be unique
to Red River site, the Applicant fails to demonstrate any adverse impacts at atl. Instead.
the Applicant provides only conclusory statements that wet scrubbing causes some
collateral impacts.

The Alleged Adverse Impacts of Wel FGD Are Exavcerated, Misleading. and Erroncous
The litany of problems attributed to wet scrubbers is conclusory and unsupported with
citations or engieering calculations.  Further. many of the claims are erroneous and
misleading. The following sections discuss cach pomntn the Draft Permit
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I11B.2.a0 Water Use

The Draft Pormit states that “[wlater requirements. for example. arc much less for an
SDA than a wet scrubber.” Draft Permit. p. 20, Thus 1s incorrect. The adjectives “dry”
and “wet” refer 10 the state of the waste solids from the scrubbers. not the amount of
water they use. The solids from a dry scrubber exit the scrubber “dry,” while those from
a wet scrubber exit “wet.”

The amount of water used by a scrubber depends on the amount of SO, that must be
removed. The reverse 1s true. A dry scrubber uses about 4 to 6 gallons of water per
pound of SO, ("gal/ib) that is removed while a wet scrubber uses 1-2 pal/lb. Some have
erroneously reported that a wet scrubber uses more water than a dry because the wet
scrubber was assumed 1o remove much more of the SO; than the dry.

11.B.2 b Wastewater

The Draft Pernut states that a wet scrubber produces a wastewater stream that must be
reated and discharged. While 11 is true that a wet scrubber produces a wastewater
stream, it 1s small and can be econpomically reused or treated and discharged.

A purge stream is required for a wet scrubber to control the buildup of soluble chiorides.
This purge stream 1s very small, typically only about 10-15 gpm in a plant sized for the
Red River facility that produces saleable gypsum and half that amount if saleable gypsum
1s not produced. There are several options for treating wet scrubber wasterwater: (1)
eliminate the discharge using a zero liquid discharge system; (2) treat and discharge the
FGD wastewater separately (ithe only option mentioned); and (3) treat the wastewater and
recycle within the plant.

[1.B.2.¢ Particulate Emissions

The Draft permit alleges that a wet scrubber can result in higher particulate emissions
because the wet scrubber must be located downstream of the particulate control devices
and dissolved solids from the wet scrubber are emitted. Draft Permit. p. 20. This is
incorrect.  Some types of wet serubbers are more efficient PM control devices than day
scrubbers.

First, a baghouse would be used regardless of the tvpe of scrubber. The efficiency of the
baghouse would be the same regardless of its location. The Draft Permit argues that
particulates from the scrubber would not be removed if the baghouse 1s upstream of the
scrubber. This is misleading. Particulate matter created within the scrubber 1s removed
by a mist ehiminator localed at the top of a conventional scrubber. This mist eliminator is
wvpically specibied 1o require that outlet particulate loading 1s no hicher than inlet
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particulate loading. Theretore. by desien. the wet scrubber makes no net contribution 1o
particulale emissions.

Second. the drv FGD substantially mereases PM by injecting lime directly into the flue
vas. The unreacted lime and reaction byproducts are routed to the downstream baghouse.
Thus. air pollution centrol systems that include dry scrubber must mclude a much more
cfficient and costly baghouse to achieve the same particulate matter enmssions as from a
wet scrubber. Regardless, it is simple matter to design the baghouse. regardless of where
it is localed. to achieve the same stack particulate emission rate. regardless of the type of
scrubber. ‘

11.B.2.d Energy

The Draft Permit claims that “an SDA [the dry scrubber selected by the Apphicant]
requires significantly less power than a wet system” This 1s an exaggeration. Dry
scrubbers use less energy than wet scrubbers, but not significantly less. Two reliable
industry sources report the energy use of dry versus wet scrubbers as follows:

Babceock & Wilcox (2005)

o Wet: 1.9% (p. 35-11, Table 6}
¢ Dry Recycle: 1.73% (p. 35-18, Table 9)
» Dry Single Pass: 1.62% (p. 35-18, Table 9)

Sargent & Lundy 2007:

» Central Appatachian Coal (p. 27, Table 5.2-2)
o Wet: 1.40%

e Dry: 1.10%

« PRB (p. 27. Table 5.2-2)

o Wet 1.30%

» Dry: 1.20%

Further. wet scrubbers cannot be rejected as BACT based on collateral energy use. Even
though wet scrubbers do use more electnicity than dry scrubbers. this is irrelevant to a
top-down BACT analysis unless the permit applicant demonsirates that this energy
difference 15 unique to the Red River site. compared to other sources using wet scrubbing.
Kawaihae Cogeneration Project. 7T ELAD. at 116-17; World Color Press, Inc., 3 E.AD.
at 478 NSR Manual. pp. B.29. B.47. The additional energy use cannot justify rejecting
wel scrubbing technology as the basis for BACT:
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{Clertam tvpes of control technologies have inherent eneray penatues
associated with their use. While these penalties should be quantifred. so
long as they are within the normal range for the technology 1 question.
such penalties should nol. in general. be considered adequate jusufication
for nonuse of that iechnology.

NSR Manual. p. B.30. In this case. there 1s no indication that wet scrubbing energy use
would not be “within the normal range tor [that] technology.™ Since this showing was
not and cannot be made. energy cannot be used to reject wet scrubbing as BACT.

Moreover. the “energy™ collateral effects analysis is an extremely limited wquiry. EPA
guidance requires that any increased energy use associated with a pollution control be
translated into a dollar amount and incorporated into the overall cost effectuiveness
analysis. NSR Manual. p. B.20-B.30.

Because energy penalties or benefits can usually be quantified in terms of
addinonal cost or income 1o the source, the energy impacts analysis can. n

‘most cases, simply be factored nto the economic impacts'analysis.

NSR Manual, p. B.30: General Motors, 10 E.A.D. at 365-66 (citing NSR Manual at B.31.
B.47-B .48); Kawaihae Cogen. Project, 7T EAD. at 131).

11.B.2.e Sulfuric Acid Mist Emissions

The Draft Permit alleges a wet scrubber will emit sulfuric acid mist. Draft Permit, p. 20.
The facility will use one type of coal — hgnite with very low sulfur content. Ap., pdf pp.
328-329. lgnite has very high alkalinity. - Coal with low sulfur and high alkalinity
general very hitle sulfuric acid mist.  What form is absorbed by the alkaline fly ash and
removed 1n the particulate control device before it reaches the stack. regardless of
scrubber technology. Sulfuric acid mist has not been detected in stack gases from low
rank coal-fired boilers when tested using accurate methods. Regardless, any sulfuric acid
mist emissions from a wet scrubbed plant can be reduced to the same levels as from a dry
scrubbed plant by using sorbent injection.

H.B.2.f Costs

The Draft Permit claims that “[i]t has been well-documented through numerous analyses
that wet FGD systems are more costly than dry ones. such as an SDA.” Draft Permit, p.
20.

First. this s the wrong test. A top-ranked control option, such as the wet scrubber here.
cannot be rejected merely because it costs more. particularly given the absence of any
cost data whatsoever. Rather. a top control optien can only be rejected for economic
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reasons 11 an applicant can demonstrate that the cost-eftectiveness in dollars per ton of
pollutant removed 15 above the tevels experienced by other sources. NSR Manuat, .
B.31. “[Thhe presumption is that sources within the same category are simuitar 1 nature.
and that cost and other impacts that have been borne by one source of a source category
mav be borne by another source of the same source category.” NSR Manual. p. B.2Y.
See also Steel Dvnamics. 9 E.AD. at 202:

The agency will then compare a control option’s cost-eftectiveness with
what other companies n the same industry have been required to pay in
recent BACT determmations to remove a ton of the same pollutant. In
most cases, a control option 15 determined 1o be econonncally achievable 1f
1ts cost-effectiveness is within the range of costs being borne by others of
the same type to control the pollution [In re Inter-Power of New York, Inc.
4 E.A.D. 130. 135 (EAB 194); NSR Manual, p. B.44).

In the Steel Dynamics case, the permit was remanded to the Indiana Department of
Environmental Management (“IDEM™) with instructions to “include comparisons of
costs to other facilities and to other technologies.” In re Steel Dynamics, Inc., 165, 202-
207 (PSD Appeal Nos. 99-4 & 99-5) (EAB 2000). See also Masonite Corp., 5 EAD. a
564 (a control option is economically achievable if the cost-effectiveness is within the
range being borne by other sources). '

In this case, to avoid setting the SO; BACT limit based on the better control achievable
with a wet scrubber, the applicant would have to provide “a comprehensive
demonstration, based on objective factors,” that the cost of wet scrubbing is
“disproportionately high™ and “significantly beyond the range of recent costs normally
associated with BACT for the type of facility.” NSR Manual, pp. B.31, B.45 (emphasis
added). See also Letter from Robert B. Miller, Chief Permits and Grants Section.
USEPA, to Lynn Fiedler, Supervisor Permit Section, Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality at 3 (October 6, 1999) {(“where controls have been successfullv
applied to similar sources in a source category, an applicant should concentrate on
documenting significant cost differences, if any, between the application of the controls
on those sources and the particular source under review™). Nejther the applicant nor
LDEAQ has made such a showing. nor can they.

Second, the claim that wet costs more than dry 1s not correct when compared on the same
basis. A recent detailed comparative cost analysis performed by Burns & McDonneil for
the proposed wet scrubber unit on the 335-MW Weston Unit 3 in Wisconsin indicates the
life-cycle costs of a generic wet FGD is only 7% more than a generic drv FGD.” Another
sumilar study prepared by the Washington Group International for WE Energies simmilarly
concluded that a conventional wet scrubber cost $585.3 mithon compared to $755.6 for
an SDA in 2006 levelized dollars for 11535 MW of electric generating capacity at Oak
Creek Units 5-8.
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Benelits of Wet Scrubber

The benetical and adverse impacts of both scrubbing technologies must be evaluated in
Step 4 of the top-down BACT process. The applicant only identified adverse impacts of
wet scrubbers compared o dry scrubbers. However, wet scrubbers have many beneficial
impacts compared to dry scrubbers.  Further, dry scrubbers have adverse impacts thar
were not discussed.  Wet scrubbing also avoids the high short-term SO» emission rates
attributable to atonizer change-out at dry scrubber. Wet scrubbing creates a reusable
soltd byproduct. gypsum and does not contaminate the fly ash from the svstem.
Furthermore. some types of wet scrubbers. such as the Chiyoda bubbling jet reactor and
the Mitsubishi double contact absorber. have fewer environmental impacts than the
conventional wet scrubber that was evaluated by the applicant, e.g., use less power.
remove more sulfuric acid mist, particulate matter, and mercury.

[1.B.5.a Reitability

Wet scrubbers have a much longer and more extensive operating history than dry
scrubbers.  Wet scrubbers have demonstrated high availability, and all of them
constructed in recent years have been able to maintain better than 98% avatlability.
Operating data from six facilities using dry scrubbing was reviewed. This data showed
these facilities were available much less than 98% of the time. The Hayden station, one
of the better performing units, mamntained an availability of only 95%. Tlhis means that
emissions will be higher from the dry system, unless the permit is modified 1o require that
he plant be shut down during maifunction and repair.

I1.B.3.b Mamntenance Emissions

The Draft Permit is silent as to maintenance emissions. Units permitted with spray dryer
absorbers have very high short-term emissions. Due to the abrasive nature of the lime
slurry. nozzle assemblies must be removed. cleaned and flushed, and replaced on a
routine basis, usually every 4 to 8 weeks. reductng the control efficiency of.the dry
scrubber by up to 50% (assuming two modules, only one of which is shuidown). This
procedure typically requires one of the two atonnzer modules to be removed from service
for 1 10 2 hours so it can be swapped with another assembly. During this time.
approximately half of the flue gas stream is being controiled by the other module and
some SO, removal, generally estimated a1 10% 1o 15%, is also still taking place within
the filter cake in the baghouse.

The emissions during these “maintenance” events are high. They were not included in
the modeling nor discussed in the record we reviewed. It is unclear whether these
emissions are included i the BACT Limits.



Respanse to Comments

Red River Luvironmemal Products, LLC Activaed Carbon Facilivs
AL= 132159

04 08 08

Page 1d of 48

M.13.5.¢ SO~ Removal Elfcieney

It 1s generally recogmzed that a wet scrubber 1s capable of greater SO reduciions than a
dry scrubber. EPA has recogmzed this fact. noting that new state-of-the are wct
scrubbers “have been demonstrated above 98 percent.”  Even “|elxisting wet FGD
removal efficiencies of 95 percent and higher.”™ 1d. At 9715, Muliiple plants have
demonstrated that 93 percent and higher control 1s achievable on a long-terim basis with a
wet scrubber. as opposed to lower SO2 removal efficiencies for existing dry injection
svstems. lId. at 9711, When U.S. EPA recently issued a draft PSD permit for two 750
MW supercritical pulverized coal boilers burning sub bituminous coal. it established
BACT based on the superior control of a wet scrubber. U.S. EPA, Desert Rock Energy
Center (AZP 04-01) Proposed Permit Conditions.

EPA’s independent analysis of available control technologies for
pulvenized coal fire boilers included reviewing the DOE/NETL (National
Energy Technology Laboratory) database. EPA’s RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse, EPA’s National Coal BACT workgroup database, and the
EPA spreadsheet of recently permitted and proposed coal-fired power
plants as well as....other sources. ...

EPA’s review of all available data and technologies demonstrates that the
choice of low sulfur coal and wet limestone desulfurization is the most
stringent combination of control technologies available for pulverized coal
fired boilers. The emission rate of 0.06 Ib/MMBtu that [the applicant] has
proposed, as a 24-hour average, is lower than other SO2 emission rates
that have been proposed for pulverized coal fired botlers recently.

EPA is also persuaded that 0.06 Ib/MMBtu SO2 are BACT for [Desert
Rock] based on the information in the Nanonal Coal Workgroup
database. ..

Desert Rock AAQIr. p.18.
LDEQ Response to Comment No. 2

It would not be reasonable 1o have the BACT control limit the emissions to 25 Ib/hr. on a
50-day rolling average, as the comment proposes. The record demonstrates the BACT
limit esiablished by the LDEQ (101.2 ib/hr. on a 30-day rolling average) is the lowest
emission himit technically feasible. The BACT limit advocated by the comment is based
upon the assumption of removal efficiencies that the record does not demonstrate are
achievable by to the proposed project.

Technolouical Considerations
The commenter states that wet Flue Gas Desullunzatton (FGD) is more efficient, thereby
rankmg higher in the BACT analysis than drv FGD. The comment further states that wet
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FOD was mceorrectly rejected as a potential conrol technology without o sulficient
jJusuification based upon the circumstances particular 1o this faciliv. The LDEQ
disagrees.

The facility will employ four control technolowies to reduce emissions of pollutanis in the
exhaust gases from hearth furnaces. (See Basis for Decision Part VI, As discussed in
the Basis for Deciston. the proper sequence of technologies is a vital consideration for
the appropriate control of emissions.  This 1s true both to establish that adverse
environmental conseqguences have been avoided to the maxamum extent possible and 0
determine BACT.

Steam activation of the carbon is a critical part of the manufacturing process. The facility
simply could not produce their desired product without it. Steam activation mncreases the

moisture content to 40 percent in the flue gas as compared to 10 percent in a typical coal-
fired boiler.

The “elevated” temperature and the high moisture content the exhaust gases are the
“unigue’” circumstances present that differentiate this facility from other facilities listed in
the EPA RACT/BACT/LAER clearinghouse. It is these circumstances that warrant the
order of control technology, preclude “technology transfer” from other applications and
require the use of dry FGD.

The efficiency of both dry and wet FGD depends upon conditions in the exhaust gas
stream, including (but not limited to} the temperature, initial concentration, motsiure
content, etc. As a resultl, the efficiency of sulfur removal can vary considerably
depending upon the application. The conditions of these exhaust gases will be different
than the exhaust gases from other facilities examined in the EPA RACT/BACT/LAER
clearinghouse. Only one other facility for the manufacture of steam activated carbon has
been permitted in the United States (The NORIT Americas Permit). The commenter can
not assume “maximum’” control efficiency for the wet FGD. The conditions of these
exhaust gases, particularly the low concentration of sulfur in the in the inlet gases will
preclude “maximum” efficiency. Rather, the previous permit issued for a steam activated

carbon manufacturing facihty provides the best data for consideration of removal
efficiency.

Contrary to the comment that states the facility could place a PM control device before a
wet FGD. the above configuration with a dry FGD before PM control is the only
technically feasible alternative. It would not be practical to place a PM control device
betore the FGD. The exhaust gases are considerably hotter before the FGD than after.
Placing the PM control device before FGD would require the applicant take one of
several actions, none of which would be practical:

(1) Use a “baghouse™ that 1s designed for use at elevated temperatures. Most
baghouses are designed to be used at lower temperatures. Lower temperatures
eive the facility greater flexibility in the filters that can be used and to achieve
ereater reduction efficiency.  While baghouses can be used at elevated
temperatures. the options tor filters are considerably more imited. The filters
designed to be used at such temperatures generally have lower removal
efficiencies. are mare expensive and must be replaced maore often.
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(2)  Cool the exhaust gas to wmperature appropriate tor a baghouse and then reheat
the gases to temperatures necessary for the FOD.  This would mvolve
unnecessary cost and use of a supplemental fuel.

(3) tse an alternate control device. such as an electrostatic precipitator or cvclone
for PM conirol. Baghouses are by far the most efficient and effeciive measure
to reduce the emissions of PM. Uutlizing one of these in place of a baghouse
would result in increased PM enussions.

The wlet concentration of SO; at the dry FOD 15 a sigmificant facior i determining the
actual removal efficiency achteved. The lower the inlet concentration the lower the
overall removal efficiency will be. The sulfur content of the lignite that will be the raw
material for the multi-hearth furnaces 1s low. As described in the emission calculations
section of the application for the multi-hearth furnaces the long term sulfur fraction of the
lignite is 0.7 % by weight.

In a coal-fired boiler, because of complete combustion, all of the sulfur originally in the
coal 1s oxidized and is included in the inlet concentration. The lignite used as feedstock in
the activated carbon manufacturing process is not combusted completely as it would be in
a coal-fired boiler. The significance of this difference 1s that approximately 20% of the
sulfur in the lignite remains in the final product. This further reduces the inlet
conecentration of SO; at the dry FGD. This is shown in the emission calculations section
of the application for the multi-hearth furnaces.

A permit was 1ssued by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality on January 5.
2007 for the NORIT Americas activated carbon facility located in Marshall, TX. This is
the only other activated carbon facility in the U.S. that uses lignite as feedstock and steam
activation in 1ts process. The permit states:

“A dry scrubber, with calctum hydroxide (lime slurry) injection, will be
used to remove sulfur dioxide from the gases which exit the afterburner.
The applicant represents that the dry scrubber can remove 90 % of the SO,
while minimizing water usage and wastewater discharges.”™

The proposed dry scrubber for the RREP facility is designed with an SO; removal
efficiency of 92.0%.

Because the RREP facility and the NORIT Americas activated carbon facility located in
Marshall, TX are the only two of their kind in the United States. LDEQ has reviewed data
from tow-sulfur coal-fired power plants for the purpose of determining what was found to
be BACT even though. as explained earlier. the two processes do not lend themselves to

direct companison. In a number ol instances. the permitting authority found BACT 1o be
dry FGD.

»

" Texas Penmit No. 78421, Review Analvsis and Technical Review section (NORIT Americas aciivaled carbon
facitity. Marshall. TX } :
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Other state regulatory agencies have determined thar “drv FGD™ technology is BACT for
Circulating T luidized Bed (CFB) boiler applications. In o CFB a significant portion of the
SOsis removed by the calcium in the fluidized bed. Therefore even with high sulfur fuels as
feedstock. the CFB outlet flue vas SO- concentration approaches that of uncontrolled low
sulfur coals. The BACT analvses for several recently permitted projects considered and
rejected wet FGD as the control technology for SO» or otherwase did not even consider wet
FGD as an alternative post-combustion techno]my These include:

Project Location Permit No. Date Issued
NEVCO Sevier Utah DAQE-AN2529001-04 October 12, 2004
Gascoyne Generating Station  Norih Dakota PTCO6008 Proposed
Indeck-Elwood Illinois 02030060 October 10, 2003
Highwood Generating Station Montana 3423-00 : May 11, 2007

The NEVCO Sevier and Indeck-Elwood projects only considered dry FGD aliernatives in
their BACT evaluations for post combustion SO; control. The Gascoyne and Highwood
projects considered both wet and dry FGD alternatives in their BACT analyses. In all
cases, some form of dry FGD technology. in combination with the CFB’s SO, removal,
was selected as BACT for SO,.

Moreover, the Nevada Bureau of Air Polluion Control (BAPC), in response 1o EPA
comments concerning a PC project burning Powder River Basin (PRB) coal, stated:

Based on an EPA report and review of vendor information for wet and dry
FGD processes, BAPC concluded that for higher sulfur coals wet
scrubbing achieves better control, however, for lower sulfur Powder River
Basin (PRB) coals, the efficiencies become so close as to be
indistinguishable within their respective margins of error.”

The SO; removal efficiency of the post-combustion FGD equipment is a function of
several operating variables, mcluding the inlet SO, concentrauon. As the inlet SO,
concentration decreases, 1 becomes more difficult 10 maintain high emission control
efficiencies. As noted earlier the lignite proposed for the RREP facnlny has a low suifur
coment. Wer FGD systems using limestone as a reagent have achieved control
efficiencies of as high as 96-98% on large pulvernized coal- fired boilers firtng ligh-sulfur
bituminous coals. However. the foHowmo lable developed by the National Park Service

(NPS) lists SO5 control efﬁCJenues from operating pulverlzed coal-fired units using wet
FGD and firing low sulfur coal®

* BAPC Response to EPA Region 9 Comments, Draft Operating Permit 10 Construct. AP4911-1349. Newmont
Nevada Energy Investments. LLC = TS Power Plant.

" NPS Comments on XCEL Enerev — Comanche Power Plant Drati Permit. E-matl from Mr. John Reber (NPS) to
Jackie Jovee {State of Colorado). May 25 2005, Dara taken from Table 3.a entitled SO, Rankings (30-dav
averagimyg period).”
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? NPS 30-dav NPS 30-dav
Generating Unit ,L\\fer:agi-ng Perod A\-'el;ngi-ng Period
= Year 2001 Year 2002

(% Removal) (% Removal)
Bonanza Uit 1 90.4 89.9
tPP Unit 1 91.5 62.2
IPP Unit 2 91.2 924
Navajo Unit 90.1 943
Navajo Unit 2 932 929
Navajo Unit 3 931 923
] 91.9 92.3

The data 1llustrate that operatine wet FGD systems on the identified low sulfur coal
applications have removal efficiencies comparable to that proposed by RREP.

Comment Ne. 3

1.C

IL.C.1.

The BACT Analysis Omits Viable Technologies In Step ]

As noted above. the first step in the top-down BACT analysis is to identify all potentially
applicable and available control options. NSR Manual, p. B.5. The BACT analysis only
considered two generic classes of technologies 1o remove SO2 — wet scrubbers and dry
scrubbers and among these, only evaluated one option from each class.

First, these two general classes contain many distinguishable and unique technologies
that have different characteristics, including maximum SO2 removal efficiency and
adverse/beneficial environmental impacts.

There are three distingumishable “dry FGD” technologies: (1) spray dryer absorber
(“SDA”). (2) sorbent injection. and (3) circulating dry serubber (“CDS™). The
Apphication and Draft Permit fatled to evaluate sorbent injection and circulating dry
scrubbers.

There are also many distinguishable wet scrubbers, including wet hime scrubbers. wel
limestone scrubbers, wet magnesium enhanced lime scrubbers. jet bubbling reacior
scrubbers. dual alkali scrubbers, and double contact scrubbers.

The BACT Analvsis Omiued Circulating Drv Scrubber

The circulating dry scrubber ("CDS™) circulates dry hime i a fluidized bed. allowing
very high SO2. acid eas. and particulate matier removal efficiencies. greater fuel
flexibility. and simpler operation at fower cost than convenuonal drv and wet FGSs. In
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reatises on SO2 scrubbing. crreulating dry scrubbers are weated separately from
convenuonal wet and dry serubbers evaluated n the Application.

The circulaung dry scrubber process 15 a technically and commercially viable scrubber
technologyv, Three vendors service the U.S. market: Allied Environmental Solutions
(formerly Lurgt). Babcock Power (Turbosorp licensed from Austrian Energy &
Environment). and Nooter/Enksen (Graff/Wulfl). S&L 5/07. p. 9. Circulating dry
scrubbers are widely used in Euwrope and China. Id. There are also three installations
the U.S.

This scrubbing technology has many advaniages compared 1o conventional semi-dry and
wet scrubbing systems. Vendor SO2 removal guarantees of 95-98% are available (S&L
3/07. p.8). higher than for the selected SDA, which tops out at about 95%. S&L 3/07,
p.6. The CDS simultaneously achieves very high removals of sulfuric acid mist (97-
99.5%), hydrogen chloride (>98-99%), hydrogen fluonde (>98-99.5%), and pariculate
matter (99.97-99.99%). The CDS has fewer moving parts, resulting in high availability
and fower maintenance costs. Independent injection of ltme and water result in improved
operating range and better utilization of lime, resulting in lower lime usage and O&M
costs compared to an SDA. The system eliminates the need for handling high selids
slurries, lowering O&M costs. Finally poor quality wastewater can be used for cooling,
compared 10 the SDA which requires high quality plant water. Costs are comparable to a
conventional dry FGD (S&L 3/07, p.36) or lower (Turbosorp). Thus, the omission of this
technology from Step 1 of the BACT analysis is a serious error.

Wet Scrubbers

Certain types of wet scrubbers confer substantial benefits (e.g., cost less, achieve higher
SO2 removal efficiency, use less power) over the standard spray or tray tower wet
scrubber evaluated in the Application and Draft Permit. Some of these are briefly
discussed betow. We encourage LDEQ 10 survey the universe of wet scrubbers before
accepting Red River’s summary dismissal based on an outdated technology and non-site
specific and misleading adverse impacts.

Alstom offers two types of wet scrubbers, an open spray tower (the type of wet FGD
evaluated in the Application) and a bubbling bed reactor known as Flowpac. Alstoin has
also offered an ntegrated dry and wet scrubber which allows efficient simultaneous
removal of SO2, acid gases. particulate matter and mercury.

The Alstom Flowpac 1s a bubbling bed reactor with few moving parts (no agitators or
recycle pumps) that uses a waterfall quench design. ehminating the need for a slurry
pump o guench the flue vas. 1t uses a cross flow tray designed for opumat SO2 mass
wansfer. Flue gas contact with slurry takes place in a bubbling bed of shury located
above a sieve way,  Shury circulatton 1s achieved using a airlift that uses density
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ditferentials created by compressed oxidation air injected into the absorber reaction 1ank.
This mtmate contact of flue gas and shurry ehimmates sneakage. the main impediment 1o
high SO2 removal m standard open spray towers.  The Flowpac has proven abihty to
operate at greater than 99% SO~ removal and has owstanding tlexability for tuel
switching and tead following. Due to a simple design with no external moving parts.
pumps, or rotating equipment. it has a smaller footprint, lower Q&M costs, and uses less
power than conventional wet FGDs. In addition to high 502 removal. Flowpac also
achieves excellent removais of sulfuric acid mist. particulates. and soluble forms of
mercury.

Advatech. a joint venture of URS and Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, offers the Double
Contact Flow Scrubber ("DCSF”).  This scrubber 1s compact. offering simple
construction with one spray header and no packing. Its compact design allows 1t to be
integrated into the stack, saving considerable space compared to a traditional wet FGD
system. It operates at 100% availability with no spare module. The DCSF has proven
performance on all ranges of sulfur. with SO; removals up to 99.9%. The highest SO,
removal guaranteed was 99.8% for an SO; inlet of 2,200 ppm SO; During guarantee
testing, this unit achieved an SO; removal efficiency of 99.9% or 2 ppm SO, As of 2003,
Advatech had guaranteed five plants at greater than 99% SO» removal ad 100%
availability. As of 2006, three of these were operating at greater than 99% SO, removal.
including one umit installed in 1972 (99.5%) and another in 1998 (99.9%).

Chiyoda. who licenses the CT-121 jet bubbhing reactor (“JBR™) to Black & Veaich and
Southern Company in the U.S., has supplied more than 66 installations supporting over
17,000 MW of generation. The JBR has accumulated an impressive rehability record,
approaching 100%, and a reputation for easy, robust, and flexible operation on a wide
range of fuels. The JBR can consistently exceed 99% SO, removal for all fuel sources
and plant load levels. The JBR is generally more cost effective than conventional wet
scrubbers. The JBR experience hists includes three mstallations on coal fired boilers
guaranteed at 99% SO; removal from gases containing from 541 ppm 1o 1,165 ppm SO,
(about 1.1 10 2.3 b SO/ MMBuw).

This technology has been guaranieed by Chivoda to achieve 99% SO. removal on three
coal-fired boilers in Japan. It also has been demonstrated in the U.S. at the University of
Itlinois™s Abbott power plant and Georgia Power’s Plant Yates and recently was licensed
for use on several additional plants in the US, including Plant Bowen in Georgia, Dayton
Power & Light's Killen and Stuart plants, and AEP’s Big Sandy Unit 2, Conesville Unit
4, Cardinal Units 1 and 2. and Kyger Creek, among others. The Killen unit has started up
and is achieving >98% SO2 control.

Georgia Power recently contracted for the installation of four CT-121 jet bubbling
reactors to be installed at Bowen Station. Ex. 82, The Bowen units include two 750 MW
that currently operate jet bubbling reactors. Georgia Power expects to achieve 98%
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reductuon of SO2 and 90% reduction of PM with the jet bubbting reactors (in addition 10
the PM control achieved with the PM control devices). Id.

Magnestum Enhanced Lime wet scrubbing technology also achieves SO2 control of 99%,.
Documented experience at the Mitchell Station in Pennsylvania demonstrates that
magnesium enhanced hime. a type of wet serubbing, revularly achieves 99% comrol of

S02.

In summary, wet scrubbing can achieve 99% control or greater on the type of low sultur
coals proposed for Red River. Therefore, wet scrubbing must be used to establish BACT
unless the applicant can over come its significant burden of demonstrating that wel
scrubbing should be rejected due to umique conditions at the Red River site.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 3

The first step in the BACT selection (top-down) process 1s to identify all “available™
control options for the emissions unit in question. Available control options are those air
pollution control technologies or techmques with a practical potential for application to
the emissions unit and the regulated pollutant under evaluation. The control alternatives
should include not only existing controls for the source category in question, but also
(through technology transfer) controls applied to similar source categories and gas
streams. Red River properly identified Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) and wet flue
gas desulfunization (FGD) as “available” control options.

Step 2 s to eliminate technically infeasible options. The technical feasibility of the
contro} options identified in step one 15 evaluated with respect to the source-specific (or
emissions unit-specific) factors. A demonstration of technical infeasibility should be
clearly documented and should show, based on physical, chemical, and engineering
principles, that technical difficulties would preclude the successful use of the control
option on the emijssions unit under review. Technically infeasible control options are
then eliminated from further consideranon in the BACT analysis.

With respect to control techniques with a wide range of emissions performance levels,
EPA’s New Source Review (NSR) Manual includes the following discussion:

The objective of the top-down BACT analysis is 1o not only idemify the
best control technology, but also a corresponding performance level (or in
some cases performance range) for that technology considering source-
specific factors. Many control techniques, including both add-on controls
and mherently lower polluting processes can perform ar a wide range of
levels.  Scrubbers. high and low efficiency electrostauc prectpitators
{ESPs). and low-VOC coatings are examples of just a few. It is not the
EPA"s intention to require analysis of each possible level of efficiency for
a control technique. as such an analysis would result in a large number of
options. Rather, the applicant should use the most recent regulatory
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decisions  and  performance data for identifving the emissions
performance level(s) to be evaluated in all cases {emphasis added).

The EPA docs not expect an applicant o necessarihy accept an emission
limit as BACT solely because 1t was required previously of a similar
source type. While the most effective level of control must be considered
in the BACT analvsis. different levels of control for a given control
alternative can be considered. For example, the consideration of a lower
level of control for a given technology may be warranted n cases where
past decisions nvolved differem source types. The evaluation of an
alternative control level can also be considered where the applicant can
demonstrate to the satistaction of the permit agency demeonstrate that other
considerations show the need to evaluate the control alternative at a lower
level of effectiveness.

Manufacturer’s data, engineering estimates and the experience of
other sources provide the basis for determining achievable limits
(emphasis added). Consequently, in assessing the capability of the control
alternative, latitude exists to consider any special circumstances pertinent
1o the specific source under review, or regarding the prior application of
the control alternative.’

Moreover, EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board {(EAB) has had addressed control
efficiency-related arguments in several past PSD cases and acknowledged that permitting
agencies have discretion in determining whether a particular control efficiency level is
appropriate in determiming the best control technology and in setting an appropriate
emissions fimit. The EAB has found that:

When [a permit issuer] prescribes an emissions limitation representing
BACT, the limitation does not necessarily reflect the highest possible
control efficiency achievable by the technology on which the emissions
limitation is based. Rather, the [permit issuer]} has discretion to base the
emissions limitation on a control efficiency that is somewhat lower than
the optimal level. ... There are several different reasons why a permitting
authority might choose to do this. One reason is that the control efficiency
achievable through the use of the technology may fluctuate, so that 1t
would not always aclieve its optimal control efficiency. ... Another
possible reason 1s that the technology itself, or its application to the type of
facility 1n question. may be relauvely unproven. ... To account for these
possibilities, a permitting authority must be allowed a certain degree of
discretion to set the emissions limitation at a level that does not
necessanily retlect the highest possible control efficiency. but will allow
the permittee to achieve comphance consislenlly.s

- Source Review Manual (pp. B-23 10 B-24)

: Newmont Nevada Energy bnvestment. L.L.C.. TS Power Plant. PSD Appeal No. 05-04. December 21, 2005.
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[n the same decision. the EAB also stated that:

In essence. Apency [EPA] vwdance and our prior decisions recognize a
distinction between. on the one hand. measured ~emissions rates.” which
are necessanity data obtained from a particular facility at a specihe time,
and on the other hand, the “emisstons hmitation™ determined 10 be BACT
and set forth m the permit. which the facility 1s required to continuously
meet throughout the facihity’s life. Stated simply. if there is uncontrollable
fluctuation or variability tn the measured emission rate, then the lowest
measured emisston rate will necessarily be more stringent than the
“emissions hmitation™ that s “achievable™ for that pollution control
method over the life of the facility. Accordingly, because the “emissions
himitation” is applicable for the facility’s life, 1t 1s wholly appropriate for
the permit issuer to consider, as part of the BACT analysis, the extent 10
which the available data demonstrate whether the emissions rate at issue
has been achieved by other facilities over a Jong term. Thus, the permit
issuer may take into account the absence of long term data, or the
unproven long-term effectiveness of the technology, in setting the
emissions hmitation that is BACT for the facility. Masonite, 5 E.A.D. at
560 (noting that the permit issuer must have Rexibility when “the
technology itself, or its a ;Jphcmon to the type of facility in question, may
be relatively unproven™).

Accordingly. 1t is appropriate for LDEQ 1o consider the extent 1o which the available data
demonstrate whether the emissions rate at issue has been achieved by other facilities over
a fong term.

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 2, the SO; removal efficiency of FGD
equipment 3s a function of several operating variables, including the inlet SO,
concentration. With low inlet SO, concentration, the difference in removal efficiencies
for various FGD alternatives become indistinguishable within their respective margins of
error. Considering the mintmal difference in removal efficiencies it is appropriate for
RREP to evaluate dry FGD as one of the control options. '

See Response to Comment No. 2 for further details relative to SO, removal efficiencies.

Comment No. 4

I.D

Dry Scrubbers Are Not BACT

Dry scrubbers are not BACT for Red River because wet scrubbers are feasible. remove
much higher amount of SO2, and have no adverse energy, environmental or economic
impacts.  In a recent comprehensive review and companson of wet and dry scrubber
technology. Sargent & Lundy reported that equipment suppliers will guarantee up to 93%

“1n re: Newmont Nevada Energy Investment, L.L.C.. TS Power Plant. PSD Appeal No. 03-04. December 21, 105,

pe. 43,
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reduction for drv scrubbers (S&L 3/07. p.6) and for wet FGD. they reported that
equipment vendors will puaraniee up to 99% SO2 removal. 1d P10

Consultants to the developer of a Powder River Basin coal-fired boiler acknowledged
nearly three years ago that they could no longer justify using dry scrubbing as the basis
for BACT determinations. The memo stated:

The proposed permit SO2 himits of 0.10 Ib/MMB1u 30-day average and
the 0.09 Ib/MMBtu vearly average will represent the lowest permit level
(we are aware of) for a dry scrubber system. We do not believe that this
one single permit would immediately adversely impact the future ol the
dry scrubbing (SDA) industry but it does continue a trend of lower
emission levels that will eventually require that the flue vas de-
sulfurization industry migrate to wel scrubbers for all coal _fired units
including PRB fired units.

Currently SO2 emission level limits in Japan are set at 10 ppm, which 1s
available from several wet scrubbing systems. Spray dryers are currently
limited to limited periods of operation at outlet SOZ emission of
approximately 25ppm.  The Sierra Club and other environmental
organizations are likely aware of the SO2 limits being set in Japan. since
they have demonstrated awareness of lower emission limits for NOx in
Europe and will likely eventually push for US coal plants to meet 5O2
limits at least as stringent as those established in Japan. We believe this
situation will be driving force that will likely eventually push the flue gas
de-sulfurization_industrv to more frequent use of wet scrubbing svsiems
for PRB-fueled projects.

WEPCO 2004.

In other words, the industry recognizes that wet scrubbing can achieve much lower SO2
emissions, even with low sulfur coal, and that once permiting agencies realize this. the
industry will be required to use wet scrubbing. Unfortunately, permit applicants like
ADA-ES, Inc, who are very familiar with the coal-fired boilers. are sull making the same
disingenuous, boilerplate. excuses for setting higher SO2 emission limits using less
efficient dry scrubbing. Their desire to save money by subjecting residents ol Louisiana
1o unnecessary amounts of SO2 pollution should be rejected. LDEQ should apply BACT
as required and as intended: by establishing permit hmits based on the best control
option.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 4

The commenter states that “the industry recognizes that wet scrubbing can achieve much
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lower SO emissions” temphasis added). The commenter does not speciv what “industny”
Every example civen by the commenter for the use ol wet serubbing invalved the pormittine
of coal-fired boilers. This project does not involve the combustion of coal 10 generate
clectniciive steam vr viher vihiv, The proposed project swill use e cond as o raw maenal
manufacture steam actis ated carbon. The exhaust gases from the proposed propect will have
ditferent characteristics from exhaust vases than from coal-hred hotlers. The exhaust gases
will exat at considerably hgher temperature and with a higher moisture conteni. For this
reason. control technologies and conclusions relating to coal-fired hoilers can not be
considered 1o be “ransterable” to the proposed facility.

See LDEQ Responses to Comments No. 1. No. 2. and No. 3 relative to this comment.

Comment No. 3

1.0

BACT SO2 Emission Rate Are Internally Inconsistent

The Briefing Sheet. page 3. states that BACT for SO2 emissions from the MHF 15 101.2
ib/hr based on a 30-day rolhing average. The Prehmmary Determination Summary. page
20. likewise states that BACT for SO2 from the MHFs is 101.2 Ib/hr.  However. the
Specific Conditions in the proposed Draft Permit sets a maximum allowable emission
rate for SO2 emissions form the two production lines of 121 .44 Ib/hr. Presumably. 100%
of the SO2 comes from the MHFs. This discrepancy in SO2 emission rates should be
resolved.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 5

There is not a discrepancy in the SO; emission himits. Variation 1s a normal part of any
industrial process. Because a 30-day rolling average could mask a short term spike in SO»
emissions. LDEQ establishes two SO: emission hhmits. The BACT SO» emission limit ts
101.2 Ib/hr , expressed as a 30-day rolling average; the maximum hourly SO» emission
hmitis 121 .44 Ib/hr.

Comment No. 6

HE

Limits Expressed Two Ways

All of the emission himits in the Draft Permit are expressed in pounds per hour (“lb/hr™).

This does not assure that ennission limits are met continuously. as they must be 10 comply
with BACT.

BACT emission limis must be met continuously.  The statue and regulattons deline
BACT as an “emission linutavon.” CAA Sec. 1693) UL.S.C. See 7479(3) and 40 CFR
3221 4by (12). The CAA defines the term “enmission hmitation™ as “2 reguirement
established by ahe Swne or the Admimistraror which himns the quantiy, rate. or
concentration of cnussions of e poltutants on g continuwous basis. ncluding am
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requirement relating 10 the operation e mantenance of a source o assure conlinuous
emission reduction. .7 CAA Sec. 302¢k). 42 U.S.C. See. 7602(k) (emphasis added).

The NSR Manual hkewise states that BACT emission limits or conditions must be met on
a conminual basis (saustied by the ppm or Ib/MMBuw limits) and demonstrate protection
of shorti-term ambient standards (written 1n pounds/hour).  NSR Manual p. B.36.
Elsewhere: it 1s best to express the emission limits in two different wavs with one value
serving as an emissions cap (e.g.. [b/hr) and the other ensuring continuous compliance at
any operating capacity (e.g.. tbs/yMMBitu),” NSR Manual, p. H.3.

However. the Draft Permit does not contatn any Instantaneous limitations. in units such
as parts per mthion ("ppm™) or gramns per dry standard cubic feet (“er/dscf™) that would
assure conunuous compliance.  The permit should be revised to express all BACT
emission limits in two ways to assure continuous comphiance and to cap emissions.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 6

The full quote in the NSR Manual actually begins with the qualification: “In general, it is
best 1o express the emission limits in two different ways . .. "

Specific Requirement No. 1 of the proposed permit requires the facility adhere to an SO»
emission hmitation of < 0.20 Ibs/MMBTU of heat mnput. This condition provides a limit
on the emissions at “any operating capacity” as noted in the comment. Specific
Requirement No. 6 of the proposed permit requires the facility to use a continuous
emissions monitoring system for SO;. These requirements coupled with ib/hr limitation
(which serves as the emissions “cap™) will ensure the limits are met on a continuous
basis.

See Response to Comment No. 5 for further details relative to this comment.

Comment No. 7

111

SCR.NOT SNCR IS BACT FOR NOX CONTROL

The Red River Environmental (RRE) BACT review incorrectly concluded that SCR is
technically tnfeasible 1o control NOX from the off gasses produced from heating lignite
coal. in part SCR is not and cannot used on lignite and sub-bituminous coal-fired boilers.
This is incorrect.  SCR 1s permitted and used on lignite fired and sub-bituminous coal
fired equipment in the USA and Europe and is therefore technically feasible for the RRE
project.

New §

vurce Review Muanual (p. HLAL
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Even if SCR has never been used on precisely the same technoloey 1o be
used a1 RRE. The New Source Review (NSR) Manuat warns at p. B. 16
that ~“The fact that a control optien has never been apphed 10 process
control units simitar or identical 10 the proposed does not mean 1t can be
ignored in the BACT analysis.”

White RRE has not hierally ygnored, SCR, RRE did not meet their burden of proof
required to carefully analyze SCR and present a high level of detail that justified rejecting

SCR.

Specifically RRE claimed that SCR is technically infeasible for RRE NOx control
because of the high level of PM and alkali-and alkaline metals and materials i the
exhaust stream would damage the catalyst, as shown in pilot scale tests. RRE also
claimed that SCR 1s not used on any hignite-coal-based process in the US. This
conclusion was incorrect and misleading, becanse SCR 1s used in may high-dust exhaust
streams on a vanety of coal-fired units, including sub-bituminous coal units 1n the US.
and lignite-fired units in Europe.

SNCR was picked as BACT for NOx control at RRE, but no control efficiency is
mandated in the permit for SNCR. SNCR control efficiency can range from 30%-50%.
The permit’s failure to require a high rate of NOx removal means that SNCR will not be
operated at an appropriately efficient level of NOx removal. A low operating efficiency,
especially in the 30% range, would not be a BACT level of control.

- The BACT review lacked a cost/benefit analysis of SCR vs. SNCR for NOx control,

although the objections to SCR also alleged excessive costs.

SCR IS TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE TO REDUCE NOX IN A LIGNITE FIRED

EXHAUST STREAM

SCR does not have operating experience on lignite fired boilers. Furthermore even if
some of its operating experience is on fluidized bed boilers, and on hard and sub-
bituminous coal fired equipment, New Source Review guidelines allow for “transfers™ of
proven pollution control technologies, form similar sources. to the source that is under
review, as part of the BACT analysis. The EPA Region IX Manager of the New Source
Section recently summarized this obligation with these words:

“The control alternatives evaluated (in a BACT analysis) should include
not only existing controls for the source category in question. but also
(through technology transfer) controls applied to similar source categories
and eas streams. and innovative control technologies.™
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Under this doctrime of technoloey transter. even 1l SCR had onlv been used on hard coal
fired boilers. the BACT analvsis should have studied whether 11 could be “transterred™ 10
ihis ligmite fired exhaust stream tor NOx control.

For examples. here 1s a list of existing coul fived power plants successfully burning PRB
coal and mecting low NOx Iimits with SCR: ‘

Pleasant Prairie. W]
Oak Creek. Wi
Baldwin. IL

tames Miller. AL
Parish Units 3-8, TX

‘New Madnd, MO

Havana Unit 6. 1L

Dan Kam Units 1-2. Ml
Presque Isle, Wi
Hawthorne. MO

Plainly SCR is technically feasible for NOx removal from sub-bituminous (PRB) coal,
which has many of the same adverse minerals and metals exhaust stream composition as
does lignite. But SCR, which has been in use for decades on a wide variety of sources,
has overcome the challenges of these chemical assaults from PRB upon the catalysts at
these and other plants.

Please remember that the applicant RRE has the burden of proof when they rejected SCR
which 1s the most efficiency NOx removal technology. But RRE failed to demonstrate
that the exhaust from their facility would be so wildly different from SCR controlied sub-
bituminous fired exhaust streams (or lignite coal power plant combustion exhausts), that
SCR was technically infeasible. '

The New Source Review Manual at p. B.21 states that “A control technology that 1s
demonstrated for a given type or class of sources 15 assumed to be techmecally feasible. 1f
it is both “available”™ and “apphcable.” (NSR Manual, p. B.17)) A technology 1s
considered “available”™ “if it has reached the licensing and commercial sales stage of
development.” (Ibid. p. B.18.)

As previously cited, SCR 1s plainiy available and has been i use for decades in the USA
on all coal types. including sub-bituminous, and i Europe on hgnite (brown) coal.
Furthermore. SCR is applicable because of its European use to control NOx from Lignite
(Brown) coal on the Dormagen plant i Germany. and Voitsberg., Austria. I have
attached a list of Argilhon and CERAM SCR installatons documenting SCR™s use at
Dormagen and Voisburg. and on many other difficult exhaust streams. including other
coal tvpes. waste incinerators. wood fired boiters. and coke ovens in Europe.
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All ol these sources of mlormanion. such as manufacturers and permits in other states.
and other countries. regarding NOx control technology must be included in a legally
adequate BACT review. In an Advice Memorandum, Gary McCutchen. Chief of the
EPA New Source Review Section. pointed out:

“The BACT Clearinghouse 1s often used to find the most stringeni controi technology. as
are calls 10 expenenced permit review engineers in other states. discussions with control
equipment manufacturers. and reviews of literature such as the McHavine Newsletter.”
(July 28 1987, memo to Richard Grusnick, Alabama Department of Environmental
Management)

Mr. McCutchen’s recommendauons were later memorialized in the NSR Manual at page
B.11. In additional the Manual points out that “technologies in application outside the
United States (should be reviewed) to the extem that the technologies have been
successfully demonstrated in practice on full scale operations.” This directive means that
SCR experiences on hgmte boilers in Europe and elsewhere should have been reviewed
in the BACT analysis. since “all avatlable control techniques must be considered in the
BACT analysis.” (Manual, p. B. 16)

Despite this gmidance, we did not see RRE cite any SCR vendors. SCR manufacturer
guarantees for lignite units or European experiences. Given these shortcomings, RRE did
not meet its burden of proof.

Furthermore, the US EPA has stated that SCR experiences in the USA and elsewhere,
including installation on sub-bituminous coal fired units, have been positive. In a
February 27, 2007 Federal Register notice, the EPA declared the SCR’s successful
control of NOx on European lignite-fired units can legally be extrapolated to justify SCR
on USA lignite-fired units:

“EPA has concluded that SCR can be used in Lignite boilers in the United
States and catalyst suppliers have indicated they will offer performance
vuarantees on these applications.”

The EPA also alluded to potential SCR problems such as plugging and binding, bt
concluded that duct and catalyst design. and on-line cleaning methods such as sool
blowers and sonic horns could correct any problems. {71 Fed. Reg. 9868 et al., (2/27/06)

While RRE claimed that (uncited) piiot scale tests demonsirated problems with SCR on
ltenite units. other pilot tests concluded that any SCR problems were surmountable:

...the ash deposit (on the catalyvst) was extremely friable and not bound
tehtly o 0as beheved this tvpe of deposition could be controlied with
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sool blowinw.” (Laumb and Benson. SCR Cawalyvse Blinding for Sub
bituminous and Ligmuce Coals: Field Results. (attached)

RRE also fails o inform reviewers that henite fired unis with SCR are currentiy
permiited and under constructian in Texas. Adequate BACT evaluations are required 1o
inctude this type if information. according o the following advice memorandum:

“The lowest permit limit required in any construction permit which has
heen issued anywhere m the country in the tme period up to and including
the public comment period on a permut should have been considered.”

TAIL-END SCR NOT EVALUATED

The claims as to fouling and pressure drop can be designed around by increasing the
removal efficiency of the cyclones (see Ap. Frg. 2-2), by using large pitch SCR catalyst.
by properly specifying the catalyst management plan, and by using soot blowing.
techniques routinely used to minimize fouling and plugging of SCR catalyst on PRB-
fired boilers. Further, the SCR can be located at the tail end of the pollution contro! train,
where SO2 and PM concentrations are very low. Some utilities have chosen this as the
cheapest option. See Oak Creek Ap., WEPCO, WL, cited in SO2 section. Tail end SCRs
are abundant in Europe. See also CERAM list.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 7

The first step in the BACT selection (top-down) process is to identify, for the emissions
unit in question, all “available” control options. Available contro! options are those air
pollution control technologies or techniques with a practical potential for application to
the emissions unit and the regulated poltutant under evaluation. The control alternatives
should include not only existing controls for the source category in question, but also
(through technology transfer) controls applied 10 similar source categories and gas
streams. RREP properly identified Selective Catalvuic Reduction (SCR) as an ““available™
control option. Though SCR has not been applied to a Multi-Hearth turnace. it has been
applied to many pulverized coal-fired (PC) units.

The second step in the top-down process is to eliminate technically infeasible options.
According ta the NSR Manual, a demonstration of techmcal infeasibility should be
clearly documented and should show. based on physical, chemical, and engineering
principtes. that technical difficulues would preclude the successful use of the contrel
option on the emissions unit under review. Technically infeasible control options are then
eliminated from further consideration in the BACT analysis.

It is essential to note the significant dissimilaritics in the manufacturing operations and
fuel sources at the proposed facility from other units that use SCR. Mr. Willlams
provides lists of various. dissimilar sources that apply SCR controls 10 Powder River
Basin coal and other (non-hgnite) species of coal in the United States. This hist highlights



Response to Comments

Red River Enviconimeniai Products, 1LLC Activaed Carbon Facilin
Al = 132134
0408 B

Pave 31 of 48

the fact that SCR has not been apphied o any commerciallv-available Bienite-fired or
fucted sources in the United States.

An SCR can be placed 1 two areas: bedore or after the paruiculate conuro! device. SCR
svstems are dependant upon the temperature of the flue gas stream 1o allow for the
catalvtic reaction to occur. The flue pas temperature at the tail end of the pollution control
train will be less than 200” F. An SCR placed in this tail end configuration would require
all of the flue gas to be reheated 1o a range that is opumum for SCR operation.
somewhere between 570° F and 840° F. Additional fuel use will be necessarv to achieve
these temperatures. The emisstons generated by burnmg the addional fuel ebinminates
this as a viable option.

An SCR placed upstream of the particulate control device s commonly referred 10 as a
“high dust SCR.” In the area upstream of the particulate control device, it 1s generally
understood that the SCR will experience very high particulate loading. resulting in rapid
catalvst deactivation, erosion, and poisoning.'’

Physical and chemical deactivation are the two primary concerns when discussing
catalyst deactivation. The primary methed of physical deactivation is the exposure of the
catalyst to excessive amounts of particulate in the flue gas stream. The high amount of
particulate matter masks the catalyst’s activation sites and causes rapid degradation of the
catalyst and loss of effectiveness {masking).

Poisoning and inhibition are two common methods by which chemical deactivation can
occur. Catalyst poisoning is caused by an irreversible reaction of the catalyst with a
contaminant in the gas stream. Catalyst infubition 1s the reversible absorption of a
contaminant of the surface. A lignite-derived gas stream 1s rich in constituents that can
poison or inhibit SCR catalyst.

Catalyst poisoning results from the presence of trace elements and strong alkaline
substances (Na, K, Ca, etc.) in flue gas.”~ From the referenced paper:

Alkaline metals can chemically attach to active catalyst pore sites and
cause binding. Sodium (Na) and potassium (K) are of prime concern
especially in their water-soluble forms which are mobile and penetrate into
the catatyst pores.

Earth metals, especially calcium (Ca). can react with SOs absorbed within
the catalyst to form CaS0O; and blind the catalyst.

In sum. the technical difficulties associated with the application of SCR to a Multi-Hearih
furnace render this technology infeasible,

"' Sanval. A. and Pircon, ).J.. What and How Should You Know Abour U.S. Coal 10 Predice and Improve SCR
Performance? Proceedings of the USEPA/DOE/EPRI Combined Power Plant Air Poflution Control
“Mewpa” Symposium. Chicago. L. August 20-23. 200).

" Gutberler. Mo Schluter. A and Licata. A.. Deactivaiion of SCR Catalist. Proceedings of the 2000
Conterence on Setective Catalvtic — Selective Non-Catalvtic Reduction for NOx Convrol. NETL
Publicaions.
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ADDITIONAL ISSULS

TEXAS BACT DETERMINATIONS

LDEQ Response to Comment No. §

The NSR Manual includes the following discussion:

The objective of the top-down BACT analysis 1s to not only identify the
best control technology, but also a corresponding performance level (or in
some cases performance range) for that technology considering source-
specific factors. Many control techniques, including both add-on controls
and inherently lower polluting processes can perform at a wide range of
tevels. Scrubbers, high and low efficiency electrostatic precipitators
(ESPs). and low-VOC coatings are examples of just a few. It is not the
EPA’s intention to require analysis of each possible level of efficiency for
a control technique, as such an analysis would resuit in a large number of
options. Rather, the applicant should use the most recent regulatory
decisions and performance data for identifying the emissions
performance level(s) to be evaluated in all cases (emphasis added)."”

Comment No. 9

QUESTIONABLE PUBLIC POLICY

T New Source Review Manual (pp. B-23 - 3-24)

D4 a8 R

22008

RRE should not be allowed to rely on the BACT determinations made for the Norit plant
m Texas as Texas has a unigue BACT defininon (at the moment nonc) and does not use
the top down BACT process.

LDEQ’s BACT analysis was not limited to the NORIT Americas facility. The NORIT
Americas facility 1s unique in that it is the only activated carbon manufacturing plant with
similar design and operating criteria in the United Sates as compared to RREP. LDEQ
performed a BACT analysis based on the regulations and definitions applicable in the
State of Louisiana. Irrespective of the unique definition of BACT in Texas, the facility’s
similarity 10 the Red River facility was the overriding factor in its consideration for
BACT analysis.

Furthermore. 1t 1s bad policy to reject a control technology simply because it has not been
mstalled on exactly the type of plant under discussion. This policy would me
Lowmsiana would never be the first jurisdiction to enjov instaliation of newly designed and
more-efficient pollution control equipment.

an that
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LDEQ Response to Comment No. 9

The first step in the BACT selecuon (top-down) process 1s 1o identity. for the entissions
unit in question. all “available™ control options.  Available control options are those air
poilution control technologies or techniques with a practical potential for application to
the emissions untt and the regulated pollutant under evaluanion. The control alternatives
should include not only existing contrels for the source category in question, but also
(through 1echnology transfer) controls applied to simitar source categories and gas
streams. Red River properly wdenuified Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCRY and wet flue
vas desulfunization (FGD) as “available™ control options.

See LDEQ Responses to Comments No. 2. No.3. No. 4. and No. 7 relative to this comment.
Comment No. 10

Pm 2.5
We did not see, in the RRE application, monitoring of the resulting increased
concentrations of PM 2.5 caused by the RRE project. Since other large pollution sources
including a coal mine and coal fired power plant are nearby, elevated ambient levels of
PM 2.5 are hkely even before the RRE emissions are added in.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 10

Regarding speciation of PMos in Tidle V permits, EPA’s Apni! 5, 2005 Memo
“Implementation of New Source Review Requirements in PM2.5 Nonattainment Area”
states that because EPA has “not promulgated the PM-2.5 implementation rule,
administration of a PM-2.5 PSD program remains impractical. Accordingly, States
should continue to follow the October 23, 1997, guidance for PSD requirements.” EPA’s
October 23, 1997 gudance states that "EPA believes that PM10 may properly be used as
1 a surrogate for PM2.5 in meeting NSR requirements unul these difficulties {PM2.5
i monitonng, emissions estimation and modeling] are resolved.”
According to EPA (72 FR 54114, September 21, 2007), a “State implementing a NSR
program in an EPA approved State Implementation Plan (SIP) may continue to rely on
the [aforementioned] interim surrogate policy until we approve a revised SIP addressing
these reguirements.”

Thus. evaluation of PMj s under NSR will not be required until such time as EPA acts on
LDEQ’s SIP required only after EPA finalizes its September 21, 2007 proposal
establishing PM> s increments. significant impact levels. and significant monitoring
concentration pursuant to the federal PSD program. EPA’s April 25, 2007 PM-s

w Implementation Rule will not necessitate a SIP submittal smce LA has no PMss
nonattainment areas.
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Comments 11-21 were submitied as additional comments received January 28, 2008 from
, N 14
Mr. Jobn Williams,

Comment No. 11

The environmental Assessment Statement claims there will be hule or no waste waier,
But the project will have cooling towers and than means cooling tower blowdown and
wastewater that must go somewhere. The EAS should have given an accurate description
' of the wastewater quantity and quality, and destinv. Also. the proposed cooling tower
' drnift PM emissions is not BACT. 1 have attaching a BACT determinaiion for Archer
Daniels Midland showing 0.0005% as BACT for cooling tower drift.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 11

|

|

| As described on page 2 of the EAS. the bulk of the waste water generated, including
' cooling tower blow down, will be introduced nto and evaporated in the SDA.

The temperature and relative humidity seen in Louisiana is sigmficantly different from
that experienced in lowa. The extreme difference 1n operating conditions would suggest
1 that it would be niore appropriate to use a BACT determination for an area that operates
i in a simtlar environment. The Cleco Power, LLC Rodamacher facility currently under
| construction, is locacted n Louisiana approximately 73 miles from the proposed RREP
site. The RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse ID for this project is LA-0202. BACT was
determined as 0.005% for cooling tower drift.

Comment No. 12

The site’s roads will be paved. But, there will be a lot of dust and ash and coal particles
cenerated at this plant. The air permit should require the roads to be washed and swept
1 _ periodically. These type of road cleaming will reduce PM and have been ruled BACT at
- other similar facilities. 1 am attaching references to BACT determinations for road
cleaning at Wisconsin Pubhc Service and Homeland Energy Solutions.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 12

Specific Requirement No. 90 of the draft permit requires the facility 10 use best operating
practices in order to control fugitive PM, g emissions for the factlities roads. 1t is intended
for the best operating practices to include cleaning and sweeping of the roads as
necessary. To clanfy this issue Specific requirement 90 has been changed to read:

" See My, John Williams™ facsimile to LREO. January 28, 2008: pp.1-13 of |3 (EDMS Document No. 36336033)
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“Permittee shall pave all haul roads within the RREP facility.  Permitiee
shall use best operating practices. ncluding cleaning and sweeping of the
roads as necessary. i order 10 control emissions of PM10. Determined as
BACT.”

Comment No. 13

The ptanmt will generate 4.5 tons of waste every hour or abom 40.000 tons a year. The
EAS does not say where will it go. s it going to fill up a local landfill so there will he no
place for local garbage? The scrubber wastes will also contain toxics including mercury.
the EAS should have described and studied the mmpacts on landfill capacity and the
potential for these wastes to leach into groundwater.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 13

The Environmental Assessment Statement conservatively estimates that approximately
4.4 tons of solid waste will be generated from the particulate and SO; emission control
devices per hour. The EAS further states that the solid waste will be disposed of in an
approved sohd waste facility in accordance with the applicablefederal and state programs.
La. R.S. 30:2162 requires the LDEQ to evaluate the volume and types of solid waste
managed in Lowsiana every two years and (o determine the permitted capacity that is
available to safely manage the solid waste. The LDEQ can take any additional capacity
required into account in future permitting. Per the federal RCRA regulations (and
equivalent state regulanions), the facility will be required o properly characterize and
dispose of al] waste streams that leave the facility.

Comment No. 14

The plant should be producing gypsum from their wastes and selling it instead of
dumping it in a landfill. The EAS should have discussed this issue,

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 14

There is no regulatory requirement that would require the facility to produce gypsum.
The gypsum produced by the dry spray dryer absorber (SDA) yields a gypsum that has
various contaminants. The cost to refine the gypsum to an acceptable product exceeds
the cost to produce gypsum from other sources. The “cost”™ of refining the gypsum for
sale at a price to compete with other gypsum sources would exceed the cost to dispose of

the gvpsum. The balancing of factors under the IT analysis does not warrant sale of the
gypsum at this time.
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Comment No. 15

1he air permut application does not analvze the impacts {from the air poliution on soils
and vegetation. It claims it air pellution standards are met there are no impact on soils
and plants. That isn't true.  Air pollution can harm soils and plamis at levels below the
legal hmits. The air permut apphcation should have included calculations of how much
mitrogen, for mstance. 1s going to fall on the ground and whether those levels will be high
enough 1o harm plants.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 15

Specifically with regard to air emissions, the Clean Air Act required the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to establish health-based National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the
environment. The Clean Air Act established two types of national air quality standards.
Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of “sensitive”
populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set limits
to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, damage 10
animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. According to EPA, air quality that adheres to
such standards is protective of public healih, animals, soils, and vegetation.

EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) has set NAAQS for six
princtpal pollutants, called “criteria”™ pollutants — lead (Pb), particulate matter (PM 4 and
PMa5), sulfur dioxide (SO,), mirogen dioxide (NO;), carbon monoxide (CO), and ozone
{note that volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOy) are surrogates
for ozone). RREP has demonstrate that the maximum ground level concentration of each
criteria pollutant will be below its NAAQS.

At the state level, Louisiana has established Ambient Air Standards (AAS) for a group of
compounds known as Toxic Air Pollutants (TAP). These state ambient air standards for
TAPs are also deemed to be protective of human health and the environment. TAPs
include the federally-regulated Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP), as well as a handful of
other compounds such as ammonia and hydrogen sulfide. LAC 33:11.Chapter 51
requires the permit applicant demonstrate that TAP emissions be below their respective
AAS. RREP has demonstrated thar TAP emisstons will be below their respective AAS.

Comment No. 16

The plant will produce fluoride air emissions which are harmful to plants and humans at
low levers. The EAS never discussed the impacts on plants and soils from the tiuoride
emissions.  Pine trees. which are in the vicimity. are especially sensitive 1o fluoride
emissions.
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LDEQ Response to Comment No. 16

LDEQ ran a screening model on the hydrogen fluonide emissions from ihe AC
manufacturing facility using 1SCST3 and the results do not exceed the AAS. The
caleulated maximum ground level concentrauon 18 signtficantly below the Louisiana Air
(Quality Standard as shown in the following table:

Pollutant Time Penod Calculated Maximum Louisiana Air Quality
Ground Level Standard (NAAQS)
Concentration
Hydrogen 8-hour 0.1 ugim’ 61.90pg/m’
Fluonde

See also LDEQ Response to Comment No. 15.

Comment No. 17

The EAS says there wiali be 50 local jobs created. Is there any evidence this company
made a formal, binding commitment to hire local residents? Have they already started a
jobs training program, for mmstance, at the community college? The EAS should have
discussed whether these jobs will really 1o got local residents and what the company
should do to increase local hinng.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 17

There is no regulatory requirement that would require the facility to make a formal,
binding commitment to hire local residents. Regardless of who is hired, there will be
positive economic and social benefits to the State of Louwisiana and its citizens as a result
of this project. See the Cost/Benefit analysis in the Basis for Decision.

Comment No, 18

The company should have chosen SCR nstead of SNCR 1o reduce NOX pollution. SCR
ts much more efficient. The company claims that SCR needs too much maintenance but
they never provided any figures showing that running an SCR would be too expensive,
especially since 1t will reduce the pollution more.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 18

See LDEQ Response o Comment No. 7 relative 1o this comment.
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Comment No. 1Y

The EAS never wld us exactly what hazardous wastes will be gencrated. how much wit
be generated. how many tuckloads ot hazardous wastes will leave the sie. and where
will it go? The EAS should have discussed whether all of the trucks coming to and from
this plant will damage the local roads and who will pay for the damage.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 19

The Environmental Assessment Statement addresses hazardous waste generation at the
proposed facility. Specificatly. the EAS states that “smal!l quantities of hazardous waste
as a result of miscellaneous support activities are expected to quality the facility as either
a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator (less than 100 kilograms per month. or
less than 220 pounds per month). or as a Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generator
{100 kilograms to 1.000 kilograms per month. or 220 to 2,204 pounds per month) based
on the Resource Conservation and Recovery (RCRA) criteria. Hazardous waste will not
be permanently stored on-site.”"

The facility i1s located in a rural area directly adjacent to the mine that supplies the lignite.
The distance between the mine and the proposed facility is minimal and because the mine
15 an existing facility the roads have been built to handle this type of truck tratfic. This is
an isolated area with mimimal, if any, local traffic.

Local roads were discussed further in the EAS. '®
Comment No. 20

How far will the neighbors have to evacuate if there is a failure of the ammonia tank or a
crash of an ammonia supply tanker truck? A mile? A half mile? The EAS should have
discussed this.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 20

See Section VILA. of the Basis for Decision concerning Part 68. Facilines that process.
handle, or store a regulated substance as defined below are subject 10 LAC 33:111.39
Chemical Accident Prevention and Minimization of Consequences. which incorporates
by reference 40 CFR Part 68 Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions. and would be
required to include evaluations as deseribed 1n Comment No. 20. The facility in question
does not handle a regulated substance as defined below.

" See EAS. Section | EDMS Documem No. 36461654, p. 393 of 903)
*FSee FAS. Section 1 EDMS Document No, 36461634, pp. 604-606 of 903)
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~The owners and operators of stationary sources producing. processing,
handhing. or storing substances fisted in 40 CFR 68.130. Tabie 39.0 of
EAC 35:01.3907. or Table 39.1 of LAC 353:411.5913 in quantties greater
than the threshold quantities listed 1in those respective places (as
determined in the manner described in 40 CFR 68.113). have a general
duty n the same manner and to the same extent as Section 654 of Title 29
of the United States Code {Occupational Safety and Health Act) o identify
hazards that may result from accidental releases of such substances using
appropriate hazard assessment techmques, to design and maintain a safe
facility, and to minimize the off-site consequences of accidenal releases of
such substances that do occur. For the purposes of this Section the
provisions of R.S. 30:2026 (Ciuzen Suits) shall not be available to anv
person or otherwise be construed 1o be apphcable to this Section. Nothing
n this Section shall be mterpreted, construed, imphed, or apphied to create
any liability or basis for suit for compensation for bodily injurv or any
other imjury or property damages to any person that may result from
accidental releases of such substances.”™

Comment No. 21

Lignite coal has a lot of trace elements, materials, and hydrocarbons in it that will be
emitted in the processing of the coal. The air permit application never provided the
figures showing exactly how many tons of chemicals like benzene and metals are in the
lignite, how much will be produced by heating up the lignite, and how much the
afterburner will reduce the hydrocarbons or the baghouse will reduce metals. | am
unable, during the public comment period, to perform calculations for ali likely toxics
emitied from lignite coal. Here are a couple of examples of how I am unable to achieve
the same calculated results that are presented in the RRE application.

My data shows Arsenic in lignite at 8.52 lb per million Ibs (AP-42, reference 33,
attached). Since RRE will process 350 miilion b then there would be 2982 tb. Of
Arsenic emtted. with centrols, or about 1.5 tons. RRE claims less than 001 ton. Of
arsenic emitted.

Cadmium 1s 9.46 Ib. Per mmliton lbs, for 3311 lbs emitted. or about 1.65 tons. RRE
claims only .008 tons.

Benzene 1s about 511 1b. Per million lbs. or about 178.850 1b emitted. Given 98% control
by the afterburner. there would be 3577 1b emmtted. or 1.79 tons. RRE claims onlv 004
tons emitted.
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Simiar disparate calculations would occur for enussions of acetaldehvde. acrolien.
aceiophenone. and other air toxies and metals. given the controlled emissions factors
presented in AP-42. T am attaching AP-42 emissions tactors.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 21

The permit applicaton adequately reviewed the expected emissions from the processing
of lignite coal. The calculations in Appendix B of the permit application provide detailed
emission calculations for the proposed facility.

NOy. CO. and VOC concentrations are based on engineering analysis and vendor

guarantees. The PMyg emissions are based on vendor guarantees for outlet grain loading.
The remainder of the emissions are based on emission factors derived from coal analysis.
The use of AP-42 emission factors is not appropriate when analytical data is available.

Comment No. 22 was given by Mr. Jason Fontenot during the public hearing conducted on
January 22, 2008."

Comment No. 22

[ can see that the sites in the plant will be paved but there will be a lot of dust and ash and
coal particulates on the pavement. | think the air permit should require some type of
pertodic washing and sweeping, possibly to prevent any adverse conditions in our
waterways and things like that.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 22
See LDEQ Response to Comment No. 12 relative to this comment.
Comments 23-24 were submitted by EPA Region 6 during the public comment period.'®"’

Comment No. 23

The vertical mixing height should extend beyond 3000 meters (m). If the vertical mixing
height does not extend past 3000 m, it is possible that CALPUFF will not accurately
represent pollutant transport.

" See Public Hearing and Reguest for Public Comment Tmns‘crip.' January 222008, pp. 27-28 of 234 (EDMS
Document No. 36682883}

"* See USEPA Region 6's Adina R. Wilev email 1o LDEQ. January 28. 2008, pp. 1-3 of 3 (EDMS Document Ne.
36336027

" Sec USEPA Region 6’5 Jeff Robinson lewter to LDEQ. January 28, 2008, pp. -2 of 2 (EDMS Decument No.
36572203
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Response to Comment No. 23 (prepared by Red River Environmental Products and
accepted by LDEQ) %

A value of 3000 m was assumed for both the maximum overland mixing height (ZIMAX)
and the maximum overwater mixing height (ZIMAXW). This value of 3000 m is the
default value recommended in Table 4-43 of the CALMET User’s Guide’'. There is
nothing in the record to support a deviation from the default value is warranted.

It should alsc be noted that the Federal Land Manager (FLM) for the Caney Creek
Wilderness Area (CCWA) concurred with our using the default value for this variable.

Comment No. 24

The applicant should provide a technical justification for the selection of the R1, R1max,
R2, and R2max variables in the CALMET setup. We feel that values R2 = 10 kilometers
(km) and R2max = 50 km may be uncharacteristic for this application.

Response to Comment No. 24 (prepared by Red River Environmental Products and
accepted by LDEQ) ”

Our response is supported by precedent, a quantitative analysis, and the FLM concurrence with
the approach. In addition, we conducted sensitivity modeling to demonstrate that these variables
do not have a meaningful effect on the results. Following a summary of what we included in our
modeling, each of these aspects of our response are presented below.

Table 1 summarizes the values that RREP used for the variables questioned by EPA.

Table 1 RREP values for R1, R2, RMAXI, and RMAX2
. . RREP
Variable Explanation Value
R1 Weighting parameter for the diagnostic wind field in the surface layer 5
(km). R1 is the distance from an observational station at which the
observation and the first-guess wind field are equally weighted.
R2 Weighting parameter for the diagnostic wind field in the layers aloft 10
(km). R2 1s apphed in the upper layers in the same manner as R} is
used in the surface layer.

? See RREP’s Response to EPA’s comment (EDMS Document No. 36744233)
2" A User’s Guide for the CALMET Meteorological Model (Version 5). Scire, Robe, Fernau, and Yamartino.

January 2000.

22 5ee RREP’s Response to EPA’s comment (EDMS Document No. 36744233)
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1 - 0P i
Variable Explanation RREL ¢
Value |

RMAX] Maximum radius of mfluence over land in the surface laver (km). 30 E
RMAX2 | Maximum radius of influence over fand in lavers alol (km). ﬁ

30

Because there are no default values for these vanables they must be specified by the user.
Generally speaking. these variables would be set to very small values it the elevations varied
significanty (such as in the Rocky Mountains). or to very large values if over open desert (such

as West Texas).

In the case of our analysis the majority of the modeling domain is fairly flat with more variations
in elevation occurring in the northern quarter of the modeling domain (see Figure 1).
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Terrain Contours and Surface Stations in CALMET processing

Because the efevations in the vast majority of the modeling domain do not vary much one may
think that very large vatues of R1.R2ZURIMAXN and R2ZMAX would be appropriate. However.
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concluded that wsing values roughly n the middle of those gencrally used m CALMIET
Processing was appropriaic.

because the elevatons i the northern portion of the modeling erid do vary somewhat we

To determine the precise values to be used we consubied the most recent Class | analvsis
conducted for the CCWA, specitically for the Southwestern Electric Power Company
(SWEPCO) Hempstead County Project. located near Fulton, Arkansas. Because these values
were consistent with our interpreiation of the topography of our modeling domain. these identical
values were used. (While the permit apphcation is sull being reviewed, the Modehng Protocol
that put forth this approach was approved by the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
in the Fall of 2006.)

Precedent supporting our approach

A variety of other sources support the values we used for this analysis. Two of the ones most
pertinent to our analysis are the following:

BART Modeling Protocol to Deterniine Sources Subject to BART in the State of
Louisiana, February 2007

Table B-7 recommends the following:

e R1:1km
« R2:1km
* RIMAX:30km
¢ R2ZMAX:30 km

While we chose RI and R2 values slightly larger than those recommended by the
LDEQ’s BART Modeling Protocol. the values for RIMAX and R2ZMAX are consistent,
with the values we assumed for our analysis.

Class I Air OQuality Modeling Studv for the Proposed 273-MW Coal-Fired Generation
Facility, City Utilities of Springfield. April 2004

City of Springfield Utilities in Springfield, Missouri conducted Class 1 modeling for the
Upper Buffalo Wilderness in northern Arkansas. Ther analysis assumed the following:

» RI:5km
» R2:5km
e RIMAX: 40 km
e RZMAX: 40 km
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These values are nearly identical to the ones we used m our analvsis.
Chrantitarive analvisis of topography supporiing owr approach

We also conducted a detailed assessment ol the topography of the modeling domain 10
characterize the general change in elevation. Specitically. we examined the elevations at points
located at 1000 m mtervals within a 20 km by 20 km gnid centered on each surface station within
the modeling doman and calculated the change in elevation for each of those points. as well as
the standard deviation of the change in elevation at each of those points. These values were then
averaged to help describe the typical change in elevation within the modeling domain.  This
analysis is summarized in the following table.

Table 2 Change in elevation analysis
1 km by 1 km analysis of change in terrain
. elevation within 20 km of surface station Slope
Surface Station ] T
Average change in Standard deviation of (cm/m)
elevation (m) change in elevation {m)
Shreveport
Regional AP (LA) 4 4 0.4
Shreveport
Downtown (LA) 4 4 0.4
Texarkana Webb
Field (AR) 6 > 06
El Dorado ,
Goodwin Field 6 5 0.6
(AR)
Hot Springs (AR) 22 24 2.2
Mena Intermin
2 2 2
Muni (AR) 27 28 27
Longview/Gregg
s = 8 7
Co. (TX) 08
Nacogdoches . 9 1
{AWOS) (TX) '

As can be seen from the table above. the topography near the surface meteorological stations
within the modeling demain is quite flat. For the majornty of the modeling domain the average
change in elevation is on the order of single meters per kim.  This table confirms the overall
topography that 1s iHustrated in Figure |
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Ol particular interest 1s the slope calculated for the terrain around each station. Only threc of the
stattons have a slope that 35 more than | ¢m change in clevation per £ m. and none of those
stanons (Hot Springs. Mena Intermin Munt. and Nacogdoches) 1s 1n the path between RREP and
the CCWA.

Therefore. with fairly small changes in elevation throughout the modeling domain, R1. R2.
RMAXI1, and RMAX?2 values should not be set 1o very small values such as one would see in the
Rocky Mountains.

FLM review that supports our approach

As was the case with the vertical] mixing height, 1t should alse be noted that the FLM tor the
CCWA concurred with our approach for these variables.

Visibility sensitivity modeling

We also conducted sensitivity modeling to ascertain whether or not modifications 1o these
variables would have any bearing on the conclusion of our analysts.

The Class 1 analysis conducted addressed PSD Class 1 Increments, visibility, and deposition. Of
those modeling analyses the visibility was controlling; namely the largest change in light
extinction predicted was 3.82%, relative to a generally-accepted threshold of 5%.
Therefore, sensitivity modeling was conducted as follows:

¢ R1 and R2 were varied, with all other varniables identical to the original analysis; and

¢ RMAXI] and RMAX2 were varied, with all other variables identical to the original

analysis.

The results of this modeling are presented in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3 Visibility sensitivity modeling, R1 and R2 varied
R1 R2 Maximum Extinction
(km) (km) (%)
50 100 1.65
20 40 2.55
1 i 3.99

As can be seen from the table above. regardless ol whether the vatues for RI/R2 are increased to
very high values or whether they are reduced 10 very small values. the change i the maximum
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extinction change 1s quite small. 1f R1/R2 are decreased to very low values the visibility result
slightly mcreases from 3.82% to 3.99%, but still well below the generally-accepted cutoff of 3%.
On the other hand, if R1/R2 are increased to very high values the visibility result improves, from
3.82% 10 1.65%.

Table 4 Visibility sensitivity modeling, RMAX]1 and RMAX2 varied
RMAX1 RMAX2 Maximum Extinction
(km) (km) (%)
100 200 3.96
50 100 3.89
5 10 3.81

As can be seen from the table above, regardless of whether the values for RMAXI1/RMAX2 are
increased to very high values or whether they are reduced to very small values, the change in the
maximum extinction change is quite small. 1f RMAXI/RMAX2 are increased to very high
values the visibility result slightly increases from 3.82% to 3.96%, but still well below the
generally-accepted cutoff of 5%. On the other hand, if RMAX1/RMAX?2 are decreased to low
values the visibility result barely changes at all, from 3.82% to 3.81%.

Therefore, even if these values are modified, the overall conclusion of the visibility analysis will
not be affected.

Conclusion

We chose values for R1, R2, RMAX], and RMAX2 that we deemed reasonable for this analysis.
These values are supported by a variety of facts:

e They are identical to the most recent CALPUFF analysis performed for the CCWA,;

» The ranges of our values are consistent with LDEQ BART guidance as well as a
CALPUFF analysis conducted for another nearby Class 1 area; and

* A qualitative analysis confirmed that the elevations in the modeling domain do not vary
much, which is consistent with the values we assumed for these variables.

In addition, while we believe our values for thesc variables are defensible and appropriate, we
nonetheless conducted sensitivity modeling on these variables to ascertain whether or not any
changes to those variables would have any meaningful impact on the results of the Class I
analysis. Our modeling demonstrated that any reasonable value assumed for these variables does
not change the conclusion of analysis—that RREP would not have any significant impact on
PSD Class I Increments of deposition at the CCWA, nor would it result in a perceptible change
to visibility at the CCWA.
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Comments 25-30 were submitted by RREP during the public comment period.”

Comment No. 25

In the specific condition sectton of the proposed PSD Permit on page 30. Condition No.
1. the last date should be November 2. 2007.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 25

The proposed PSD permit has been updated to reflect November 2. 2007 instead of
November 1. 2007.

Comment No. 26
[n the specific condition section of the proposed PSD Permit on page 32, second row of
table, ID No. should be EQT 52 (it savs 54 but that 15 | F), and the Description should be
Rail Product Storage Silo 11D Bin Vent.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 26
The proposed PSD permit has been updated to reflect the changes described.

Comment No. 27

In the General Information Document the Front Gate Coordinates should be
32°0° 19" Lat, 939237 28" Long.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 27

The General Information Section of the proposed Title V Permit has been updated to
reflect the changes described.

Comment No. 28

In the Inventories Section of the proposed Tiite V Permit on page 4 of 12. EQT 158 &
159. the units should be Ib/hr.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 28

The Inventories Section of the proposed Title V Permit has been updated to reflect the
changes descrbed.

See RREP s email to LLDEG. January 28, 2008, pp. -2 o 2 (EDMS Document No. 36336020
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Comment No. 29
In the Specifte Requiremenis Section of the proposed Title V Pernut. Add State-Only
designations. “Specific Requirements referencing LAC 3311 Chapters 2. 31, and 36 arce
considered State-Only provisions.”

LDEQ Response te Comment No. 29

Chapter 2 has some sections that are federally enforceable as does Chapier 56. These
chapiers cannot be designated State-Only. Chapter 51 is already recognized as a State-
Only requirement in Table 1 of the proposed Title V Permit. None ot the requested
changes will be made.

Comment No. 30

In the Specific Requirements Section of the proposed Title V Permit, Specific condition
No. 85. add *‘as appropnate and applicable™ afier Equation 8.

LDEQ Response to Comment No. 30

The language used in Specific Condition No. 85 accurately reflects the intent of Federal
regulation 40 CFR 60.4213(f). This change will not be made.
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