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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Section 1.0
REGULATORY BACKGROUND

This section is focused on regulatory issues and is divided into three subsections: (1) Plant
Regulatory History, (2) Applicable Regulations and (3) Conclusions. The Centralia Plant was
constructed in the early days of the formation of the Southwest Air Pollution Control Authority, the
Washington Department of Ecology and the Environmental Protection Agency. Rules and policies
were not fully developed in the early days of the agency; this is not to say though, that there were no
rules. The rules that were in place were not as definitive as those that exist today. In addition, there
have been improvements in technology since the plant was originally constructed. The activities
and dates for many of the events (physical and regulatory) at the Centralia Plant are important from
a regulatory perspective. Section 1 provides a chronology of the permitting activities and ongoing
compliance issues related to the Centralia Plant. Section 2 identifies regulatory citations, legal
proceedings, and other perspectives that provide insight into the processes and limits that have been
or will be established for the Centralia Plant. Section 3 provides definitive statements in regards to
specific issues and presents a position taken by SWAPCA in regards to these issues.

1.1 Plant Regulatory History

Regulation 1 of the Southwest Air Pollution Control Authority (SWAPCA) adopted December 17,
1968 provided for, in part, issuance of an Order of Approval for the construction and installation of
new sources, established a general opacity limit of No. 2 on the Ringelmann Chart, established
requirements for reporting of upsets or breakdowns, and identified an appeal process for Orders
issued by SWAPCA.

Regulation 2 of SWAPCA adopted October 29, 1969 provided for, in part, registration of air
contaminant sources and related control equipment, ambient air quality standards for sulfur dioxide
and particulate matter, and odor nuisance limitations. The sulfur dioxide ambient standard was
established at: 0.75 ppm averaged over 15 minutes, measured once in any 8 hour period; 0.5 ppm
averaged over 1 hour, measured once in any 4 consecutive days; 0.1 ppm averaged over 24 hours,
measured once in any 30 consecutive days; and 0.05 ppm averaged over 30 days, with unlimited
frequency of monitoring. It also established that no person shall allow, cause, let, permit, or suffer
the emission of an air contaminant from any source which contains, as measured in the stack,
gaseous sulfur compounds containing oxygen, calculated as sulfur dioxide, of more than 1500 parts
per million (ppm) by volume. Additional requirements were identified for sources which exceeded
this limit which included, in part, demonstration of no exceedence of the ambient air quality
standard and installation and operation of ambient air monitors. In addition, a particulate matter
standard was established stating no person shall discharge from any single source particulate matter
which exceeds, for fuel or refuse burning equipment, 0.10 grain for each standard cubic foot of
exhaust gas corrected to 12% carbon dioxide (CO»).

Notice of Construction (L-1) for the Centralia Plant was received by SWAPCA in a letter dated
October 27, 1969. Approval for construction of the Centralia Plant Units #1 and #2 was provided
by SWAPCA in a letter dated November 7, 1969 based on a review of the application. Particulate
matter was the only pollutant for which controls were proposed in the Notice of Construction.
Performance data were as set forth in the particulate matter control equipment contract with the
manufacturer, Koppers Company, Inc., as presented in the electrostatic precipitator (ESP) design
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specification sheet (ES11). Selected conditions and operating requirements from the third column
of the design specification sheet included: Btu content of fuel - 6681 Btu/lb; coal percent sulfur (wt)
- 0.85%; flue gas 7,730,000 Ib/hr and 40,400 acfs; ash to precipitator - 151,200 Ib/hr; inlet grain
loading - 10.72 gr/scf; outlet grain loading - 0.06 gr/cf; precipitator guaranteed efficiency - 99.44%.
Each steam generator was rated at 5,168,000 Ib/hr steam at 2990 psig and 1005EF (700 MW).
Facility operating parameters and control equipment parameters presented in the Notice of
Construction application were stated as binding on the applicant in the SWAPCA approval.

An air quality study was performed under contract with Washington State University for the
Centralia Plant. A total of 35 study sites were selected for use in the examination of the air quality
within an approximately 1,000 square mile area surrounding the Centralia Plant. Initially, 12 sites
were selected for the first year's pre-operational study beginning in October, 1969. The number of
sampling sites was increased to approximately 29 in early 1970. Additional sites were added to the
study network later in 1970 and 1971.

Unit #1's initial turbine roll occurred on August 6, 1971. Unit #1 commenced operation in
September 1971 and Unit #2 in September 1972. Upon startup of Unit #1, difficulties were
encountered with proper operation of the Koppers ESPs. Opacity and grain loading at the stack
discharge exceeded state standards as well as manufacturer's guarantees during the boiler
performance guarantee operations and testing. In a letter dated March 8, 1972, SWAPCA indicated
to the Centralia Plant that, to date, no information had been submitted to SWAPCA demonstrating
compliance with the approved particulate matter performance standard emission limit of 0.06 grains
per standard cubic foot (gr/scf). The letter requested power production data and testing results from
the point of initial startup through the current month. Data was received by SWAPCA in a letter
dated March 24, 1972 which indicated the unit was still in a testing phase and that emissions were
above the state standard and SWAPCA emission limit and that a precipitator improvement program
was underway. Modifications were made to the ESPs in the summer of 1972 with compliance
expected from the units upon restart after the summer outage in August. On August 4, 1972
SWAPCA provided approval to restart Units #1 and #2 after the outage but limited operations to
not exceed 300 MW except for approved incremental increases based on testing data. On
September 14, 1972 SWAPCA approved operations at 400 MW and on October 6, 1972 SWAPCA
approved operations at 500 MW. On December 11, 1972 a formal Regulatory Order was issued to
the Centralia Plant in accordance with Article Il of Regulation | of the SWAPCA rules approving
operation of each unit up to 500 MW and a particulate matter emission limit not to exceed 0.06
gr/scf.

On January 21, 1972, Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) filed a revision to Washington
Administrative Code (WAC) 18-400-040 to include an SO, emission limit of 2000 ppm with no
averaging period identified. Provisions were made for all new sources constructed after July 1,
1975 limiting SO2 emissions to 1000 ppm.

In a letter dated March 16, 1973 the Centralia Plant submitted a Notice of Construction (L-49) to
SWAPCA for installation of an SOz gas conditioning system to help improve the performance of
the Koppers ESPs. Notice of Construction (L-50) dated March 23, 1973 was submitted to
SWAPCA for installation of a second set of ESPs in series with the existing ESPs, to initially be
used as a pilot test to improve performance of the particulate matter emissions controls to allow
operations at full power. A Regulatory Order approving Notice of Construction L-49 for the SOs
gas conditioning system was issued on March 29, 1973. A Regulatory Order approving Notice of
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Construction L-50 for the second set of ESPs was issued on April 13, 1973. Operation of each unit
was still limited to 500 MW as provided under the Regulatory Order issued December 11, 1972. A
Regulatory Order was issued by SWAPCA on April 26, 1973 requiring testing to provide additional
information with regards to the SOz gas conditioning system and detailed the required reporting as a
result of the testing. A Regulatory Order was issued by SWAPCA on May 4, 1973 requiring testing
and reporting for the ESP pilot test program. A Regulatory Order was issued by SWAPCA on May
22, 1973 modifying dates and operating conditions as specified in the previous ESP pilot test
Regulatory Order. On June 11, 1973, SWAPCA issued a Regulatory Order authorizing Unit #1 at
generation levels up to 700 MW while maintaining emissions at or below 0.06 gr/scf. On
November 8, 1973, Executive Order EO 73-09 was issued by the Governor of Washington, Daniel
Evans, authorizing Unit #1 and Unit #2 generation at its maximum capabililty in order to have an
average output of 1,200 MW. This Executive Order was issued to help offset projected energy
shortfalls for the Pacific Northwest. The Executive Order had a termination date of May 1, 1974.

Notice of Construction L-50R dated January 3, 1974 was submitted to SWAPCA to provide final
design information on the second set of ESPs (Lodge-Cottrell). A Regulatory Order approving this
Notice of Construction was issued on February 7, 1974. Conditions in the Approval included
performance in accordance with the Lodge-Cottrell guarantee; stack sampling with noncondensible
particulate matter under all conditions at an initial ceiling not to exceed 0.04 gr/scf, as corrected to
12% COy; additional stack sampling to establish that continued operations shall maintain emissions
below 0.06 gr/scf; the above conditions to be demonstrated no later than three months after startup
of the equipment. On February 22, 1974, SWAPCA revised the February 7, 1974 Regulatory Order
of Approval to clarify language regarding the stipulations as they relate to the construction and
installation time period.

On March 25, 1974 SWAPCA issued Administrative Order 74-38 to the Centralia Plant to perform
daily high load compliance particulate matter testing for Unit #2 within 36 days of the date of the
Order. On May 2, 1974, Administrative Order 74-38 was amended upon request by the Centralia
Plant to extend the test period to not exceed ten days commencing May 6, 1974.

The ambient air and meteorological monitoring program being conducted by Washington State
University for the Centralia Plant was terminated on December 31, 1974. The objective of the five
year monitoring program was to gather baseline data and post operational data for the plant to be
able to ascertain the impact, if any, of plant emissions on the area surrounding the plant.

As of January 17, 1975, the SO3 gas conditioning system had been physically disconnected at the
Centralia Plant. Daily testing for particulate matter as performed under contract with WSU was
discontinued on February 28, 1975 and, thereafter, testing was to be performed on a semi-annual
basis.

Lear-Siegler opacity monitoring correlation data for the Centralia Plant was submitted to SWAPCA
in a letter dated July 11, 1975. Normal operations of the Centralia Plant were identified as 2 to 10%
opacity with the actual limit established at 20%.

The Centralia Plant disagreed with the authority of SWAPCA to establish an emission limit more
stringent than the state standard for particulate matter. Initial approval of the Plant by SWAPCA
occurred under SWAPCA Regulation 1, Section 3.03(b) which required SWAPCA to not issue an
"Approval of Construction” unless the information demonstrates, among other things, that the
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equipment as installed will not violate emission standards and the equipment incorporates
"advances in the art of air pollution control”. The term "advances in the art” is the term that
predates "best available control technology" (BACT). A discharge concentration of 0.06 gr/ft* was
required in the Centralia Plant equipment specification and guaranteed by the precipitator vendor.
This concentration was repeated in several Orders of Approval issued by SWAPCA, including
those on December 11, 1972, April 13, 1973, April 26, 1973, May 4, 1973, May 23, 1973, June 11,
1973, and February 7, 1974. The emission limit was established consistent with "advances in the
art" to not allow for degradation of control equipment and ensure meaningful emission reductions
as intended under the Clean Air Act. SWAPCA attempted to include the 0.06 gr/ft® particulate
matter limit in an Order of Authorization to Operate issued to the plant, but the Centralia Plant
questioned the authority of SWAPCA to create a document referred to as an Order of Authorization
to Operate. All references to this emission limit were removed from the Order of Authorization to
Operate and the name was changed to Equipment List. The underlying legal authority for the 0.06
gr/ft® limit remained with the Orders of Approval noted above.

On December 21, 1976, WDOE revised WAC 173-400-040(6), as codified in the 1977 edition of
the Washington Administrative Code. This revision removed reference to the 2000 ppm SO- limit
for existing sources and left in place the emission limit of 1000 ppm, but did not specify an
averaging period or sampling time period. As a result of this revision, the rule would be applicable
to all sources, existing and new. SWAPCA did not adopt this regulation language until rule
changes effective December 18, 1979.

In a letter dated April 7, 1978, the Centralia Plant provided details to SWAPCA of the continuous
opacity monitoring project undertaken by the Centralia Plant to comply with WAC 173-400-120,
40 CFR Part 51, Appendix P, Sections 3, 4 and 5 promulgated October 6, 1975, and 40 CFR Part
60 Appendix B, Performance Specification 1.

The Centralia Mining Company (CMC) began mining new areas of the coal mine in February 1978.

Portions of these new areas produced coal with a sulfur content greater than the coal previously
mined and, on average, a content of approximately 1 percent had been recorded by a number of
samples. There was uncertainty if these sulfur contents translated to a sulfur dioxide emission in
excess of the 1000 ppm standard. The Centralia Plant agreed to undertake at least one test each day
of the flue gas from one of the Centralia Plant units for a period of one to three months using EPA
Method 6. Centralia Plant personnel became concerned about the Plant's ability to meet the 1000
ppm sulfur dioxide emission limit over an averaging period less than 30 days and, after discussions
with SWAPCA and WDOE, a test program was initiated to correlate coal sulfur content with sulfur
dioxide emissions. Testing was conducted in August through October 1978. Several Method 6
samples indicated sulfur dioxide emissions greater than 1000 ppm. However, this testing was
conducted for the purpose of establishing a correlation between coal sulfur content and stack sulfur
dioxide emissions, not for compliance determinations. These samples were not integrated and were
taken at a time when the averaging time and the number of samples to be integrated was not defined
in rule. In October 1978, SWAPCA, WDOE and Centralia Plant personnel met and agreed to use
monthly weighted averages of coal sulfur and a 96 percent conversion factor to determine whether
the 1000 ppm sulfur dioxide emission limit was being met.

In a letter dated November 29, 1978, the Centralia Plant submitted results from the operational
performance test for the continuous opacity monitoring program for Units #1 and #2. Results
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indicated the system for both units operated within specified performance parameters during the
168 hour operational test period.

Sulfur dioxide from each unit's stack was initially limited to 1,500 ppm (SWAPCA Regulation 2
Section 5.01, adopted October 29, 1969) based on integrated samples monitored for a minimum
period of 15 minutes. The air regulations were renumbered by Ecology in about 1976 from WAC
Title 18 to WAC Title 173. However, this standard was revised by SWAPCA in rule revisions
adopted on December 18, 1979 to 1,000 ppm for all sources with no averaging period. In addition,
all point sources were required to use reasonably available control technology (RACT) which may
be determined for some sources or source categories to be more stringent than the emission
limitations of the regulation. Visible emissions were established as not to exceed 20% opacity for
more than three minutes in any one hour period. Emission standards for hazardous air pollutants
were established through adoption by reference of the federal standards contained in 40 CFR Part
61 as of April 26, 1979. Pollutants identified were asbestos, beryllium, beryllium rocket motor
firing, mercury and vinyl chloride. Revisions were also made to include provisions for excess
emissions during startup and shutdown and reporting of such events.

The SWAPCA General Regulations (SWAPCA 400) were revised as adopted on October 18, 1981
to provide a registration fee of $50.00 for each registered facility and a New Source Review fee of
$75.00 per Notice of Construction.

A 60 minute averaging period with correction to 7% oxygen was incorporated into WAC 173-400-
040 by WDOE in revisions to the rule on April 15, 1983 and was adopted into SWAPCA 400-040
on March 20, 1984. Neither of these rules provided for a sampling time period. A new section was
added to the SWAPCA rules (SWAPCA 400-220) that allowed for appeals of Agency decisions to
the SWAPCA Board of Directors in addition to the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB).

In addition to better coal management (simple blending) in July 1986 by the Centralia Mining
Company (CMC) to ensure more uniform coal supply to the plant, additional changes were made to
the coal sampling procedure to provide better data on sulfur content in the coal. Since initial
operation, the sulfur content in the coal had increased to an average of about 0.95%. Calculations
made by the Centralia Plant indicated that SO, emissions above 1000 ppm may be experienced
when coal sulfur content exceeds about 1.05%. Previous samples were taken at 4 hour intervals
manually by operators from the feed belts, upstream of the surge silo. The new system
automatically diverted a measured sample from the in-feed belts at a set volume interval and
performed an analysis. This analysis was performed using a LECO SC-132 sulfur determinator.
The automatic sampling system was installed at a cost of $450,000 in December 1986.

SWAPCA issued Order of Violation SWAPCA 87-934 on August 26, 1987 to the Centralia Plant
for 74 daily violations of the 1000 ppm / 60 minute average standard, based on coal analysis results.
A civil penalty of $1000.00 per day was assessed (maximum allowable at that time) for each day of
violation. The penalty was suspended upon satisfactory implementation of an as-burned coal
sampling program based on regular samples every 20 minutes; implementation of an SO, emission
sampling program to correlate emissions with coal sampling; and no additional violations of the
SO, emission standard within one year of the date of the Order.

On September 14, 1987, the Centralia Plant submitted a Petition for Stay of Order to SWAPCA and
a Notice of Appeal to the Pollution Control Hearings Board. In addition, an Affidavit of A. H.
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Seekamp was included with the Petition for Stay which detailed the cost of the imposed
requirements from the Order of Violation to be $3.15 million. This cost was concluded to be
excessive for the data which was to be provided under stipulations provided in the Order of
Violation.

On September 21, 1987 SWAPCA issued Stay of Order of Violation SWAPCA 87-934-STAY
based on the Centralia Plant's request to be provided an opportunity to perform ambient sampling to
determine if a violation of the ambient air quality standard has occurred. The Order provided an 18
month stay of the penalty, and required a coal sampling program and emissions testing program
pending installation and operation of ambient air samplers. One year's worth of data was to be
collected to provide a basis for the Centralia Plant's request for an exemption from the 60 minute
average provision of the 1000 ppm standard.

On October 14, 1987 the Pollution Control Hearings Board issued PCHB NO. 87-219 Order of
Dismissal Subject to Reopen in response to the Motion to Hold Appeal in Abeyance and to
Withdraw its previous Motion of Stay in regard to the SWAPCA Order of Violation 87-934.
SWAPCA did not oppose the Motion for Abeyance and Stay.

On October 15, 1987, the Centralia Plant filed a Petition for Exemption from the 60 minute
averaging interval under SWAPCA 400-040(6). Centralia Plant submitted an amendment to the
Petition dated December 24, 1987 which provided SWAPCA with results of ambient air modeling
in an effort to demonstrate that the state and federal ambient air quality standards were not violated
by emissions from the Centralia Plant. Centralia Plant's modeling was not sufficient to demonstrate
to the satisfaction of SWAPCA that the ambient air quality standards were not being violated.
Therefore, monitoring or actual sulfur dioxide emissions were necessary to document the level of
emissions from the Centralia Plant.

On February 24, 1988 SWAPCA issued Order, Withdrawal of Stay and Modification of Order of
Violation SWAPCA 88-934 which required the Centralia Plant to: (1) Install SO2 and O2 monitors
by September 1, 1988 at the Centralia Plant. These monitors were to be performance tested with
acceptable results by October 1, 1988; (2) Install ambient air monitors at three sites approved by
SWAPCA to be in operation by October 1, 1988; (3) Perform coal washing and blending to provide
a cleaner more uniform coal supply to the boilers; (4) Perform a study to determine the technical
and economic feasibility of utilizing lime injection multiple burner (LIMB) technology to reduce
SO, emissions and submit results to SWAPCA by November 1, 1989; and (5) Establish an interim
SO limit of 1000 ppm corrected to 7% O on a weekly average.

EPA Region 10 issued a Notice of Violation on March 11, 1988 for violation of the SO» state
emission standard. This Notice of Violation was based upon EPA's belief that the SIP included a
60-minute averaging time on a dry basis with respect to the 1000 ppm SO> emission limit.

The Centralia Plant submitted an Application for Variance to the SWAPCA Board of Directors in a
letter dated April 22, 1988. The Variance was required by SWAPCA to ensure that a formal
variance proceeding was complied with as provided in SWAPCA 400-150 and RCW 70.94.181.
The variance was requested for an exception to the 60-minute averaging time specified in
SWAPCA 400-040(6) for the 1000 ppm SO emission limit.
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An Amended Petition for Review of Action of the Environmental Protection Agency was filed with
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals by the Centralia Plant dated May 12, 1988.

EPA Region 10 issued a revised Notice of Violation to Centralia Plant in a letter dated June 3,
1988. This revised Notice of Violation superseded and vacated the previous Notice of Violation of
March 11, 1988. This Notice of Violation alleged that the Centralia Plant had exceeded the 1000
ppm SO, emission limit based upon EPA's belief that emissions, if actually measured using the
compliance methodology set forth in the SIP, could exceed the 1000 ppm emission limit. EPA
noted in the letter that they prefer to support the SWAPCA enforcement lead on this matter rather
than pursuing a separate federal action.

In response to EPA's concerns, SWAPCA granted the Centralia Plant a temporary variance on July
14, 1988 with issuance of SWAPCA 88-934B Variance and Modification of Order allowing the
Centralia Plant to determine compliance with the 1000 ppm emission limit for sulfur dioxide using
a weekly, rather than hourly, averaging time. The term of the variance was from May 5, 1988
through November 25, 1989, or until a practical means of compliance became known, available,
and implementable. In addition, it required the Centralia Plant to modify its plans to conduct
ambient monitoring by October 1, 1988 and to correct continuous emissions monitoring data to a
dry basis, and other minor modifications of the Order. Subsequent to having issued the Notice of
Violation, EPA indicated it acquiesced to SWAPCA's modified Order and the temporary variance,
and indicated that it would defer to SWAPCA with respect to determining compliance at the
Centralia Plant.

Initial certification tests of the newly installed SO2 monitors were performed in August and
September, 1988. Testing was performed in accordance with procedures identified in 40 CFR 60,
Performance Specifications 2 and 3.

In a Request for Renewal of Variance dated September 31, 1989 (mis-date, actual 9/1/89) the
Centralia Plant requested that the existing variance be renewed for one year from November 25,
1989 to November 25, 1990 to allow for time to complete negotiations and enter into a Consent
Decree for further ambient air monitoring and confirming dispersion modeling.

The Technical and Economic Feasibility Study of Limestone Injection Multiple Burners report
dated October 17, 1989 was received by SWAPCA on October 24, 1989. SWAPCA issued a letter
dated January 24, 1990 approving the study as satisfactory completion of SWAPCA 88-934 Section
4,

On October 24, 1989, SWAPCA held a public meeting for the purpose of receiving any testimony
that would result in reasons why the variance should not be continued. No comments were
received in direct opposition to the variance or variance renewal. EPA Region 10 was involved in
developing a Consent Decree but was not part of the variance approval process. WDOE was
supportive of renewal of the variance. SWAPCA granted the Centralia Plant a variance renewal on
October 24, 1989 with issuance of SWAPCA 88-934C Variance Renewal and Modification of
Order allowing the Centralia Plant to continue to determine compliance with the 1000 ppm
emission limit for sulfur dioxide using a weekly, rather than hourly, averaging time. The term of
the variance was extended from May 25, 1988 until the earlier of: (a) November 25, 1990, or (b) the
date on which a practical means for adequate abatement or control of sulfur dioxide emissions, to
the extent necessary to comply with the 60 minute averaging requirement, becomes known,
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available, and implementable. In addition, the Order required the Centralia Plant to install ambient
meteorological monitoring equipment at the Centralia Plant so as to be used for dispersion
modeling. Centralia Plant was required to model ambient SO levels in the vicinity of the Centralia
Plant using the Rough Terrain Dispersion Model and the meteorological data collected near the
plant. Modeling was to be completed with a report to SWAPCA by December 21, 1990. The
original Order was modified to require ambient monitoring at only two sites instead of three.

The Lear-Siegler opacity monitors were replaced with Thermo Environmental Instruments, Inc.
(TEI) opacity monitors at the same locations in July and August of 1990.

In a Request for Further Renewal of Variance dated August 27, 1990 Centralia Plant requested that
the existing variance be further renewed for one year from November 25, 1990 to November 25,
1991 to allow for additional time to complete negotiations and enter into a Consent Decree for
further ambient air monitoring and dispersion modeling.

The TEI opacity monitors experienced ongoing problems after installation and were removed and
returned to the manufacturer. The old Lear-Siegler RM4 opacity monitors were reinstalled and
made operational in early October 1990.

In a letter dated October 31, 1990 the Centralia Plant notified EPA Region 10, WDOE, and
SWAPCA of an exceedence of the Washington State one-hour ambient air standard of 0.4 ppm SO-
at the Crawford Mountain monitor on August 12, 1990.

On September 18, 1990, SWAPCA held a public meeting for the purpose of receiving any
testimony that would result in reasons why the variance should not be continued. No comments
were received in direct opposition to the variance or variance renewal. EPA Region 10 continued
to be involved in developing a Consent Decree but was not part of the variance approval process.
WDOE was supportive of the renewal of the variance. SWAPCA granted the Centralia Plant a
variance renewal on November 9, 1990 with issuance of SWAPCA 90-934D Variance Renewal
and Modification of Order allowing the Centralia Plant to continue to determine compliance with
the 1000 ppm emission limit for sulfur dioxide using a weekly, rather than hourly, averaging time.
The term of the variance was extended from May 25, 1988 until the earlier of: (a) November 25,
1991, or (b) the date on which practical means for adequate abatement or control of sulfur dioxide
emissions, to the extent necessary to comply with the 60 minute averaging requirement, becomes
known, available, and implementable. In addition, the Order required Centralia Plant to install
ambient meteorological monitoring equipment at the Centralia Plant so as to be used for dispersion
modeling. Ambient meteorological monitoring was to continue through September 30, 1991. The
Centralia Plant was required to model ambient SO levels in the vicinity of the Centralia Plant using
the Rough Terrain Dispersion Model and the meteorological data collected near the plant.
Modeling was to be completed with a report to SWAPCA by December 21, 1991. The Order
continued to include requiring ambient monitoring at only two sites instead of three.

In a letter dated November 9, 1990, SWAPCA clarified the enforcement policy regarding the use of
the SO> continuous emission monitor (CEM) data to provide information for making enforcement
judgement decisions related to good operation and maintenance practices, thereby protecting the
ambient air quality of the region. The letter indicated that the short term sulfur dioxide exceedences
as measured by a continuous in-stack monitoring device may be determined by using the average
value of the data collected for sixty consecutive minutes. The sixty consecutive minutes was to
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start on the hour and continue for the one hour time period. The calculated average for any sixty
minute value was to have at least forty one-minute data points during the sixty minute period for
such determination. The value was to be rounded to the nearest one part per million sulfur dioxide.
The SWAPCA regulations at that time allowed for limited excursions of the SO standards for
such things as coal variability. The allowance was for up to sixty consecutive one-minute average
periods of excessive emissions in any 24-hour period. In order to relate this appropriately to a
policy that addressed emission units with continuous monitoring devices, it was determined that
two unique periods of sixty minute averages exceeding the 1000 ppm limit would be allowed
before a "Day of Violation™" for the specific emission unit was established. The derivation of the
number of days per month of allowable excess emission was from the WDOE Enforcement Policy.
The policy allowed for excursions of the sulfur dioxide emission standard for five percent of the
days in the month, after which a major excess emission, or violation, is determined to have occurred
and penalties would be assessed. When used in conjunction with the determination of a "Day of
Violation", a major violation for an emission unit would be determined to have occurred whenever
excess emissions from any normal maintenance or operation exceeds two days in any calendar
month. The magnitude of the penalty assessed would be determined by the magnitude, duration
and frequency of the excessive emission. Once a violation month was established, all days in
excess of two unique periods in a day where there are sixty consecutive minutes were to be used in
establishing the penalty portion of the violation.

In a letter dated December 4, 1990, the Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that replacement opacity
monitors had been identified and ordered. The new proposed monitors were manufactured by
United Sciences Inc. (USI) model 500C. Specifications and data sheets were provided to
SWAPCA. In a letter dated December 27, 1990 Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that the new
opacity monitors were placed into service on December 19 and December 21 for Unit #1 and Unit
#2, respectively. Additional work remained to be completed to reprogram the Odessa Engineering
Data Acquisition System to be able to log the opacity data from the new monitors. Certification
tests were scheduled for February 1991.

In a letter dated February 6, 1991, the Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that coal sulfur variability
was now sufficiently under control to permit the Centralia Plant to comply with the Washington
State Implementation Plan (SIP) requirement of sixty minute averaging. Accordingly, they attached
a draft SWAPCA 90-934E Withdrawal of Petition, Surrender of Variance, and Order. Comments
were made by SWAPCA and EPA that excessive exceedences could be allowed under the proposed
language without being a violation. In response to this concern, the Centralia Plant added a proviso
under Section 1II.B to clarify that nothing in this methodology was deemed to authorize
exceedences in violation of law. In a letter dated April 5, 1991, Centralia Plant provided to
SWAPCA two signed copies of the final for SWAPCA 90-934E of which SWAPCA signed and
approved, dated April 5, 1991. Items in the Order were identified as: (1) Section I1l.1 is terminated;
(2) Section 111.2 (continuous emission monitoring) shall continue indefinitely; (3) Section 111.3
(meteorological monitoring) is terminated except that all data shall be submitted to SWAPCA; (4)
Section 111.4 (ambient modelling) is terminated; (5) Section 111.5 (ambient monitoring) is terminated
except that all data shall be submitted to SWAPCA; (6) Section I11.6 (ambient air quality) is
terminated; and (7) Section I11.7 and the First Modified Order are terminated.

In a letter dated July 2, 1991, EPA Region 10 provided comments on the currently signed
Withdrawal of Petition SWAPCA 90-934E dated April 5, 1991. The EPA indicated concern over
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the method of compliance determination in that the Centralia Plant could be in exceedence status
for up to 14% of the time and not be in violation.

In a letter dated June 16, 1992, the Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that new replacement oil mist
eliminators had been installed on the Unit #1 Main Turbine Lube Oil System during the May-June,
1992 outage. Replacement of the Unit #2 mist eliminator was scheduled for the 1993 outage.

In a letter dated January 15, 1993, the Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that on January 5, 1993 a
72 minute period occurred in which sulfur dioxide emissions from the Centralia Plant Unit #1 were
in excess of 1,000 ppm. The exceedence was attributed to the CMC personnel not providing timely
notification that the sulfur content in the coal as delivered to the Centralia Plant was above 1%. By
the time the notification was made to Centralia Plant personnel, a substantial amount of higher
sulfur coal had been sent to the coal silos. The only way to remove the coal from the silos is to burn
through it. Unit #2 did not experience an exceedence because at the time of the silo loading, Unit
#2 silos were near full and did not receive an appreciable amount of the higher sulfur coal. Upon
notification Centralia Plant personnel took immediate action to stockpile the higher sulfur coal and
switch the silo supply to the lower sulfur coal. CMC revised its operating procedures regarding
coal sulfur levels and notification procedures to ensure this incident was not repeated.

In a letter dated June 28, 1993, the Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that a new replacement oil
mist eliminator for Unit #2 had not been installed due to problems encountered with the Unit #1
mist eliminator. The problems on the Unit #1 mist eliminator had been resolved but not in
sufficient time to place an order for Unit #2. The Unit #2 mist eliminator was to be installed as
subsequent forced outages allow.

The LAND Combustion SO, and O- continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) were
installed and certified in 1988. In 1994, the LAND systems were replaced by a new ANARAD
CEMS as part of the 40 CFR Part 75 (Acid Rain Program) compliance requirements. These
systems were served by an Odessa Engineering Data Acquisition and Handling System (DAHS) to
perform data capture, reduction, and reporting. A new ENERTEC DAHS was installed as part of
the new ANARAD CEMS package. In a letter dated May 23, 1995, the Centralia Plant requested
that the Odessa Engineering DAHS be replaced with the ENERTEC DAHS for the opacity
monitors.

The Centralia Plant made a RACT submittal to SWAPCA in a letter dated September 26, 1994. A
final RACT Order (SWAPCA 95-1787) for the Centralia Plant was issued on August 25, 1995.
The RACT Order was appealed by a citizen to the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB) in an
appeal dated September 25, 1995. A letter of agreement dated March 20, 1996 was signed between
SWAPCA and the Centralia Plant setting forth the terms and conditions under which SWAPCA
would withdraw Regulatory Order SWAPCA 95-1787. SWAPCA issued Regulatory Order - Order
of Withdrawal SWAPCA 96-1872 dated March 20, 1996 which withdrew the original RACT Order
(SWAPCA 95-1787) and included a compliance schedule for submittal of additional information
and studies. The withdrawal as provided in SWAPCA 96-1872 was deemed by the PCHB to be an
amendment of the original RACT Order SWAPCA 95-1787 and therefore the PCHB ruled the
original RACT Order was still in effect. At the SWAPCA Board of Directors meeting on
September 18, 1996, Resolution 1996-8 was approved which unconditionally withdrew RACT
Order SWAPCA 95-1787 and SWAPCA 96-1872. Further motions were filed by a citizen with the
PCHB and on October 31, 1996, the PCHB issued Order of Dismissal PCHB No. 96-252 which
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determined that SWAPCA's Board Resolution 1996-8 constitutes a lawful, unconditional
withdrawal of SWAPCA's original RACT Order and as a consequence, the PCHB dismissed the
appeal. A petition to reconsider was filed by a citizen with the PCHB on November 12, 1996 and
on November 15, 1996 the PCHB issued an Order Denying Reconsideration, PCHB No. 95-106 &
96-252.

In a letter dated January 23, 1996, EPA (Acid Rain Division) determined that the Centralia Plant
Acid Rain Continuous Emissions Monitoring Systems Certification Application was complete and
that the ANARAD monitoring systems and ENERTEC DAHS were approved as meeting the 40
CFR Part 75 requirements. In a memo dated March 4, 1996, SWAPCA was notified by EPA (Acid
Rain Division) of the system certification and in a letter dated March 5, 1996, SWAPCA approved
the proposed change-out of the DAHS for the Centralia Plant for purposes of Part 75.

Northwest Environmental Advocates (NWEA) filed a lawsuit against EPA, WDOE, and SWAPCA
in July 1996 in federal district court. Several issues were raised by NWEA in its lawsuit, including
concerns about the Centralia Plant=s SO, emissions. With regard to the Centralia Plant issues, all
parties agreed to file a stay of further proceedings until November 30, 1997.

The Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA in a letter dated February 4, 1997 that it had contracted with
Dr. John Samet of Johns Hopkins University to perform a health risks study of Centralia Plant=s
emissions of SOz, NOx and particulate matter.

The first submittal of a second round of RACT information was provided to SWAPCA by the
Centralia Plant on April 30, 1997. A second submittal dated May 13, 1997 was made to SWAPCA
which contained information on contaminants of concern and qualitative analysis of control
technologies for individual pollutants. A third submittal dated June 20, 1997 was made to
SWAPCA which included further information, especially about emission control systems and costs.
A fourth submittal dated August 25, 1997 was made to SWAPCA which included revisions to
information previously submitted as well as supplements to Appendices A and D and added new
Appendices L (Health Risk Assessment) and M (SEPA Checklist).

In a letter dated April 18, 1997, EPA-Region 10 notified the Centralia Plant that the application for
Phase | Acid Rain Permit for NOy Early Election was complete and a permit was issued. The
permit would be effective 10 days after the close of the 30-day public comment period provided
there were no public comments.

On June 17, 1997, the Centralia Plant notified SWAPCA that plant emissions exceeded the 1000
ppm SO> limit for three consecutive one-hour periods in the early morning. SO, emission
concentrations were reported as 1045, 1019, and 1032 ppm, one hour averages. As provided in
SWAPCA 90-934E, a violation is not triggered until two exceedence days are recorded in a month.
This three hour exceedence constitutes one exceedence day. The exceedence was the result of high
sulfur coal in the storage piles being fed into the coal silos during Unit #2 startup. Normally coal is
supplied directly from the mine and sulfur analysis is performed on-line. During startup of Unit #2
coal was supplied from a storage pile where the sulfur content was not readily known. Because of
the high SO; levels indicated in the control room, the operators began to introduce fuel oil into the
boiler and reduce the coal flow. This action resulted in lowering the SO stack concentration below
the 1000 ppm limit where emissions remained throughout the rest of the startup.
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A public workshop was held in Centralia, Washington on August 5, 1997 to receive public input on
the process of establishing RACT air emission limitations for the Centralia Plant.

In a letter dated August 11, 1997 from the Centralia Plant to SWAPCA, the Centralia Plant
requested that SWAPCA determine that the emission limits to be set by the RACT proceedings for
the Centralia Plant also achieve "Best Available Retrofit Technology" (BART) emission limits.
Additional information relative to the Navajo Generating Station and Hayden Station settlements
regarding visibility issues were provided as the basis for the request.

A lawsuit was filed in King County Superior Court on December 13, 1996 by a citizen seeking a
decision to overturn the PCHB dismissal of his earlier appeal. In Superior Court in King County on
August 20, 1997 a hearing was held in regards to the authority of SWAPCA to withdraw a
regulatory order and the ability of the PCHB to dismiss a case upon such withdrawal. The court
ruled on September 5, 1997 (No. 96-2-18870-1SEA) that the PCHB acted properly in its dismissal
of the earlier case and that SWAPCA did have the authority in general to withdraw an order under
both the express powers granted to it by statute, and by the powers implied in any agency to do
what it is required to do.
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1.2 Regulatory Citations

The purpose of this section is to identify pertinent or applicable regulatory citations that provide a
basis for, or insight into, how SWAPCA arrived at the conclusions presented in the next section.
Citations to other processes, such as best available control technology (BACT) or prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD), should not be construed as applicable to the RACT process but
were only used for comparison purposes.

1. "Reasonably available control technology (RACT)" means the lowest emission limit that a
source is capable of meeting by the application of control technology that is reasonably available
when considering technological and economic feasibility (Ref. 1, RCW 70.94.030(19)).

2. RACT is an emission limit or level, not a particular technology (Ref. 2, SWAPCA 400-030(68).

3. The determination of RACT has flexibility in that it is decided after reviewing all the facts and
circumstances applicable to the facility. Establishing RACT can either be a category-wide or a
case-by-case process where RACT at one plant can be different than RACT at another plant (Ref. 2,
SWAPCA 400-030(68).

4. RACT is determined by taking into account the impact of the source upon air quality, the
availability of additional controls, the emission reduction to be achieved by the use of additional
controls, the impact of additional controls on air quality, and the capital and operating costs of the
additional controls (Ref. 2, SWAPCA 400-030(68)).

5. In determining RACT, local air authorities are to consider RACT determinations and guidance
made by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, other states and local authorities for similar
sources, and other relevant factors (Ref. 1, RCW 70.94.154(5)).

6. Section 108(h) of the Federal Clean Air Act requires the Administrator of EPA to make
information regarding emission control technology available to the States and to the general public
through a central database (RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse). Such information is to include all
control technology information received pursuant to State Implementation Plan provisions requiring
permits for sources, including operating permits for existing sources. This includes all
determinations made in accordance with the Washington SIP and other state SIPs for RACT,
BACT or LAER determinations, not just those in non-attainment areas.

7. Source specific RACT determinations may be performed, among other reasons, when an air
quality problem, for which the source is a contributor, justifies such an action (Ref. 1, RCW
70.94.154(2)(d)).

8. The PSD program was initiated in response to a court order in the early 1970s interpreting
general language in the Clean Air Act requiring EPA to "protect and enhance” air quality (Ref. 28,
pp. 1-8). The 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments created Part C of the Act entitled Prevention of
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality. Sections 160-169, 42 U.S.C. ** 7470-7479. The PSD
provisions are intended to help maintain good air quality in areas which attain the national
standards, and provide special protection for national parks. The Centralia Plant was constructed in
1971 and 1972 which predates the PSD rules. There have been no major modifications at the
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facility which would trigger PSD since the plant was constructed, therefore, no PSD review or
permit of the Centralia Plant has been performed or issued.

9. 40 CFR 52.21(i) "Review of major stationary sources and major modifications - Source
applicability and exemptions” (1) No stationary source or modification to which the requirements of
paragraphs (j) through (r) of this section apply shall begin actual construction without a permit
which states that the stationary source or modifications would meet those requirements. ... (4) The
requirements of paragraphs (j) through (r) of this section shall not apply to a particular major
stationary source or major modification, if; (i) Construction commenced on the source or
modification before August 7, 1977. The regulations at 40 CFR 52.21 as in effect before August 7,
1977, shall govern the review and permitting of any such source or modification; or (ii) The source
or modification was subject to the review requirements of 40 CFR 52.21(d)(i) as in effect before
March 1, 1978, and the owner or operator: ... (8) The Administrator may exempt a stationary source
or modification from the requirements of paragraph (m) of this section, with respect to monitoring
for a particular pollutant if: (i) The emissions increase of the pollutant from the new source or the
net emissions increase of the pollutant from the modification would cause, in any area, air quality
impacts less than the following amounts: Carbon monoxide - 575 dg/m?®, 8-hour average; Nitrogen
dioxide - 14 ®dg/m?®, annual average; Particulate matter - 10 dg/m® of PM-10, 24-hour average;
Sulfur dioxide - 13 dg/m?, 24-hour average; Ozone [footnote- No de minimis air quality level is
provided for ozone. However, any net increase of 100 tons per year or more of volatile organic
compounds subject to PSD would be required to perform an ambient impact analysis including the
gathering of ambient air quality data.]; Lead 0.1 ®g/m?, 3-month average; Mercury - 0.25 dg/m®,
24-hour average; Beryllium - 0.001 ®g/m?®, 24-hour average; Fluorides - 0.25 dg/m?®, 24-hour
average; Vinyl chloride - 15 ®g/m?, 24-hour average; Total reduced sulfur - 10 dg/m?®, 1-hour
average; Hydrogen sulfide - 0.2 ®g/m?®, 1-hour average; Reduced sulfur compounds - 10 dg/m®, 1-
hour average; or (ii) The concentrations of the pollutant in the area that the source or modification
would affect are less than the concentrations listed in paragraph (i)(8)(i) of this section."”

10. 40 CFR 52.21(2)(i) "Major Modification” means any physical change in or change in the
method of operation of a major stationary source that would result in a significant net emissions
increase of any pollutant subject to regulation under the Act. (ii) Any net emissions increase that is
significant for volatile organic compounds shall be considered significant for ozone. (iii) A
physical change or change in the method of operation shall not include: ... (h) The addition,
replacement or use of a pollution control project at an existing electric utility steam generating unit,
unless the Administrator determines that such addition, replacement, or use renders the unit less
environmentally beneficial, or except: (1) When the Administrator has reason to believe that the
pollution control project would result in a significant net increase in representative actual annual
emissions of any criteria pollutant over levels used for that source in the most recent air quality
impact analysis in the area conducted for the purpose of Title I, if any, and (2) The Administrator
determines that the increase will cause or contribute to a violation of any national ambient air
quality standard or PSD increment, or visibility limitation.

11. 40 CFR 52.21(32) "Pollution Control Project" means any activity or project undertaken at an
existing electric utility steam generating unit for purposes of reducing emissions from such unit.
Such activities or projects are limited to: (i) The installation of conventional or innovative pollution
control technology, including but not limited to advanced flue gas desulfurization, sorbent injection
for sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides controls and electrostatic precipitators; (ii) An activity or
project to accommodate switching to a fuel which is less polluting than the fuel in use prior to the

12/8/97 Page 14
Section 1



Centralia Plant RACT Technical Support Document

activity or project, including, but not limited to natural gas or coal re-burning, or coal reburning, or
the co-firing of natural gas and other fuels for the purpose of controlling emissions; (iii) A
permanent clean coal technology demonstration project conducted under Title 11, Section 101(d) of
the Further Continuing Appropriations Act of 1985 (sec 5903(d) of Title 42 of the Unites States
Code), or subsequent appropriations, up to a total amount of $2,500,000,000 for commercial
demonstration of clean coal technology, or similar projects funded through appropriations for the
Environmental Protection Agency; or (iv) A permanent clean coal technology demonstration
project that constitutes a repowering project.

12. The 1977 amendments to the Clean Air Act (Public Law 95-95) gave the National Park Service
and U.S. Forest Service an affirmative responsibility to protect air quality related values (including
visibility) within Class I areas. The 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act (Public Law 101-549)
reaffirmed this responsibility.

13. The Wilderness Act (Public Law 88-157) gave the U.S. Forest Service and National Park
Service the responsibility of managing designated wildernesses to preserve and protect their
wilderness character. Pursuant to this law, the regulations for managing wilderness and primitive
areas require that national forest wilderness resources be managed to promote, perpetuate, and
where necessary, restore the wilderness character of the land. In western Washington, much of
Mount Rainier, North Cascades and Olympic National Parks were designated as wilderness by
Public Law 100-668, the Washington Park Wilderness Act of 1988.

14. The National Forest Management Act (Public Law 94-588) gave the U.S. Forest Service the

authority to determine the management goals and objectives for wilderness areas. In the Pacific

Northwest, the Forest Service (Region 6) established the following management principles for air

quality in wilderness areas:

a.All components of the wilderness resource are equally important.

b.All trophic levels are equally important; that is, micro-organisms are as important as elk and
grizzly bears.

c.Even the most sensitive components are to be protected, not just those of "average” or "normal”
sensitivity.

d.Wilderness components are to be protected from human-caused change, not just damage (Ref.
13).

15. The National Acid Precipitation Act of 1980 confirmed that acid deposition was an important
enough issue to receive separate action by Congress.

16. Washington State and the Pacific Northwest contain a significant number of Class | wilderness

areas and National Parks (Ref. 3). They include:

a.Class I wilderness areas in Washington - Mount Adams, Goat Rocks, Alpine Lakes, Glacier Peak
and Pasayten.

b.National Parks in Washington - Mount Rainier National Park, North Cascades National Park and
Olympic National Park.

c.Class | wilderness areas and National Parks in Oregon - Mount Hood, Mount Jefferson, Mount
Washington, Three Sisters, Diamond Peak, Gearhart Mountain, Mountain Lakes,
Strawberry Mountain, Eagle Cap, Kalmiopsis, Hells Canyon and Crater Lake.
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17. Mount Rainier National Park was established as the nation's fifth national park in 1899. Its
enabling legislation reads that the park shall receive: "...preservation from injury or spoilation of all
timber, mineral deposits, natural curiosities or wonders within said park and retention in their
natural condition...” The Organic Act of 1916 (P.L. Chapter 408, 39Stat.535 et seq., 16 USC 1)
and the Redwoods Act (P.L. 95-250, 92Stat.163, as amended, 1978) are also relevant statutes (Ref.
4).

18. The National Park Service and U.S. Forest Service have the authority to make
recommendations to air quality agencies on the impacts of new or proposed power plants and
recommend mitigation measures necessary to protect the wilderness areas and national parks. Air
quality agencies may reject these recommendations only after stating the rationale for such a
decision (Ref. 13 and Section 169A Clean Air Act).

19. The procedure utilized in a RACT determination includes, for the most part, the following

(Ref. 5):

a.All control technologies which are available and applicable for the source are to be considered.

b.The control technology that will result in the lowest level of emission is to be evaluated first. To
ascertain which controls will result in the lowest emissions, all must be evaluated.

c.The amount of reduction in emissions that the selected technology will achieve must be
determined. Existing emissions and controls must be considered as the basis for the
calculation.

d.A determination must be made that the calculated emission reductions will improve air quality or
provide other environmental benefits. Washington courts have held that significant
emissions reductions are considered to be improvements in air quality.

e.A determination needs to be made that if the annualized cost of additional controls including all
life-cycle costs necessary to install, implement, maintain and operate RACT at the
source over the life of the installation is reasonable, then RACT is defined for the
source. If it is not, the process is repeated using the control technology which will
achieve the next highest level of emissions reduction until RACT is defined.
Setting the actual emission limit for this source may necessitate consideration of
such issues as operational flexibility.

20. A RACT conclusion is a policy judgment which is made after weighing the environmental
impacts of the source against the costs of achieving a particular emissions reduction (Ref. 7,
Appendix A, p. 30).

21. RACT determinations are expected to address, where practicable, air contaminants deemed to
be of concern for the source (Ref. 1, RCW 70.94.154(5)).

22. In the 9th Circuit Court re: Central Arizona Water Conservation District, No. 91-70731, I1V.1.a,
"...EPA chose not to adopt the emission control limits indicated by BART analysis, but instead to
adopt an emission limitations standard that would produce greater visibility improvement at a lower
cost. Congress's use of the term “including' in ®7491(b)(2) prior to its listing BART as a method of
attaining ‘reasonable progress' supports EPA's position that it has the discretion to adopt
implementation plan provisions other than those provided by BART analyses in situations where
the agency reasonably concludes that more “reasonable progress’ will thereby be attained” (Ref. 62).
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23. Section 169A of the 1977 Federal Clean Air Act required the Administrator of EPA to
complete a study and report to Congress on available methods for implementing the national goal of
the prevention of any future, and the remedying of any existing, impairment of visibility in
mandatory class | Federal areas which impairment results from manmade air pollution. In addition,
EPA was to promulgate regulations to assure reasonable progress in achieving the national goal.
Such rules were to provide guidelines to the States and require each affected state to revise the State
Implementation Plan to include provisions to make reasonable progress. The Act required that
sources contributing to visibility impairment install Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART).
BART for fossil-fuel fired power plants with a generating capacity in excess of 750 megawatts
must be determined pursuant to EPA guidelines. EPA developed guidelines pursuant to this
requirement which are identified in the EPA document titled Guidelines for Determining Best
Available Retrofit Technology for Coal-Fired Power Plants and Other Stationary Facilities (EPA-
450/3-80-009b) (November 1980) (Ref. 33). In accordance with Section 169A, the EPA
promulgated visibility regulations on December 2, 1980 at 40 CFR 51.300 et sed. (Subpart P). All
mandatory Class | areas where visibility is an important value were identified in the November 30,
1979, Federal Register (44 FR 69122).

24. Centralia Plant was constructed in 1971 and 1972, prior to the promulgation of 40 CFR 60.40
et seq. (Subpart D) and 40 CFR 60.40a et seq. (Subpart Da), and therefore are not applicable to the
Centralia Plant. Notwithstanding, 40 CFR 60.40 et seq. (Subpart D) Standards of Performance for
Fossil-Fuel-Fired Steam Generators for Which Construction is Commenced After August 17, 1971
provides standards for oxides of nitrogen, particulate matter and sulfur dioxide emissions for
applicable units. The original regulation was promulgated on December 23, 1971 for large fossil-
fuel-fired steam generating units constructed after August 17, 1971 and has subsequently been
revised numerous times. The original standard for sulfur dioxide was 1.2 pounds per million Btu
(Ib/MBtu) heat input (no averaging time specified). Emissions of nitrogen oxides was limited to
0.70 Ib/MBtu heat input (no averaging time specified). Changes in 1979 added Subpart Da for
units constructed after September 18, 1978. Changes in 1983 established sulfur dioxide
compliance, emission monitoring, and reporting requirements on a 30-day rolling average basis.
Shorter averaging times were identified in rule making to severely limit compliance coal supplies
for plants subject to the standard and could lead to the use of costly coal blending facilities. As
currently promulgated pertinent limits include 99% reduction of particulate matter, not to exceed
20% opacity (6-minute average), not to exceed 1.2 Ib/MBtu (30 day average) and 10% of the
combustion concentration (90 percent reduction) for sulfur dioxide or 30 percent of the potential
combustion concentration (70 percent reduction), when emissions are less than 0.60 Ib/million Btu
heat input, and for subbituminous coal, not to exceed 0.50 Ib/million Btu and achieve 65%
reduction for emissions of nitrogen oxides.

25. For purposes of a BART comparison for Centralia Plant, the emission limits to be met if 40
CFR 60.40a et seq. were applicable, would include the following:

"60.42a Standard for particulate matter.

(@) ...no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into
the atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which contain particulate matter in
excess of:

(1) 0.03 Ib/million Btu heat input derived from the combustion of solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel;

(2) 1 percent of the potential combustion concentration (99 percent reduction) when combusting

solid fuel; and
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(3) 30 percent of potential combustion concentration (70 percent reduction) when combusting

liquid fuel.

...no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which exhibit greater than 20 percent
opacity (6-minute average), except for one 6-minute period per hour of not more than 27
percent opacity.

*60.43a Standard for sulfur dioxide.

(@) ...no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into
the atmosphere from any affected facility which combusts solid fuel or solid-derived fuel
any gases which contain sulfur dioxide in excess of:...

(2) 30 percent of the potential combustion concentration (70 percent reduction), when emissions

are less than 0.60 Ib/million Btu heat input.

*60.44a Standard for nitrogen oxides.

(@) ...no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into
the atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which contain nitrogen oxides in
excess of the following emission limits, based on a 30-day rolling average.

(1) NOx emission limits.

Fuel type: Subbituminous coal - Emission limit for heat input = 0.50 Ib/million Btu

(2) NOx reduction requirement.

Fuel type: Solid fuels - Reduction of potential combustion concentration = 65%

"60.46a Compliance provisions.

(e) After the initial performance test required *60.8, compliance with the sulfur dioxide emission
limitations and percentage reduction requirements under "60.43a and the nitrogen oxides
emission limitations under *60.44a is based on the average emission rate for 30 successive
boiler operating days.

26. Section 169B of the Federal Clean Air Act provides for EPA and other federal land managers
to conduct research and identify and evaluate sources and source regions of both visibility
impairment and regions that provide predominantly clean air in Class | areas. Internal procedures
for determining adverse impacts were developed by the Department of the Interior and published in
the Federal Register (47 FR 30226) (Volume 47, No. 133 / Monday, July 12, 1982). Such
procedures provide for review of new source permits which have an increase in emissions. A
determination of "adverse impact” or "no adverse impact" is to be published in the Federal Register.

27. "The states must determine emission limitations for fossil fuel-fired power plants with a total
generating capacity in excess of 750 megawatts pursuant to this guideline, which reflects EPA's
conclusion that the controls needed to meet the new source performance standards (NSPS) for
power plants (40 CFR 60, Subpart Da) are generally available to these sources™ (Ref. 3, p. 1).

28. In a letter dated November 14, 1985 the National Park Service (NPS) notified the US EPA of
visibility impairment in all national parks: "It is the position of the NPS that all NPS class I and
class Il areas in the lower 48 states are being affected by this visibility degrading uniform haze."
Neither Mount Rainier nor the other national parks or wildernesses within Washington State were
specifically identified as having suspected attributable point sources of visibility impairment at that
time.
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29. In a letter dated October 16, 1995, from the National Park Service (NPS) to the Washington
Department of Ecology (WDOE), the NPS cited several studies to demonstrate that the Centralia
Plant's emissions contribute to visibility impairment and acid deposition at one or more Class |
national park and wilderness areas in Washington. WDOE was requested to review and, if
appropriate, confirm the finding of reasonable attribution with respect to the Centralia Plant. One
possible option for resolution cited in the letter was to "explore whether the parties can agree on
control strategies that would result in additional SO> reductions beyond RACT, in settlement of all
the concerns raised about the Centralia Power Plant's emissions.” (Ref. 63).

30. The objectives of the PREVENT study (1994) were: (1) to determine the spatial and temporal
patterns of aerosol concentration, chemical composition, and particle size; regional emissions; and
light extinction and observed visual effects; (2) to determine estimates of the light extinction
budgets for the summer period for Mount Rainier and North Cascades National Parks; (3) to
apportion (or attribute) the summertime haze observed in Federal Class I areas in Washington to the
regional emissions from all sources in the Pacific Northwest and British Columbia; and (4) to
determine the contributions from natural and man-made sources. (Ref. 21, p. 1-2)

31. In a letter dated March 9, 1995, the Centralia Plant provided the following points with regard to

the PREVENT study:

a.The role of sulfate in light extinction may be substantially less than previously thought. Recent
work completed as part of project MOHAVE near Grand Canyon National Park
suggests that elemental carbon occupies a much larger part of the extinct budget
than previously thought. The work of Malm and others suggest that there are
significant quantities of carbon in the atmosphere in the Northwest (Ref. 24, p. 12).

b.Total light extinction was never actually measured during the PREVENT study. Since the
extinction coefficient is an estimate, any contribution made to it must also be
considered an estimate and subject to further measurement and analysis (Ref. 24, p.
14).

c.The largest contributor to visibility reduction can not be determined if the total visibility reduction
or extinction was not measured during the PREVENT study. No emissions
inventory, no stack or area source sampling was ever attempted during PREVENT.
The contribution of sulfur to visibility reduction is based purely on statistical
extrapolation of the data and may not be correct (Ref. 24, p. 14).

d.The very nature of the "hits" appear to be somewhat of conjecture and their ultimate impact on
visibility reduction is not discussed (Ref. 24, p. 14).

e.The PREVENT study was not able to establish a strong relationship between selenium and
Centralia Plant's emissions (Ref. 24, p. 15).

f.The PREVENT report's conclusions attributing visibility impairment to Centralia Plant emissions
are based on supposition. The Respondent further believes that more study,
additional monitoring and analysis are necessary to determine if reduction of
Centralia Plant's emissions will result in a perceptible improvement of visibility in
the region's Class 1 areas (Ref. 24, p. 17).

32. SWAPCA 400-030(2) defines adverse impact on visibility as "visibility impairment which
interferes with the management, protection, preservation, or enjoyment of the visitor's visual
experience of a Federal Class | area. This determination must be made on a case-by-case basis
taking into account the geographic extent, intensity, duration, frequency and time of visibility
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impairments, and how these factors correlate with (a) times of visitor use of the Federal Class I
area, and (b) the frequency and timing of natural conditions that reduc