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The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC (“TASCO”), by and through its representative
Stoel Rives LLP, respectfully petitions the Idaho Board of Environmental Quality (the “Board”)
for a contested case proceeding, pursuant to Idaho Code § 39-107(5) and the Rules of
Administrative Procedure before the Board of Environmental Quality, IDAPA 58.01.23, et seq.
TASCO seeks review of conditions and requirements of Air Quality Tier II Operating Permit No.
T2-2009.0105, which the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (“IDEQ”) issued on

September 7, 2010 for TASCO’s factory in Nampa, Idaho (the “Tier II Permit”). The Tier II
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Permit, the accompanying Statement of Basis, and the Response to Public Comments are
attached to this petition as exhibits.
I. INTRODUCTION

As the holder of the Tier I Permit, TASCO has legal standing to object to and seek
review of the permit. TASCO’s objections are described in more detail in Section III of this
petition but are briefly summarized here.

TASCO is owned by Snake River Sugar Company, a grower-owned cooperative.
TASCO processes sugar beets into sugar and other byproducts at three factories in Idaho,
including its Nampa factory. The Nampa factory is located downwind and over 100 miles to the
cast/southeast of three national wilderness areas — approximately 104 miles from the Hells
Canyon Wilderness (on the Idaho/Oregon border), approximately 102 miles from the Eagle Cap
Wilderness (in Oregon), and apbroximately 109 miles from the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness
(in Oregon).' In July 2007, IDEQ notified TASCO that emissions from the Nampa factory’s
Riley Boiler — which supplies steam and generates electricity for the factory — had the potential
to impact visibility in those areas.

On that basis, IDEQ determined that the Riley Boiler is subject to Best Available Retrofit
Technology (“BART”) requirements under the Clean Air Act’s Regional Haze Rule” and Idaho
rules,” and that TASCO may be required to install additional emission control technology to
control particulate matter (“PM”), sulfur dioxide (“SO;”), and nitrogen oxides (“NOy”). IDEQ
requested that TASCO prepare a BART determination analysis for the Riley Boiler, which

TASCO completed. IDEQ, however, largely rejected TASCO’s analysis and ultimately

! See mileage log prepared by TASCO, attached as Exhibit A hereto.
240 C.F.R. § 51.308.
*IDAPA 58.01.01.668.
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determined that the best control technologies for the Riley Boiler are the existing bag house for
PM, a spray dry flue gas desulfurization system for SO,, and low NO, burners with overfire air
for NOy. The costs of the new SO, and NOy controls are significant — an initial capital
investment of at least $17.8 million and annual expenses of over $3 million.

On September 7, 2010, IDEQ issued the Tier II Permit, requiring the BART controls
previously recommended by IDEQ. IDEQ used an unnecessarily inflexible and conservative
modeling analysis in both its determination that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART and in its
selection of the BART controls for SO, and NOy emissions. Moreover, IDEQ failed to take into
account the unique circumstances surrounding the Riley Boiler — its size, its location in relation
to the protected wilderness areas, its actual contribution to visibility impacts in those areas, the
significant cost of the new BART controls, and the economic realities of the Nampa facility.
Instead IDEQ relied solely on modeling results to form its conclusions about the Riley Boiler.
Had IDEQ given proper consideration to the totality of the circumstances, it would have reached
a different conclusion, one that does not require the installation of new emission controls at such
significant costs.

IDEQ’s BART determinations can, in part, be traced to its rigid and uncompromising
reference to Appendix Y to 40 C.F.R. Part 51 — Guidelines for BART Determinations Under the
Regional Haze Rule (“Appendix Y™).! Appendix Y was published by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (“EPA”) as guidelines for conducting the BART analysis for large power
plants. Use of the guidelines for relatively small industrial sources such as the Riley Boiler is not
mandated. Despite that, IDEQ strictly followed the Appendix Y guidelines for modeling and

refused TASCO’s repeated requests that it exercise allowed discretion and consider a different

4 See 70 Fed. Reg. 39,104, 39,157 (July 6, 2005).
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approach to determine if the Riley Boiler is subject to BART and, if so, the appropriate BART
controls for the boiler. IDEQ rejected TASCO’s numerous requests that it perform these
alternative evaluations.

IDEQ’s persistent reliance on the model recommended by Appendix Y led to this
petition, by which TASCO requests that the Board review and ultimately strike the Tier II
Permit. There are multiple reasons that justify the Board’s review of the Tier II Permit and,
ultimately, its withdrawal.

For one, IDEQ’s application of Appendix Y resulted in an unnecessary and flawed Tier II
Permit. To establish that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART controls, following Appendix Y,
IDEQ used a dispersion model known as “CALPUFF” and refused to consider a different
modeling approach, specifically a receptor oriented apportionment model that takes into account
actual measured impacts at the receptor. Results from the receptor oriented apportionment
model show little visibility impact from the Riley Boiler on the Hells Canyon, Eagle Cap, or
Strawberry Mountain Wilderness areas and should have raised questions for IDEQ regarding the
reliability and appropriateness of the CALPUFF results, which derive from a more speculative
source oriented approach. Yet IDEQ resisted the idea of considering other approaches. Those
flaws in IDEQ’s BART analysis are discussed more fully in Section III.A of this petition.

Even if IDEQ’s reliance on CALPUFF is reasonable, IDEQ’s determination of what
BART controls are appropriate for SO, and NOy emissions from the Riley Boiler is not
reasonable. IDEQ failed to properly consider the five key factors required for the evaluation,
including (1) the degree of improvement in visibility that may reasonably be anticipated to result

from the use of the technology and (2) the costs of compliance.5 Instead IDEQ placed

540 C.F.R. § 51.308(e)(D)(ii)(A); IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.c.
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significant weight on the model results under CALPUFF to the exclusion of a balanced
assessment of all the relevant circumstances.

With respect to the degree of improvement in visibility, IDEQ failed to give appropriate
weight to various circumstances known to IDEQ that would have led to a different BART result.
For example, the receptor oriented apportionment evaluation conducted by TASCO
demonstrated that the new controls mandated by IDEQ would result in little, if any, visibility
improvements in the Hells Canyon, Eagle Cap, and Strawberry Mountain Wilderness areas.
Those results conflict dramatically with the CALPUFF projections and raise questions about the
reasonableness of IDEQ’s selection of BART controls. In addition, IDEQ relied upon unrefined
emission estimates to build the baseline for the CALPUFF model so that appropriate visibility
improvements cannot be reasonably ascertained. There are also other lines of evidence known to
IDEQ — such és the relative contribution of Idaho industrial sources to the emissions profile —
that suggest little is to be gained by expensive controls on the Riley Boiler. Overlooking these
relevant indicators, IDEQ solely and wrongly relied upon the CALPUFF model resuits to predict
the degree of visibility improvement.

With respect to the costs of compliance, IDEQ concluded — relying on an EPA economic
review — that TASCO (as a company) could afford to fund the expenditures and therefore
excluded any further consideration of the costs to comply. That conclusion is not consistent with
EPA’s own guidance in Appendix Y. According to Appendix Y, affordability of the BART
controls is not the appropriate inquiry. What is determinative is the unique economic impact of
the proposed controls to the Nampa factory. IDEQ failed to properly consider the significant
costs to install and operate the BART controls and the particular economic circumstances of the

Nampa factory and its economic viability. That failure is particularly evident when weighing the
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sizable cost of the BART controls against the uncertain visibility improvements that can be
traced to those controls. IDEQ’s failure to fully and appropriately consider the degree of
visibility improvement reasonably anticipated and the costs of compliance are discussed more
fully in Section III.B of this petition.

Finally, even if IDEQ’s determination that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART and its
choice of control technologies is found to be reasonable, as alternative relief TASCO seeks the
revision of a number of conditions of the Tier II Permit. The requested revisions are described in
Section I11.C below.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELEVANT DOCUMENTS?®

On July 19, 2007, IDEQ notified TASCO that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART and
requested that TASCO submit a BART determination analysis to identify and evaluate available
emission control technologies, taking into account the five factors set forth in the applicable rule
and applying EPA’s Appendix Y as guidance.” TASCO submitted a BART determination

analysis to IDEQ in November 2007,% and supplemented the analysis in F ebruary 2009.°

5 Over the past three years, TASCO submitted detailed comments and evaluations
regarding IDEQ’s BART applicability and BART determination analyses. TASCO’s
submissions are part of the administrative record held by IDEQ and are incorporated by
reference herein.

7 Prior to July 2007, IDEQ and TASCO discussed the BART evaluation process on
numerous occasions. During that time, IDEQ produced preliminary modeling reports, and
TASCO expressed its concerns, particularly questioning the use of the CALPUFF model and its
accuracy to predict visibility impacts in the protected wilderness areas. See, e.g., April 23, 2007
letter from Dean DeLorey (TASCO) to Martin Bauer (IDEQ) re Preliminary Draft Exemption
Modeling Evaluations, including attachments (referred to herein as “TASCO April 23, 2007
Comments”).

¥ November 20, 2007 letter from TASCO to IDEQ re BART Determination Analysis
Report, including attachments (referred to herein as “TASCO November 20, 2007 Report™).

? February 6, 2009 letter from Kent Quinney (TASCO) to Martin Bauer (IDEQ) re BART
Determination Analysis Report, including attachments (referred to herein as “TASCO February
6, 2009 Report”).
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TASCO’s analysis challenged IDEQ’s underlying determination that the Riley Boiler is subject
to BART and suggested alternative feasible control technologies, considering (among other
things) the reasonably anticipated degree of improvement in visibility in the Hells Canyon, Eagle
Cap, and Strawberry Mountain Wilderness areas and the economic impacts of various
technologies.

IDEQ, however, largely rejected TASCO’s analysis and on July 17, 2009, determined
that the best available SO, and NOy control technologies for the Riley Boiler are spray dry flue
gas desulfurization and low NOy burners with overfire air, respectively. Over the next few
months, TASCO provided IDEQ with additional information, including supplemental
information on the economic impacts of IDEQ’s recommended control technology choices in™
July 2009," and supplemental information supporting TASCO’s proposed alternative BART
control measures in November 2009.'" An EPA economic review dated February 12, 2010
concluded that TASCO (as a company) could afford to fund the costly expenditures, and IDEQ
again rejected TASCO’s analysis.

On March 26, 2010, IDEQ provided a copy of a draft Tier II Permit, proposing to
implement BART for the Riley Boiler and requiring the installation of spray dry flue gas
desulfurization for SO, controls and low NOy burners with overfire air for NOy controls. IDEQ

also provided a supporting Statement of Basis. IDEQ issued the draft Tier [I Permit for public

19 July 21, 2009 letter from Dean DeLorey (TASCO) to Martin Bauer (IDEQ) re financial
information for BART Determination Analysis, including attachments (referred to herein as
“TASCO July 21, 2009 Report™).

' November 18, 2009 letter from Joe Huff (TASCO) to Martin Bauer (IDEQ) re
supplemental information for BART Determination Analysis, including attachments (referred to
herein as “TASCO November 18, 2009 Report™).
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comment on April 19, 2010. TASCO submitted comments to IDEQ on April 6,2010'? and May
19,2010," asking IDEQ to strike or revise the Tier II Permit for the very reasons previously
presented to IDEQ and on which TASCO now petitions for a contested case. But as with
TASCO’s prior submittals, IDEQ was unmoved by TASCO’s comments and issued the final Tier
II Permit, essentially as proposed, on September 7, 2010. The Tier II Permit is attached to this
petition as Exhibit B. The final Statement of Basis and Response to Public Comments are
attached hereto as Exhibits C and D, respectively.

I1I. CONTESTED CASE PETITION

A. IDEQ’s Reliance On Conservative Modeling Data Resulted In An Unnecessary And
Flawed Tier 1I Permit.

The basis for the BART controls for SO, and NOy required by the Tier II Permit is
fundamentally flawed because IDEQ relied solely on the CALPUFF results to the exclusion of
other required and relevant factors.'* IDEQ used the modeling approach for BART
determinations detailed in Appendix Y, even though the guidelines were specifically prepared
for and apply to large-scale power plants, not a smaller industrial source such as the Riley Boiler.
Indeed, Appendix Y is targeted to BART determinations for sources 20 times larger than the

Riley Boiler. As EPA itself recognizes and states in Appendix Y: “States must follow the

12 April 6, 2010 letter from Joe Huff (TASCO) to Martin Bauer (IDEQ) re Comments to
Draft Tier II Permit Operating Permit, including attachments (referred to herein as “TASCO
April 6, 2010 Comments”).

3 May 19, 2010 letter from TASCO to Faye Weber (IDEQ) re Public Comments to Tier
[T Permit Operating Permit, including attachments (referred to herein as “TASCO May 19, 2010
Comments”). The TASCO May 19, 2010 Comments are included in Appendix A to IDEQ’s
Response to Public Comments, attached hereto as Exhibit D.

' TASCO has submitted numerous objections to IDEQ regarding its use of Appendix Y
and its determination that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART. See, e.g., TASCO April 23, 2007
Comments; TASCO November 20, 2007 Report; TASCO February 6, 2009 Report; TASCO July
21, 2009 Report; TASCO November 18, 2009 Report; TASCO April 6, 2010 Comments;
TASCO May 19, 2010 Comments.
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guidelines in making BART determinations on a source-by-source basis for 750 megawatt (MW)
power plants but are not required to use the process in the guidelines when making BART
determinations for other types of sources.” 70 Fed. Reg. at 39,158 (Appendix Y, § 1.F(1))
(emphasis added). EPA reiterates later in the guidelines:

[Clean Air Act] Section 169A(b) requires us to issue guidelines for

States to follow in establishing BART emission limitations for

fossil-fuel fired power plants having a capacity in excess of 750

megawatts. This document fulfills that requirement, which is

codified in 40 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(ii)(B). The guidelines establish an

approach to implementing the requirements of the BART

provisions of the regional haze rule; we believe that these

procedures and the discussion of the requirements of the regional

haze rule and the CAA should be useful to the States. For sources

other than 750 MW power plants, however, States retain the

discretion to adopt approaches that differ from the guidelines.
Id. (Appendix Y, § 1.H) (emphasis added). Thus, for the Riley Boiler, Appendix Y is guidance
and IDEQ has discretion to adapt the process to achieve a reasonable result.

Precisely because the Riley Boiler is not a large power plant — and is located over 100
miles east/southeast of the protected wilderness areas in question and in the opposite direction of
the prevailing west to east winds —~ TASCO asked IDEQ to exercise allowed discretion and
consider a different approach to determine if the boiler is subject to BART. But over TASCO’s
repeated objections and expressed concerns for the anticipated outcome, and despite the
language in EPA’s own guidance, IDEQ chose not to adopt a different evaluative approach,
thereby creating absurd and costly results for TASCO.

For example, under Appendix Y, IDEQ has discretion to exempt an individual source (or
certain pollutants from the source) from a BART determination if the source “is not reasonably

anticipated to cause or contribute to any visibility impairment” in a protected area. /d. at 39,161

(Appendix Y, § I1I); see also IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02. An exemption is warranted if the
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source’s contribution is less than 0.5 delta deciviews, the prescribed threshold set forth in
Appendix Y and Idaho rule."® 70 Fed. Reg. at 39,161 (Appendix Y, § IILA(1)); IDAPA
58.01.01.668.02. Under the guidelines, to make that demonstration, IDEQ may consider
“different modeling and/or emissions analysis’; and “may also use other reasonable approaches
for analyzing the visibility impacts of a source.” 70 Fed. Reg. at 39,162 (Appendix Y, §
HI.A(3)). IDEQ ignored this clear discretion, instead relying upon the one-size-fits-all
evaluation for large power plants outlined by Appendix Y.

With respect to modeling, Appendix Y prompts states to use the CALPUFF dispersion
model. And that is the model IDEQ used to determine that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART.
But no model affords the reviewer actual, precise, verifiable data. Models are tools of
evaluation, prediction, and projection. They are not definitive science. Because there are so
many variables and complex inputs, they can be easily manipulated and are built to overpredict
impacts as compared to actual measurements. Those attributes are also true of CALPUFF, which
even EPA recognizes tends to overstate actual visibility: “[T]here are other features of our
recommended modeling approach that are likely to overstate the actual visibility effects of an
individual source. Most important, the simplified chemistry in the model tends to magnify the
actual visibility effects of that source.” Id. at 39,121; see also id. at 39,123 (“Theoretically, the
CALPUFF chemistry simulations, in total, may lead to model predictions that are generally
overestimated at distances downwind of 200 km.”).

It necessarily follows, as Appendix Y provides, that states “‘can use CALPUFF or other

appropriate model to predict the visibility impacts from a single source” at a protected area. Id.

1 Deciview is a measurement of visibility impairment. See IDAPA 58.01.01.006.28.
Deciviews are not directly measured but are calculated using many variables and assumptions.
See id.
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at 39,162 (Appendix Y, § II1.A(3)) (emphasis added). Indeed, there are different modeling
approaches for estimating impacts of emissions from a source such as the Riley Boiler. While
CALPUFF is one type of tool, another type is receptor oriented apportionment modeling.
CALPUFF is a source oriented model that uses the source’s emissions to predict an impact at a
particular receptor based upon complex assumptions regarding the atmospheric chemistry and
the dispersion of those emissions. Receptor oriented apportionment modeling starts with the
measured impacts af the receptor and allocates those impacts to specific sources. Thus a
receptor oriented apportionment model is bound by actual measured impacts at the protected
areas, whereas a source oriented model, like CALPUFF, is not bound by actual measurements or
monitored data and, as noted, is widely known to overpredict impacts of emissions from specific
sources.

To highlight the uncertainty of the CALPUFF results under the circumstances here,
TASCO retained Cooper Environmental Services (“CES”) to use a receptor oriented
apportionment model to generate results that could be compared to the visibility impacts IDEQ
predicted under CALPUFF. The receptor oriented apportionment approach showed that the
Riley Boiler is not subject to BART (it does not cause or contribute to visibility impairment in
the protected areas), in contrast to the CALPUFF results relied upon by IDEQ. The estimated
deciview results using the receptor approach were all below the 0.5 delta deciview threshold for
BART applicability. The disparity between the results of the receptor apportionment method and

the CALPUFF model raises significant questions regarding the appropriateness of relying solely
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on the CALPUFF results to impose over $17 million of new costs at the Nampa factory.'®

There are other relevant indicators from the CES work that suggest IDEQ’s over-reliance
on CALPUFF is unreasonable. For instance, the receptor oriented apportionment results
generated by CES suggest that the actual Riley Boiler impacts may be highest at Hells Canyon,
whereas the predicted impacts using CALPUFF were highest at the Eagle Cap Wilderness, an
area that is even farther to the west and much higher in elevation than Hells Canyon. In general,
CES’s receptor apportionment results are more logically tied to the regional geography and are
more consistent with the (theoretical) down-river drainage air flow during stagnation periods that
impacts the lower elevation Hells Canyon ambient monitoring site more than the higher
elevation Eagle Cap monitor. Moreover, the results are bound by actual monitored impacts at
the particular protected area. At a bare minimum, the CES results offer a counterpoint to the
overly conservative CALPUFF results, suggesting that the latter results are an unreasonable basis
on which to justify the installation of costly new emission controls on the Riley Boiler.

In sum, despite EPA’s guidelines that allow IDEQ to use “different modeling and/or
emissions analysis” and “other reasonable approaches for analyzing the visibility impacts of a
source,” IDEQ did not undertake a different analysis for TASCO during development of the
BART evaluation, instead relying solely upon CALPUFF for the Tier II Permit for TASCO’s

Riley Boiler. IDEQ’s steadfast reliance on CALPUFF resulted in an arbitrary and capricious

' TASCO’s concerns regarding IDEQ’s use of a source oriented modeling approach such
as CALPUFF are warranted and well founded from recent prior experience. In 2002, in support
of the Treasure Valley PM ¢ Maintenance Plan, IDEQ relied on modeling analyses for the
Nampa factory and overpredicted ambient PM,, concentrations attributable to the factory by 20
times. Based on that modeling, IDEQ required TASCO to reduce PM, emissions at a
significant cost. In 2006, the Nampa factory replaced three coal-fired pulp dryers with a steam
pulp dryer at a cost of approximately $20 million.
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decision imposing new control requirements. See, e.g., Tier II Permit Conditions 1.2, 3.2, 3.4,
Therefore, TASCO respectfully requests the Board strike the Tier II Permit in its entirety.

B. IDEQ Failed To Consider The Five Factors Required By The Clean Air Act
In Choosing BART Controls For SO, And NO, Emissions.

Under the Clean Air Act, IDEQ must consider five factors when selecting BART

controls:
(1) the costs of compliance;
(1)  the energy and nonair quality environmental impacts of
compliance;

(i)  any pollution control equipment in use at the source;
(iv)  the remaining useful life of the source; and
(v) the degree of improvement in visibility which may
reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of such
technology.
See Clean Air Act § 169A(g)(2) (42 U.S.C. § 7491(g)(2)); see also 40 C.F.R.
§ 51.308(e)(I)(ii)(A); IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.c. IDEQ failed to properly consider at least two
of those factors — the degree of improvement in visibility which may be reasonably anticipated to
result from the controls and the costs of compliance — in selecting spray dry flue gas
desulfurization for SO, and low NO, burners with overfire air for NOy.

1. The Degree Of Improvement In Visibility Which May Reasonably Be

Anticipated To Result From The Tier II Permit Is Minimal, If Any, And
Does Not Justify The Significant Cost Of The BART Controls.

As with its determination that the Riley Boiler is subject to BART controls, IDEQ solely
relied upon CALPUFF’s conservative dispersion modeling to predict the degree of visibility
improvements which may reasonably be anticipated from the Tier Il Permit. Conversely, the
receptor apportionment results indicate that little to no improvement in visibility in the Hells

Canyon, Eagle Cap, or Strawberry Mountain Wilderness areas can reasonably be anticipated to

result from the use of the technology required by the Tier II Permit. Those dramatically
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conflicting results compel further evaluation before IDEQ imposes such significant costs on

TASCO.

EPA, in fact, recommends such further evaluation. In Appendix Y, EPA describes
CALPUFTF as but one tool in predicting the degree of visibility improvement which may
reasonably be anticipated from the Tier II Permit and in imposing BART controls, and its a mere
screening tool at that:

we also recommend that the States use CALPUFF as a screening

application in estimating the degree of visibility improvement that

may reasonably be expected from controlling a single source in

order to inform the BART determination. ... [T]his estimate of

visibility improvement does not by itself dictate the level of control

a State would impose on a source; ‘the degree of improvement in

visibility which may reasonably be anticipated to result from the

use of [BART]’ is only one of five criteria that the State must

consider together in making a BART determination. The State

makes a BART determination based on the estimates available for

each criterion, and as the CAA does not specify how the State

should take these factors into account, the States are free to

determine the weight and significance to be assigned to each

factor.
70 Fed. Reg. at-39,123 (emphasis added). Indeed, other lines of evidence were known to IDEQ
in the course of assessing the degree of visibility improvements that suggest it could have
reached a different result.

For instance, according to IDEQ’s own draft Regional Haze Plan, the largest sources of
visibility constituent emissions in the federal protected areas are area sources and natural fires,
not emissions from industrial sources. See generally Draft [daho Regional Haze Plan, Ch. 8
(dated Aug. 31, 2010). In fact, a detailed review of the emissions and source apportionment
modeling data in the draft plan shows that industrial emission sources in Idaho only account for

an estimated 4% of the total visibility constituent emissions in the protected areas. See generally

id. Emissions from the Riley Boiler can only account for an estimated fraction of that 4%.
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In addition, IDEQ relies on an unrefined emissions inventory and source apportionment
data in its draft Regional Haze Plan. That data results in a flawed basis on which to evaluate the
degree of visibility improvements in the Hells Canyon, Eagle Cap, and Strawberry Mountain
Wilderness areas. For example, emissions from a proposed and never built power plant in
Jerome County remain in the state’s emissions inventory. Also, IDEQ failed to coordinate with
the State of Oregon to ensure proper treatment in both states’ Regional Haze plans of emissions
reductions achieved at TASCQO’s Nyssa, Oregon factory, where beet processing has been
discontinued, resulting in sizable reductions in SO; and NOy emissions. TASCO has urged
IDEQ to make these refinements to the emissions inventory.'” Including unrefined emission
estimates inflates predicted visibility impacts and establishes an inflated baseline from which to
plan visibility improvements, much less require reductions at the Riley Boiler.

In light of the relatively insignificant overall contribution of the Riley Boiler and IDEQ’s
unrefined emissions inventory, a reasonable reviewer would necessarily question CALPUFF’s
forecast of the degree of improvement in visibility which may be reasonably anticipated from the
controls in the Tier II Permit. But despite the conflicting lines of evidence, IDEQ steadfastly
held to the CALPUFF results to dictate the BART controls for the Riley Boiler. That approach is
inconsistent with Appendix Y.

2. The Costs Of Compliance Are Significant And Could Adversely Affect
Operations At The Nampa Factory.

Just as important in selecting the BART controls is the mandate to consider the costs of

compliance. By overemphasizing the CALPUFF results, IDEQ improperly de-emphasized the

17 See, e.g., TASCO April 6, 2010 Comments; TASCO May 19, 2010 Comments;
September 30, 2010 Letter from Dean DeLorey (TASCO) to Faye Weber (IDEQ) re Comments
on Idaho’s Draft Regional Haze Plan.
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costs of compliance, which are significant. According to TASCO’s analysis, the installation of
the new SO, and NOy controls will require an initial capital investment of at least $17.8 million
that results in annual maintenance, operating, and financing expenses of over $3 million.'® As
one of the five factors IDEQ must consider, the costs of compliance are entitled to the same
weight as the other factors, if not more. Again, EPA states in Appendix Y that “[t]he State
makes a BART determination based on the estimates available for each criterion, and as the
CAA does not specify how the State should take these factors into account, the States are free to
determine the weight and significance to be assigned to each factor.” /d.
Furthermore, where the costs of compliance are so extreme, Appendix Y guidance

affords relief:

There may be unusual circumstances that justify taking into

consideration the conditions of the plant and the economic effects

of requiring the use of a given control technology. These effects

would include effects on product prices, the market share, and

profitability of the source. Where there are such unusual

circumstances that are judged to affect plant operations, you may

take into consideration the conditions of the plant and the

economic effects of requiring the use of a control technology....

Any analysis may also consider whether other competing plants in

the same industry have been required to install BART controls if

this information is available.
70 Fed. Reg. at 39,171 (Appendix Y, § IV.E(3)). Notably, Appendix Y does not ask if the
company can afford to fund or to obtain funding for a given control technology. IDEQ’s

conclusion — which is based on EPA’s economic review, not its own — was that TASCO could

afford to fund BART controls. The agencies’ evaluation failed to properly assess the unusual

18 See TASCO February 6, 2009 Report; TASCO July 21, 2009 Report; TASCO
November 18, 2009 Report; TASCO May 19, 2010 Comments. Neither EPA nor IDEQ has ever
refuted TASCO’s cost estimation.
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economic effects as prompted by Appendix Y and is fundamentally flawed for at least three
reasons.

First, EPA focused on whether TASCO as a company can afford the new SO, and NO,
controls, and ignored whether or not conditions at the plant — the Nampa factory — will be
affected. EPA narrowly concluded that the company could obtain funding for the new controls,
primarily because TASCO should have set aside funding already or could obtain funding by
borrowing or by withholding payments to sugar beet growers. Yet, TASCO’s financial
wherewithal is not the appropriate inquiry under Appendix Y, as quoted above. The analysis

b1

must focus on the direct impact to the Nampa factory by considering “product prices,” “market
share,” “profitability of the source,” and “plant operations.” As explained further below,
TASCO provided documentation on just those effects. EPA and IDEQ failed to consider that
information fully. EPA and IDEQ dismissed the potential effects on local economic conditions
and the plant operations at the Nampa factory, instead relying upon a more general assessment of
the stability and borrowing strength of TASCO. IDEQ used this deficient evaluation to justify its
conclusion that the company can afford the new SO, and NOx controls, thus obviating the
potential relief provided by Appendix Y.

Second, EPA concluded that TASCO could spread the costs of the new controls among
its growers throughout Idaho and minimize the effects of the significant upfront and continued
costs on the Nampa factory. That conclusion fails to take into account the unique circumstances
of the Nampa factory and its economic viability. TASCO is owned by an agricultural grower-
owned cooperative. Its grower-owners decide which crops to plant based upon the greatest

potential economic return they can achieve in a given crop year — whether it be from sugar beets,

potatoes, or some other crop. Passing along an expenditure of $17.8 million plus an additional
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$3 million per year would effectively reduce the payments growers would receive per ton of
sugar beets, resulting in few growers growing sugar beets. Without question, fewer planted acres
of sugar beets jeopardizes the economic viability of the Nampa factory.

TASCO has experienced similar contraction before, and submitted detailed
documentation to EPA and IDEQ demonstrating the effects and supporting TASCO’s renewed
concerns. For example, TASCO incurred an 18.4% decline in membership one year and a
decline of 13% over a seven-year period directly due to reduced returns to growers who found
greater returns growing other crops. TASCO also described the conditions that led to the closure
of its Nyssa factory and highlighted the 31% decline in sugar beets harvested between 2007 and
2008 — all evidence that any increase in costs passed along to the growers reduces their
payments, resulting in the growers growing other crops. Thus EPA’s and IDEQ’s assumption
that growers will continue to plant sugar beets without a reasonable return is entirely unfounded.

Third, EPA failed to consider another Appendix Y factor: “whether other competing
plants in the same industry have been required to install BART controls.” TASCO submitted
information regarding seven of its competitors in the sugar processing industry. According to
that survey, no other plant in the sugar industry in the United States is required to install BART
controls. EPA refused to consider the resulting competitive disadvantage the Nampa factory
would face relative to other sugar producers. Despite this circumstance being directly and
expressly relevant to the economic impact test described under Appendix Y, IDEQ simply
accepted EPA’s inattention to this circumstance and conclusion that the company can afford the
new SO, and Noxrcontrols. In doing so, IDEQ ignored the potential relief provided by

Appendix Y.

PETITION FOR A CONTESTED CASE PROCEEDING - 18
70322786.9 0024559-00006



In sum, IDEQ failed to fully consider the required five factors in its BART determination.
Due consideration of all of these factors and relevant circumstances would lead a reasonable
reviewer to a different BART determination than the one imposed by the Tier II Permit. TASCO
urges the Board to strike the Tier II Permit, to order IDEQ to revise its 2009 BART
determination so that the evaluation reflects a more thorough assessment of the factors
established by the Clean Air Act, and to conclude that, in light of all the factors, no additional -
controls on the Riley Boiler are required.

C. As Alternative Relief, TASCO Seeks Review And Revision Of Certain Tier 11
Permit Conditions Related To The BART Controls For SO; And NO,.

Should the Board decide that IDEQ’s choice of BART controls for SO, and NOy is not
appropriate, TASCO seeks, as alternative relief, the revision of certain conditions of the Tier II
Permuit.

1. Conditions 1.2 and 3.2 Should Be Revised To Strike The Requirement To

Install An Overfire Air System On Low NOy Burners, Because It Is
Physically Infeasible For TASCO To Install The System On The Riley Boiler.

IDEQ determined that TASCO must instéll low NOy burners with overfire air to co‘ntrol
NOy emissions from the Riley Boiler. See Tier II Permit Conditions 1.2, 3.2. TASCO retained
Babcock Power — the manufacturer of the Riley Boiler — to determine if an overfire air system
can be installed on the boiler. Based on the results of that study, Babcock Power concluded that
an overtfire air system is not a feasible technology for the Riley Boiler due to physical
constraints.'® TASCO informed IDEQ of the constraints during development of the Tier 1

Permit and, in addition, offered documentation that a low NO, burner without an overfire air

system could still achieve an NOy emission control efficiency of 50%.%° Based on that

1% See TASCO April 6, 2010 Comments; TASCO May 19, 2010 Comments.
20 .
See id.
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information, IDEQ modified the expected emission control efficiency and based the NOy
emission limit on achieving a 50% reduction in NOy emissions. But while making those
changes, IDEQ retained the requirement that TASCO install the overfire air system.

Because of the physical infeasibility of installing an overfire air system on the Riley
Boiler, and having already incorporated an emission control efficiency for NOy that is not
dependent on the system, TASCO requests the Tier IT Permit be revised to eliminate the
requirement to install the overfire air system and any other corresponding permit conditions
referring to such a system. See, e.g., Tier II Permit Conditions 1.2, 3.2, 3.8, 3.12, 3.16.

2. Condition 3.7 Should Be Revised To Provide That The Spray Dry Flue Gas

Desulfurization System Need Not Be Operated When The Riley Boiler Is
Using Natural Gas.

Condition 3.7 of the Tier II Permit requires TASCO to operate the SO, controls (the
spray dry flue gas desulfurization system) at all times the Riley Boiler is operated. To comply
with the SO, emission limits, however, the system does not need to be operated during periods
when the boiler is using natural gas as the primary fuel. TASCO informed IDEQ of this fact
during development of the Tier II Permit and requested that IDEQ include language in Condition
3.7 that provides the spray dry flue gas desulfurization system “need not be operated during
periods when the Riley Boiler is being fired exclusively with natural gas.”?! IDEQ failed to

include that or equivalent language. TASCO requests that Condition 3.7 be revised to state that

the system does not need to be operated when the boiler is using natural gas as the primary fuel.

I See TASCO April 6, 2010 Comments.
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3. Condition 3.8 Should Be Revised To Provide That The Low NO, Burner
Need Not Be Operated When The Riley Boiler Is Using Natural Gas.

Condition 3.8 of the Tier II Permit also requires TASCO to operate the low NO, burner at
all times the Riley Bpiler is operated. Like the SO; controls, the low NOy burner does not need
to be operated during periods when the boiler is using natural gas as the primary fuel. TASCO
informed IDEQ of this fact,”” and IDEQ failed to include language stating that the burner does
not need to be operated when the boiler is using natural gas. TASCO requests that Condition 3.8
be revised to provide that the low NOy burner does not need to be operated when the boiler is
using natural gas as the primdry fuel.

4. Condition 3.11 Should Be Revised To Allow TASCO To Continuously

Monitor Either The Slurry Flow Rate Or Adiabatic Approach Temperature
For The Spray Dry Flue Gas Desulfurization System.

IDEQ initially proposed that TASCO install measuring devices to continuously monitor
the slurry flow rate to the spray dry flue gas desulfurization system as a method to ensure
compliance with SO, emission limits. In comments to IDEQ, TASCO proposed that it be
allowed to monitor adiabatic approach temperature because it is less expensive and more reliable
than monitoring slurry feed flow.”> IDEQ agreed and revised the condition, replacing the
requirement to monitor the slurry flow rate with a requirement to monitor adiabatic approach
temperature. See Tier II Permit Condition 3.11. TASCO, however, seeks the option of
monitoring either the slurry flow rate or adiabatic approach temperature, but not both, TASCO
requests that Condition 3.11 be revised to allow it the choice of monitoring the slurry flow rate

or adiabatic approach temperature once the spray dry flue gas desulfurization system has been

designed.

2 See id.
B See id
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S. Conditions 3.13 And 3.16 Should Be Revised To Strike The Requirement
That TASCO Maintain And Monitor The Spray Dry Flue Gas
Desulfurization Minimum Slurry Flow Rate.

Among other things, Condition 3.13 requires TASCO to maintain the operating
parameters for the minimum slurry flow rate and adiabatic approach temperature for the spray
dry flue gas desulfurization system in an Operation and Maintenance (“O&M”) Manual.
Condition 3.16 requires TASCO to monitor and record, during each performance test, the
minimum slurry flow rate and adiabatic approach temperature. Maintaining, monitoring, and
recording both parameters in its O&M procedures and during each performance test, are
duplicative, unnecessary, and burdensome. TASCO requests that Conditions 3.13 and 3.16 be
revised to allow it the choice of maintaining, monitoring, and recording the slurry flow rate or
adiabatic approach temperature once the spray dry flue gas desulfurization system hds been
designed, consistent with its choice of parameters under Condition 3.11.

6. Condition 3.19 Is Unnecessary And Should Be Struck To Remove

Requirements That TASCO Submit A Compliance Assurance Monitoring
Plan For The BART Controls.

Condition 3.19 of the Tier II Permit requires TASCO to submit documentation for
improved monitoring of the SO, and NOy controls under a Compliance Assurance Monitoring
(“CAM?”) plan. The condition is premature and unnecessary at this time. CAM requirements
should be factored not into the Tier II Permit but into the Nampa factory’s Tier I permit when
renewed. Indeed, the time for TASCO to comply with the Tier Il Permit is over five years away,
giving TASCO the recognized opportunity to obtain IDEQ’s approval of BART alternatives to
meet the new SO, and NO, emission limits. See Tier I Permit Condition 3.3. Moreover, at this

time TASCO and IDEQ have not agreed on CAM indicators for the BART controls, and until

those indicators have been identified and detailed with reference to CAM rules, a general
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compliance statement is burdensome, unnecessary, and of no value. TASCO requests that
Condition 3.19 be stricken from the permit.
IV. CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, TASCO petitions the Board for a contested case proceeding on
the Tier II Permit and respectfully requests that the Board strike the Tier II Permit.
Submitted this 12th day of October, 2010.

STOEL RIVES

-

Krista K. Mclntyre
W. Christopher Pooser
Attorneys for The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC
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EXHIBIT LIST

Exhibit A Mileage Log showing distance from TASCO factories to federal
wilderness areas.

Exhibit B Air Quality Tier II Permit and Permit to Construct No. TS-2009.0105
(the “Tier II Permit”) issued by IDEQ on September 7, 2010.

Exhibit C Statement of Basis for the Tier II Permit issued by IDEQ on September 7,
2010.

Exhibit D Response to Public Comments for the Tier II Permit issued by IDEQ on

September 7, 2010. (Appendix A to the Response to Comments includes
TASCO’s Public Comments on the draft Tier II Permit dated May 19,
2010.)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 12th day of October, 2010, I caused to be served a true

copy of the foregoing upon the following:

IDEQ Hearings Coordinator

Department of Environmental Quality

1410 North Hilton
Boise, Idaho 83706

1 U.S. Mail
' Messenger Delivered
[ ] Facsimile

N

Krista K. Mclntyre
W. Christopher Pooser
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Exhibit A

Mileage Table
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Exhibit B

Tier I Operating Permit No. T2-209.0105



Air Quality

TIER II OPERATING PERMIT

w State of Idaho

Department of Environmental Quality

PERMIT No.: T2-2009.0105
FACILITY ID No.: 027-00010

AQCR: 64 CLASS: A ZONE: 11

SIC: 2063 NAICS: 311313

UTM COORDINATE (kmn): 534.5, 4828.0

l. PERMITTEE

The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC — Nampa Factory

2. PROJECT
Tier Il operating permit — required by DEQ to ensure compliance with applicable BART standards
3. MAILING ADDRESS CITY STATE zip
P.O. Box 8787 Nampa (D 83653-8787
4. FACILITY CONTACT TITLE TELEPHONE
Glen Patrick Plant Environmental Manager (208) 468-6883
5. RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL TITLE TELEPHONE
Kent Quinney Plant Manager (208) 466-3541
6. EXACT PLANT LOCATION COUNTY
138 W. Karcher Ave., Nampa, [daho Canyon

Beet sugar manufacturing

7. GENERAL NATURE OF BUSINESS & KINDS OF PRODUCTS

8. PERMIT AUTHORITY

" This permit is issued according to the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in ldaho, IDAPA 58.01.01.400
through 410, and pertains only to emissions of air contaminants regulated by the state of Idaho and to the sources
specifically allowed to be operated by this permit.

Changes in design, equipment or operations may be considered a modification. Modifications are subject to DEQ
review in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.200 through 228 of the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho.

S\nag
MORRYE LEWIS, PERMIT WRITER
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Date Issued: September 7, 2010

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MIKE SIMON, STATIONARY SOURCE PROGRAM MANAGER

Date Modified/Revised:

Date Expires: September 7, 2015

MS/ML
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AQCR
BART
CAA
CAM
CFR
CO
DEQ
EPA
FGD
fpm
gpm
IDAPA

iwg

lb/hr

b steam/hr
LNB
MMBtu/hr
MMsct/hr
NAAQS
NAICS
NO,

NOx
NSPS
O&M
OFA

PM

PM o

PSD
SIC
SIP
SO,
SO,
TAP
TASCO
T/hr
U.S.C.
UTM
vocC

Acronyms, Units, and Chemical Nomenclature

Air Quality Control Region

Best Available Retrofit Technologies
Clean Air Act

Compliance Assurance Monitoring
Code of Federal Regulations

carbon monoxide

Department of Environmental Quality
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
flue gas desulfurization

feet per minute

gallons per minute

a numbering designation for all administrative rules in 1daho promulgated in accordance with

the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act
inches of water gauge

pounds per hour

pounds of steam output per hour

low NOy burner system

million British thermal units per hour
million standard cubic feet per hour
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
North American Industry Classification System
nitrogen dioxide

nitrogen oxides

New Source Performance Standards
operations and maintenance

over-fired air

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10
micrometers

prevention of significant deterioration of air quality
Standard Industrial Classification

State Implementation Plan

sulfur dioxide

sulfur oxides

toxic air pollutants

The Amalgamated Sugar Company, LLC
tons per hour

United States Code

Universal Transverse Mercator

volatile organic compounds

T2-2009.0105
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1. TIER Il OPERATING PERMIT SCOPE

Purpose

1.1 The purpose of this Tier 1I operating permit is to establish Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART)

emission standards and requirements for the Riley Boiler in accordance with 40 CFR 51.308(e)
and IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03.

Regulated Sources

1.2 The following Regulated Emission Point Sources Table lists all sources of regulated emissions in this
permit: '
REGULATED EMISSION POINT SOURCES TABLE
Perr'nit Source Description W Emissions Controls
Section
Baghouse (A-B3)
Manufacturer: Envirotech Corp.
Control efficiency: >99.0% for PM
. ) BART for PM
Riley Boiler (S-B3)
Unit ber: S-B3 o
Inrslialr;:tinz)ne;)ate: 1969 Spray dry flue pas desulfurization syste.m
2&3 | Rated steam capacity: 250,000 Ib steam/hr | Reagent: Lime or limestone
Maximum Capaci(y; 350 MMBtu/hr Control efficiency: 80-90% for SO,
Maximum operation: 8,760 hr/yr BART for SO,
Fuel types: coal, natural gas
Low NOy burner system with over-fired air
Control efficiency: >50% for NOx
BART for NOyx
284 Pulp dryers (S-D1, S-D2, and S-D3) Permanent shutdown

T2-2009.0105
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2. FACILITY-WIDE CONDITIONS

Obligation to Comply

2.1 Receiving a Tier Il operating permit shall not relieve any owner or operator of the responsibility to
comply with all applicable local, state, and federal rules and regulations, in accordance with
IDAPA 58.01.01.406.

Incorporation of Federal Requirements by Reference

2.2 Unless expressly provided otherwise, any reference in this permit to any document identified in IDAPA
58.01.01.107.03 shall constitute the full incorporation into this permit of that document for the purposes
of the reference, including any notes and appendices therein, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.107.
Documents include, but are not limited to:

e Protection of Visibility, 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart P, Section 308 — Best Available Retrofit
Technology (BART) requirements

e Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM), 40 CFR Part 64

For permit conditions referencing or cited in accordance with any document incorporated by reference
(including permit conditions identified as BART and CAM), should there be any conflict between the
requirements of the permit condition and the requirements of the document, the requirements of the
document shall govern, including any amendments.

DEQ Address

2.3 Any reporting required by this permit, including, but not limited to, records, monitoring data, supporting
information, requests for confidential treatment, notifications of intent to test, testing reports, or
compliance certifications, shall contain a certification by a responsible official. The certification shall
state that, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and information
in the document(s) are true, accurate, and complete. Any reporting required by this permit shall be
submitted to the following address:

Air Quality Permit Compliance
Department of Environmental Quality
Boise Regional Office

1445 N. Orchard

Boise, ID 83706

Phone: (208) 373-0550
Fax: (208) 373-0287

T2-2009.0105 Page 5



3. RILEY BOILER BART

3.1 Process Description

The Riley Boiler is fired by pulverized coal and/or natural gas, and is used to supply steam and generate
electricity for processing of sugar beets into sugar and byproducts, including animal feed at the Nampa
facility.

3.2 Emission Control Description

The existing baghouse (Unit No. A-B3) manufactured by Envirotech Corp. is used for the control of
particulate matter (PM) emissions from the Riley Boiler.

A spray dry flue gas desulfurization (FGD) system has been required for the control of sulfur dioxide
(S0O,) emissions from the Riley Boiler. In a spray dry FGD system, the flue gas is introduced into a tower
and contacts an atomized spray of lime slurry, which absorbs and neutralizes the SO,.

A low NOyx burner system (LNB) with over-fired air has been required for the control of nitrogen oxides
(NOx) emissions from the Riley Boiler. Low NOyx combustion with over-fired air utilizes fuel and air
mixing optimization and staged combustion techniques to minimize thermal NOx formation.

Compliance Dates

3.3 BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P — BART Installation and Operation Due Date

The permittee shall install and operate BART or a DEQ-approved BART alternative on each source
subject to BART as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event later than five (5) years after approval of
the implementation plan, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.04 and 40 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(iv).

The permittee may submit a request to obtain a DEQ-approved BART alternative and to revise this permit
in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.404.04. DEQ will process the request in accordance with

IDAPA 58.01.01.404. The request must be submitted timely such that any revisions to this permit and the
corresponding revision to the Regional Haze SIP are approved prior to the BART installation and
operation due date (as defined in this permit condition). Pursuant to Section 110(k)(2) of the Clean Air
Act, EPA has 12 months to act on a requested SIP revision.

Emissions Limits

3.4 BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P — BART and BART Alternative Emission Limits

On and after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3), the
emissions from the Riley Boiler stack shall not exceed any corresponding emission rate limit listed in the
following Riley Boiler BART and BART Alternative Emission Limits Table, in accordance with IDAPA
58.01.01.401.03 and 40 CFR 51.308(¢e):

RILEY BOILER BART AND BART ALTERNATIVE EMISSION LIMITS TABLE

PM S0, NOy
Source Description Ib/hr &Y b/hr @b Ib/hr ™9
Riley Boiler (S-B3) 14 115 186

©@  Pounds per hour, as determined by a test method prescribed by

IDAPA 58.01.01.157, EPA reference method, or DEQ approved
alternative.
®  BART emission rate limit in accordance with 40 CFR 51.308(e).
©  BART alternative emission rate limit in accordance with 40 CFR
51.308(e)(2).

T2-2009.0105 ' Page 6



3.5

CO Emission Limits

On and after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3), the
emissions from the Riley Boiler stack shall not exceed any corresponding emission rate limit listed in the
following Riley Boiler CO Emission Limits Table, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03 and

40 CFR 51.308(e):

RILEY BOILER CO EMISSION LIMITS TABLE

CO
Source Description Ib/hr @ Tiyr®
Riley Boiler (S-B3) 25.8 113
@ Pounds per hour, as determined by a test method
prescribed by IDAPA 58.01.01.157, EPA
reference method, or DEQ approved alternative.
®  Tons per any consecutive 12-calendar month
period.

Operating Requirements

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P - Baghouse Control Equipment

On and after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3), and at all
times the Riley Boiler is fired with coal, the permittee shall operate a Baghouse (A-B3) to control PM
emissions from the Riley Boiler to ensure compliance with the BART PM emission limit (Permit
Condition 3.4), in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03 and 40 CFR 51.308(e). The baghouse need
not be operated during periods when the Riley Boiler is being fired exclusively with natural gas.

BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P — Spray Dry Flue Gas Desulfurization Control Equipment

On and after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3), the
permittee shall operate at all times the Riley Boiler is operated, a spray dry flue gas desulfurization (FGD)
system to control SO, emissions from the Riley Boiler and to ensure compliance with the BART SO,
emission limit (Permit Condition 3.4), in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03 and

40 CFR 51.308(e).

BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P — L.ow NOx Burner Control Equipment

On and after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3), the
permittee shall operate at all times the Riley Boiler is operated, a low NOx burner system (LNB) in the

_Riley Boiler to reduce NOx emissions and to ensure compliance with the BART NOy emission limit

(Permit Condition 3.4), in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03 and 40 CFR 51.308(e).

e The LNB shall have a maximum rated heat input capacity (highest heating value) of less than or equal
to 350 MMBtu/hr, and shall combust only natural gas and/or coal fuel.

o Ifoperation of the LNB with OFA in the Riley Boiler is expected to result in an emissions increase,
the permittee shall submit the required preconstruction compliance demonstrations
(Permit Condition 3.18).

BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P ~ Maintenance of BART Equipment

On and after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3), the
permittee shall maintain the control equipment required and establish procedures to ensure such
equipment is properly operated and maintained, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.05 and
40 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(v). '
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Monitoring and Recordkeeping Requirements

3.10

3.12

3.13

Baghouse Pressure Differential Monitoring

The permittee shall install, calibrate, and maintain measuring device(s) to continuously monitor the
pressure drop across each of the baghouses, in inches water gauge. The pressure drop shall be recorded
once per day while the boilers are in operation. In the event a measuring device becomes inoperable, it
shall be repaired or replaced as soon as practicable. The records shall be maintained in accordance with
General Provision 7.

Spray Dry FGD Adiabatic Approach Temperature Monitoring

The permittee shall install, calibrate, and maintain measuring device(s) to continuously monitor the
adiabatic approach temperature for the spray dry FGD spray tower in degrees Fahrenheit. The
temperature differential shall be recorded once per day while the Riley Boiler is in operation. In the event
a measuring device becomes inoperable, it shall be repaired or replaced as soon as practicable. The
records shall be maintained in accordance with General Provision 7.

Primary and Over-Fired Air Flow Monitoring

The permittee shall install, calibrate, and maintain measuring devices to continuously monitor the primary
and over-fired air flow rates into the Riley Boiler, in feet per minute. The flow rate shall be recorded once
per day while the Riley Boiler is in operation. In the event a measuring device becomes inoperable, it
shall be repaired or replaced as soon as practicable. The records shall be maintained in accordance with
General Provision 7.

Operation and Maintenance Manuals

Within 60 days after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit Condition 3.3),
the permittee shall develop and submit to DEQ an Operation and Maintenance (O&M) manual for review
and comment at the address provided (Permit Condition 2.3). Any changes to the O&M manual shall be
submitted to DEQ for review and comment within 15 days of the change.

e The O&M manual shall describe for each of the control equipment described in the Regulated
Emission Point Sources Table (Permit Condition 1.2) procedures that will be followed to ensure
compliance with BART emission limits (Permit Condition 3.4), CO emission limits (Permit
Condition 3.5), the maintenance of BART equipment requirement (Permit Condition 3.9), the control
equipment maintenance and operation general provision (General Provision 2), and the
manufacturer’s specifications. The O&M manual shall be a permittee developed document based
upon, but independent from, the manufacturer supplied operating manual(s).

e The permittee shall operate the control equipment in accordance with the O&M manual. The
procedures specified in the O&M manual are incorporated by reference into this permit and are
enforceable permit conditions. The O&M manual and copies of any manufacturer’s manual(s) and
recommendations shall remain on site at all times and shall be made available to DEQ representatives
upon request.

e Ata minimum, the manufacturer’s recommended values that shall be maintained for each of the
following operating parameters shall be included in the manual:

*  Baghouse minimum and maximum pressure drop, in inches of water (iwg),
b

= Spray dry FGD minimum slurry flow rate, in gallons per minute (gpm);

« Spray dry FGD adiabatic approach temperature, in degrees Fahrenheit (°F) above the adiabatic
saturation temperature;

T2-2009.0105 Page 8



* LNB minimum and maximum flow rates for both primary and over-fired airflow, in feet per
minute (fpm); and

= Requirements to monitor and record the parameters listed above accordance with the frequency
recommended by the manufacturer, and at a minimum each day that the Riley Boiler is operated.

Performance Testing Requirements

3.14 Initial Performance Tests

No later than 90 days after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit
Condition 3.3), performance tests shall be conducted on the Riley Boiler stack to demonstrate
compliance with the following emission limits, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.405 and IDAPA
58.01.01.157:

= The BART PM emission limit in pounds per hour (Permit Condition 3.4);

»  The BART SO, emission limit in pounds per hour (Permit Condition 3.4);

=  The BART NOy emission limit in pounds per hour (Permit Condition 3.4); and
= The CO emission limit in pounds per hour (Permit Condition 3.5).

Each performance test shall be conducted under the following conditions, unless otherwise approved
by DEQ, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.405, IDAPA 58.01.01.157, and General Provision 6:

=  Emissions shall be measured while combusting coal fuel in the Riley Boiler.
= Three separate test runs shall be conducted for each performance test.

= Parameters shall be monitored and recorded as specified in the performance test monitoring and
recordkeeping requirement (Permit Condition 3.16).

3.15 Periodic Performance Testing

Performance tests to determine PM, SO,, NOy, and CO emissions in pounds per hour from the Riley
Boiler stack shall be conducted no less frequently than annually following the date of each required initial
performance test, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.405 and under the conditions required for the
initial performance tests (Permit Condition 3.14), unless another testing frequency has been approved by
DEQ.

3.10 Performance Test Monitoring and Recordkeeping

The permittee shall monitor and record the following during each performance test, unless otherwise
approved by DEQ:

Steam production rate of the Riley Boiler, in pounds per hour (Ib steam/hr), once every 15 minutes;

Coal feed rate to the Riley Boiler, in tons per hour (T/hr), once every 15 minutes (the coal feed rate
may be determined using alternate relevant operational parameter(s) and a calculation method which
has been approved by DEQ);

Natural gas firing rate, in million standard cubic feet per hour (MMscf/hr), once every 15 minutes;
Highest heating value and analysis results, including ash content, of the coal fired;

Pressure drop across the baghouse during each test, in inches water gauge (iwg), once every 15
minutes;

Spray dry FGD minimum slurry flow rate, in gallons per minute (gpm};

Spray dry FGD adiabatic approach temperature, in degrees Fahrenheit (°F), once every 15 minutes;
and

T2-2009.0105
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3.17

e LNB primary and over-fired air flow rates, in feet per minute (fpm), once every 15 minutes.

Performance Test Reporting

The permittee shall submit performance test reports to DEQ which include records of the monitoring
required (Permit Condition 3.16) and in accordance with the performance testing general provision
(General Provision 6). Performance test reports shall be submitted by the permittee to the DEQ address
provided (Permit Condition 2.3).

Compliance Submittals and Notifications

3.18

3.19

3.20

Preconstruction Compliance Demonstrations

No later than 180 days prior to the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit
Condition 3.3), the permittee shall submit information and modeling analyses demonstrating that
installation and operation of BART will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any ambient
air quality standards, in accordance with the procedures provided in IDAPA 58.01.01.200-228. This shall
include the following, unless otherwise approved by DEQ:

e Demonstration of Preconstruction Compliance with Toxic Standards

e Demonstration of Preconstruction Compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAM 40 CFR 64 and IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.c ~ Documentation of Need for Improved Monitoring

No later than 90 days after the BART installation and operation due date (as defined in Permit
Condition 3.3) and unless otherwise approved by DEQ, the permittee shall submit information to address
monitoring changes in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.c, and in a Compliance Assurance
Monitoring (CAM) plan relevant to the installation and operation of BART in accordance with the
procedures in 40 CFR Part 64.

Submittal and Notification Requirements

Required compliance submittals and notifications (Permit Conditions 3.18 and 3.19) shall be submitted to
the DEQ address provided (Permit Condition 2.3).
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4. SOUTH PULP DRYER

Operating Requirements

4.1 BART 40 CFR 51.308, Subpart P — Shutdown of South Pulp Drver

The permittee shall permanently shut down the South pulp dryer (S-D1).

Notification and Reporting Requirements

4.2 Pulp Drver Shutdown Notification

Within 30 days after completing permanent shut down of the South pulp dryer (as required by Permit
Condition 4.1), the permittee shall provide written notification to DEQ of the decision to permanently
shut down the South pulp dryer. The notification shall include a description of the method used to ensure
permanent shut down of the South pulp dryer.
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5. SUMMARY OF EMISSION RATE LIMITS

The following table provides a summary of all emission rate limits required by this permit:

SUMMARY OF EMISSION RATE LIMITS

PM $0, NOx Cco
Ib/hr @9 | Ib/hr ™9 | Ib/he® | Ib/mr® | Tyr®

Source Description

Riley Boiler (S-B3) with

BART

@ Pounds per hour, as determined by a test method prescribed by IDAPA 58.01.01.157,
EPA reference method, or DEQ approved alternative.

®  Tons per any consecutive 12-calendar month period.
©  BART emissions rate in accordance with 40 CFR 51.308(e).

14 115 186 25.8 13

T2-2009.0105
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6. TIER Il PERMIT TO OPERATE GENERAL PROVISIONS

General Compliance

1. . The permittee has a continuing duty to comply with all terms and conditions of this permit. All emissions
authorized herein shall be consistent with the terms and conditions of this permit and the Rules for the
Control of Air Pollution in Idaho. The emissions of any pollutant in excess of the limitations specified
herein, or noncompliance with any other condition or limitation contained in this permit, shall constitute a
violation of this permit and the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in ldaho, and the Environmental

Protection and Health Act, [daho Code §39-101, et seq.
[Idaho Code §39-101, et seq.]

2. The permittee shall at all times (except as provided in the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho)
maintain in good working order and operate as efficiently as practicable, all treatment or control facilities
or systems installed or used to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit and other

applicable Idaho laws for the control of air pollution.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.405, 5/1/94|

3. Nothing in this permit is intended to relieve or exempt the permittee from the responsibility to comply

with all applicable local, state, or federal statutes, rules and regulations.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.406, 5/1/94]

Inspection and Entry
4. Upon presentation of credentials, the permittee shall allow DEQ or an authorized representative of DEQ
to do the following:

a. Enter upon the permittee’s premises where an emissions source is located or emissions related
activity is conducted, or where records are kept under conditions of this permit;

b.  Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that are kept under the conditions of this
permit;

c. Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and air pollution contro]
equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit; and

d. As authorized by the Idaho Environmental Protection and Health Act, sample or monitor, at
reasonable times, substances or parameters for the purpose of determining or ensuring compliance

with this permit or applicable requirements.
[Idaho Code §39-108]

Construction and Operation Notification

5. The permittee shall furnish DEQ written notifications as follows:
a. A notification of the date of initiation of construction, within five working days after occurrence;

b. A notification of the date of any suspension of construction, if such suspension lasts for one year or
more;

¢. A notification of the anticipated date of initial start-up of the stationary source or facility not more
than sixty days or less than thirty days prior to such date;

d. A notification of the actual date of initial start-up of the stationary source or facility within fifteen
days after such date; and
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e. A notification of the initial date of achieving the maximum production rate, within five working days

after occurrence - production rate and date.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.495, 5/1/94|

Performance Testing

6.

If performance testing (air emissions source test) is required by this permit, the permittee shall provide
notice of intent to test to DEQ at least |5 days prior to the scheduled test date or shorter time period as
approved by DEQ. DEQ may, at its option, have an observer present at any emissions tests conducted on
a source. DEQ requests that such testing not be performed on weekends or state holidays.

All performance testing shall be conducted in accordance with the procedures in IDAPA 58.01.01.157.
Without prior DEQ approval, any alternative testing is conducted solely at the permittee’s risk. If the
permittee fails to obtain prior written approval by DEQ for any testing deviations, DEQ may determine
that the testing does not satisfy the testing requirements. Therefore, at least 30 days prior to conducting
any performance test, the permittee is encouraged to submit a performance test protocol to DEQ for
approval. The written protocol shall include a description of the test method(s) to be used, an explanation
of any or unusual circumstances regarding the proposed test, and the proposed test schedule for
conducting and reporting the test.

Within 30 days following the date in which a performance test required by this permit is concluded, the
permittee shall submit to DEQ a performance test report. The written report shall include a description of
the process, identification of the test method(s) used, equipment used, all process operating data collected
during the test period, and test results, as well as raw test data and associated documentation, including

any approved test protocol.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.157, 4/5/00]

Monitoring and Recordkeeping

7.

The permittee shall maintain sufficient records to ensure compliance with all of the terms and conditions
of this permit. Records of monitoring information shall include, but not be limited to the following: (a)
the date, place, and times of sampling or measurements; (b) the date analyses were performed; (c) the
company or entity that performed the analyses; (d) the analytical techniques or methods used; (e) the
results of such analyses; and (f) the operating conditions existing at the time of sampling or measurement.
All monitoring records and support information shall be retained for a period of at least five years from
the date of the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or application. Supporting information includes,
but is not limited to, all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip-chart recordings for
continuous monitoring instrumentation and copies of all reports required by this permit. All records
required to be maintained by this permit shall be made available in either hard copy or electronic format
to DEQ representatives upon request.

[IDAPA 58.01.01.405, 5/1/94]

T2-2009.0105 ' Page 14



Excess Emissions

8. The permittee shall comply with the procedures and requirements of IDAPA 58.01.01.130-136 for excess
emissions due to startup, shutdown, scheduled maintenance, safety measures, upsets and breakdowns.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.130-136, 4/5/00)

Certification

9. All documents submitted to DEQ, including, but not limited to, records, monitoring data, supporting
information, requests for confidential treatment, testing reports, or compliance certification shall contain a
certification by a responsible official. The certification shall state that, based on information and belief
formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and information in the document(s) are true, accurate, and

complete.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.123, 5/1/94]

False Statements

10. No person shall knowingly make any false statement, representation, or certification in any form, notice,

or report required under this permit, or any applicable rule or order in force pursuant thereto.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.125, 3/23/98]

Tampering

11. No person shall knowingly render inaccurate any monitoring device or method required under this permit

or any applicable rule or order in force pursuant thereto.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.126, 3/23/98]

Expiration and Renewal

12. This permit shall be renewable on the expiration date, provided the permittee submits an application for
renewal to the Department and continues to meet all terms and conditions contained in the permit. The
expiration of this permit will not affect the operation of the stationary source of facility during the

administrative procedure period associated with the permit renewal process.
[TDAPA 58.01.01.404.04, 7/1/02)

Transferability

13. This permit is transferable in accordance with procedures listed in [DAPA 58.01.01.404.05.
|TDAPA 58.01.01.404.05, 4/11/06]
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Exhibit C

Statement of Basis re Tier II Operating Permit No. T2-209.0105



Department of Environmental Quality

Air Quality Division STATEMENT OF BASIS

ﬁ i } } State of [daho AIR QUALITY PERMIT

Tier Il Operating Permit No. T2-2009.0105

Final

The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC (TASCO)
Nampa Factory

Nampa, Idaho
Facility ID No. 027-00010

September 7, 2010
Morrie Lewi

Permit Writer

The purpose of this Statement of Basis is to satisfy the requirements of
IDAPA 58.01.01.et seq, Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho,
for issuing air permits.
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AAC
AFS
AIRS
AQCR
BART
CAA
CAM
CFR
co
DEQ
EGU
EPA
ESP
FGD
HAP
IDAPA

km

Ib/hy

Ib steam/hr
LNB
MACT
MMBtu/hr
MMscf/hr
NAAQS
NAICS
NESHAP
NO,

NO,
NSPS
Oo&M
OFA

PM

PM; 5
PM,o
PSD
Rules
SCR

SIC

SIp

SO,

SO,

T/hr

T/yr

T2

TAP
TASCO
ULNB
UTM
vocC
Adv

Acronyms, Units, and Chemical Nomenclature

acceptable ambient concentrations for non-carcinogens
AIRS Facility Subsystem

Aerometric Information Retrieval System

Air Quality Control Region

Best Available Retrofit Technologies

Clean Air Act

Compliance Assurance Monitoring

Code of Federal Regulations

carbon monoxide

Department of Environmental Quality
electrical generation units

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
electrostatic precipitator »

flue gas desulfurization

hazardous air pollutants

a numbering designation for all administrative rules in Idaho promulgated in accordance with the Idaho
Administrative Procedures Act

kilometers

pounds per hour

pounds of steam output per hour

low NOy burner system

Maximum Achievable Control Technology
million British thermal units per hour

million standard cubic feet per hour

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

North American Industry Classification System
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
nitrogen dioxide

nitrogen oxides

New Source Performance Standards

operations and maintenance

over-fired air

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
prevention of significant deterioration

Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho
selective catalytic reduction

Standard Industrial Classification

State Implementation Plan

sulfur dioxide

sulfur oxides

tons per hour

tons per year

Tier 1l operating permit

toxic air pollutant

The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC
ultra-low NOy burner

Universal Transverse Mercator

volatile organic compounds

change in delta deciviews
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1.1

1.2

2.1

2.2

FACILITY INFORMATION

Facility Description
The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC — Nampa Factory is a beet sugar manufacturing plant.

Permitting Action and Facility Permitting History

This permit is a Tier Il operating permit (T2) for this existing facility. This T2 establishes emission
standards for the best available retrofit technologies (BART)' for the facility and associated monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements. See the current Tier I permit statement of basis for the
permitting history.

APPLICATION SCOPE AND APPLICATION CHRONOLOGY

Application Scope

This Tier I operating permit establishes the BART emission standards for the facility and the associated
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements, based upon the BART proposed by TASCO,
and the regional haze air quality impact analysis and BART determination completed by DEQ. Specific
information relevant to the control devices selected as BART may not be available at this time if the
information is contingent upon the design specifications of the specified control technology; this has
been noted where possible within the statement of basis.

Permitting Action Chronology

July 31, 2006 DEQ notified TASCO that each of the Nampa, Twin Falls, and
Mini-Cassia facilities had a boiler considered to be BART-¢eligible.

December 14, 2006 DEQ notified TASCO that each facility had a boiler considered to
be subject to BART based upon preliminary modeling analyses.

December 24, 2007 DEQ received a letter from TASCO including a claim of financial
hardship.

August 31, 2006 — March 2008 DEQ received several communications from TASCO which
provided revised emission data and supporting documentation.

August 31, 2006 — July 21, 2009 DEQ received several communications from TASCO which
included concerns regarding the BART technical review. DEQ
responded to concerns and provided supporting information, and
informed TASCO that the option was available to submit alternate’
analyses.

February 23, 2007 DEQ provided revised modeling analyses to TASCO, which
indicated that the Nampa facility was subject to BART and that the
Twin Falls and Mini-Cassia facilities were not subject to BART.

June 17, 2007 DEQ notified TASCO that the Riley boiler was a BART-eligible
source and subject to BART.

July 19, 2007 DEQ notified TASCO that the Riley boiler was determined to be
subject-to-BART and provided the subject-to-BART determination
(refer to Appendix C).

July 24,2007 DEQ sent copies of the BART exemption modeling to the EPA and
FLM for review.

! Additional information concerning the Regional Haze Rule can be found at http://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/prog_issues/poltutants/haze_bart.cfm.
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November 20, 2007

September 16, 2008

February 9, 2009

March 11 —May 13, 2009
June 17, 2009

July 1, 2009

July 3, 2009

July 17, 2009

July 21, 2009

August 18, 2009

August 21, 2009

August 25, 2009

August 28, 2009
September 10, 2009
October 9, 2009
November 5, 2009
November 18, 2009

February 22 — March 14, 2010

DEQ received a BART determination analysis report from TASCO
for the Riley Boiler. DEQ sent a letter to TASCO requesting review
of additional control technologies and requesting information
supporting the claim of financial hardship and the technically
infeasibility of certain control technologies.

DEQ provided TASCO the results of modeling analyses for BART
alternative control strategies, and requested that TASCO provide
DEQ with any BART alternatives for consideration which could
achieve equivalent or better improvements.

DEQ received a revised BART determination analysis report from
TASCO which included additional feasible control technologies.

DEQ requested and received guidance from EPA concerning
evaluation of the claim of financial hardship.

DEQ sent a letter to TASCO requesting financial information in
order to evaluate the claim of financial hardship.

DEQ met with TASCO to discuss BART alternatives and extended
the deadline for providing supporting financial information.

DEQ sent a letter to TASCO addressing questions concerning the
subject-to-BART modeling analyses.

DEQ notified TASCO of the control technology selection and
provided the BART determination analyses (refer to Appendix B).

DEQ received financial information from TASCO with a claim of
confidentiality.

DEQ made available the draft permit and statement of basis for
peer and Boise Regional Office review,

DEQ made available the draft permit and statement of basis to
TASCO for facility review.

DEQ received a communication from TASCO requesting that
facility review of the draft permit and statement of basis be
postponed until the claim of financial hardship had been evaluated.

DEQ sent an email to TASCO approving the postponement of the
facility review period for the draft permit and statement of basis.

DEQ was informed by TASCO that financial information could be
released to EPA concerning the claim of confidentiality.

DEQ met with EPA and TASCO to discuss the claim of financial
hardship.

DEQ met with EPA and TASCO to review the financial
information submitted and to request additional information.

DEQ received supplemental BART determination information from
TASCO.

DEQ was provided a financial analysis and supporting information
from EPA Region X which indicated that BART was affordable
based upon the financial information provided.
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March 17,2010

March 26, 2010

April 1,2010

April 6, 2010

April 19 — May 19, 2010

September 7, 2010

DEQ notified TASCO that it had been determined that BART was
affordable and provided the financial analysis and supporting
information.

DEQ made available a revised draft permit and statement of basis
for facility review.

DEQ sent a letter to TASCO responding to concerns identified in
the BART determination letter dated November 18, 2009, and
addressing financial hardship, modeling, and emissions reduction
crediting concerns.

DEQ received comments from TASCO concerning the draft permit
and statement of basis. Specific comments relevant to the selected
BART control options were addressed as described in the permit
condition section (refer to Section 4.11).

DEQ provided a public comment period on the proposed Tier 11
operating permit and BART determination.

DEQ issued the final permit and statement of basis.
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3. TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

3.1 Emission Unit and Control Device

Detailed discussion of the emission control devices, estimated emission reductions, and regional haze
air quality impact analysis associated with the BART determination have been included in
Appendices B and C. A general description of the emission control devices required as BART follows.

A baghouse (Unit No. A-B3) manufactured by Envirotech Corp. is used for the control of particulate
matter (PM) emissions from the Riley boiler.

A spray dry flue gas desulfurization (FGD) system has been required for the control of sulfur dioxide
(SO,) emissions from the Riley boiler. In a spray dry FGD system, the flue gas is introduced into a
tower and contacts an atomized spray of lime slurry, which absorbs and neutralizes the SO,.

A low NOx burner system (LNB) with over-fired air has been required for the control of nitrogen oxides
(NOx) emissions from the Riley boiler. Low NOyx combustion with over-fired air utilizes fuel and air
mixing optimization and staged combustion techniques to minimize thermal NOyx formation.
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Table 3.1 SUMMARY OF BART ANALYSES & DETERMINATIONS'

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 5 Step 6
PoIl\S::nt Technologies T;::;Lclil;y CLOE:Z:)I Contf‘ol in‘nlliziil:'::t(;t Most effective?
Identified (Y/N)z (lb/hr)’ Ranking (¢ days >0.5 Adv)“ (Y/N)Z
Wet ESP Y 12.4 1 - N’
oM Dry ESP Y 12.4 1 P N°
Enhanced baghouse Y 12.4 1 -3 N°
Existing baghouse Y 12.4 1 - Y
Wet FGD Y 26 1 43 N’
Spray Dry FGD Y 104 2 51 Y
30, Dry Trona FGD Y 183 3 58 N
Dry Lime FGD Y 235 4 66 N
Low sulfur coal Y 444 S 90 N
Base case® Y 522 6 127 N
SNCR N* - - - -
SCR Y 37 1 40 Y
ULNB N’ - - - -
NOy
LNB/OFA Y 131 2 56 N
LNB Y 187 3 69 N
Base case® Y 374 4 127 N

This table summarizes each BART analysis and determination; detailed technical information can be found in
Appendices B and C.

2 sy = Yes; “N” = No.

? Estimated emission rate assuming the control efficiency provided for each technology; information on actual
performance based upon specific equipment design and operating conditions was not available.

4 Adv = delta deciviews; result is based on changes to visibility at the Eagle Cap Wilderness, the Class [ area
showing the greatest impact from the Riley Boiler.

> Because the cost of the enhanced baghouse, dry ESP, and wet ESP options were determined to outweigh the
improvement, BART was selected based on costs of compliance and the pollution control equipment in use
(existing baghouse). Specific modeling of each PM control scenario was not analyzed.

¢ Base case provided in this table represents continuous operation of the Riley boiler and the three pulp dryers
(without BART).

7 Wet FGD was not ranked higher due to non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance related to wastewater
freatment.

¥ SNCR was not considered feasible due to concerns that the flue gas would not have adequate residence time to
achieve reliable control.

® ULNB was not considered feasible due to concerns that the boiler firebox would not be large enough to
accommodate the full burner/flame management system required.

A summary of the BART analyses and determinations is provided in Table 3.1; detailed information is
provided in Appendices B and C. In making the BART determination, TASCO was requested to follow
the guidelines provided in Appendix Y to Part 51—Guidelines for BART Determinations Under the
Regional Haze Rule. Although the guidelines were required for electrical generation units, EPA has
determined that they may be used for other BART source categories.
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3.2

The BART analysis and determination followed the five-step process as provided in Appendix Y:

1) Identify all retrofit control technologies

2) Eliminate technically infeasible options

3) Evaluate control effectiveness of the remaining control technologies

4) Evaluate the impacts of each remaining control technology (including energy, non-air quality
environmental, and cost impacts; and the remaining useful life of the source)

S) Select BART and determine the degree of visibility improvement

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.c, the determination of BART must be based on an analysis
of the best system of continuous emission control technology available and associated emission
reductions achievable for each BART-eligible source that is subject to BART within the state. In this
analysis, the following must be taken into consideration: costs of compliance; energy and non-air
quality environmental impacts of compliance; any pollution control equipment in use at the source; the
remaining useful life of the source; and the degree of improvement in visibility which may reasonably
be anticipated to result from the use of such technology. These considerations were considered and
evaluated in Steps 4 and 5 of each BART analysis (refer to Appendix B).

As provided in Table 3.1, because the existing baghouse is already in use at the facility, no improvement
in visibility is expected as a result of this BART implementation.

As provided in Table 3.1, the spray dry FGD is expected to result in the reduction or elimination of 76
days of visibility impairment.

As provided in Table 3.1, the SCR system is expected to result in the reduction or elimination of 87
days of visibility impairment. The LNB with OFA combined with crediting visibility improvements
related to the shutdown of three pulp dryers (BART alternative) is expected to result in the reduction or
elimination of 71 days of visibility impairment.

The visibility improvements expected from the combination of the selected control options (BART
controls, with or without election of the BART alternative) is expected to result in a minimum reduction
or elimination of 124 days of visibility impairment (to a total of 3 days predicted of visibility
impairment). Refer to Appendix B for additional information.

Emission Inventories

Detailed discussion of the emission control devices, estimated emission reductions, and regional haze
air quality impact analysis associated with the BART determination have been included in Appendices
B and C. A general description of the estimated emission reductions follows.

A summary of the estimated emission reductions for the required BART and the BART alternative
(crediting shutdown of the three pulp dryers) is provided in Table 3.2. SO;, NOy, and PM emissions
were considered visibility-impairing pollutants applicable to BART review.

The BART and BART alternative will result in a net emission decrease of applicable regional haze
poliutants (PM, SO,, and NOy). However, an increase in the emissions of other criteria pollutants (e.g.,
CO and VOC) and toxic air pollutants associated with the use of lime slurry may result based upon
BART final design specifications. Precise estimates of these emission increases have not been
determined because information is not yet available and has not been provided by the permittee.
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Table 3.2 ESTIMATED INCREASE IN CONTROLLED EMISSIONS —

RILEY BOILER WITH BART

Pollutants Baseline Emissions | BART Emissions N(;tn?rr:;ssseison
(Ib/hr) (Ib/hr)? (Ib/hr)
Regional Haze Pollutants

PM —Riley boiler 12.4 12.4 0

PM — pulp dryers shutdown® 98.1 -98.1

SO, ~ Riley boiler 522 115 -407

SO, ~ pulp dryers shutdown® 17.8 -17.8

NOx — Riley boiler 374 186 -188

NOx — pulp dryers shutdown® 191 -191

Total 1,215.3 313.4 -901.9

TAP and other Criteria Pollutants

CO —Riley boiler 10.9 25.8 14.9

VOC - Riley boiler 1.95 TBD® TBD®

Other criteria pollutants and

TAP (including lime used in TBD® TBD* TBD*

spray dry FGD}

a. Based upon the shutdown of the three pulp dryers (SD-1, SD-2, and SD-3), and the installation and operation of the
existing baghouse (AB-3), spray dry FGD, and LNB with OFA control equipment as BART.

b. Based upon the estimated emission reductions attributable 1o shutdown of the three pulp dryers (SD-1, SD-2, and SD-3),
as provided in Table 7 of the revised proposed BART determination submitted February 9, 2009.

c. To be determined (TBD); emissions of these pollutants are dependent upon BART final design specifications, and
preconstruction compliance demonstrations may be required

This Tier Il operating permit (T2-2009.0105) may need to be revised based upon BART final design
specifications, especially with regard to the installation of the LNB. Permit Condition 3.18 requires that
the permittee provide information and modeling analyses in order to demonstrate that BART will not
cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any applicable ambient air quality standards.

3.3 Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis

Detaijled discussion of the emission control devices, estimated emission reductions, and regional haze
air quality impact analysis associated with the BART determination have been included in
Appendices B and C. A general description of the regional haze ambient impact analysis follows.

The Riley boiler was determined to contribute to visibility impairment (and therefore subject to BART)
because the modeled 98th percentile change in deciviews (delta-deciview) was equal to or greater than
the contribution threshold of 0.5 deciviews. A single source that is responsible for a one-half (0.5)
deciview change or more in any mandatory Class [ Federal Area is considered to “contribute” to
visibility impairment in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.b.

As discussed in Section 3.1, the visibility improvements expected from the combination of the selected
control options (with or without election of the BART alternative) is expected to result in a minimum
reduction or elimination of 124 days of visibility impairment (to a total of 3 days predicted of visibility
impairment). This was determined based on modeling analysis considering implementation of the
existing baghouse, a spray dry flue gas desulfurization system, a dry low NOx burner with over-fired
air, and permanent shutdown of the pulp dryers). Refer to Section 3.1 for additional information.
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4.2

4.3

Although regional haze modeling was completed, ambient air impact analyses for the Riley boiler have
not been provided to account for any net emission increase expected to result from installation and
operation of BART control equipment. A net emission increase in CO emissions may be expected to
result from operation of the LNB. A net emission increase resulting from the use of lime slurry may be
expected to result from the operation of the spray dry FGD system.”

Because ambient air impact analyses were not provided to demonstrate preconstruction compliance with
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), applicable preconstruction compliance
demonstrations have been required to be submitted to DEQ prior to construction (Permit Condition
3.18). The permittee is encouraged to submit any required preconstruction compliance demonstration as
soon as practicable to allow adequate time for DEQ to review, and to process any associated permitting
actions (if applicable). Refer to Section 3.2 for additional information.

Similarly, because emission estimates and ambient air impact analyses were not provided to address
applicability to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements, applicable preconstruction
compliance demonstrations have been required to be submitted to DEQ prior to construction (Permit
Condition 3.18). In addition, an annual emission limit for CO has been included in an attempt to ensure
that the significance threshold of 100 T/yr will not be exceeded, which would result in applicability to
PSD review. The permittee is encouraged to submit this information as soon as practicable to allow
adequate time for DEQ to review, and to process any associated permitting actions (if applicable).

Similarly, because emission estimates and ambient air impact analyses were not provided to
demonstrate preconstruction compliance with toxic standards, applicable preconstruction compliance
demonstrations have been required to be submitted to DEQ prior to construction (Permit Condition
3.18).

REGULATORY REVIEW

Attainment Designation (40 CFR 81.313)

The facility is located in Canyon County, which is designated as attainment or unclassifiable for PM,,,
PM; s, CO, NO,, SOy, and Ozone. Reference 40 CFR 81.313.

Permit to Construct (IDAPA 58.01.01.201)

This permitting action was processed in accordance with the procedures of IDAPA 58.01.01.400-410
(refer to Section 4.3).

Tier Il Operating Permit (IDAPA 58.01.01.401)

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.03.b, DEQ may require or revise a Tier Il operating permit for any
stationary source or facility whenever DEQ determines that specific emission standards or requirements
on operation or maintenance are necessary to ensure compliance with any applicable emission standard
or rule. This Tier I operating permit establishes the BART emission standards applicable to the Riley
boiler. Therefore this permitting action was processed in accordance with the procedures of IDAPA
58.01.01.400-410.

2 As provided by TASCO in the revised BART determination analysis report (02/09/09).
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4.4 Title V Classification (IDAPA 58.01.01.300, 40 CFR Part 70)

The installation and operation of BART control devices are not expected to change Title V applicability
or classification for the facility. Although BART control equipment is expected to reduce annual PM,
SO,, and NOy emissions, and an enforceable CO annual emission limit (T/yr) has been established in an
attempt to preclude PSD applicability, facility-wide emissions are still expected to remain above major
source thresholds.

The facility is classified as a major facility as defined in IDAPA 58.01.01.008.10, because it emits or
has the potential to emit regulated air pollutants in amounts greater than or equal to major facility
thresholds listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.008.10.

4.5 PSD Classification (40 CFR 52.21)

The installation and operation of BART control devices is not expected to change PSD applicability or
classification for the facility. BART standards establish short-term PM, SO,, and NOyx emission limits
(1b/hr); an enforceable CO annual emission limit (T/yr) has been established in an attempt to preclude
PSD applicability. At the time of this permitting action, TASCO has not proposed or requested an
annual increase in emissions that would be applicable to PSD review.

Emissions of CO may increase as a result of the installation of a LNB. Using the emission factors in
AP-42 as a relative guide for comparison purposes, the use of a LNB could potentially double the
emissions of CO, resulting in a potential increase of approximately 30 T/yr and less than the PSD
significance level of 100 T/yr for CO emissions.”

Permit Condition 3.5 includes emission limits in tons per year and pounds per hour (based on unlimited
operation at 8,760 hr/yr) in an attempt to preclude PSD applicability and to avoid exceeding the PSD
significance threshold for CO.

40 CFR 5221 (oo Prevention of significant deterioration of air quality.

In accordance with §52.21(a)(2)(i), the requirements of this section apply to any project at an existing
major stationary source in an area designated as attainment or unclassifiable under sections
107(d)(1)(A)(ii) or (iii) of the Act. The Riley boiler is an existing major stationary source in an
attainment area.

In accordance with §52.21(a)(2)(ii), the requirements of paragraphs (j) through (r) of this section apply
to the construction of any new major stationary source or the major modification of any existing major
stationary source, except as this section otherwise provides.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(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 emissions increase
(as defined in paragraph (b)(40) of this section) of a regulated NSR pollutant (as defined in paragraph
(b)(50) of this section); and a significant net emissions increase of that pollutant from the major
stationary source.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(40), a significant emissions increase means, for a regulated NSR
pollutant, an increase in emissions that is significant (as defined in paragraph (b)(23) of this section) for
that pollutant.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(23)(i), significant means, in reference to a net emissions increase or the
potential of a source to emit any of the following pollutants, a rate of emissions that would equal or
exceed any of the rates listed, including 100 T/yr of carbon monoxide (CO). The LNB with OFA may

3 Relative increase estimated based on emission estimates provided in TASCO’s revised BART determination (02/09/09) and a ratio of emission factors
found in AP-42 Section 1.7, Table 1.7-3 and Table 1.7-1. This estimate is provided for informational purposes only, the actual emissions increase may
vary based upon LNB final design specifications and the combustion of other coal types, such as bituminous and subbituminous coal.
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have the possibility of resulting in an increase in the emissions of a listed pollutant, specifically that of
CO emissions.

In accordance with §52.2 1(b)(3)(i), net emissions increase means, with respect to any regulated NSR
pollutant emitted by a major stationary source, the amount by which the sum of the following exceeds
zero: (a) the increase in emissions from a particular physical change or change in the method of
operation at a stationary source as calculated pursuant to paragraph (a)(2)(iv) of this section; and (b) any
other increases and decreases in actual emissions at the major stationary source that are
contemporaneous with the particular change and are otherwise creditable.

In accordance with §52.21(a)(2)(iv)(a), a project is a major modification for a regulated NSR pollutant
if it causes two types of emissions increases—a significant emissions increase, and a significant net
emissions increase. The project is not a major modification if it does not cause a significant emissions
increase.

In accordance with §52.21(a)(2)(iv)(c), the actual-to-projected-actual applicability test is used as the
procedure for calculating (before beginning actual construction) whether a significant emissions
increase will occur for projects that only involve existing emissions units. A significant emissions
increase of a regulated NSR pollutant is projected to occur if the sum of the difference between the
projected actual emissions and the baseline actual emissions equals or exceeds the significant amount
for that pollutant.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(48)(ii), for an existing emissions unit, baseline actual emissions means the
average rate of emissions, in tons per year, of a regulated NSR pollutant, at which the emissions unit
actually emitted the pollutant during any consecutive 24-month period selected by the owner or operator
within the 10-year period immediately preceding either the date the owner or operator begins actual
construction of the project, whichever is earlier, except that the 10-year period shall not include any
period earlier than November 15, 1990.

The average rate of emissions over 2003-2005 were provided by TASCO in the revised BART
determination analysis (02/09/09). Although these emission calculations were not presented to
determine PSD applicability, until additional information has been provided and in absence of data for a
10-year period, these numbers have been used for this purpose. The 24-month average annual emissions
(over 2004-2005) of CO from the Riley boiler was 30.5 T/yr.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(41)(i), projected actual emissions means the maximum annual rate, in
T/yr, at which an existing emissions unit is projected to emit a regulated NSR pollutant in any one of the
5 years (12-month period) following the date the unit resumes regular operation after the project, or in
any one of the 10 years following that date, if the project involves increasing the emissions unit's design
capacity or its potential to emit that regulated NSR pollutant and full utilization of the unit would result
in a significant emissions increase or a significant net emissions increase at the major stationary source.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(41)(ii)(d), in lieu of using other methods, and in absence of information
unavailable at this time, the emissions unit's potential to emit has been used to determine the projected
actual emissions.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(4), potential to emit means the maximum capacity of a stationary source
to emit a pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any physical or operational limitation on
the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, including air pollution control equipment and restrictions
on hours of operation or on the type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be
treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally
enforceable. Secondary emissions do not count in determining the potential to emit of a stationary
source.
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4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

The Riley boiler potential to emit has been limited to 113 T/yr of CO emissions in Permit Condition 3.5.
As a result, the actual-to-projected-actual applicability test would result in an emissions increase of 82.5
T/yr (113 =30.5 T/yr), which includes a significant margin of compliance to avoid exceeding the 100
T/yr significance threshold for CO.

NSPS Applicability (40 CFR 60)

Installation of a LNB for the control of NOy may meet the definition of modification or reconstruction
of the Riley boiler as defined in 40 CFR 60.14 and 60.15 (respectively); determinations of applicability
have not been made at this time. The permittee is encouraged to submit information necessary to make
these determinations as soon as practicable to atlow adequate time for DEQ to review, and to process
any associated permitting actions (if applicable). Refer to Section 3.2 for additional information.

NESHAP Applicability (40 CFR 61)

The instaliation and operation of BART is not expected to change National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) Part 61 applicability for the Riley boiler.

MACT Applicability (40 CFR 63)

The installation and operation of BART control devices is not expected to change National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) Part 63 applicability for the Riley boiler.

CAM Applicability (40 CFR 64)

This permitting action does not address specific Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM)
requirements relevant to the installation and operation of BART control devices. Revisions to the CAM
plan may be required on or before the Title V operating permit renewal in order to address CAM
requirements for each of the BART control devices implemented.

The Riley boiler has potential pre-control device emission rates equal to or greater than 100 percent of
the amount required for a source to be classified as a major source (including SO, and NOx emissions).
Therefore, the Riley boiler and associated BART will continue to be subject to the requirements of
CAM in accordance with 40 CFR 64.2(a).

New monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements associated with BART operating
parameters (indicators) may need to be addressed in the CAM plan, including requirements specific to
PM for the baghouse, requirements specific to SO, for the spray dry FGD system, and requirements
specific to NOy for over-fired air combustion techniques.
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4.10

BART Applicability (40 CFR 51.308)
4O0CFRSI301 i, Definitions.

In accordance with §51.301;
BART-eligible source means an existing stationary facility as defined in this section.

Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) means an emission limitation based on the degree of
reduction achievable through the application of the best system of continuous emission reduction for
each pollutant which is emitted by an existing stationary facility. The emission limitation must be
established, on a case-by-case basis, taking into consideration the technology available, the costs of
compliance, the energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance, any pollution control
equipment in use or in existence at the source, the remaining useful life of the source, and the degree of
improvement in visibility which may reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of such
technology.

Deciview means a measurement of visibility impairment. A deciview is a haze index derived from
calculated light extinction, such that uniform changes in haziness correspond to uniform incremental
changes in perception across the entire range of conditions, from pristine to highly-impaired. The
deciview haze index is calculated based on the following equation (for the purposes of calculating
deciview, the atmospheric light extinction coefficient must be calculated from aerosol measurements):

Deciview haze index=10 In(be./10 Mm—1).
Where b.,=the atmospheric light extinction coefficient, expressed in inverse megameters (Mm—1).

Existing stationary facility means any of the stationary sources of air pollutants listed in 40 CFR 51.301,
including any reconstructed source, which was not in operation prior to August 7, 1962, and was in
existence on August 7, 1977, and has the potential to emit 250 tons per year or more of any air pollutant.
The list of 26 source categories includes fossil-fuel boilers of more than 250 MMBtu/hr heat input. Tn
determining potential to emit, fugitive emissions, to the extent quantifiable, must be counted.

The Riley boiler is a BART-eligible source because it was an existing stationary facility that was not in
operation prior to August 7, 1962 and was in existence on August 7, 1977 (Riley boiler was installed in
1969), having the potential to emit 250 tons per year of air pollutants (PM, SO, NOy, and CO). The
Riley boiler is a fossil-fuel boiler with heat input of more than 250 MMBtu/hr (350 MMBtu/hr).

40 CFR ST.308 oo Regional haze program requirements.

In accordance with §51.308(a), this section establishes requirements for implementation plans, plan
revisions, and periodic progress reviews to address regional haze.

Section §51.308(b) through (f) describes the administrative procedures for the implementation plan for
regional haze. The plan must address regional haze in each mandatory Class I Federal area located
within the state and in each mandatory Class I Federal area located outside the state which may be
affected by emissions from within the state. At a minimum, the implementation plan must include
reasonable progress goals, calculations of baseline and natural visibility conditions, long-term strategy
for regional haze, monitoring strategy and other implementation plan requirements, Best Available
Retrofit Technology (BART) requirements for regional haze visibility impairment, requirements for
comprehensive periodic revisions of implementation plans for regional haze, and requirements for
periodic reports describing progress towards the reasonable progress goals.

Section §51.308(e) describes the Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) requirements for regional
haze visibility impairment. The state must submit an implementation plan containing emission
limitations representing BART and schedules for compliance with BART for each BART-eligible
source that may reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to any impairment of visibility in any
mandatory Class I Federal area. The purpose of IDAPA 58.01.01.668 is to implement the BART
requirements in 40 CFR 51.308(e). '
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In accordance with §51.308(e)(1), to address the requirements for BART, the state must submit an
implementation plan containing the plan elements and include documentation for all required analyses.

In accordance with §51.301, a BART-¢eligible source means an existing stationary facility, which
includes fossil-fuel boilers of more than 250 million British thermal units per hour heat input, which
was not in operation prior to August 7, 1962, and was in existence on August 7, 1977, and has the
potential to emit 250 tons per year (T/yr) or more of any air pollutant. In determining potential to emit,
fugitive emissions, to the extent quantifiable, must be counted. The Riley boiler was installed in 1969,
and based on the emission estimates provided, the Riley boiler has the potential to emit more than 250
tons per year each of PM, SO,, and NOyx emissions (refer to Section 3.1). Therefore the Riley boiler was
determined to be subject to BART.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(ii), each BART-eligible source in the state that emits any air pollutant
which may reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to any impairment of visibility in any
mandatory Class [ Federal area is subject to BART. Based on the results of the modeling analysis, the
TASCO Riley Boiler impacted the Eagle Cap Wilderness, Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, and
the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness. A detailed discussion follows in the regulatory review provided
for IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(ii)(A), the determination of BART must be based on an analysis of
the best system of continuous emission control technology available and associated emission reductions
achievable for each BART-eligible source that is subject to BART within the state. In this analysis, the
state must take into consideration the technology available, the costs of compliance, the energy and
non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance, any pollution control equipment in use at the
source, the remaining useful life of the source, and the degree of improvement in visibility which may
reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of such technology. '

Because the Riley boiler has the potential to emit more than 250 T/yr each of PM, SO, and NOx
emissions (refer to Section 3.1), it does not qualify for the exception provided in §51.308(e)(1)(1i)(C).

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(iii), if the state determines in establishing BART that technological or
economic limitations on the applicability of measurement methodology to a particular source would
make the imposition of an emission standard infeasible, it may instead prescribe a design, equipment,
work practice, or other operational standard, or combination thereof, to require the application of
BART. Such standard, to the degree possible, is to set forth the emission reduction to be achieved by
implementation of such design, equipment, work practice or operation, and must provide for compliance
by means which achieve equivalent results. At this time it has not been demonstrated that the imposition
of an emission standard is infeasible due to technological or economic limitations. Therefore alternative
standards were not considered and enforceable PM, SO,, and NOy emission limits and associated
requirements were included in the permit.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(iv), each source subject to BART shall be required to install and
operate BART as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event later than 5 years after approval of the
implementation plan revision. Permit Condition 3.3 includes the requirement of this section.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(v), each source subject to BART shall maintain the control equipment
required by this subpart and establish procedures to ensure such equipment is properly operated and
maintained. Permit Condition 3.12 includes the requirement of this section.

In accordance with §51.308(¢e)(2), a state may opt to implement or require participation in an emissions
trading program or other alternative measure rather than to require sources subject to BART to install,
operate, and maintain BART. The alternative measure must achieve greater reasonable progress than
would be achieved through the installation and operation of BART. For all such alternative measures,
the state must submit an implementation plan containing the plan elements and include documentation
for all required analyses.
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Consideration of the shutdown of the three pulp dryers as proposed by TASCO and the associated
emission reductions was provided as part of an alternative measure to the installation and operation of
BART. The shutdown of the three pulp dryers (SD-1, SD-2, and SD-3) and the installation and
operation of low NOy burners with over-fired air (LNB with OFA) combined were determined to be
equivalent or better in achieving the NOx emission reductions at the facility using the SCR system
BART option (refer to Appendix B).

In accordance with §51.308(e)(2)(i), a demonstration that the alternative measure will achieve greater
reasonable progress than would have resulted from the installation and operation of BART at all sources
subject to BART in the state and covered by the alternative program. Modeling analysis and
documentation, including a list of all BART-eligible sources, an analysis of the best system of
continuous emission control technology available and associated emission reductions achievable for the
Riley boiler, a determination of BART for the Riley boiler, and an analysis of the projected emission
reductions achievable through the alternative measure have been provided in Appendix B.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(2)(i)(E), it has been determined by DEQ that based on the clear weight
of evidence the alternative measure to BART (LNB with OFA) for the control of NOx emissions
achieves greater reasonable progress than would be achieved through the installation and operation of
BART at the covered sources.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(2)(ii1), all necessary emission reductions shall take place during the
period of the first long-term strategy for regional haze.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(2)(iv), a demonstration that the emission reductions resulting from the
alternative measure will be surplus to those reductions resulting from measures adopted to meet
requirements of the CAA as of the baseiine date of the SIP was provided in Appendix B.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(3), because the distribution of emissions is not substantially different
than under BART, and the alternative measure results in greater emission reductions, the alternative
measure has been deemed by DEQ to achieve greater reasonable progress.

Permit Conditions 3.8 and 4.1 include BART alternative requirements in accordance with this section.
IDAPA 58.01.01.668.........ccccoviiiinn, BART REQUIREMENT FOR REGIONAL HAZE

The purpose of Section 668 is to implement the BART requirements in 40 CFR 51.308(e). The analysis
and documentation specified is required for each BART-eligible source.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.01, analysis and documentation has been provided that DEQ
has identified a list of all BART-eligible sources within the state. The Riley boiler was identified in a
list of all BART-eligible sources that was provided in a letter to TASCO June 17, 2007.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02, DEQ shall complete a determination of BART for each
BART-eligible source in the state that emits any air pollutant which may reasonably be anticipated to
cause or contribute to any impairment of visibility in any mandatory Class 1 Federal Area. All such
sources are subject to BART. The BART analysis and documentation demonstrating that the Riley
Boiler is subject to BART was provided in a letter to TASCO on July 19, 2007, and has been provided
in Appendix C.

The Riley boiler meets the definition of BART-eligible source in accordance with §51.301. SO, NOy,
and PM emissions were considered as the visibility-impairing pollutants applicable to BART review,
and the following Class | Federal areas were included in the modeling analysis: Craters of the Moon,
Eagle Cap Wilderness, Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, Jarbidge Wilderness, Sawtooth
Wilderness, Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, and Strawberry Mountain Wilderness.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.b, a single source that is responsible for a one-half (0.5)
deciview change or more in any mandatory Class I Federal Area is considered to “contribute” to
visibility impairment. DEQ used air dispersion modeling to determine if the 0.5 deciview threshold was
exceeded by any of the BART-eligible sources in Idaho. As summarized in Table 4.1, the Riley boiler
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was predicted to have contributed to a visibility impairment at the Eagle Cap Wilderness, Hells Canyon
National Recreation Area, and Strawberry Mountain Wilderness mandatory Class | Federal Areas with
the 98th percentile highest delta-deciview greater than 0.5 during the modeling period 2003-2005.

Table 4.1 SUMMARY OF BART ANALYSIS

T .
[ Regionat Rilg;(;zal Contribute to
Capacit ‘ ' o
Emissions Unit Year Installed MI:IPB CI/l)xl Haze Pollutants Nearfxs: ;31355 ‘W ii?::“:fw
( tw/hr) | ponutants Exceeding o (Y/Ng)'.

250 T/yr

Eagle Cap
Wilderness

Hells Canyon
National v
Recreation Area

Strawberry
Mountain
Wilderness

PM, SO,, 1 PM, SO,

Riley boiler 1969 350 NOy | NOx Sawtooth

Wilderness

[
Selway-Bitterroot
| Wilderness

Jarbidge
Wilderness

Craters of the
Moon National
‘ Monument

T oY = Yes. “N” = No,

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.c, the determination of BART must be based on an analysis
of the best system of continuous emission control technology available and associated emission
reductions achievable for each BART-eligible source that is subject to BART within the state. In this
analysis, the following must be taken into consideration: costs of compliance; energy and non-air

quality environmental impacts of compliance; any pollution control equipment in use at the source; the
remaining useful life of the source; and the degree of improvement in visibility which may reasonably
be anticipated to result from the use of such technology. These considerations were included in Step 4 of
the BART analysis (refer to Section 3.1 and Appendix B).

Because the Riley boiler has the potential to emit more than 250 T/yr each of PM, SO, and NOx
emissions (refer to Section 3.1), it does not qualify for the exception provided in
IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.d.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.03, if DEQ determines in establishing BART that
technological or economic limitations on the applicability of measurement methodology to a particular
source would make the imposition of an emission standard infeasible, it may instead prescribe a design,
equipment, work practice, or other operational standard, or combination thereof], to require the
application of BART. Such standard, to the degree possible, is to set forth the emission reduction to be
achieved by implementation of such design, equipment, work practice, or operation and must provide
for compliance by means which achieve equivalent results. At this time it has not been demonstrated
that the imposition of emission standards for PM, SO,, and NOy are infeasible. Therefore alternative
standards were not considered (additional discussion provided in §51.308(e)(1)(ii1)).
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In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.04, each source subject to BART is required to install and
operate BART as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event later than five (5) years after approval of
the implementation plan. Permit Condition 3.3 includes the requirement of this section.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.05, each source subject to BART is required to maintain the
control equipment required by DEQ and establish procedures to ensure such equipment is properly
operated and maintained. Permit Condition 3.9 includes the requirement of this section.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06, as an alternative to the installation of BART for a source
or sources, DEQ may approve a BART alternative. Permit Conditions 3.4, 3.5, 3.8, 3.12, 3.13, 3.14,
3.15,and 4.1 include requirements associated with the installation and operation of the LNB with OFA
and the pulp dryers shutdown for the BART alternative.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.a, if a source proposes a BART alternative, the resultant
emissions reduction and visibility impacts must be compared with those that would result from the
BART options evaluated for the source. Consideration of the shutdown of the three pulp dryers as
proposed by TASCO and the associated emissions reduction was provided as part of an alternative
option to the installation and operation of BART. The shutdown of the three pulp dryers (SD-1, SD-2,
and SD-3) and the installation and operation of low NOx burners with over-fired air together were
determined to be equivalent or better in achieving NOy emission reductions at the facility (refer to
Appendix B).

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.b, the permittee proposing a BART alternative must
demonstrate that this BART alternative will achieve greater reasonable progress than would be achieved
through the installation and operation of BART. At this time it has not been demonstrated that the
proposed shutdown of the dryers will achieve greater reasonable progress than would be achieved
through the installation and operation of BART.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.c, the permittee proposing a BART alternative shall include
in the BART analysis an analysis and justification of the averaging period and method of evaluating
compliance with the proposed emission limitation. At this time an analysis and justification of the
averaging period and method of evaluating compliance with a proposed emission limitation alternative
have not been provided by TASCO. A requirement documenting the need for improved monitoring has
been included in Permit Condition 3.19.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.07, once DEQ has met the requirements for BART or BART
alternative, as identified in Subsection 668.06, BART-eligible sources will be subject to the
requirements of reasonable progress goals, as defined in 40 CFR 51.308(d), in the same manner as other
sources.

4.11 Permit Conditions Review
This section describes the permit conditions for this initial permit. The requirements of this Tier II
operating permit do not contravene any permit conditions in any applicable permits to construct and
Tier I and Tier Il operating permits (T1-050020, T2-050021, P-030062). The permittee must continue to
comply with all applicable permits.

Permit Conditions 1.1, 1.2, 3.1, and 3.2

These permit conditions explain the purpose of this permitting action and describe the emission sources
and the control equipment regulated by this permit. The information included reflects any design,
equipment, and operational information presented in the BART analysis.

The permittee has documented concerns regarding the feasibility of using over-fired air on the Riley
Boiler, and has estimated that a NOy emission contro] efficiency of 50% could be achieved using a
low-NOx burner without over-fired air. Based upon this information, the expected control efficiency has
been listed as >50% in the Regulated Sources Table (Permit Condition 1.2) and the BART alternative
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NOy emission limit (Permit Condition 3.4) has been based upon achieving a 50% reduction in NOy
emissions.

Permit Condition 2.1
This permit condition clarifies that compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal rules and
regulations is required, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.406.

Permit Condition 2.2
This permit condition incorporates applicable federal requirements into the permit by reference. The
intent is that the federal requirement shal] govern any conflict with a permit condition referencing a
federal requirement.

Permit Condition 2.3
This permit condition provides contact information for submittal of required performance test reports,
reports, applications, submittals, and other communications to DEQ.

Permit Conditions 3.3
This permit condition requires compliance with BART on and after the compliance date provided in

IDAPA 58.01.01.668.04.

The permittee has requested the option to use BART alternative control strategies to achieve the BART
and BART alternative emission limits (Permit Condition 3.4), which could require additional technical
review and a revision to this permit. In response to this request, DEQ has included language inclusive of
using either the selected BART or a DEQ-approved BART alternative within Permit Condition 3.3.

The permittee also requested the addition of clarifying language which documents that the conditions of
this permit may be revised in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.404. Additional BART alternatives may
be considered and relevant BART determinations may be revised if adequate time is allowed to meet
applicable permitting and SIP deadlines.

Permit Conditions 3.4 and 3.5
This permit condition establishes emission limits for BART based on the BART analyses and
determinations in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03.

The BART PM emission limit was based upon information provided by the permittee indicating that the
existing baghouse could achieve 99% control of PM emissions. The BART SO, emission limit was
based upon the information provided by the permittee that spray dry FGD could achieve 80% control of
SO, emissions assuming a conservative adiabatic approach temperature of 40°F to protect the baghouse.
The BART alternative NOx emission limit was based upon the use of a low-NOy burner without
consideration given to the use of over-fired air, as described below.

A limit of 113 T/yr was included to avoid exceeding the significance threshold for CO emissions, which
could potentially result in a PSD major modification (refer to Section 4.5 for additional information).
The CO emission limits are considered federally enforceable requirements established pursuant to

40 CFR 52,

CO emissions from the Riley boiler have previously been limited by a cap over the combined emissions
from B&W No. | boiler (S-B1), B&W No. 2 boiler (§-B2), and the Riley boiler (S-B3) in Permit
Condition 3.1 of Tier I Operating Permit No. T1-050020. Conservatively assuming that the Riley boiler
could emit up to the full amount of 159.0 T/yr, a permitted limit of 113 T/yr would decrease allowable
emissions for the Riley boiler, The CO hourly limit of 25.8 pounds per hour was calculated based upon
the annual limit, assuming unlimited operation of the boiler at 8,760 hr/yr. This emission limit is also
not expected to contravene existing Permit Condition 3.5 of Tier I Operating Permit No. T1-050020
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(relevant to CO and PM,, emission limits), which permits operation at 120% of the average fuel rates
tested.

Compliance with these emission limits is ensured by complying with performance testing (Permit
Conditions 3.14 and 3.15) and monitoring and recordkeeping requirements (Permit Conditions 3.10
through 3.13).

The permittee has documented concerns regarding the feasibility of using over-fired air on the Riley
Boiler, and has estimated that a NOx emission control efficiency of 50% could be achieved using a
low-NOyx burner without over-fired air. Based upon this information, the expected control efficiency has
been listed as 250% in the Regulated Emission Point Sources Table (Permit Condition 1.2) and the
BART alternative NOy emission limit (Permit Condition 3.4) has been based upon achieving a 50%
reduction in NOx emissions.

The permittee has requested the option to use BART alternative control strategies to achieve the BART
and BART alternative emission limits (Permit Condition 3.4), which could require additional technical
review and a revision to this permit. In response to this request, DEQ has included language inclusive of
using either the selected BART or a DEQ-approved BART alternative within Permit Condition 3.3.

Permit Conditions 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8
These permit conditions require installation and operation of BART based on the BART determination

in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.401.03.

Permit condition 3.8 includes the BART alternative proposed by the permittee for the control of NOx
emissions in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06, based upon the shutdown of three pulp dryers
and installation and operation of a low NOx burner system (LNB) operating with over-fired air (in lieu
of installation and operation of selective catalytic reduction system control equipment on the Riley
boiler). The permittee had proposed crediting of the shutdown of the three pulp dryers as a BART
alternative; however in order to achieve equivalent NOy emission reductions, installation of a LNB with
OFA has also been required as part of the BART alternative.

Because the installation of a LNB with OFA may constitute modification and/or reconstruction of the
source, additional requirements may be applicable (refer to additional discussion provided in Sections
3.2, 3.3, and under Permit Condition 3.18).

Compliance with these requirements is ensured by complying with performance testing (Permit
Conditions 3.14 and 3.15) and monitoring and recordkeeping requirements (Permit Conditions 3.10
~ through 3.13).

The permittee has documented that the baghouse cannot be operated during periods when the boiler is
using natural gas as the primary fuel. Based upon this information, operation of the baghouse has been
required in Permit Condition 3.6 only when firing coal fuel in the Riley Boiler.

Permit Condition 3.9

This permit condition requires that the permittee maintain the control equipment required and establish
procedures to ensure such equipment is properly operated and maintained, in accordance with IDAPA
58.01.01.668.05.

Compliance with this requirement is ensured by complying with monitoring and recordkeeping
requirements (Permit Conditions 3.10 through 3.13).
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Permit Condition 3.10

This permit condition requires monitoring of pressure drop across the baghouse to ensure compliance
with the BART PM emission limit (Permit Condition 3.4) and General Provision 2. This permit
condition does not contravene existing Permit Condition 3.9 in Tier [ Operating Permit No. T1-050020.

Permit Condition 3.11
This permit condition requires monitoring of spray dry flue gas adiabatic approach temperature to
ensure compliance with the BART SO, emission limit (Permit Condition 3.4) and General Provision 2,

The permittee has indicated that monitoring the adiabatic approach temperature may be more reliable
than monitoring the slurry feed flow rate for the spray dry FGD. Based upon this information,
monitoring of adiabatic approach temperature has been required in Permit Condition 3.11 to ensure
compliance with the BART SO, emission limit.

Permit Condition 3.12 »
This permit condition requires monitoring of primary and over-fired air flow rates to ensure compliance
with the BART NOyx emission limit (Permit Condition 3.4) and General Provision 2.

Permit Condition 3.13

This permit condition requires the development and documentation of operation and maintenance
procedures for the operation and maintenance of BART control equipment to ensure compliance with
BART emission limits (Permit Condition 3.4), CO emission limits (Permit Condition 3.5), the
maintenance of BART equipment requirement (Permit Condition 3.9), the control equipment
maintenance and operation general provision (General Provision 2), and the manufacturer’s
specifications.

Permit Conditions 3.14, 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17

Permit Conditions 3.14 and 3.15 require annual performance testing of PM, SO;, NOx, and CO
emissions from the Riley boiler to demonstrate compliance with BART emission limits (Permit
Condition 3.4) and the CO emission limits (Permit Condition 3.5), in accordance with IDAPA
58.01.01.405. These permit conditions also specify conditions and require monitoring and reporting in
accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.157 and General Provision 6.

Compliance with permit conditions 3.14 and 3.15 is ensured by complying with monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements (Permit Conditions 3.16 and 3.17) and General Provision 6.

The permittee has requested the option for DEQ to approve alternate testing frequencies. In response,
the option to use a DEQ-approved testing frequency has been included in Permit Condition 3.15. The
permittee has also documented concerns that direct measurement of the coal feed rate is not feasible for
the Riley Boiler during performance testing. In response, the option to utilize a DEQ-approved
calculation method has been included in Permit Condition 3.16.

Permit Condition 3.18 :

This permit condition requires submittal of information and preconstruction compliance demonstrations
necessary to demonstrate preconstruction compliance with applicable ambient air quality standards, in
accordance with the procedures and requirements for permits to construct (IDAPA 58.01.01.200-228).
Refer to additional discussion provided in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 for additional information.

In order to allow sufficient time for DEQ to review the necessary information or to process any
associated permitting action (e.g., permit to construct or revision to this Tier Il operating permit T2-
2009.0105), a deadline of 180 days prior to the BART installation and operation due date was included
in Permit Condition 3.18.

Permit No. P-2009.0105 Page 22



Permit Condition 3.19

This permit condition requires submittal of information necessary to address BART monitoring
requirements and update CAM plan(s) as applicable to account for the installation and operation of
BART, in accordance with 40 CFR 64 and IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.c. Refer to Section 4.9 for
additional discussion concerning CAM applicability.

Permit Condition 3.20
This permit condition references contact information for submittal of required reports, applications,
submittals, and other communications to DEQ.

Permit Conditions 4.1 and 4.2
Permit Condition 4.1 requires permanent shutdown of the three pulp dryers to comply with the BART
alternative for the control of NOx emissions, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.

Compliance with Permit Conditions 4.1 is ensured by complying with the shutdown notification
requirement (Permit Condition 4.2).

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

A public comment period was made available to the public in accordance with IDAPA
58.01.01.404.01.c. During this time, comments were submitted in response to DEQ’s proposed action.
Refer to the chronology for public comment period dates.

A response to public comments document has been crafted by DEQ based on comments submitted
during the public comment period. That document is part of the final permit package for this permitting
action.
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Appendix A — AIRS Information




AIRS/AFS Facility-wide Classification - Data Form

Facility Name: The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC (TASCO) — Nampa Factory
Facility Location: Nampa

Facility ID: 027-00010 - Date: 08/13/2009
Project/Permit No.: T2-2009.0105 Completed By: Morrie Lewis

[X] Check if there are no changes to the facility-wide classification resulting from this action. (compare to form with last permit)

[] Yes, this facility is an SM80 source.

Identify the facility’s area classification as A (attainment), N (nonattainment), or U {unclassified) for the following pollutants:
S02 PM10 VOC

Area Classification: | U [ A [ U | DO NOT LEAVE ANY BLANK
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Department of Fovironmental Quality

Amalgamated Sugar Company (TASCQO)
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1.3 TASCO BART Oatermination

Atter several conmulishions wily TASC O comnc e conssnnt tuics, tac bt purameier s
and the BARI1 proccds, FASUO subontied o Thesr Aasdable Bonetin Frohs ol yo
Determnation - Raley Bonler” on Rovembes S0 aned apie resicwany the s uawnl
DEQ requested thal TASUO revine the oo ntiiest foo vhe bede senne aefistinna copnned
technologres Hun were (echmently fesnble evuluate oo ooy the Lo e baed
ahove and ptﬂvidc addotronal cost e Tnaocial deimd TASNT O e voew b0 o gine o
(CSU.hn]iUc‘t‘j lht‘ ]ﬂf“f’nﬂulll,‘l‘n q1]] '-Ch‘l-.'!l'f o JIHRE A gy Behe o e ['f‘_ {4
pertomed the CALPUFF modeling 1o wlentdy oL oo aavab s bt the
emissian estimites and facility parametcr prosaded b TASL Gy ca b o b
teelnically feasible control lechnuiogres o Ca e s b ety ey e
remainder of this docwment wall reviens the [ehruam 20 2 AR | Seterian s
submilted by TASCO, comments «.oastues tared 0w aumwnn aind proee . T
determinution on the selection of the Hest BAK T 1 o b wopies ot il categor oo
listed above.

1.3.1 Particulate BART Control Technology Selection

[ determmang the "best” BAR Y conre] tedlun bog ter pagtiou Se o nstn o lades

Bosler, DEQ warked i comundlian st FASCUR @y e T arpe 203 wnbed

FEA Apperdix ¥

STEP T - Wentdv all oo obde miroriy 2omisans o o, b ok,

Inconsubi i wath DEYY the aliow ng pamcu) 2 2 onin techa beres woee weninificd
« [wostin:’ thouse

o | hyroe by e

» Wi B leuireatuhie Prociprlakes n Mgt BS P
o  Dim Dlecrrestatne Previpatater [y 5T

SITF D Determias tog o gl frasbic ophions

[rsthis sicy Bl e dheawtts o T A ST enginecrs to 2o e the rechncal feasabilie,
& s
Pae v~ ol p' e Bt wrmmmenn aied Ut tan iy with plamy aperatinns NENQ

Jud e e el 0 i as o] Beioow

Fristung Bsghouse 1o oot b oada o elfinen b redices PM o vens bow Jevels.
Ml e CEM e 0t e s T S el Reles the revicusiy proposed
afusiniat v d c ADUAC ) v abaeer ) T 0 TR e elHCEc i es o8
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SN b T A fYic el
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iy e froe oo L Y e rese e ar e e ! haphouse veledities and pressSure drl)p
ki Cer b hoane auadule toahe Baten Foale hughn . w sl be iGcal and



expengive beeduse of physical spece hmutations near the existing bughouse PM control
efticiency ror the additinnal baghouse s sssumed 1o be 99 (¥

Wet Flectrostatic Preciplator - A Wet £8P consists ol o senes ol collection surfaces in
e device that cemoves particulale ustg an clectneal feld  The plates ore contiaousty
af ntermitetitly clennad using a cireulating water svstent Cancrol efficiencies for Wet
LSE systems are repoded 1o he Q9.0 10 99 9%, ['ur the purpuses of this cvalunion, the
condrol ethiciency s assumed o be $94%

Hecause ol physweal space fimnations, the aatallzuonn af the Weo CSE will requite
demohion and the cenmwval of the exizting baghoust sl vstallaton ol the WET ESP i
its place o addinon the systent will produce saurated vapar condivons in the stack
duning some operalion scenartos. A Liner will be needed w be nsialled 0 the exaistung
stack to protect the stack fromm corrosive conditions

Dry Flecrrostatic Precipitator A Dy ESP s very sumilar in operntion 1 the Wey ESP
aption cousidered atrve The particulade & be removed s charged 1 an electne hield and
aniracted o a collection plate. Contrsl efficiencies tor Dey ESF system are reported a

99 101w 99 9% cificient Tor this evaluanon the control efliciency is assumed (o be: 99 0%

This tarmatton 1s sumoaazed o Table 7, below.,

Tabls 2. Technically Feasible Optiona

Pollutant Technology Feasibility | Reason Not Feasihle '
FOPM | Fxisting Baghouse | Yes None
| [nhunced Rughouse Yes Nane

Wel FSPP Yes None
Dry ESP T Ye " None

[n conclusion, all paticulate technalogies idenufied are 1cchmeally leasible options fin
the Riley Boder .

STEP 3 - Evaluate techmically Teasihle options

fn this step, all of the tectuncally leasible ophans were ranked i ardee of ¢flectiveness of
each contral technalugy identified as techmcalls teasible. {onira) o ffectivencss was
hased G manudacture's perflomance doty, coginecning cstimates, and demonstrsied
effectiveness of the teclnnlogy <n the Riley Boler This dnta s summanzed i Table 3

1
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Low Salfor Coal (E.5C) - Currently the Nampa planc uses coal that v hinintedd 1o [ %
sultur by werght to comnply with the Rules Tor Coneal o Sye Callouon i fluhe The

average acinal pareent sultue tor the haseline penaod (s appraximarely 0.75% Vlos apliion
will ook or using 4 8% sulfur with an actual redocton of 3%

Wet Flue {ras Bovulfurgation yWET EGD) - & WET FGD syatemy typicidly congisty ol
catiirated absorber loeesrs bacared downstream of & particulate control device. Hw
absogbers are usgalls onalignred uson loaded ae Sys1em oo spray e (e P
eniering the absorber rencts with sburred lunestone or slaked Hinte 1o cemovie SOxat the
tnjucl 1 oadace Uoandars The reacton toans asolubile progucty ap ol s that aie
wher tested swith forced axidation to canvert o gypsum whichas pamarhetalile by
prochiet Lhe treated Due gas passes through aomist elimmafor sysien w rermove watet
decplets from the Hog gas steeam The flue gas teaving the . ysorber s satursted anh
aater vupor and o present veehle steam Slume from thie stack

Wt Oy svstenis et one o the li.ghest SO cemonal eiliciencies of the avintabric
Comtrel sk slegies st rer s efliceney ot 98%% o grearer Thes s afsen a
wwehpoig  anph EPAa Tepaby invested and sup” omty The dnstallunen of Wet FGD
will repnre wodnileee  miodibioatono ot the faotim woy sae-spect fic consicleranons are as
Inhws

Wt F G resulis g turated Stack condibons durng pertods of F{llcy enly nperaton
(Shared stuck op o diee et vampog: wath the B&W Bailas s aot anacipated o
vosud! o en saturat Catach coe ttens) T et s condensation formed in thie stackoas
anticipated 1 h coovers how ptis Jues char waly respare nstatlation ot a stack liner (0

profect e intewrty of the stk 0 Lo ad vapors st need 1o be neumalized.
InataHatiot o stach hiner 1y #shrnated st $0,00 208N

Since Wet 1D s s wet process, it will penerate a wastewater stream. 1 he actual wel
proeess v espected 1 he cuntancd withm the A et FUD systemn with a slip stream
doscharged fo3 wastewater reathient

Spray Dover Flue Gas Desulfurizstion (Spray (dry FG O - Spray Drv BFGD consisis of
g Py drver geacton to be lacated Detween the exbaust uatllel of the barler and upstream
oy a particulate remes al des we tusuallp an clecuostati precipitator or baghwouse). The
reactnr cansists of a sprav drvér absaiber tower and support egiipment. Flae gas s
amtrowduced (010 3 vessel and contacts an atomized spray patiern ol ime slurry generaied
by either o set of dual fluid noz2les cra rotary atomizer The resction ta rermuove SO,
acewrs on hme sturry draplets as they are evaporated from the heat of the Rue gas (o (o
a dry particle

Because the oxit temperature of the reactor most be nranarmed at . er iemperature abose
the adialatic saturation temperature of the (lue gas (conuulled by siupry feed rate: tre
product removed from the system s in dry Toom. The craocsion coptiod of licweney of e
reactor ipcreases as the exit (Tue gas temperature approsches the suhabauc senamtion
temperiatute of the flue gas. The approach temperature is iypicalh setat 3400 1 abawve
adhabntic satwretion Temperatuze (comespanding to remanal efhaencies o 1-800
respeciivety) Recychng fly ash ime the hime shurmy {eed mintwe 0o ncee L Crssicn
comtro] efficiency dependinp on the chemical charactensies af the ash



For twe purpor s of this cvaluation a comrud clhiciency of 30%e wilt be assumec (a nzher
temperdtwe 4 Fowas assamed 1o peafect the haghedise

Aapeay Dy POl retindis project wall requice madifications of the TASCO Mampa

[ ooty The pouow Jate losdorg W the baghodse sl mgrease es g resadt ol installing o
speay dreer T wldition to (e ash entening the reactor with flue gas. the spent ame
comtnibutes 1o erzil panticulate fuading Spproximately ol%e of the ommed sohids me
predicted (o drop Cun i the reactor white 3% will be carred 1 the haghouse [or

removal The inceease iy purticuiate boading widl bikels reguire an wddinonal baphouwse

Dry Lumc Injection Flue Gas Desulfurization (Dey Lime FGDY - Dy Lime TG
consists of 160 cung pulverized lime (mulied o lese tran 1O micronshinta the tlue gas
upstreamn el the bephouse The emussion conteol efliciency of @ Dy Lame F0[) s
rhically depeindent upen.

Particle Size  The maller the pamicle size. the greater the surfiece area (o reschion
Lame s malled 1o less thap 10 ancrons using 4 batt mull The smalker wize of the partickes
1< lsecimpartant 19 avond downgream depositing of dust i the sxquipment and Joctw ok

Temperatures Reacnion rles mcrease with increased ermperatures of the fluc gas.

Flue Cias Minang  Coood hume particle taang with the flue =5 e umpotan: 1o prosvide
unifor distndalinn of pine reactant o the baghouse,

The conred eMicienay for [HLFGER s reponed e vary berween 4
prrpo el the ovaboion the contra! el deney o5 asswmed at 55%

Dry Trous Injection Flure Gas Desalfurization (v Trona FGIY - lronsssa
natarsdly sotuming source @' sosdiam carhonate dat is avalable from mines in Wyoeming.
Sivwlar to Dy Leme U8, Des Trone FUD conasts of inpecting pulvenzed Trona ymuled
10 bess than JO mecrenss o thic flue o Jownstream of the exisung baghouse and
upstrcam o} a new baghevse The injection <4 lem requirements and technicat
charactenstivs are very simstar o the Ly Lime FGD system discussed above.

The contrnl etficiency fur Dy Trona FGL D reported mo1ange berween 5510 65%. For
the purposes of this evaluation, the control cthoency is assumed at 65%

Thais mtonnanen o sutnmarized in Tahie 4, below
Table 4, Technkeally 80, Feaslbla Options

Pollutant | Technnlogy Fensibility | Reason Not Feasible
o - . :
S0y [ow Sulfir Coal Yeu Nune
- : ‘ . [ CEmE
Wel 140D Yes None
Spray Dy PG Yes None
Ly Lime FGD Yes , None ;
Dey Troma FGL Yes Nanc l




STEP 3 - Evaluate techmeally (easible oprions

Hased on the conteal efficiency rates listed above, TASCO Jetennmined the baschne
masimun hourly emssian rates, baselue average annual enussion e, anticipated
control eificieacy of emussion conrols, expected maximum howrly ennssion mate sad
expected annual emission rales. This data o sunenanized in Table § beloss

Table 5 Technically Feasible 8O, Optians

Poliutaat | Control BART HART Removal Fajrected Fapecred
Cption Bascline HBasehoe Efficiency  Alazimum Annusl
Maxtimpm Annun) Emlission Fmlssions
Fmission Average Rure Hbnstyear)
Rate Emissiony (tos/kour)
B {ibs/hour} {1ons/year) B -
Low
Sth Sultur 522 [a47 LAy, 132 Y
Coal — ]
Dry
Lime 712 Y S35, 214 .
FGD o ) ' B T
ine
‘F:i:‘llf 520 las: B 33 S10
Spruy )
P "2 pas R 104 9
b
Wet
s 522 f447 5% 26 73

STEP 4 - bmpoct analysis

FASCO Bid A gost evaluation for each of the control techrologies reviewed. A complete
cost evaluauon can be {found 1n Appendin D & E ot " Besi Available Retrofic Technolopn:
FRAKTE Determonatior Anitlvans 142 These findings were based on EFA fact sheets,

engmectng nnd perlormance 1est data, and mtormation and discussions with equipment

vendors Table n summanses those resqults,




| catrnl
Setadng

(Y
'w'f.kr
(IR
1
| g
Fo i
|4
TN
bl
Yy
Loy
Feo,h
Wt
e

Table & mpact Analysia for NG,

lociraveaial

Haschie Remassl | Asnnal Tatal Tutal [oyval ('u'si’
tmisioas  Efficiency | Emsssions | Reducllons | Cupltal Anowa) | FlTectivenens
{toasyr tperient) | Heducions O psls € usle b ITeCib eness
! tlungive {2 (1
D Ly 1,000 |
; H . i ‘
[ S ' Pory | Yy N ] §1a:8 -1 n¥e
| | ' I
! T f j !
[ 457 : 3t | R4l Yo 381 1 $Iok” §1 1 ; §. %
i | ;
T : -
bt (R Uz ﬁ N T 'SR 3 1 Ry S f
l !
LR Ko* T ? b S TRT AT I S $00n]
s Dar, 1 Kd | Coag [ SEE TR {37

Alley vewrewing LASCO = o0 gbyatien, LHOG B omemrn: with the ipstaiianen of et
[y dapeomasny TANCO  HART L cominatoon Analvs, Tor the Bliey Boder and
cpeciiee by ook it mgstesw e frratmen poocosxes Sawdted with Wt Flue Gas
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It 1s entirely possible o design reatment unts (o manage and remove the majority of’
these constituents from the wastewater, The gypswm 1s a marketable product thar would
likely be precipitated out of solution and recovered as a commodity, The metuls can also
be precipitated, although many of these are regulated as hazardous wastes at relatively
low concentrations (i.c.. the hgzardous waste progranm would probably want to be
involved with management of these solids). There are also other processes that can be
used to reduce residual levels of dissolved solids and nitrates in the final cfflucor,
although 1t's important to note that more treatment generally means maore cost and more
vversight required. The potential virlume and quality of the tinal, treated cffluent is very
difficult to speculate about without knowing more aboul the waslewater that will be
produced by the Wet [GD process and the treatmeni processes that will be used 10
manage that wastewater.

With respect to TASCO)'s existing wastewater treauncent system, the faciliry is presently
treating most ol its wastewater on sife in an acrated tagoon and sending if to the
mumaipal treatment plant operated by the City of Nampa duning otl-peak hours. To
cantinue with this operation, a very ligh degree of wastewater treatment will be required,
and substantial improvements to the existing treatment process will almost certainly be
required. 1t would be expected that the city imight have concerns about any potential
increase in the volurne of wastewater chscharged to its system.  T'his could mean thart the
City would need tu expand its treatment systemn or that TASCG might leok to land
application to manage the new wastewater siream.

1ASCO does still have a wastewater land application permit with DEQ, but the lacility
has only unilized land application tor-a very small fraction of its total wastewater load in
recent years. The company land applied - 12MG in the 2005 season (6% of tota] WW
generated), ~SMG in the 2000 season (3% ot total WW generated), - 1M in the 2007
season (1% of total WW generated), and no wastewater wag land applied in the 2008
season. As a result of this reduction in land applied wastewaters, we have seen
improving trends in its ground water monitoring wells. Tlistorically, there were issues
with nitrates, chlorides. and total dissolved solids concentrations in ground water around
the site. While some exceedances of the associated ground water quality standards still
exists, most mononng wells have shown improving trends 1 ground water guality in
recent years, and the DEQ} Boise Regional Office is encouraging TASCO 10 conunue to
minimize wastewater larxd application af this time,

Although wastewater treatment processes are available to produce a high-quality-ctfluent
that could be successfully land applied under a permit from DEQ), these processes will be
fairly complex and expensive, and will likely require dedicated stail lo operate and
maintain. Additionally, the reduction In wastewater land application In recent years
has improved historic issues with grouad water quality that have generally been
associated with TASCO’s operation, 50 any proposal to increase loading rates from a
new source of wastewater would require a complete permit application that includes a
ground water impacl assessment showing no adverse impacts to existing ground watey
quality. We would issue a permit with enforceable limits and comprchensive



MonoNg/ repanting (eyutrements  ensure pralecion of graund water quahly, assuming
thal the apphication and impact assessments can be techmcally venlied and approved

STEP 5 - Dewermine vixtbiliby impacts (improvements)

Since TASCO believed running the CAL PLFE imadeling far ghe vanaous contral
technology scenarins would be costly, DEQ pertonmed the CALPUFF ivadehing in-house
and invited LASCO b have a contractor review the modehng if deemed necessary.
Because each scenardo can change the stack velocities and emperufures, i wis important
thal DEQ wosk closely with FASCO. DEQ worked very closely with TASUO Taciluy
engineers (o determine the modeling inpats (o0 each of (he scenarios.

Table 7, below, summarizes the ntadeling resulis for SUT contrals

Table 7. 8O, Control Visibility tmprovement

Cluage in Visibidity Campared Agamesl 2% Best Days Natursl Backgrovaed

Capditionx

Deltp Neciview Value

Lretra-Deciview Yialue larger than 0.5 [rom one yeor lnrger ¢(ban 0.5 from Y year | Aonunl
o
Engle Cap Wilderness, perlad period (.;ml
oK |33
2003 (M4 pall{E 213-2004 00y
Mumber uf
an Total & Tatyl A Tasl 12nd Days?!
tighese” | duys" | bigiiest | days | nighet | days | Highest' | (20032004, 2005)
Base Riley Uofler IPlus
Pulp Dryes Full 0,954 23 l4sa | av Paxg | as | e 127
Operation Scenario
(wzi1D369)
Base Riley Baoiler : .
72 1< 1 %6 9 1109 a] (NITY an |4l
Scenario IwziiD471) 0721 ! B0
SO Conlrol Scenario | -
Loawer Sus(ur Coaf U082 18 U 3y 11238 6 1014 ¢ YA
(wzil (4753
$02 Coniral Scenario -
Diry Lime Injection 0 586 2 HRIE 2K 0 86 v 0.R0& & ISR N
twrl 0476
%02 Coanrrol Scemdria X .
Pry Trona lnjeclion G365 K4 0764 24 n 734 25 i} *h SR $2.422
{wz110477)
SO2 Caairod Scenartn 4 -
Spray Rryer FGD 0522 y v 3 uz VU 20 0.6Re sl $2.571
(wzi1D478)
S02 Control Seenario § - . . N .\ .
; : 0.8 7 0047 9 0 pas 1 a 638 43 ARV
Wet FGD (w2i10479) ke ¢ »
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carosinn and reduced border efficiencies, When eonnhined witli a low NO, bumer aind
reasonable combustion ar contral. NO removal eifiviencies can appioach 65%

Ultra Low NO, Burners — These systems are uppraded LNB designs which involve
[urther control and staging ot combustion atr and (el UILNE was detenuined nat
technically feasible on the Riley Bailer The bailer’s existing hrebox is apt farge enpugh
to secept the full bumer/flame management system required by the TN

Selective Catalytic Reduction - SCR systeins reduce NO, by mjechng mnmuonia snd
urea tnto the Aue gas before it passes through a catalviic 2eid o reduce the NOL o N
This 1echnology requires the flue gas exhaust from the Rifev baghouse ra be heated
5007 C hetore injecting ammania or wres and passing the hot gases theough the selective
catalytic gnd. After treatment, heat 1s recoverad 10 a heat exchanges o mnmitre
aperanng costs 1o reheat the Hue gas This techmalogy s capable of reducing NOY,
ernissions by 70% 1o 90%, Fou the purposes of this zvaluanon s conunt eflivwency of #0%s
is asswmed,

Selective Non-Catalytic Reduetion ISNCR) — SNCR vonsists ot iarecting ammictg o
urea into boler flue gases in a narrow temperature zone of 133010 19530 T Taachieve
these lemperatures, the estinn peinl must be logated between the Riley Botter
sconomurer and the air pre-heater, The process relies on pood 2as mixing in the narfow
gh tempermidre one o reduce NO, 1o Noas the tlue gas moves dirough the ductwork,
Rotler toml swings can lesd 1o temperature changes at the injection that can sigmilicantly
reduce remmaal efficiencies in addinicn, injechion points can lead w “ammoma shp™ o
the combtoon where unreacted smmonia passes through downstream equipment,
icluding the baghonse and discharges froan the stack. The gas path for the Ruley Boiler
lscks the necessary resideike tme 1o rehably temove the NO, The results of upsets
could igad 1o “anvmonm ship ™ DE4) 15 concemied about the issues with ammonia
amissions Jue 1o the Rifev Boler’s close proxinity 1@ the Cirv of Nampa

Tas informatwon v sumnmanized in Table R below

Tabta B TechnlcsMy Feasgitile Options for NO,

Poliyoans Techaology Feasibility Reason Not Feasible
i '.\;u‘_ B LNW’}_ Rusmers Yes None
T Low 84, Over bired ras None
Aur
- T Ulera N3, Low Hnrners N Baoiler Firebax 15 not

farge enough 1o stpport
the flame management

VSIS
o Sehoctive Catalytic Yes None
Reduerian
Selective Nou-Citatvlic N Berpler gas path does nx
Reduction tiave adequate 1sssdence

fime 1o veliable cimirol
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Appendix C — Subject-to-BART Analyses
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FOR THE TASCO RILEY BOILER, NAMPA, IDAKRO

1. Introduction

1.1

1.2

Under the Regional Haze Rule of the Clean Air Act, each state must set "reasonable
progress goals" toward improving visibility in Class [ areas—areas of historically clear
air, such as national parks—and develop a plan to meet these goals. In December 2007,
Idaho must submit a state implementation plan (SIP) to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), addressing how it will improve and protect visibility in its
Class 1 areas and those Class [ areas outside its borders.

BART Requirements

One strategy for addressing emissions from large, industrial sources is to implement Best
Available Retrofit Technology (BART). A BART determination is required for any
source that meets the following conditions:

« The source is BART-eligible, meaning that it falls into one of 26 sector categories,
was built between 1962 and 1977, and annually emits more than 250 tons of a haze-
causing pollutant. Common BART eligible sources may include coal-fired boilers,
pulp mills, refineries, phosphate rock processing plants, and smelters. Six BART-
eligible sources have been identified in Idaho.

« The source is subject to BART if it is reasonably anticipated to cause or contribute to
impairment of visibility in a Class [ area. According to the Guidelines for Best
Available Retrofit Technology (BART) Determinations contained in 40 CFR Part 51,
Appendix Y, a source is considered to contribute to visibility impairment if the
modeled 98™ percentile change in deciviews (delta-deciview)—a measure of visibility
impairment'—is equal to or greater than a contribution threshold of 0.5 deciviews.
This determination is made by modeling.

Determining the Subject-to-BART Status of Idaho Sources

DEQ used the CALPUFF air dispersion modeling system (version 6.112) to determine if
the 0.5 deciview threshold is exceeded by any of the BART-eligible sources in Idaho.
The modeling of BART-eligible sources was performed in accordance with the BART
Modeling Protocol?, which was jointly developed by the states of Idaho, Washington,
and Oregon, and which has undergone public review and revision.

Refer to the BART Modeling Protocol for details on the modeling methodology used in
this subject-to-BART analysis. '

1 A deciview is a haze index derived from calculated light extinction, such that uniform changes in haziness correspond to
uniform incremental changes in perception across the entire range of conditions—from pristine to highly impaired. A
deciview is the minimum perceptible change to the human eye.

2 Modeling Protocol for Washington, Oregon and idaho: Protocol for the Application of the CALPUFF Modeling System
Pursuant to the Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) Regulation.
http://iwww.deq.idaho.gov/air/prog_issues/pollutants/haze_BART_modeling_protocol.pdf

1
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2. BART Eligible Source: TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa

2.1

2.2

The Riley Boiler of The Amalgamated Sugar Company, LLC (TASCO) Sugar Plant in
Nampa, [daho has been determined to be BART-eligible. Rated at 350 million BTUs per
hour, the Riley Boiler is classified as a fossil-fuel boiler of more than 250 million BTUs
per hour heat input, was installed in 1969, and was put into service between August 7,
1962 and August 7, 1977.

The Riley Boiler’s Potential to Emit (PTE) exceeds 250 tons per year (tn/yr) for the
haze-causing pollutants sulfur dioxide (SO, 2,770 tn/yr), nitrogen oxide (NOy, 1,708
tn/yr), and particulate matter (PM, 55 tn/yr), so this emission unit is eligible for inclusion
in the subject-to-BART analysis of visibility impairment in Class I areas.

Emission Rates

Maximum 24-hour emission rates for the three-year meteorological period (2003 — 2005)
over which CALPUFF modeling for this emission unit was performed are shown in Table
1. Particulate matter (PM,o) in this table includes all particles with aerodynamic
diameters less than 10 micrometers.

Table 1. Emissions rates used for subject-to-BART analysis.

Facility/Unit Maximum 24-hour emission rate (Ib/hr)
TASCO-Nampa SO, NOy PMio*
Riley Boiler, Unit 30 632.5 390 12.61

* See note in the Table 2

Speciation of Emissions

To simulate the visibility-impairing characteristics of particulate matter properly,
particulate matter was further speciated into categories of particulate composition: coarse
particular matter (PMC), particulate matter consisting of particles between 2.5 and 10
micrometers in diameter, and fine particulate matter (PM, s), particulate matter consisting
of particles with diameters less than 2.5 micrometers. PM; s is speciated further to
ammonium sulfate (NH4),SO4),ammonium nitrate (NH4NOs), elemental carbon (EC),
and secondary organic aerosol (SOA), and all other fine particulate matter less than 2.5
um in diameter (PMF) (see Table 2).

Particulate speciation for the coal-fired Riley Boiler was calculated using the Microsoft
Excel workbook prepared by the National Park Service for dry bottom pulverized coal-
fired boilers with fabric filtration:

http://iwww2 nature.nps.gov/air/Permits/ect/ectCoalFiredBoiler.cfm

PM size fractions used are as follows: Fine: mean diameter = 0.5 um, standard deviation
= 1.5 um. Coarse: mean diameter = Sum, standard deviation = [.5pm.
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Detailed speciated emissions, stack parameters, and location used in the analysis are
presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Emission unit information, stack parameters, and speciation of emissions.

Facility Information

]

Facility_lD

1D-1

Facility_Name

Amalgamated Sugar — Nampa

Emission Unit Information Unit_ID 30
Unit_Description Riley Boiler
Control Information Control_ID 41
Control_Description Existing Control - Ver. 3
Datum, Projection, Source Datum NAD27
Location and Base Elevation Projection - UTM
UTM_Zone 11
Longitude_Easting (km) 534.391
Latitude_Northing (km) 4828.031
Base_Elevation (m) 753
Stack Parameter Stack_Height (m) 65
Stack_Diameter (m) 21
Stack_Exit_Temperature (K) 427
Stack_Exit_Velocity (m/s) 16
Emission Rate (Ib/hr) SO, (sulfur dioxide) 632.5
SO (sulfate) 6.415°
NOx (nitrogen oxides) 380
HNO; (nitric acid) 0
NO3 (nitrate) 0°
PMC (coarse particulate matter) 0.79
PMF (fine particulate matter) 0.76°
EC (elemental carbon) 0.03
SOA (secondary organic aerosol) | 2.21

a. All of sulfate particulates are assumed to be ammonium sulfate,

(NH4)2504 = 1.375*504 (Mass)

All of nitrate particulates are assumed to be ammonium nitrate

(NH4)NO3 = 1.29*NO3 (Mass)

b. The fine particulates other than SO4, NO3, EC and SOA.
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3. CALPUFF Model Setup

Modeling of the BART-eligible emission unit was performed in accordance with the
BART Modeling Protocol and implemented using a DEQ-developed interface to the
CALPUFF Modeling system. The domain (the spatial extent) of the modeling analysis
for the facility is shown in Figure 1.

« The blue circle represents a region of 300 kilometers (km) radius, centered at the
source. In accordance with EPA guidance and the BART Modeling Protocol, all Class
I areas within this circle were included in the analysis.

+ The pink rectangle shows the resultant computational modeling domain used for the
analysis. The shape of the domain is determined by the selected Class I areas plus an
additional 50 km of buffer zone extending out from the furthermost extent of the
Class I areas.
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Figure 1. Modeling domain for TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa, Idaho. The CALMET meteorological domain
covers the northwest region. Class | areas inside a 300 km radius centered at the source—inciuding
those areas only partially within the circle—are included in the CALPUFF subject-to-BART modeling
domain. An additional buffer distance of 50 km, extending from the outer extent of Class 1 areas near
the domain boundary, was added for modeling purposes.
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The meteorological inputs needed by CALPUFF for the analysis were prepared by
Geomatrix, Inc. under the direction of representatives from the states of Washington,
Idaho, and Oregon and using Fifth Generation Mesoscale Meteorological Model (MMS)
data generated by the University of Washington. The result was a CALMET output file
for the years 2003-2005 that covers the entire Pacific Northwest at a 4 km resolution, as
shown in Figure 1.

Details of the model setup, emission data, and information about the modeled Class I
areas are provided in Appendix 1.
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4. Results

Subject-to-BART analysis results for the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa are shown in

Table 3, which highlights the following two threshold values for BART:

. gt highest value for each of the years modeled (2003-2005), representing the 98th

percentile (8/365 = 0.02) cutoff for delta-deciview in the each year.

« 22" highest value for the entire period from 2003 through 2005, representing the 98th
percentile (22/1095 = 0.02) cutoft for delta-deciview over three years.

For both threshold values, the determining criterion is a delta-deciview of at least 0.5

deciview.

Table 3. Change in Visibility Compared Against 20% Best Days Natural Background Conditions for Class | areas within 300 km
from the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa.

Conditions

Change in Visibility Compared Against 20% Best Days Natural Background

Delta-Deciview Value larger than 0.5 from one year

Delta-Deciview Value larger

P period than 0.5 from 3 year period
2003 2004 2005 2003-2005
8" Total | 8" |Total | 8" | Total | 22nd N”S:;‘:Z of
highest” | days highest | days | highest | days | Highest’ (2003,2004,2005)
Craters of the Moon 0.161 2 0.224 2 0.153 0 0.196 2
Eagle Cap Wilderness, OR 0.87 20 1.355 46 1.302 46 1.325 112
Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, ID 0.772 13 1.031 27 0.9 21 0.936 61
Jarbidge Wilderness, NV 0.151 0 0.198 1 0.201 1 0.179 2
Sawtooth Wilderness, ID 0.239 2 0.294 4 0.265 0 0.271 6
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, ID and MT 0.186 0 0.305 1 0.264 2 0.243 3
Strawberry Mountain Wilderness, OR 0.782 12 0.639 13 1.596 31 0.943 56

a.

b.
c.
d

The 8" highest delta-deciview for the calendar year.
Total number of days in 1 year that exceeded 0.5 deita-deciviews.

The 22™ highest delta-deciview value for the 3-year period.

Total number of days in the 3-year period that exceed 0.5 delta-deciviews.

4.1

Class | Areas Affected

Based on the analysis, the TASCO Riley Boiler impacted the following Class I areas
with the 98" percentile highest delta-deciview greater than 0.5 during the modeling

period 2003-2005:
» Eagle Cap Wilderness, Oregon

» Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, Idaho

« Strawberry Mountain Wilderness, Oregon

The 98™ percentile highest values for the all Class I areas are plotted in Figure 2.




4.2
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Area of Greatest Impact

The Riley Boiler had the greatest impact on the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness in
December 2005 (1.596, the 8" highest in 2005) and the highest 22™ (1.325) on the Eagle
Cap Wilderness in January, 2004. Details of the 22 highest calculated changes, ranked in
order of delta-deciview (change from 20% best days natural background), for Eagle Cap
for the three-year modeling period are listed in Table 4. Table 4 also shows the relative
contributions to visibility degradation for each of the emission species for the BART-
eligible emission unit. Sulfate and nitrate are the main contributors.

Total of 112 days with delta-deciview higher than or equal to 0.5 were predicted for
Eagle Cap Wilderness, the highest in the all Class I areas, followed by 61 days in the
Hells Canyon Wilderness, and 56 days in the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness, during
the modeling period.

The number of impacted days in 3 years for the concerned Class I areas are plotted in
Figure 4.
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98th deltal-deciview

SUBJECT-TO-BART ANALYSIS
FOR THE TASCO RILEY BOILER, NAMPA, IDAHO

Calpuff 98th delta_deciview
TASCO_Nampa, ID, 2003-2005
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Figure 2. 98th percentile values of deita-deciview in Class | areas for TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa,
Idaho.

The Highest 22 DELTA_DV at Eagle Cap
Emission Source: TASCO_Nampa, ID, 203-2005
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Figure 3. Top 22 highest Delta-deciview values at Eagle Cap Wilderness area for the TASCO Riley
Boiler, Nampa, Idaho.
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Figure 4. Number of days when the delta-deciview is greater than or equal to 0.50 in the Class | areas
during the modeling period, 2003 to 2005.

Dominating Pollutants for Visibility Impact

Figure 5 shows the percentage contribution of the pollutants for the average of the highest
22 days in Eagle Cap in the modeling period from 2003 to 2005. Sulfate and nitrate are
the dominating pollutants responsible for the visibility deterioration.
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SUBJECT-TO-BART ANALYSIS
FOR THE TASCO RILEY BOILER, NAMPA, IDAHO

Pollutant Contribution
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% NO3
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Figure 5. The pollutant contribution from the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa, Idaho, to visibility change at
Eagle Cap Wilderness area, Oregon. The total contribution from Sulfate and Nitrate is aimost 100%.

Seasonal Variation of Visibility Degradation

Figure 6 shows that the most significant impact to visibility for the Eagle Cap Wilderness

occurs between November and February.

The higher impact appears to have been the result of winter meteorological conditions
favorable for hygroscopic aerosol formation, as discussed in the following section. The

effect is minimal in the dry, hot summertime.
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SUBJECT-TO-BART ANALYSIS
FOR THE TASCO RILEY BOILER, NAMPA, IDAHO
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Figure 6. Seasonal impact from the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa, Idaho to Eagle Cap Wilderness area,
Oregon, which is located about 120 km north-west from the source.

5. Meteorological and Geological Conditions

The impact to visibility in Class I areas is strongly dependent on meteorological and
geological conditions. Figure 7 shows the strong stagnation conditions that occurred
during the episode of January 2004. During such an episode, pollutants pool up in the
valleys and slowly transport to the Class I areas with little dispersion.

Terrain (geological condition) also strongly influences impact of emission sources in
Idaho’s Treasure Valley area on the Class 1 areas. Figure 8 shows a contour map of
number of impact days equal to or higher than 0.5 delta-deciview. The channeling effect
of the terrain is clearly shown, indicating that Treasure Valley sources are likely to affect
Class I areas to the northwest under winter conditions.
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Figure 7. Wind field in the modeling domain. In January 2004, a strong stagnation system persisted in

the Snake River Valley, Idaho, where the TASCO Riley Boiler is located, for more than 2 weeks.

Pollutants were elevated near their sources, then were slowly dispersed and transported to the Class |

areas.
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Figure 8. Wind field in the modeling domain. In January 2004, a strong stagnation system persisted in
the Snake River Valley, Idaho, where the TASCO Riley Boiler is located, for more than 2 weeks.
Pollutants were elevated near their sources, then were slowly dispersed and transported to the Class !

areas
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6. Sensitivity Analysis

DEQ performed a sensitivity analysis on the CALPUFF modeling analysis for the Riley
Boiler at TASCO, Nampa. The purpose of the sensitivity analysis was to represent the
least conservative parameters to show that further refinements (e.g. hourly ozone) are not
likely to alter the conclusion, resulting from the BART Modeling Protocol analysis, that
the Riley Boiler at TASCO’s Nampa facility subject-to-BART. It should be noted that
this sensitivity analysis does not imply approval of these “bounding” parameters by
DEQ, the EPA and Federal Land Managers.

The parameters included in the sensitivity analysis include puff splitting, building
downwash, low ozone background (10 ppb, the low end of observed vales), and the use
of annual average for natural background.

The results of the sensitivity analysis are summarized in Figure 9 and Figure 10, and
Table 5. The predicted impact levels based on this less conservative sensitivity analysis
in the all Class I areas are lower; however, the predicted visibility deterioration in Eagle
Cap Wilderness Area, Strawberry Mountain Wilderness Area, and Hells Canyon National
Recreation Area is still significantly higher than the 0.5 dv threshold.

Details of the model setup used for the sensitivity analysis are provided in Appendix 2.
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Figure 9. Analysis: 98th percentile values of delta-deciview in the Class | areas
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Figure 10. Sensitivity Analysis: Number of days in the Class | areas where the delta-deciview was greater than
or equal to 0.5dv
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Table 5. Sensitivity Analysis: Change in visibility for Class | areas within 300 km from the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa.

Change in Visibility Compared Against natural background Conditions

Delta-Deciview Value larger than 0.5 from one year

Delta-Deciview Value larger

period than 0.5 from 3 year period
2003 2004 2005
Number of
g" Total 8" Total 8" Total 22nd Days®

Class | Area highest® | days” | highest days | highest | days | Highest® | (2003,2004,2005)
Craters of the Moon 0.111 0 0.142 0 0.115 0 0.117 0
Eagle Cap Wilderness, OR 0646 | 12 | 0944 | 32 | 0806 | 30 | 0895 74
Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, ID 0.494 7 0.708 19 0.591 9 0632 35
Jarbidge Wilderness, NV 0.064 0 0.128 1 0.097 0 0.101 1
Sawtooth Wilderness, 1D 0.124 0 0283 | 2 | 0479 | o 0.201 2
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, ID and MT 0.149 0 0.236 0 0.194 0 0.187 0
Strawberry Mountain Wilderness, OR 0.593 9 0.553 10 1.006 21 0.729 40

aoow

The 8" highest delta-deciview for the calendar year.
Total number of days in 1 year that exceeded 0.5 delta-deciviews.
The 22™ highest delta-deciview value for the 3-year period.
Total number of days in the 3-year period that exceed 0.5 delta-deciviews.

7. Summary and Conclusions

The CALPUFF model predicted that emissions from the Riley Boiler at the TASCO
Sugar Plant, Nampa, Idaho, impacted visibility with the 98" percentile highest delta-
deciview of more than 0.5 deciview on the Class [ areas of Eagle Cap Wilderness, OR,
Strawberry Mountain Wilderness, OR, and Hells Canyon Wilderness, ID, during the

period of year 2003 to 2005.

Eagle Cap Wilderness area had the highest number of days (112 days in 3 years) with
delta-deciview value greater than 0.5. The highest 1-year 8" high delta-deciview (1.596,

year 2005) was found in Strawberry Mountain Wilderness.

The major contributors to visibility deterioration from the Riley Boiler of the TASCO,
Nampa facility are SO, and NO,, precursors of sulfate and nitrate aerosols formed in
winter under conditions of low temperature and high relative humidity. The impact is
greatest when a high-pressure system persists in the area for 3 to 4 days or more, the
atmosphere is stagnant with poor dispersion, and the pollutants transported remain

relatively undiluted.

The subject-to-BART analysis, which followed the BART Modeling Protocol, and

additional extensive sensitivity analysis have demonstrated that the Riley Boiler of the
TASCO, Nampa facility is subject to BART.
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SUBJECT-TO-BART ANALYSIS
FOR THE TASCO RILEY BOILER, NAMPA, IDAHO

Appendix 1: CALPUFF Modeling Setup for TASCO Riley Boiler,
Nampa, Idaho

Scenario Summary

Scenario Information

Scenario Name: wzl10444

Title: ID-1 4km Existing Control version 3; 2004 through 2005
corrected

Scenario Description: ID-1; 4km; partical size distribution(0.5/1.5 for fine, 5/1.5 for

coarse); model source elevation; Existing Control version 3 (Control_ID = 41); 2004 through 2005
corrected

Species Group Information

Species Group ID: 1

Number of Species: 9

Species Names: S0O2, S04, NOX, HNO3, NO3, PMC, PMF, EC, SOA
Calpuff Working Directory

Working Directory: Y\airmodel\calpuffiruns\bart\wzi10444
Domain Projection and Datum

Projection: Lambert Conic Conformal

Origin of Projection: Latitude: 49 Longitude: -121
Matching Latitudes: Latitude 1: 30 Latitude 2: 60
Offset(km): XEasting: 0 YNorthing: 0
Datum: NWS

Calmet Domain

Domain Name and Short Name: bart_4km bar_4km

Grid Origin(km): X: -572 Y: -956

Grid Spacing(km): 4

NX and NY: NX: 373 NY: 316
Sources

Number of Sources: 1

Source_Elevation_Option: Model

Source 1

Source Category

Category: Point

Facility Information

Facility ID: ID-1

Facility Name: Amalgamated Sugar - Nampa

Unit Information
Unit ID: 30
Unit Description: Riley Boiler
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Control Strateqgy Applied
Control ID: 41
Control Description: Existing Control - Ver. 3

Source Location and Base Elevation

Datum: NAD27
Projection: UTM
UTM Zone: 11
Easting (km): 534.391
Northing (km}: 4828.031
Base Elevation (m): 753

Source Location under Domain Projection and Datum

XEasting (km): 344.051
YNorthing (km): -569.801
Model Source Base Elevation In Calmet Domain
bar_4km (m): 759.705
bar_12km (m): 764.555
Stack Parameters
Height (m): 65
Diameter (m): 21
Exit Temperature (K): 427
Exit Velocity (m/s): 16
Emission Rate (Unit: Ib/hr)
SO2 (Ib/hr): 632.50000
S04 (ib/hr): 6.41455
NOX (Ib/hr): 390.00000
HNQO3 (Ib/hr): 0.00000
NO3 (Ib/hr): 0.00000
PMC (Ib/hr); 0.79000
PMF (Ib/hr): 0.76000
EC (Ib/hr): 0.03000
SOA (Ib/hr): 2.21000
Emission Rate (Unit: g/s)
S02 (g/s): 79.69366
S04 (g/s): 0.80822
NOX (g/s): 49.13917
HNO3 (g/s): 0.00000
NO3 (g/s): 0.00000
PMC (g/s): 0.09954
PMF (g/s): 0.09576
EC (g/s): 0.00378
SOA (g/s). 0.27846
Class | Areas
Searching Radius (km): ’ 300km
Number of Class | Areas: 7
1D: crmowild
Name: Craters of the Moon NM - Wilderness
State: 1D
# Total Receptors: 271
# Receptors In Calmet Domain: 271
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Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name:

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name:

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name:

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name:

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name:

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name:

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Paosition In Receptor List:

Computational Domain
Minimum Buffer (km):

Beginning Column:
Ending Column:
Beginning Row:
Ending Row

Calpuff Run Period Definition

Base Time Zone:

Calpuff Beginning Time:
Calpuff Ending Time:
Calpuff Time Step(Second):

SUBJECT-TO-BART ANALYSIS

FOR THE TASCO RILEY BOILER, NAMPA, IDAHO

1-271

eaca2

Eagle Cap Wilderness
OR

596

596

272 - 867

heca2

Hells Canyon Wilderness
ID

353

353

868 - 1220

jarb2

Jarbidge Wilderness
NV

174

174

1221 - 1394

sawt2

Sawtooth Wilderness
ID

353

353

1395 - 1747

selw4

Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness
D

575

575

1748 - 2322

stmo2

Strawberry Mountain Wilderness
OR

114

114

2323 -2436

50
171
304
33
195

8 (Pacific Standard)
01/01/2003 00:00:00
01/01/2006 00:00:00

3600
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Appendix 2: Sensitivity Analysis: CALPUFF Modeling Setup for
TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa, Idaho

Scenario Summary

Scenario Information

Scenario Name: wzI110445

Title: ID-1 4km Existing Control version 3; 2004
through 2005 corrected

Scenario Description: ID-1; 4km; partical size distribution({(0.5/1.5

for fine, S/1.5 for coarse); model source elevation; Existing Control version
3 (Control ID = 41); 2004 through 2005 corrected; O3 = 1l0ppb; Puff splitting

on with nsplit=2; building downwash (assume stack name is SPB3 in bpip input

file)

Species Group Information

Species Group ID: 1
Number of Species: 9
Species Names: S02, S04, NOX, HNO3, NO3, PMC, PMF, EC, SOA

Calpuff Working Directory
Working Directory: Y:\airmodel\calpuff\runs\bart\wzI10445

Domain Projection and Datum

Projection: Lambert Conic Conformal

Origin of Projection: Latitude: 49 Longitude: -121
Matching Latitudes: Latitude 1: 30 Latitude 2: 60
Offset (km) : XEasting: O YNorthing: 0
Datum: NWS

Calmet Domain

Domain Name and Short Name: bart_4km bar_ 4km

Grid Origin(km) : X: ~-572 Y: -956
Grid Spacing(km) : 4

NX and NY: NX: 373 NY: 316
Sources

Number of Sources: 1

Source Elevation_Option: Model

Source 1

Source Category
Category: Point

Facility Information
Facility ID: ID-1
Facility Name: Amalgamated Sugar - Nampa

Unit Information

Unit ID: 30
Unit Description: Riley Boiler
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Control Strategy Applied
Control ID: 41
Control Description: Existing Control - Ver. 3

Source Location and Base Elevation

Datum: NAD27
Projection: UTM

UTM Zone: 11
Easting (km) : 534.391
Northing (km) : 4828.031
Base Elevation (m): 753

Source Location under Domain Projection and Datum
XEasting (km) : 344 .051
YNorthing (km) : -569.801

Model Source Base Elevation In Calmet Domain
bar_4km (m) : 759.705
bar 12km (m): 764 .555

Stack Parameters

Height (m): 65
Diameter (m): 2.1
Exit Temperature (K): 427
Exit Velocity (m/s): 16

Emission Rate (Unit: 1lb/hr)

5802 (1lb/hr) : 632.50000
S04 (lb/hr) : 6.41455
NOX (1b/hr) : 390.00000
HNO3 (1b/hr) : 0.00000
NO3 (1b/hr): 0.00000
PMC (1b/hr) : 0.79000
PMF (1lb/hr) : 0.76000
EC (1b/hr): 0.03000

SOA (lb/hr) : 2.21000

Emission Rate (Unit: g/s)

802 (g/s): 79.69366
S04 (g/s): 0.80822
NOX (g/s) : 49.13917
HNO3 (g/s): 0.00000
NO3 (g/s) : 0.00000
PMC (g/s): 0.09954
PMF (g/s) : 0.09576
EC (g/s): 0.00378
SOA (g/s): 0.27846
Class I Areas
Searching Radius (km) : 300km
Number of Class I Areas: 7
ID: crmowild
Name : Craters of the Moon NM - Wilderness
State: ID
# Total Receptors: 271
# Receptors In Calmet Domain: 271
Position In Receptor List: 1 - 271
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ID:

Name :

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name :

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name :

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name :

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name :

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

ID:

Name :

State:

# Total Receptors:

# Receptors In Calmet Domain:
Position In Receptor List:

Computational Domain
Minimum Buffer (km):
Beginning Column:
Ending Column:
Beginning Row:
Ending Row

Calpuff Run Period Definition
Base Time Zone:

Calpuff Beginning Time:
Calpuff Ending Time:

Calpuff Time Step (Second):

eacaz2
Eagle
OR
596
596
272 -

Cap Wilderness

867

hecaz
Hells
1D
353
353
868 -

Canyon Wilderness

1220

jarb2

Jarbidge Wilderness
NV

174
174
1221 - 1394

sawt?2

Sawtooth Wilderness
ID

353
353
1395 - 1747

selwd

Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness
ID

575
575
1748 - 2322

stmo2

Strawberry Mountain Wilderness

OR
114
114

2323 - 2436

50
171
304
33
195

8 (Pacific Standard)
01/01/2003 00:00:00
01./01/2006 00:00:00
3600
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Response to Public Comments

Final

The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC
Nampa Factory
Nampa, Idaho
Facility ID No. 027-00010
Permit to Construct No. T2-2009.0105

September 7, 201034,
Morrie Lewis |
Permit Writer



BACKGROUND

As deemed appropriate by the Director, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
provided for public comment on the proposed permit from April 19, 2010 through May 19, 2010
in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.404.01.c. During this period, comments were submitted in
response to DEQ’s proposed action. Each comment and DEQ’s response is provided in the
following section. Comments with a common theme have been grouped together and responded
to as one comment. All comments submitted in response to DEQ’s proposed action are included
in the appendix to this document.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 1:

Response:

2009.0105

Public comments regarding the technical and regulatory analyses and the air quality aspects of the
proposed permit are summarized below. Questions, comments, and/or suggestions received
during the comment period that did not relate to the air quality aspects of the permit application,
the Department’s technical analyses, or the proposed permit have not been addressed. For
reference purposes, a copy of the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho can be found at:

http://adm.idaho.gov/adminrules/rules/idapa58/0101.pdf.

I believe it would be better if IDEQ shared some evidence, understandable to laymen, to
substantiate its claims that TASCO is a major contributor to haze in the areas cited,
especially since the prevailing winds usually blow in the opposite direction. What measures
are available and what are the costs financially and environmentally to the company and to
the community?

The subject-to-Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) modeling analyses indicated that the
Amalgamated Sugar Company’s (TASCO) Riley boiler has caused a significant contribution (as
defined by federal rules), but not as a “major contributor”, to haze at the Eagle Cap, Strawberry
Mountain, and Hells Canyon Class I areas. The modeling analyses predicted elevated haze
impacts on days when elevated impacts were measured in these areas, when upper level transport
winds were flowing from the Nampa area toward these Class I areas. Such conditions are
frequently observed during wintertime stagnant air periods, when the most severe impacts occur.

In the modeling analyses, DEQ utilized modeling approaches which have been used nationwide
and developed by several federal agencies, including the EPA, National Park Service, and

U.S. Forest Service. The analyses used appropriate inputs developed jointly by modeling experts
at the Idaho DEQ, EPA Region 10, Washington Department of Ecology, and Oregon DEQ. The
modeling system used has undergone extensive testing by its developer and the EPA, and is
identified in Appendix W to 40 CFR Part 51, the Guideline on Air Quality Modeling, as the
recommended model for long-range transport based on validation studies in which it was
compared to measured values.

The determination of BART takes into account environmental and financial impacts in steps three
through five of the five-step process outlined in Section 3.1 of the Statement of Basis, in which
the control effectiveness, financial impacts, and environmental impacts are evaluated for the
feasible control technologies. The costs of compliance, energy and non-air quality environmental
impacts of compliance, any pollution control equipment in use at the source, the remaining useful
life of the source, and the degree of improvement in visibility which may reasonably be
anticipated to result from the use of such technology must all be taken into consideration in steps
four and five of the process, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.c. DEQ has evaluated
these impacts and has summarized the results of each BART analysis and determination in Table
3.1 of the Statement of Basis (“Summary of BART Analyses and Determinations”). Detailed

Page 2



Comment 2:

Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

information on these impacts can be found in Appendix B (“BART Determinations™) and
Appendix C (“Subject-to-BART Analyses”) to the Statement of Basis.

Why are the NOx emission limits specified in the permit not consistent with the NOx
emission rates used in the BART analysis for the selected control technology?

Due to concems related to the implementation of the selected BART, and in order to allow a
margin for compliance with the corresponding BART NOy emission limit, an effective NOx
control removal efficiency of 50% was used to establish the NOy emission rate limit of 186 Ib/hr
(Permit Condition 3.4) for the Riley boiler.

Concerns related to the implementation of LNB with over-fired air suggest that a 65% NOx
control removal efficiency may not be achieved in practice for one or more of the following
reasons:

e Based upon a review of reference literature and as reported in the “BART Determination

Analysis Report” dated February 6, 2009, the target 65% NOx control removal efficiency was
approaching the high end of the range of what has been achieved in practice for LNB with
over-fired air in coal-fired boiler retrofit applications. Actual NOyx emissions performance
will be dependent upon the final LNB and boiler design configurations, which are not yet
available.

¢ TASCO has documented concerns regarding the feasibility of using over-fired air on the
Riley boiler based on the results of a feasibility study completed by Babcock Power, Inc.'

Please clarify the averaging period of the emission limits associated with the Riley boiler. If
these differ from the 30-day rolling average used in the BART presumptive limits, please
explain.

An averaging period was not specified for any of the BART and BART alternative emission
limits, since annual performance testing has been required to demonstrate ongoing compliance
with each of the BART emission limits. (As required by Permit Condition 3.14, three test runs
with a minimum time per run of 20 minutes are required for each performance test, resulting in an
effective averaging time of 20 minutes or greater during each performance test.)

Although this permitting action does not address Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM)
requirements relevant to the installation and operation of BART control devices, it is expected
that the Riley boiler will continue to be subject to the requirements of CAM in accordance with
40 CFR 64.2(a) and that new monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements associated
with BART control device operating parameters (indicators) will be considered in a future
permitting action based upon a CAM plan submitted by TASCO. Refer to Section 4.9 of the
Statement of Basis for additional discussion concerning CAM applicability.

Continuous emission monitoring to ensure compliance with the BART SO, and NOx emission
limits has not been required at this time for the new BART control devices (spray dry flue gas
desulfurization system and LNB with over-fired air), based on the assumption that these control
devices will be in operation at all times the Riley boiler is in operation (as required in Permit
Conditions 3.7 and 3.8, respectively). Alternate operating scenarios have not been considered or
evaluated as part of this permitting action.

Continuous emission monitoring to ensure compliance with the PM BART emission limit has not
been required at this time for the existing baghouse, since established monitoring and
recordkeeping requirements have been considered sufficient for ensuring compliance with the
existing boiler operating scenarios. The existing baghouse is currently operated when firing coal
fuel in the Riley boiler, and cannot be operated during periods when the boiler is using natural gas

.

! Feasibility Study BART — Riley Power & Proposed Revisions to the Draft BART Tier Il Operating Permit and Statement of Basis, Attachment | to Public
Comments on Tier 11 Operating Permit, TASCO, April 6, 2010.

2009.0105

Page 3



Comment 4:

Response:

Comment 5:

Response:

Comment 6:

Response:

Comment 7:

as the primary fuel (Permit Condition 3.6).' Refer to Tier I Operating Permit No. T1-050020 for
additional monitoring and recordkeeping requirements applicable to the existing baghouse;
including visible emissions, pressure drop, operations and maintenance, PM performance testing,
fuel feed rates, and hours of operation requirements.

What is the total number of pulp dryers? Which dryers were shut down to meet the PMj,
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)? Which dryers are being proposed to be
shut down as part of the Alternative to BART NOy control scenario?

The Center pulp dryer (S-D2) and the North pulp dryer (S-D3) were required as part of a
compliance schedule to be shut down before September 30, 2007 and replaced with a single
steam dryer system, in accordance with Permit Condition 13.8 in Tier IT Operating Permit No.
T2-050021.°

The remaining permitted coal-fired pulp dryer, the South pulp dryer (S-D1), is required to be shut
down as a result of this permitting action in accordance with Permit Conditions 4.1 and 4.2.*
These permit conditions have been updated to clarify that only the South pulp dryer is affected by
this permitting action.

In the proposed Tier II permit document, there are several references to the size of the
boiler as 350,000 MMBtu/hr. In fact, the boiler is 350 MMBtu/hr.

Typographical corrections have been made in the permit to the Regulated Emission Point Sources
Table (Permit Condition 1.2) and the dry low NOy burner control equipment requirement
(Permit Condition 3.8).

Why was the Riley boiler not exempted from the need to perform a BART determination?
Why has DEQ not considered refined receptor apportionment results in addition to DEQ's
dispersion modeling results? Why won’t DEQ reconsider the degree of improvement in
visibility which may reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of the proposed
BART?

DEQ is not reconsidering model selection at this time. Model selection, modeling protocol
information, and modeling analyses results were provided to TASCO in the BART modeling
protocol notification letter dated July 31, 2006 and in the subject-to-BART notification letter
dated December 14, 2006, and the opportunity was provided for TASCO to perform refined
modeling analyses at that time.

As described in these notification letters and in Section 1.2 of Appendix C (“Subject-to-BART
Analyses”) to the Statement of Basis, DEQ performed the BART exemption and BART
determination modeling in accordance with the BART Modeling Protocol,” which was jointly
developed by the states of ldaho, Washington, and Oregon, and which has undergone public
review and revision.

In addition, the source apportionment analysis submitted in the comments to DEQ utilized a
flawed statistical treatment that neither DEQ, nor the EPA, nor the Federal Land Managers could
approve.

Why was the EPA's affordability analysis not considered as fundamentally flawed?

DEQ is not reconsidering the results of the affordability analysis at this time. DEQ has relied
upon the results of the affordability analysis conducted by EPA, which was provided to TASCO
in the affordability notification letter dated March 17, 2010. The Statement of Basis has been
updated to include an executive summary from this affordability analysis in Appendix D.

Tier I Operating Permit No. T2-050021, final, revised March 8, 2006.
Tier 11 Operating Permit No. T2-2009.0105, final, issued September 7, 2010.

Response:

2 Tier I Operating Permit No. T1-050020, final, revised May 23, 2006.
3

4

S

Modeling Protocol for Washington, Oregon and Idaho: Protocol for the Application of the CALPUFF Modeling System Pursuant to the Best Available

Retrofit Technology (BART) Regulation, draft, May 22, 2006.

2009.0105
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Name: Crystal Sverdsten
Email Address: lilentry_lilnot@yahoo.com

Affiliation: Resident

Sent: Monday, April 19,2010 4:09 PM
To: Faye Weber

Subject: Public Comment

I believe it would be better if IDEQ shared some evidence, understandable to laymen, to substantiate it's claims
that TASCO is a major contributor to haze in the areas cited, especially since the prevailing winds usually blow in
the opposite direction. What measures are available and what are the costs, financially and environmentally to the
company and the community?

Name: Bryce Cook

Email Address: dukkhnter@hotmail.com
Affiliation: None

Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2010 12:29 PM
To: Faye Weber

Subject: Public Comment

There 1s no way this is affecting those recreation areas.
Please stop regulating industry out of town. Unemployment is bad enough in Canyon County.

[ am in no way affiliated with Algamated Sugar. I am just a fong time Nampa resident who is sick of seeing
regulation kill business in this area.

2009.0105 Page 6



USDA United States Forest [ntermountain Region 324 25" Street
= - Department of Service Ogden, UT 84401
Agriculture 801-625-5605

File Code: 2580
Date: May 14, 2010

Ms. Faye Weber

Idaho DEQ, Air Program
1410 North Hilton
Boise, ID 83706-1255

Dear Ms. Weber:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Best Available Retrofit Technology
(BART) analysis for The Amalgamated Sugar Company (TASCO) — Nampa facility.
Cooperative efforts, such as these, ensure that together we will continue to make progress toward
the Clean Air Act’s goal of natural visibility conditions at our Class I wilderness areas and parks.

In general, the USDA Forest Service is supportive of the BART Determination and Tier I1
Permit established for TASCO Nampa facility. We appreciate the efforts of Idaho DEQ staff and
the staff at TASCO in preparing the BART analysis and determination documents. After reading
through the BART determination documents, proposed Tier Il operating permit and Statement of
Basis we offer the following comments:

The NO, emission limits specified in the permit are not consistent with the NO, emission
rate used in the BART analysis for the selected control technology. The BART
determination for “Low NOy Boilers with Over Fire Air” was based upon a control
efficiency of 65 percent resulting in a NO, emission rate of 131 Ibs/hr'. However, the
permit limit assumes a control efficiency of 50 percent, resulting in a NO, emission limit
of 186 Ibs/hr®.  While it is common for States to set a permit level slightly below the
most stringent level of control so as to allow some flexibility for compliance, this must be
balanced against reducing emissions sufficiently to accomplish goals. As such, it seems
the 50 percent control efficiency is too lenient, and that a control efficiency closer to that
used in the BART analysis seems more appropriate.

Please clarify the averaging period of the emission limits associated with the Riley boiler.
If these differ from the 30-day rolling average used in the BART presumptive limits,
please explain.

" Table 9, Page 20 of TASCO BART Determination (July 17, 2009).
* Regulated Sources Table, Page 4 and Riley Boiler BART and BART Alternative Emission Limits Table, Proposed
Tier I1 Operating Permit (April 19, 2010).

e
Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper W



Ms. Faye Weber

e Page 21 of the BART Determination document (July, 2009) states that “some of the pulp
dryers were shut down to meet Py 1o NAAQS requirements...” Please clarify the
following. What is the total number of pulp dryers? Which dryers were shut down to
meet the PM g NAAQS? Which dryers are being proposed to be shut down at part of the
Alternative to BART NOy control scenario?

e In the proposed Tier II permit document, there are several references to the size of the
boiler as 350,000 MMBtwhr. In fact, the boiler is 350 MMBtu/hr.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments. Please contact Jeff Sorkin, Air Quality
Specialist, Natural Resources Staff, at (303) 275-5759 if you have questions.

Sincerely,

/s/ William P. Levere
WILLIAM P. LEVERE
Director, Natural Resources

cc: Jeff A Sorkin
Rick Graw
Scott A Copeland
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TASCO’s Comments on the Proposed Tier || Operatingﬂfﬁrmit1

TASCO presents additional information for DEQ to consider to support the following
conclusions: (1) the Riley boiler was exempt from the need to perform a BART determination,
(2) DEQ has discretion to consider refined receptor apportionment results in addition to DEQ's
dispersion modeling results, (3} even if a BART determination is performed, it is appropriate to
reconsider the degree of impravement in visibility which may reasonably be anticipated to
result from the use of the proposed BART; and (4) EPA’s affordability analysis is fundamentally
flawed.

States are required to develop a regional haze program.> BART is only one element prescribed
by EPA.? Little direction was given in EPA’s rules for preparing the BART section of the State’s
regional haze program. A single EPA guidance document adopted in 2005 mandated a process
for fossil fuel fired power plants greater than 750 megawatts in generating capacity (referred to
as “Appendix v”).* The language of Appendix Y reinforces EPA’s requirement that States use
that process for BART determinations for power plants, and it provides that States “are not
required to use the process in the guidelines when making BART determinations for other types
of sources.”® DEQ nonetheless followed the process presented in Appendix Y for the
applicahility analysis of TASCO’s small industrial source, resulting in an unreasonable and very
expensive BART determination for the Riley boiler. TASCO presents a complementary
approach that is consistent with the discretion afforded under Appendix Y.

Additional Information for Consideration

TASCO is the only company in the sugar or food processing industry that is expected to commit
significant economic resources to address regional haze in the entire U.S. The Riley Boiler at
TASCO's Nampa, ldaho factory is one of only two stationary sources in Idaho subject to BART.
Under the proposed Tier Il operating permit TASCO will be required to spend $18,000,000 in
attempt to improve visibility in protected areas located over 100 miles from the factory. In
addition to the information submitted previously by TASCO to IDEQ and incorporated here for
review during this public comment process, TASCO provides new information for the agencies

! References throughout these comments are made to TASCO and DEQ documents
currently contained in DEQ’s files. Those documents are not resubmitted with these public
comments, but are incorporated by reference to prompt formal response from DEQ and EPA.

%40 CFR 51.308
* 40 CFR 51.308(e)
%40 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(ii)(B); 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix Y

> Appendix Y, Section 1.F(1)

[OB]



to consider in support of a revised BART applicability analysis and a revised BART
determination. This information also supports a revised Tier | operating permit.6

Analysis using g refined receptor apportionment approach reveals that TASCO’s Riley boiler
could have been exempted from the need to perform a BART determination.

Under Appendix Y, DEQ has discretion to exempt an individual source or certain pollutants from
a source from the need to make a BART determination, if the source “is not reasonably
anticipated to cause or contribute to any visibility impairment” in a protected area.” DEQ can
support an exemption if it demonstrates that the contribution of the Riley boiler is less than a
prescribed threshold set forth in Appendix Y {0.5 delta deciviews). To make that
demonstration, DEQ may consider modeling, emissions analysis, or other reasonable
approaches for analyzing the visibility impacts of a source.® Appendix Y also allows States to
use EPA’s recommended dispersion model {CALPUFF) or “other appropriate model to predict
the visibility impacts from a single source at a Class | area.”’

Different approaches exist for estimating impacts of emissions from stationary sources
including various source oriented dispersion models, like CALPUFF, that predict a source’s
impact at a receptor based on the source emissions and dispersive influences of wind fields;
and receptor oriented approaches that start with measured receptor concentrations and
allocate measured concentrations to source categories based on source profiles. Dispersion
models, like CALPUFF, are not bound by any actual measured impacts at the Class | areas and
can readily over predict impacts from specific sources. Another reasonable approach to
ascertaining the impacts of the Riley boiler is the receptor oriented apportionment approach
that takes into account measured impacts at the Class | areas and allocates impacts to specific
sources.

DEQ utilized the CALPUFF dispersion model recommended by EPA to predict visibility impacts at
the relevant Class | areas attributable to TASCO's Riley boiler. DEQ solely relied upon
conservative dispersion modeling results to conclude that emissions from the Riley boiler
contribute to impaired visibility only during winter time periods in Hells Canyon, Strawberry
Mountain Wilderness, and Eagle Cap Wilderness. CALPUFF dispersion modeling has numerous
recognized limitations that prompt comparison of that model’s results to other analysis. TASCO

% See, Attachment 1 — TASCO mark up of proposed Tier Il operating permit reflecting
changes consistent with these narrative comments; and letter to Glen Patrick from Riley Power
dated May 4, 2010 regarding infeasibility of overfired air.

! Appendix Y, Section I
% Appendix Y, Section l1.A.(3)

? Appendix Y, Section I11.A(3)



previously provided detailed comments to DEQ regarding the complexities and inadequacies of
the CALPUFF mathematical model to predict visibility impacts and urged DEQ to reconsider its
results. DEQ declined to compare its CALPUFF modeling outcomes with other relevant
information in completing its BART analyses.

In response to the proposed Tier Il operating permit, therefore, TASCO retained Cooper
Environmental Services LLC (CES) to use a receptor oriented apportionment approach to
compare impacts predicted under this method with the CALPUFF results.'® The receptor
oriented apportionment approach utilized by CES considered measured impacts recorded at
receptars in the Class | areas and apportionment data referenced by DEQ in its draft regional
haze plan. The approach is similar to the receptor modeling approach used in development of
DEQ’s Treasure Valley PM,g Maintenance Plan in 2002.

According to CES, comparing the results of a dispersion model with receptor oriented
apportionment outcomes to evaluate the visibility impacts from the Riley beiler leads to a more
supportable conclusion than simply relying upon dispersion modeling alone. CES has utilized
this complementary approach before to refine dispersion modeling results that are inherently
not bound by actual measurements or monitored data. The source apportionment work of CES
clearly shows that the Riley boiler is not subject to BART, in contrast to the CALPUFF results that
indicate the source is subject to BART.

Preliminary receptor apportionment results prepared by CES reveal that TASCO’s Riley boiler
could have been exempted from the need to perform a BART determination.’* The highest
delta deciview day identified using the receptor modeling approach was 0.4 delta deciview.

The 98" percentile delta deciview results using this approach ranged from 0.06 to 0.15 — all
substantially below the 0.5 delta deciview threshold for BART applicability. Overall the delta
deciview results using receptor apportionment methods are substantially smaller than those
predicted by the CALPUFF model. The differences range from about 3 to 30 times less using the
receptor approach.

The receptor oriented apportionment results also indicate that the actual Riley boiler impacts
may be highest at Hells Canyon, whereas the predicted impacts using CALPUFF were highest at
Eagle Cap Wilderness. These receptor apportionment results are more consistent with a
conceptual model of down river drainage air flow influenced by low inversions that impact the

0 See, Attachment 2 — qualifications of Dr. John Cooper, President, Cooper
Environmental Services, LLC

" See, Attachment 3 — “Report for The Amalgamated Sugar Company: Riley Boiler
Impacts on Visibility in Select Class | Areas,” prepared by Cooper Environmental Services LLC for
TASCO on May 19, 2010



lower elevation Hells Canyon ambient monitoring site more than the higher elevation Eagle Cap
monitor.

Based upon these findings by CES, TASCO urges DEQ to reevaluate its 2007 BART applicability
analysis and to exempt the Riley boiler from the need to make a BART determination. Such an
outcome reflects a reasonable complementary modeling approach to predicting visibility
impacts and is consistent with the discretion afforded States under Appendix Y.

Analysis using a refined receptor apportionment approach reveals that installation of controls
on the TASCO’s Riley boiler is not likely to result in any measurable visibility improvement.

If after close consideration of the CES work, DEQ fails to revise its 2007 BART applicability
evaluation to exempt the Riley boiler from the need to perform a BART determination, then
reexamination of DEQ’s 2009 BART determination is appropriate.*® To establish BART controls,
DEQ was required to consider five prescribed criteria, including “the degree of improvement in
visibility which may reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of such technology.”*?
DEQ solely relied upon CALPUFF’s conservative dispersion modeling projections to determine
the degree of visibility improvement which may reasonably be anticipated from the
$18,000,000 expenditure at the Nampa factory. Under Appendix Y, however, States may
consider the impact of each particular pollutant and States may consider modeling, emissions
analysis, or other reasonable approaches for analyzing the visibility impacts of a source.™

The receptor oriented apportionment work of CES {using actual measurements from
representative site monitors), confirms that the Riley boiler impacts predicted by CALPUFF are
not reasonable estimates when compared to receptor measurements and, therefore, cannot be
relied upon to establish the degree of improvement that can reasonably be anticipated from
the installation of BART on the Riley boiler. The receptor apportionment suggests little to no
improvement in visibility can reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of the technology
proposed in the Tier Il operating permit.

Based upon these findings by CES, TASCO urges DEQ to revise its 2009 BART determination and
to conclude that no additional controls on the Riley boiler are required. Such an outcome
reflects a complementary modeling evaluation of the reasonably anticipated visibility
improvements and is consistent with the discretion afforded States under Appendix Y.

12 July 17, 2009 letter from Martin Bauer to Glen Patrick, including “TASCO Best
Available Retrofit Technology Determination”

340 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(ii)(A); IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02(c)

14 Appendix Y, Section 111.A.(3)



EPA’s affordability analysis was fundamentally flawed and failed to recognize that no other
sources in the industry are required to install BART controls.

Also relevant to the assessment of the degree of visibility improvement for the Riley boiler is an
assessment of “affordability.””® Appendix Y states:

There may be unusual circumstances that justify taking into
consideration the conditions of the plant and the economic
effects of requiring the use of a given control technology. These
effects would include effects on product prices, the market share,
and profitability of the source. Where there are such unusual
circumstances that are judged to affect plant operations, you may
take into consideration the conditions of the plant and the
economic effects of requiring the use of a control technology.
Where these effects are judged to have a severe impact on plant
operations you may consider them in the selection process, but
you may wish to provide an economic analysis that demonstrates,
in sufficient detail for public review, the specific economic effects,
parameters, and reasoning....Any analysis may also consider
whether other competing plants in the same industry have been
required to install BART controls if this information is available.*®

As early as November 2007, TASCO alerted DEQ to the unusual circumstances related to the
affordability of BART controls for the Nampa factory and TASCO repeated its concerns to DEQ.in
2009."” Throughout 2009 TASCO responded to requests for additional financial information
from DEQ and EPA. On February 12, 2010, EPA finalized its affordability analysis stating that
“TASCO can afford to fund the BART.”*® In TASCO’s comments on the preliminary draft Tier |l
operating permit submitted in April 2010, TASCO disagreed with EPA’s conclusion and observed
that EPA’s analysis was flawed in several fundamental ways. Neither DEQ nor EPA responded.
Since the conditions of the proposed Tier Il operating permit that require expenditure of
$18,000,000 for pollution control equipment are subject to an affordability test, TASCO’s earlier

1340 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(ii)(A); IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02 (c)(i)
16 Appendix Y, Section IV.E.(3)

¥ November 20, 2007 letter from TASCO to DEQ; and February 6, 2009 letter from
TASCO to DEQ

¥ February 12, 2010 document “An Affordability Analysis of [TASCO], LLC's Affordability
Claim with respect to the BART for the Riley Boiler at the Nampa, Idaho facility.” TASCO
received a copy of EPA’s analysis from DEQ on March 23, 2010



comments are incorporated into this submittal and TASCO presents additional comments on
EPA’s analysis. TASCO requests a response from both DEQ and EPA.

First, EPA centers its review on whether TASCO can “fund” the expenditure.*® EPA observed in
its analysis, for example, that TASCO failed to be proactive and set aside funding for BART. EPA
commented that TASCO should have been aware that "a decision not to proactively address
BART costs prior to the issuance of a permit could make funding the BART related costs difficult."*’
EPA’s logic means that anytime a company becomes aware of a potential compliance
obligation, the company should start reserving funds -- even before it is determined if
compliance is required. Such an approach is not supported by generally accepted accounting
principles, as confirmed by the comments of TASCO’s auditors in the EPA report.

Moreover, whether or not TASCO can obtain or set aside funding is not the focus of the
affardability test, as quoted above from Appendix Y. Fundamental to the review are the
effects such an expenditure would have on “profitability”, “market share”, “plant operations”
and position relative to “competing plants.” The appropriate test is not whether TASCO is able
to fund the cost, but whether unusual circumstances that affect plant operations prompt
consideration of the conditions of the plant and the economic effects of requiring the use of a

control technology.”!

Next, to the extent the economic effects described in the Appendix Y language were considered
at all by EPA, the analysts considered the overall effects to TASCO and its related entities. The
direct effects on TASCO’s Nampa plant operations were underestimated or ignored by EPA.
Materials submitted by TASCO and referred to in EPA’s analysis discussed particular
circumstances and plant conditions ripe for consideration; however, EPA dismissed the affects
of local realities on specific plant operations at Nampa and instead relied upon a more general
assessment of the stability and business structure of TASCO to justify its conclusion.

EPA further observed that TASCO can spread the BART control costs among growers
throughout Idaho and thus ameliorate the effects of the expenditure on the Nampa plant
operations. This observation reflected a flawed notion that by spreading the costs among more
growers the adverse economic effects to Nampa’s growers disappear. Not true. Growers
decide which crops to plant based upon the greatest potential economic return to the grower.
Payments to growers throughout Idaho that are reduced to fund installation and operation of

¥ see, footnote 18 - for example page 1, 3, and Table 1
2 see, footnote 18 -- page 2

2 Applying EPA’s funding logic to the residential mortgage crisis, EPA’s analysts might
conclude that if a buyer could obtain or fund a sub-prime mortgage, then the underlying asset
was affordable. Current events demonstrate that access to funds does not equal affordability.



BART controls at the Nampa plant will result in decreased acreage planted with sugarbeets
throughout Idaho. Under EPA’s cost spreading approach the adverse impacts will also be
spread beyond the Nampa plant to the whole of Idaho’s sugarbeet industry.

TASCO described for EPA the specific impact on the Nampa factory of a reduced number of
growers who plant sugarbeets in the surrounding area, and the potential for a reduced number
of planted sugarbeets if the cost of BART control technology is passed on to growers through
decreased payments. inits analysis, however, EPA assumed that growers will continue to plant
sugarbeets without a reasonable return relative to alternative crops.

TASCO highlighted a severe decline (18.4% decline in one year and a decline of 13% overa 7
year period) in membership due to decreased returns to growers, yet EPA minimized the impact
that a reduced supply of raw materials would have on the Nampa factory. EPA dismissed the
one year decline in membership by stating that "This most recent decline was ohviously not a
result of any BART related costs passed on to the growers."** EPA’s reaction missed the point
and overlooked the reality that any increase in costs passed along to the growers reduces the
payment to growers who plant sugarbeets. Decreased payments result in groweys’ interest in
higher priced crop production and fewer planted acres of sugarbeets. Fewer planted acres of
sugarbeets jeopardize the viability of the Nampa plant.

EPA further ignored that this trend is actually happening. TASCO described the closure of
TASCO’s Nyssa factory as evidence of the vulnerability and actual impact to plant operations
from diminished sugarbeet acreage. TASCO also highlighted the 31% decline in sugarbeet
harvest between 2007 and 2008.” EPA downplayed these plant specific impacts, however,
and emphasized other information to conclude that TASCO is econamically stable. These
unusual circumstances certainly impact the viability of the Nampa plant.

Third, EPA placed “substantial weight” in the statements of TASCO’s auditors.”® EPA concludes
that a “reasonable inference that can be drawn from the lack of any mention of the BART issues
as they may affect the company's ongoing viability in the auditor's report is that the auditor

did not consider the BART issues would have a material adverse impact on the company's ability
to continue as a going concern."® Interpreting the auditor’s report in this manner is flawed
and inconsistent with auditing practice. Auditors rely upon professional judgment and the
information available at the time of the statements to determine if review by a governmental
agency should be addressed in the financial statements. At the time of the auditor’s evaluation

2 see, footnote 18 -- page 25
2 The 2008 beet crop was the smallest crop in over 25 years.
# see, footnote 18 -- pages 32-38

23 See, footnote 18 -- page 36



in 2009, TASCO’s auditor had insufficient infarmation about the ultimate outcome of the
BART review and any future obligation. The auditor was aware of the BART process, but there
was no legal obligation to incur BART costs. “[S]ince the company did not yet have any legal
obligation that required it to address the BART costs - and there are no financial standards
obligation to do so” the auditor’s financial report did not address the impacts.?® EPA
conveniently relied upon the auditor’s silence to support their conclusion.

Finally, EPA failed to consider whether other competing plants in the same industry are
required to install BART controls. TASCO contacted seven other companies, TASCO's
competitors in the sugar processing industry.”’” As far as TASCO knows, no other plant in the
sugar industry in the U.S. is required to install BART controls.?® That information including
contact information for each company was requested by EPA and provided by TASCO. EPA
completely ignored this facet of the affordability test, however. The cost of BART controls will
saddle the Nampa plant with a competitive disadvantage relative to other producers in the U.S.
and that unusual circumstance is relevant to the affordability test.

TASCO requests reconsideration of EPA’s affordability analysis. TASCO urges EPA to address the
unusual circumstances that directly affect the Nampa plant operations and determine that the

proposed expense is not affordable under the test cutlined in Appendix V.

Incorporation of Documents as Public Comments

Through the course of the four years of work with DEQ, TASCO was repeatedly advised by
representatives of DEQ that the agency was unable to provide thorough and complete
responses to the company’s substantive concerns because the agency did not have time.
Although DEQ and TASCO met many times ostensibly to discuss and to respond to the
company’s questions, no substantive technical analysis was completed by DEQ and no
meaningful discussion occurred in response to TASCO’s important questions.29 Most recently,
DEQ informed TASCO that the agency did not have time to respond to TASCO’s detailed
comments on the preliminary draft Tier Il operating permit, * hut that the company could

26 See, footnote 18 -- page 38

2T American Crystal Sugar Coampany, Southern Minnesota Beet Sugar Coop, Sidney
Sugars, Inc., Michigan Sugar Company, Minn-Dak Farmers Cooperative, Western Sugar
Cooperative, and Roberts Sugar Ltd.

8 Furthermore, TASCO is not aware of any facility in the food industry sector that is
subject to BART. :

= See, for example, April 1, 2010 letter from Martin Bauer to Joe Huff

30 See, April 6, 2010 letter from loe Huff to Martin Bauer and Morrie Lewis
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resubmit the comments during this formal public comment period. Therefore, TASCO
incorporates all of its previously submitted materials into these public comments {specifically,
all of the materials referenced in the footnotes to these public comments), so that DEQ and EPA
can formally respond. It is appropriate to renew the request for substantive responses to
TASCO's earlier comments, now, in the course of formal public review of the Tier |l operating
permit since the permit is based upon the underlying work of DEQ.

Conclusion.

Since 2007 when DEQ concluded that the Riley boiler at the Nampa location was subject to
BART TASCO submitted several detailed evaluations to DEQ raising questions about the
reasonableness of agency’s conclusions for the Nampa factory.** In particular, TASCO
expressed concern about the agency’s reliance upon conservative dispersion modeling as the
sole basis for its BART applicability determination for this relatively small industrial source.*

TASCO’s concerns were well founded based upon experience. In support of the Treasure Valley
PM1g Maintenance Plan published in 2002 DEQ relied upon PM;g modeling analyses for the
Nampa facility and over predicted ambient PMqg concentrations attributable to the plant. DEQ
modeled a predicted value of 354 ug/m?® then added an estimated background concentration of
90 pg/m’ for an estimated impact of 444 pg/m? from the Nampa facility. This value was above
the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 150 pg/m® and DEQ required TASCO to
reduce emissions at a significant cost.*® In 2004 and 2005 actual PM1o concentrations
measured by a DEQ approved monitor located at the Nampa facility fence line averaged only 22
ug/m3 -- twenty times less than the value predicted by modeling — and proving the model to be
grossly inaccurate. Notably, monitored PMjp concentrations did not materially change after
the installation of the pulp steam dryer and shutdown of the rotary pulp drum dryers.
Fortunately, the pulp stream dryer significantly reduces fuel consumption at the plant and has
earnings associated with that capital expenditure. The proposed BART controls will not have
any earnings benefit, and will increase future operating costs.

As a result, the Riley boiler BART analyses cannot reasonably be based upon CALPUFF
dispersion modeling alone. TASCO urges DEQ to reconsider its conclusions in light of the
additional information prepared by CES. TASCO further urges DEQ to defer issuance of the Tier

3 See, July 19, 2007 letter from Martin Bauer to Glen Patrick, including “Subject to BART
Analysis for the TASCO Riley boiler, Nampa, Idaho”; July 21, 2009 letter from Dean Delorey to
Martin Bauer; and November 18, 2009 |etter from Joe Huff to Martin Bauer

2 5ee, footnote 17

3 In 20086, the Nampa facility completed the $16.9 million steam pulp dryer project
which replaced three coal-fired pulp dryers.
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Il operating permit until the receptor modeling analysis presented by CES can be meaningfully
evaluated in support of an exemption from BART for the Riley Boiler, and until corresponding
revisions to Idaho’s Plan for Implementing Section 308 of the Regional Haze Rule are
accomplished. TASCO remains willing to assist DEQ in this work to ensure a timely and
sufficient plan is submitted to EPA.

12



ATTACHMENT 1

FEASIBILITY STUDY BART — RILEY POWER
&
PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE
DRAFT BART TIER II OPERATING PERMIT AND
STATEMENT OF BASIS

THE AMALGAMATED SUGAR COMPANY LLC
NAMPA FACILITY



~

¢ RILEYPower

<7 A Babcock Power Inc. Company

May 4, 2010

Glen Patrick

The Amalgamated Sugar Co
138 W, Karcher Road
Nampa, ID 83687

Subject: Feasibility Study to Determine Best Suited
Combustion Technology to meet BART
TASCO Purchase Order #65276
Nampa Sugar Mill — RPI Contract #100477

Dear Glen:

Riley Power Incorporated (RPI) recently completed a study evaluating the feasibility of installing
low NOx bumner upgrades on the Amalgamated Sugar Company (TASCO) Nampa Riley Boiler.
For this feasibility study, RPI evaluated installation of a new Low NOx combustion system,
which includes a new Low NOx coal bumers and Overfire Air system. A technical summary of
the RPI engineering report is provided below, discussing the required modifications to the Riley
Boiler that will achieve at least a 50% NOx reduction.

In order to install an overfire air (OFA) system, RP[’s engineering standards define the minimum
OFA air residence time of approximately 0.7 sec between the elevation of the proposed overfire
air system and the nose arch of the furnace. For TASCO Nampa Facility, the boiler residence
time, or the residence time between the top burner elevation to the nose arch of the furnace, is
only 0.83 seconds before installation of the OFA system. This indicates that installation of an
OFA system between the top burner elevation and the nose arch will produce an OFA residence
time much less than the minimum required residence time of 0.7 sec. Furthermore a mechanical
review of the existing burner configuration was conducted, which determined that the vertical
distance between the top burner elevation and the furnace nose arch is not sufficient in terms of
physical space for installing the OFA System needed to achieve the greatest NOx reduction
without significant modification to both the burner configuration and boiler pressure parts.
Therefore, installation of a new OFA system would be ineffective for reducing NOx and not
recomumended.

In addition to the OFA system, both CCV® Single Register Burners (SRB) and CCV® Dual Air
Zone (DAZ) burners were reviewed for this particular application. Both burner systems are
considered state-of-the-art and therefore capable of significant NOx reduction without the use of
overfire air. The CCV® DAZ is the most recent generation of burner which offers better air flow
MAILING ADDRESS SHIPPING ADDRESS TELEPHONE. {508) 852-7100

Pos! Office Box 15040 5 Neponsel Streel FAX (508) 852-7548
Worcesler, MA 016150040 Worcester, MA 01605 wwwew babcockpower com
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A Babcock Power Inc. Company

control and flame stabilization and improved NOx reduction, RPT has concluded that both
burner systems are capable of achieving at least a 50% reduction of NOx for the TASCO Riley
boiler. Note that for both the CCYV® SRB and CCV® DAZ burner, significant modification of
existing burner windbox is required to accommodate the new burner geometry and increased
weight of the burners. Modification of the surrounding coal pipes, coal pipe supports and deck
elevations adjacent to the burner windbox will also be required.

Thank you again for including Riley. We lool forward to continued success working with
TASCO on this most important project.

%LL @%'q\
atry Begin

Assistant Project Manager
Riley Power Inc.

508-854-4034 F: 508-853-3944
M: 508-688-2367

MAILING ADDRESS ’ SHIPPING ADDRESS TELEPHONE (508) 852-7100
Post Offics Box 15040 5 Nepanse! Sleeel FAX {508) 852-7548
Warcasler. MA 01645-0040 Worezster, MA 01606 wyhw babcackpower com
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1. TIER Il OPERATING PERMIT SCOPE

Purpose
1.1 The purpose ofthis Twr operating perinat is 10 x> ish Best Avanlable Remofit Technology (BART)

cmission standards and requirements for the Rifey Boiler in accordance with 40 CFR $1.308(e}
andd 1DAPA S8.00.01 440103

Regufated Sources

1.2 T Wle 4kt v n o Regulated Scurces “hable lists all sources of regulated emissions in this pernit:
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2.

FACILITY-WIDE CONDITIONS

Obligation to Comply

2.1

Receiving a Tier IT operating permit shall not relieve any owner or operator of the responsibility to
comply with all applicable local, state, and federal rules and regulations, in accordance with
IDAPA 58.01.01.406.

Incorporation of Federal Requirements by Reference

2.2

Unless expressly provided otherwise, any reference in this permit to any document identified in IDAPA
58.01.01.107.03 shall constitute the full incorporation into this permit of that document for the purposes
of the reference, including any notes and appendices therein, in accordance with [IDAPA 58.01.01.107.
Documents include, but are not limited to:

»  Protection of Visibility, 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart P, Section 308 — Best Available Retrofit
Technology (BART) requirements

¢ Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM), 40 CFR Part 64

For permit conditions referencing or cited in accordance with any document incorporated by reference
(including permit conditions identified as BART and CAM), should there be any conflict between the
requirements of the permit condition and the requirements of the document, the requirements of the
document shall govern, including any amendments.

DEQ Address

2.3

Any reporting required by this permit, including, but not limited to, records, monitoring data, supporting
information, requests for confidential treatment, notifications of intent to test, testing reports, or
compliance certifications, shall contain a certification by a responsible official. The certification shall
state that, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and information
in the document(s) are true, accurate, and complete. Any reporting required by this permit shall be
submitted to the following address:

Air Quality Permit Compliance
Department of Environmental Quality
Baise Regional Office

1445 N. Orchard

Boise, ID 83706

Phone: (208) 373-0550
Fax: (208) 373-0287

T2-2009.0105 Page 5



3. RILEY BOILER BART
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the Ritey Boler o reduc s NO« - Ussior _md lo sure comphance with the 8A T NO enise on linst

(Pernsit Condii 3ot m Locordance wirh JDAPA S80L054010.03 end « P PR 20 308icy

e The BE! Drerl Uy shall heve a manimuen raded heat npal capacity theghest heatln . value of e
than or i al 10 350,000 MMBrwhro and shall combustenly amire vas andfor oo - fu!,

v Hoperation of the ! ERTIY It ot inthe Riley Dhoiler is expocted fopesadt g an
ami2sions increase, the permittee shal? subme® the required preconstruciion cemplivnee
demonstratians (Permit Condition 3163 10 w185

a7 BART 40 CFR 21.208, Subpart P - Maintenaode of BART Equipment

G and atter the BART lostellaton and operafion dui d e fn Perent Condition 23, the peamitres call
maimngatn the control cpopment regqnired and estab b’ pooccdures boen cresuctogape entis oo vy
operated and mamtaned, i aceardance with HDAPFA SR ol 01 668,05 and 40« 'R ST.308e ) Tav).

L2 rw o3 | A



Monitoring and Recordkeeping Requirements

3. 1038 Baphouse Prec mre Differantial Mo toring

The permittee shail insta L calibrate. and maintain measuring device(s) to conhnuousiy monitor the
nckes water gauge. The pressure drop shall e reconded

pressure drap gerass cace ol the baghouses, i
once per day while the bobers are in operation. In the event a maasuring device becomes inoperable, it
shadl be repaired or replaced as soon as practicaie, The records shall be mamiamed w accordance with
General Provision (T]a4).

24 PeaFER- A E e Snproseh-Te s oah o0 lendtedag

11 ool i

Poopee ™ 0 eghibr e red e e e e R L e niter the
Yo pmapa gebesr 0 ateeets e e obe p mesen doaeent s o b e

T L ORI P A DR N ook P e o ey
U O R B SRR £ TRt R S e T U SO
£ T T € T2 TN IR SR TV NUOURP S | IR VRPN B AU B
32310 Prinmary s:dOver] eed-Adr Flow Monitoring

The permittee s. ol instadl, calibrate, and . oar sin measueing devices to con imieg s ¢ monitar the primary

| ek rar-tredain low rates into the Riley Bot 2r, in feet per miinute. The flow rate shall be recorded onee
per day while v Riley Boiler s in aperation. In the event & measnring device becones inoperable, il
shali be repaired or replaced as soon as practicable. The records shall be maintained in accordance wit -
General Provision 7,

| 433101 Operation and Maintenanee Manuals
Within 60 ¢ays after the BART insiallation and operaticn due date (as defined "n Permit Condtien 3.3,
the permitiee shall develop and sulimit to DEQ an Operation and Maintenance (O&NMN) manual for review
wnd vemment at the address provided {(Permit Condition 2.3) Anv changes (o the @& M nanaal shall be
ied to DEG for review and comment within 15 days of the change.

¢ The O&M manial shall describe for cach of the control equipment described in the Regulated
Sources Table (Permit Cordition 1,2 procedures that will be follawed to ensure comphiz— s wills
BART envission linits (Permu Condition 3.3, €0 emission its (Permit Condition 5.5, the
maintenaree of BART equipent requirernent (2er af Condinon 3,83 8701 e contrel eyuipment
maintenarce and aperation general provision (General Provision 2). and L. ¢ manufacture:’'s
specifications, The Od&M manual shall be a peranittee developed document based upon, bt
mdependent o, the manulaciurer syupplied Gperating manual{s).

—

s The permittee sh'] operate the control equipment in accordance with the Q&M manual. The
procedures specilied i the Q&M nanual ure incorperited by refc o e wnlo thiy permit and are
éntorceable peimit conditions. The Q&M manual and copies of any mammfactrer’s manial(s) and
recommendalions shall  aainon sile al alf tines and shall be made avasiable 1o DEQ representatives
LPON request,

s AL a minmmum, the menufdctursr’s recommended values that shatl be mainlained for each of the
foHow  » operatipg paramwiers shall be ine Lded in the manual:

«  Betouse miniwn and maxic wn pressure drop, in inches of water fiwgiasiy:
oo b dmeseshuene-Howe satec b allon s penloup B b

= PR el Y mimdioum and maximuny Hlow rates for  ~sheprimary sadcredived-airflow, in
feet per minute ((pm)

T22A509.0105 Fage &



*  Regquirenients o monitor and record the parameters listod above accordance with the frequency
recommended by the manufacturer. and at a minimuen each day that the Riley Boiler is operated.

Performance Testing Requirements

M Initial Performance Tests

*  No later than 90 days after the BART installation and operation due dale {as defined in Permil
Ceonditi. 1 3.3), performance tests shall be canducted on the Riley Boiler stack to demonstrate
compl nce with the following emission limits, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.08.405 and IDAPA
58.01.01. 157 :
« [TF:BART PM emission limit in pounds per hour (Permit Coudition 3 4); a6
A AN L e andindtbeo w1 hoee P o Lo rvn o
* T BART NOy emission it in pounds per hour (Permis Condition 3.4); and
*  The CO emission limit in pounds per hour (Permit Condition 3.5).
« Erch pertfarmance test shall be conducted under the following conditions, unless atherwise approved
by DEQ, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01 405, IDAPA 58.01.0:.157, and General Provision 6:
*  Emissions shall be measured while combusting coal fuel inthe Riley Boiler.
= Three separate test runs shall be conducted for each performance test. The minimum time per run
shall b 2 L2040 minutes.
»  Parameters shall be monitored and recorded as specified in the performance test monitoring and
recordkeeping requirersent (Permit Condition 3,143.143:16).

S Periodic Ferformance Testing

Performance tests to determine PM, $0,-NOy. and CO emissions in pounds per hour from i* 2 Riley
Boiler stack shall be conducted o less frequently than annually following the date of each required initial
performance test. in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.405 and under the conditions required for the
initigl performance tests (Permit Condition 3,127 777 14, unless another Tasting frequency has heey
approved by DEQ).

; erfor ar - Test Monitoring and Recordkeepin

The permittee shall momnitor and record the {oltowing during each performance test, unless etherwise
approved by DEQ;

» Steam production rate of the Rifey Boiler, in pounds per hour {ib ste - ), once every 15 minutes;

s Coal feed rate to the Riley Boiler, in tons per hour (T/hr), once every 15 minutes (the coal feed rate
may be determined using alternate relevant operational parameter(s) and a calculation wethod which
has been . proved by DEQ);

» Natural gas firing rate, in mitlion standard cubic feet per hour (MMsctihr), once every 15 minutes:
» Highest heating value and analysis results, including ash content, of the coal fired;

»  Pressure drop across the baghouse during each test, in inches water gauge (Iwg), once every |5
minaies;

sipirdre-F Radab, cepprenektemnes. rerti-denrees-Labrentel

o BlXbeeses] NI primary aad-evestreedalr flow rates, in feet per minute (fpm), once every 15
minudes.

220000105 - S Page 9
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4. PULP DRYERS

QOperatling Requirements
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5. SUMMARY OF EMISSION RATE LIMITS

T

FL3409.4,105

bio

v rable d provides o summary of all emission rate lamits vequired by this permit:
Tyhle 4. SUMMARY OF EMISSION RATE LIMITS

. o PAl 4 NOe | Co
Source Deseciption s . : b
T 1% Wb 2 it Tive
Ritey Batler {51015 with . y - ‘
A A 31k A = 1
AR T R A
= pounds prer b, a5 deserr med by & est peithod prescrbed by IXAPA 380180150

ERA relerence mzihod: or DEQ appeovad aliznigiive,

T o purany cvtive 1 2-catendar manth period

R

BART emsissions rate in pecosdatce with 3 CFR 31 308
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6. TIER Il PERMIT TO OPERATE GENERAL PROVISIONS

General Compliance

1. The permittee has a continuing duty to comply with all terms and conditions of this permit. All emissions
authorized herein shall be consistent with the terms and conditions of this permit and the Rules for the
Control of Air Pollution in Idaho. The emissions of any pollutant in excess of the limitations specified
lerein, or noncompliance with any other condition or limitation contained in this permit, shall constitute a
violation of this permit and the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho, and the Environmental
Protection and Health Act, Idaho Code §39-101, et seq.

{Idaho Code §39-101, et seq.]

2. The permittee shall at all times (except as provided in the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho)
maintain in good working order and operate as efficiently as practicable, all treatment or control facilities
or systems installed or used to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit and other
applicable Idaho laws for the control of air pollution.

[IDAPA 58.01.01.405, 5/1/94]

3. Nothing in this permit is intended to relieve or exempt the permittee from the responsibility to comply
with all applicable local, state, or federal statutes, rules and regulations.

[IDAPA 58.01.01.406, 5/1/94]

Inspection and Entry

4, Upon presentation of credentials, the permittee shall allow DEQ or an authorized representative of DEQ
to do the following:
a. Enter upon the permittee’s premises where an emissions source is located or emissions related
activity is conducted, or where records are kept under conditions of this permit;
b.  Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that are kept under the conditions of this
permit;
c.  Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and air pollution control

equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit; and

d.  Asauthorized by the Idaho Environmental Protection and Health Act, sample or monitor, at
reasonable times, substances or parameters for the purpose of determining or ensuring compliance

with this permit or applicable requirements.
[Idaho Code §39-108|

Construction and Operation Notification

5. The permittee shall furnish DEQ written notifications as follows:
a. A notification of the date of initiation of construction, within five working days after occurrence;

b. A notification of the date of any suspension of construction, if such suspension lasts for one year or
more;

c. A notification of the anticipated date of initial start-up of the stationary source or facility not more
than sixty days or less than thirty days prior to such date;

d. A notification of the actual date of initial start-up of the stationary source or facility within fifteen
days after such date; and

e. A notification of the initial date of achieving the maximum production rate, within five working days
after occurrence - production rate and date.

T2-2009.0105 Page 13



[IDAPA 58.01.01.405, 5/1/94]

Performance Testing

6.

If performance testing (air emissions source test) is required by this permit, the permittee shall provide
notice of intent to test to DEQ at Teast 15 days prior to the scheduled test date or shorter time period as
approved by DEQ. DEQ may, at its option, have an observer present at any emissions tests conducted on
a source. DEQ requests that such testing not be performed on weekends or state holidays.

All performance testing shall be conducted in accordance with the procedures in IDAPA 58.01.01.157.
Without prior DEQ approval, any alternative testing is conducted solely at the permittee’s risk. If the
permittee fails to obtain prior written approval by DEQ for any testing deviations, DEQ may determine
that the testing does not satisfy the testing requirements. Therefore, at least 30 days prior to conducting
any performance test, the permittee is encouraged to submit a performance test protocol to DEQ for
approval. The written protocol shall include a description of the test method(s) to be used, an explanation
of any or unusual circumstances regarding the proposed test, and the proposed test schedule for
conducting and repor’ting the test.

e 0 Mie . oneon by 110, the permittee shall submit to DEQ a pleonnance test report. The
written report shall include a description of the process, identification of the test method(s) used,
equipment used, all process operating data collected during the test period, and test results, as well as raw

test data and associated documentation, including any approved test protocol.
{IDAPA 58.01.01.157, 4/5/00]

Monitoring and Recordkeeping

7.

3l

The permittee shall maintain sufficient records to ensure compliance with all of the terms and conditions
of this permit. Records of monitoring information shall include, but not be limited to the following: (a)
the date, place, and times of sampling or measurements; (b) the date analyses were performed; (c) the
company or entity that performed the analyses; (d) the analytical techniques or methods used; (e} the
results of such analyses; and (f) the operating conditions existing at the time of sampling or measurement.
All monitoring records and support information shall be retained for a period of at least five years from
the date of the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or application. Supporting information includes,
but is not limited to, all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip-chart recordings for
continuous monitoring instrumentation and copies of all reports required by this permit. All records
required to be maintained by this permit shall be made available in either hard copy or electronic format
to DEQ representatives upon request.

[IDAPA 58.01.01.05, 5/1/94)

20090105 N ' Page 14



Excess Emissions

8. The permittee shall comply with the procedures and requirements of IDAPA 58.01.01.130-136 for excess
emissions due to startup, shutdown, scheduled maintenance, safety measures, upsets and breakdowns.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.130-136, 4/5/00]

Certification

9. All documents submitted to DEQ, including, but not limited to, records, monitoring data, supporting
information, requests for confidential treatment, testing reports, or compliance certification shall contain a
certification by a responsible official. The certification shall state that, based on information and belief
formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and information in the document(s) are true, accurate, and

complete.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.123, 5/1/94]

False Statements

10. No person shall knowingly make any false statement, representation, or certification in any forim, notice,

or report required under this permit, or any applicable rule or order in force pursuant thereto.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.125, 3/23/98]

Tampering

11. No person shall knowingly render inaccurate any monitoring device or method required under this permit

or any applicable rule or order in force pursuant thereto.
: [IDAPA 58.01.01.126, 3/23/98]

Expiration and Renewal

12. This permit shall be renewable on the expiration date, provided the permittee submits an application for
renewal to the Department and continues to meet all terms and conditions contained in the permit. The
expiration of this permit will not affect the operation of the stationary source of facility during the

administrative procedure period associated with the permit renewal process.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.404.04, 7/1/02]

Transferability

13. This permit is transferable in accordance with procedures listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.404.05.
[IDAPA 58.01.01.404.05, 4/11/06]

T2-2009.0105 Page 15
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Acronyms, Units, and Chemical Nomenclature

AAC acceptable aibient concentrations for non-carcinogens

AFES AIRS Facility Subsystem

AIRS Aerometric Information Retrieval System

AQCR Alr Quality Control Region

BART Best Available Retrofit Technologies

CAA Clean Air Act

CAM Compliance Assurance Monitoring

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CO carbon monoxide

DEQ Departinent of Environmental Quality

Iy N o L

EGU electrical generation units

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ESP electrostatic precipitator

LS TIN T ‘L._“‘»f‘r‘.;t'*ﬂ fi ™ leen

HAP hazardous air poliutants

IDAPA a numbering designation for all administrative rules in [daho promulgated in accordance with the [daho
Admimstrative Procedures Act

km - kilometers

tb/hr pounds per hour

Ib steam/hr pounds of steam output per hour

LNB low NOx burner

MACT Maximum Achievable Control Technology

MMBt/hr million British thermal units per hour

MMscf/hr million standard cubic feet per hour

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAICS North American Industry Classiflcation System

NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

NO, nitrogen dioxide

NO, nitrogen oxides

NSPS New Source Performance Standards

O&M operations and maintenance

(6 AN B 1T R

PM particulate matter

PM; s particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter [ess than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers

PM,o particulate matter with an acrodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers

PSD prevention of significant deterjoration

Rules Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in 1daho

GER e s bt 4 pesbudbibian

SIC Standard (ndustrial Classification

Stp State Implementation Plan

SO, sulfur dioxide

SO, sulfur oxides

Trhr tons per hour

Tlyr tons per year

T2 Tier [T operating permit

TAP toxic air pollutant

TASCO The Amalgamated Sugar Company .LC

ULNB ultra-low NOyx bumer

UTM Universal Transverse Mercator

vOoC volatile organic compounds

Adv change in delta deciviews

Permit No. P-2009.0105 o Page 3




1.1

1.2

2.1

2.2

FACILITY INFORMATION

Facility Description
The Amalgamated Sugar Company LLC — Nampa Factory is a beet sugar manufacturing plant.

Permitting Action and Facility Permitting History

This permit is a Tier Il operating permit (T2) for this existing facility. This T2 establishes the best
available retrofit technologies’ (BART) emissions standards' for the facility and associated monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements. See the current Tier 1 permit statement of basis for the
permitting history.

APPLICATION SCOPE AND APPLICATION CHRONOLOGY

Application Scope

This Tier Il operating permit establishes the BART emissions standards for the facility and the
associated monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements, based upon the BART proposed by
TASCO, and the regional haze air quality impact analysis and BART determination completed by DEQ.
Specific information relevant to the control devices selected as BART may not be available at this time
if the information is contingent upon the design specifications of the specified control technology; this
has been noted where possible within the statement of basis.

Permitting Action Chronology

July 31, 2006 DEQ notified TASCO that each of the Nampa, Twin Falls, and
Mini-Cassia facilities had a boiler considered to be BART-eligible.

December 14, 2006 DEQ notified TASCO that each facility had a boiler considered to
be subject to BART based upon preliminary modeling analyses.

December 24, 2007 DEQ received a letter from TASCO including a claim of financial
hardship.

August 31, 2006 — March 2008 DEQ received several communications from TASCO which
provided revised emission data and supporting documentation.

August 31, 2006 — July 21,2009  DEQ received several communications from TASCO which
included concerns regarding the BART technical review. DEQ
responded to concerns and provided supporting information, and
informed TASCO that the option was available to submit alternate
analyses.

February 23, 2007 DEQ provided revised modeling analyses to TASCO, which
indicated that the Nampa facility was subject to BART and that the
Twin Falls and Mini-Cassia facilities were not subject to BART.

June 17, 2007 DEQ notified TASCO that the Riley boiler was a BART-eligible
source and subject to BART.
July 19,2007 DEQ notified TASCO that the Riley boiler was determined to be

subject-to-BART and provided the subject-to-BART determination
(refer to Appendix C).

July 24, 2007 DEQ sent copies of the BART exemption modeling to the EPA and
FLM for review.

! Additional information conceming the Regional Haze Rule can be found at hitp://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/prog_issues/pollutants/haze bart.cfm.

Permit No. P-2009.0105 Page 4




November 20, 2007

September 16, 2008

February 9, 2009

March 11 — May 13, 2009
June 17,2009

Tuly 1, 2009

July 3, 2009

July 17, 2009

July 21,2009

August 18, 2009

August 21, 2009

August 25, 2009

August 28, 2009
September 10, 2009
October 9, 2009
November 5, 2009
November 18, 2009

February 22 — March 14, 2010

DEQ received a BART determination analysis report from TASCO
for the Riley Boiler. DEQ sent a letter to TASCO requesting review
of additional control technologies and requesting information
supporting the claim of financial hardship and the technically
infeasibility of certain control technologies.

DEQ provided TASCO the results of modeling analyses for BART
alternative control strategies, and requested that TASCO provide
DEQ with any BART alternatives for consideration which could
achieve equivalent or better improvements.

DEQ received a revised BART determination analysis report from
TASCO which included additional feasible control technologies.

DEQ requested and received guidance from EPA concerning
evaluation of the claim of financial hardship.

DEQ sent a letter to TASCO requesting financial information in
order to evaluate the claim of financial hardship.

DEQ met with TASCO to discuss BART alternatives and extended
the deadline for providing supporting financial information.

DEQ sent a letter to TASCO addressing questions concerning the
subject-to-BART modeling analyses.

DEQ notified TASCO of the control technaology selection and
provided the BART determination analyses (refer to Appendix B).

DEQ received financial information from TASCO with a claim of
confidentiality.

DEQ made available the draft permit and statement of basis for
peer and Boise Regional Office review.

DEQ made available the draft permit and statement of basis to
TASCO for facility review.

DEQ received a communication from TASCO requesting that
facility review of the draft permit and statement of basis be
postponed until the claim of financial hardship had been evaluated.

DEQ sent an email to TASCO approving the postponement of the
facility review period for the draft permit and statement of basis.

DEQ was informed by TASCO that financial information could be
released to EPA concerning the claim of confidentiality.

DEQ met with EPA and TASCO to discuss the claim of financial
hardship.

DEQ met with EPA and TASCO to review the financial
information submitted and to request additional information.

DEQ received supplemental BART determination inforimation from
TASCO.

DEQ was provided a financial analysis and supporting information
from EPA Region X which indicated that BART was affordable
based upon the financial information provided.

Permit No. P~-2009.0105
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March 17, 2009

March 26, 2010

April 1, 2010

April 6,2010

April 2010

DEQ notified TASCO that it had been determined that BART was
affordable and provided the financial analysis and supporting
information.

DEQ made available a revised draft permit and statement of basis
for facility review.

DEQ sent a letter to TASCO responding to concerns identified in
the BART determination letter dated November 18, 2009, and
addressing financial hardship, modeling, and emissions reduction
crediting concerns.

DEQ received comments from TASCO concerning the draft permit
and statement of basis. Specific comments relevant to the selected
BART control options were addressed as described in the permit
condition section (refer to Section 4.11).

DEQ provided a public comment period on the proposed Tier I
operating permit and BART determination.

Permit No. P-2009.0105
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3.

3.1

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

Emission Unit and Control Device
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Table 3.1

SUMMARY OF BART ANALYSIS & DETERMINATION' 1Ay
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Table 3.2 ESTIMATED INCRFASE IN CONTROLLED EMISSIONS -
RILEY BOYLER WITH BART

: - e e Net Emissions
Baseline Emisstons | BART Emisslons
Pollutants ' (bhr, oy’ lnvrease
‘hr Shr
’ b Obhry
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FM — Rijey "4 124 O
k'ﬂ—m piyers sioodown sh 98y
— Ritey botler 527 ' o
. R 1
SOy - pulp drvers shutdowa® [ -be g
N« - Riley boiler 374 RN -188
NOy = pulp dryers shutdown® 91 19
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Mnal dulyn specifications, especiatly W' = 1egarid 10 the installation of the TNB-bome, Perrat
Condition 3. 18 requires *h the permitzee provide information and modebng analyses in order 1o
demonstrate that BAR L wiil not cause or signiticantly conrribuie o a violation of any apphcar
ambient air quality stendird-,

3.3 Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis
Detailed discussion of the emissions contral devices, estimated emissions reductions, and replonal haze
air guality impact analysis assooiated with the BARD determinution have been included in
Appendices B and C. A general description of the regional haze ambient tmpact analysis follows,
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Refer 1o Szetion 3.1 for additional nformation.

Although regional haze medeling was completed, ambient air impact analvses for the Riley hoiler have
ting frou mstallalion ;End-open’slion of
ons may be an Uupated to resull from

oot been pravided 10 account for dny (el Gisaiims InCrease res:
BART conlrol equipment. A nzt cmiw%om imerease in OO emy

insta !allon and f:pualmn 01‘ the " NB-Ruses, Jdenetar a4 A n e et o ox ol s
[ N Sl ‘H}“Iw . %‘{‘l'%"'l'?‘!" B T B S ; SRS :

Because wnbient air impact analyses were not provided (o demonstrate precanstruction camplianee witl
National Amzicor Alr Quality Standards (NAAOQS), “prln.azm pre(.on'nlucllos‘. cempliance
demousirations bave been required to-be submitied to DEQ prios o construction (Permit Condition
2.18). The permutice is ercavraged to submit any required preconsituction compliance demonstratian as
soan as pricticadie to alow adequate time Far DEQ o review, and o process any associated permining
actions {if"applicabia). Refer1o Sectien 3.2 for addiuonal infermalion.

Sunilariy, becanse emissions esumaies amd ambiesst avr nupact analyses were not provided to address
apphmbl ity w Prevention of Sigaificant Deterioration (PSD) lt:(]\h{t“ncnh applicable preconstruction
complizuee dentonsirations kave heen requticed 20 be submitied to DEQ prior t¢ constructien {Permit
Condition 3,18) ln addition. an annual emission limit For CO has heenincluded in an attempt to ensure
Ihg]! 1]]c wm*lh ance I|1n‘x~hu il ni |ﬂf) T'\ r \\IH Fit )l ht (_xu‘( hd \‘rhl ]] »\ull]d lu,ult x.l arphcahdu\ 10

ad Equau l]mt {or DEQ 10 review, amd (e process any assaciated p.un:un.np, .,L«Inm.-, (W appl lLdblt‘- .

Stintlar? “,, becasiat Cri ssioas estrmates sd ambient air lmp a1 aﬂ.il\ UG were pal prowdcu to
demonstate preconstiuction compliance with toxe standards, applicable preconstruction compliance
demonsirations have been requived 1o be submitied o DEQ prior to construction (Permt Condition
318y,

4. REGULATORY REVIEW

4,1 Attainment Designation (40 CFR 81.313)
The facility is located in Canyon ¢y which is designated as attainment or unclassifialbile for PM,y,
PMa 5. CO.NGQs, SO, and Ozene. Refer, e 40 CFR 81.313.

4.2  Permit to Construct (IDAPA 58.01.01.201) _
This permitting action was processed in accordance with the procedures of IDAPA 33.01.01.400-416
(refer to Section 4.3),

4.3  Tier ll Operating Permit (IDAPA 58.01.01.401)
It accordance with HIAPA 58.01.01.035, DEQ = Ly require of revise a Tier Il operating pemit for any
statzonary source or facility whenever DEQ delennines that specilic conssion standards or requiremenis
on opemtéon or mainienance are gecessary to ensure campliznes with any applicable emission standard
or rale. This Tier Il operating pernit establishes the BART emissions standards applicable 1o the Riley
boder. Therefore Lhis permiling aclicn was processed in geeordance with the procedures ol IRAPA
58.01.01.400-410.

4.4  Title V Classification {IDAPA 58.01.01.300, 40 CFR Part 70)
The iastallation and operation ol BART cuntred devices are not expected to change Tile Vo applicability
or classification for the facility. Although BART control equipment is expected to redunce annual PM,

¥ As providea by | A8 thepevise a0 Tetormi e sn analys)s 1671030 . .
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In accordance with §52.21(b)(3)(i), net emissions increase means, with respect to any regulated NSR
pollutant emitted by a major stationary source, the amount by which the sum of the following exceeds
zero: (a) the increase in emissions from a particular physical change or change in the method of
operation al a stationary source as calculated pursuant to paragraph (a)(2)(iv) of this section; and (4) any
other increases and decreases in actual emissions at the major stationary source that are
contemporaneous with the particular change and are otherwise creditable.

In accordance with §52.21(a)(2)(iv)(a), a project is a major modification for a regulated NSR pollutant
if it causes two types of emissions increases—a significant emissions increase, and a significant net
emissions increase. The project is not a major modification if it does not cause a significant emissions
increase.

In accordance with §52.21(a)(2)(iv)(c), the actual-to-projected-actual applicability test is used as the
procedure for calculating (before beginning actual construction) whether a significant emissions
increase will occur for projects that only involve existing emissions units. A significant emissions
increase of a regulated NSR pollutant is projected to occur if the sum of the difference between the
projected actual emissions and the baseline actual emissions equals or exceeds the significant amount
for that pollutant.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(48)(ii), for an existing emissions unit, baseline actual emissions means the
average rate of emissions, in tons per year, of a regulated NSR pollutant, at which the emissions unit
actually emitted the pollutant during any consecutive 24-month period selected by the owner or operator
within the 10-year period immediately preceding either the date the owner or operator begins actual
construction of the project, whichever is earlier, except that the ]0-year period shall not include any
period earlier than November 15, 1990.

The average rate of emissions over 2003-2005 were provided by TASCO in the revised BART
determination analysis (02/09/09). Although these emissions calculations were not presented to
determine PSD applicability, until additional information has been provided and in absence of data for a
[ 0-year period, these numbers have been used for this purpose. The 24-month average annual emissions
(over 2004-2005) of CO from the Riley boiler was 30.5 T/yr.

[n accordance with §52.21(b)(41)(i), projected actual emissions means the maximum annual rate, in
T/yr, at which an existing emissions unit is projected to emit a regulated NSR pollutant in any one of the
5 years {12-month period) following the date the unit resumes regular operation after the project, or in
any one of the 10 years following that date, if the project involves increasing the emissions unit's design
capacity or its potential to emit that regulated NSR pollutant and full utilization of the unit would result
in a significant emissions increase or a significant net emissions increase at the major stationary source.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(41)(i1)(d), in licu of using other methods, and in absence of information
unavailable at this time, the emissions unit's potential to emit has been used to determine the projected
actual emissions.

In accordance with §52.21(b)(4), potential to emit means the maximum capacity of a stationary source
to emit a pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any physical or operational limitation on
the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, including air pollution control equipment and restrictions
on hours of operation or on the type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be
treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally
enforceable. Secondary emissions do not count in deternmining the potential to emit of a stationary
source.

The Riley boiler potential to emit has been limited to 113 T/yr of CO emissions in Permit Condition 3.5.
As a result, the actual-to-projected-actual applicability test would result in an emissions increase of §2.5
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4.10

BART Applicability (40 CFR 51.308)
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requirements in 40 CFR 51.308(e).

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1), to address the requirements for BART, the state must submit an
implementation plan containing the plan elements and include documentation for all required analyses.

In accordance with §51.301, a BART-eligible source means an existing stationary facility, which
includes fossil-fuel boilers of more than 250 million British thermal units per hour heat input, which
was not in operation prior to August 7, 1962, and was in existence on August 7, 1977, and has the
potential to emit 250 tons per year (T/yr) or more of any air pollutant. In determining potential to emit,
fugitive emissions, to the extent quantifiable, must be counted. The Riley boiler was installed in 1969,
and based on the emissions estimates provided, the Riley boiler has the potential to emit more than 250
tons per year each of PM, SO,, and NOx emissions (refer to Section 3.1). Therefore the Riley boiler was
determined to be subject to BART.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(ii), each BART-eligible source in the state that emits any air pollutant
which may reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to any impairment of visibility in any
mandatory Class 1 Federal area is subject to BART. Based on the results of the modeling analysis, the
TASCO Riley Boiler impacted the Eagle Cap Wilderness, Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, and
the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness. A detailed discussion follows in the regulatory review provided
for IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(ii)(A), the determination of BART must be based on an analysis of
the best system of continuous emission control technology available and associated emission reductions
achievable for each BART-eligible source that is subject to BART within the state. In this analysis, the
state must take into consideration the technology available, the costs of compliance, the energy and
non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance, any pollution control equipment in use at the
source, the remaining useful life of the source, and the degree of improvement in visibility which may
reasonably be anticipated to result from the use of such technology.

Because the Riley boiler has the potential to emit more than 250 T/yr each of PM, SO, and NOx
emissions (refer to Section 3.1), it does not qualify for the exception provided in §51.308(e)(1)(ii)(C).

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(iii), if the state determines in establishing BART that technological or
economic limitations on the applicability of measurement methodology to a particular source would
make the imposition of an emission standard infeasible, it may instead prescribe a design, equipment,
work practice, or other operational standard, or combination thereof, to require the application of
BART. Such standard, to the degree possible, is to set forth the emission reduction to be achieved by
implementation of such design, equipment, work practice or operation, and must provide for compliance
by means which achieve equivalent results. |[At this time it has not been demonstrated that the imposition
of an emission standard is infeasible due to technological or economic limitations. Therefore alternative
standards were not considered and enforceable PM, SO,, and NOy emission limits and associated
requirements were included in the permit)as]

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(iv), each source subject to BART shall be required to install and
operate BART as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event later than 5 years after approval of the
implementation plan revision. Permit Condition 3.3 includes the requirement of this section.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(1)(v), each source subject to BART shall maintain the control equipment
required by this subpart and establish procedures to ensure such equipment is properly operated and
maintained. Permit Condition 3.12 includes the requirement of this section.

In accordance with §51.308(e)(2), a state may opt to implement or require participation in an emissions
trading program or other alternative measure rather than to require sources subject to BART to install,
operate, and maintain BART. The alternative measure must achieve greater reasonable progress than
would be achieved through the installation and operation of BART. For all such alternative measures,
the state must submit an implementation plan containing the plan elements and include documentation
for all required analyses.
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Riley boiler was predicted to have contributed to a visibility impairment at the Eagle Cap Wilderness,
Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, and Strawberry Mountain Wildermess mandatory Class 1
Federal Areas with the 98th percentile highest delta-deciview greater than 0.5 during the modeling
period 2003-2005.

Table 4.1 SUMMARY OF BART ANALYSIS

Emissions Unit Year Installed

Regional

Regional Haze Contribute to
Capacit 0.5 deciview
pactty Haze Pollutants Nearest Class

2
(MMBtu/hr) Pollutants | Exceeding I Areas change?

1
250 Tiyr o

Riley boiler 1969 350,000

Eagle Cap
Wilderness

Hells Canyon
National v
Recreation Area
O —

Strawberry
Mountain
Wilderness

PM, SO,, PM, SO,
NOy NOx

Sawtooth
Wildermness

Selway-Bitterro
ol Wilderness

Jarbidge
Wilderness

Craters of the

Moon National
| Monument

I «y” = Yes; “N” = No.

[n accordance with [IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.c, the determination of BART must be based on an analysis
of the best system of continuous emission control technology available and associated emission
reductions achievable for eacli BART-eligible source that is subject to BART within the state. In this
analysis, the following must be taken into consideration: costs of compliance; energy and non-air
quality environmental impacts of compliance; any pollution control equipment in use at the source; the
remaining useful life of the source; and the degree of improvement in visibility which may reasonably
be anticipated to result from the use of such technology. These considerations were included in Step 4 of
the BART analysis (refer to Section 3.1 and Appendix B).

Because the Riley boiler has the potential to emit more than 250 T/yr each of PM, SO, and NOy
emissions (refer to Section 3.1), it does not qualify for the exception provided in
IDAPA 58.01.01.668.02.d.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.03, if DEQ determines in establishing BART that
technological or economic limitations on the applicability of measurement methodology to a particular
source would make the imposition of an emission standard infeasible, it may instead prescribe a design,
equipment, work practice, or other operational standard, or combination thereof, to require the
application of BART. Such standard, to the degree possible, is to set forth the emission reduction to be
achieved by implementation of such design, equipment, work practice, or operation and must provide
for compliance by means which achieve equivalent results. |At this time it has not been demonstrated
that the imposition of emission standards for PM, SO, and NOy are infeasible. Therefore alternative
standards were not considered (additional discussion provided in §51.3 08(e)(l)(iii)),![A6]
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Compliance with these emission Hintts is easored by compiying with r)erfbrnmncc tesling (Permit
Corditioes 3.14 and 313} and moniloring and recordkecping requirements {Perrmiz Conditions 3,10
througih 3,130

The pevmitter has documented concerns reparding e Teasthility of usiog over-fired air oo the Riley
Boiler, and has estimated that o NQy emission control etfciency of $0% could be achieved using o

loyes MO burner withouwt ever-fired air, Based upon this information. the expecied centrol efficiency has
been listed as 250% in the Regulated Sources Table (Permit Condition 1.2} snd the BART alternative
NOs: enission bt CPermit Condition 3,45 has baen based upon ac[xsumg 2 50%; reduction in NOy
emissicns.

The permitiee has requesied the option 0 use BART czhelname control strategies 1o achieve the BART
ated BA T sliemative e ssion Heits (Pecmit Condition 3.4%, which could require ac‘d:tmnal *ec’w ical
review apd a revision 1o Lis permil. In response 1o s ru;ueﬂ DEQ has ine mdr'd Janguage inclusive of
BART ora DEQ upproved BART altermative within Peringt Cowbitions 3.3 and

g2 either e selects

3.4,

Dar aif l\“nndif: g AT g 5({ ?\_8

1 se permvit canditions regnire mstallation and operation of BART based on the BART detenmimatiom
i accordance with [DAPA 28.00.0 40, 93

Permit condition 1.8 includes the BART alternative proposed by the permittee for the contral of NOy
emissio s in aceordance with IDAPA 38,0101 668.04, baysed upon vohotury shitdown of three Lnll
e pulp c*rvr:n amJ installation and opecation of a=<h -+ low NOyg burner e dsewe « -hed o (in
Tieu of insmbaton and apzration of selective cate yiic n ducion system contral eguipment on the Riley
boiler). The mm mbc -d pre posed crediting of the shat“own of the thede ¢ - pulp divers as a
BART wleemative: however i order to achieve equivall 1 NOx ¢ Tisstons reductons, Instailation of
PN TR HH—’J A-has ala been reqquined as part of the BART alternative.

Beeavse the i talai ofa 70000 "o = b OFAcmay constinne medification and/or
reconstruc ion of the source, '\udnmnal r\qu:remqm may he appheable (reler (o additienal discussion
provided in Seetions 3.2, 3.3, and under Permit Condigion 3.18).

Comphasce with these requiremienss is ensureid by comnplying wit pe ~ ance testing (Permit
Conditions 3.8 and 3.15) and monttoring and l‘ecorﬁkeepmg requiremenis (Permit Conditions 3.140
threugh 3,133

llhie penuittee has documented that the haghouse cannot be operated during periods when the boiter i
wsing narurat gas as the primary fuel. Based wpon this infermation, operation of the baghouse has been
required in Pvmu Conditicn 3.6 enly when lring coal fuel in the Riley Boilerjas ’

Permit { ondic’ in 3 9

This permit conditzon =equires that the permittee maintain the control equipment required and establish
orocedires e ensure such squpment 1s properly operted and mainta W, 1w accordanes wirtk IDAPA
S8.0101.668.05.

CompHance with this reguirement is'ensured by compiving with monitoring and recerdkeeping
requrernents (Permit Conditions 3,10 through 3,13}

Permit Cendilion 3 70

This peemivit condition requires monitoring of pressure drap acrozs the baghouse 1o.ensure compliance
with the BART PM emission Hmit (Permil Cundm., 3 4} and Genera: Prevision 2, This permi
comdition "ves el comtravene existing Permit Condition 3.9 in Tier  Operanzg Permiz No. T1-030020.

Permit o, 22809 G140 Pagu 72
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Pernit Conditinin 3 17
Ths permit conditio requires moertoring of poimtary and ew. - e vmn coen i Jluace
with the BART NO. omission imif (Permit Conditten 3.0y and Gor 1" - isan 1

Permi Condition 3,173

This» m’ conditi requires tt development snd oumew Lo Tope. T sand s L e

procodares o o 2o eration and manenance of BART contral evuip L i g o o6 plan o woth

BAR [ emission limils (Permut Condition 353, CO e -v w0 hmat L onnes U fe o § ) the
aintenance of BART equipment regoirement ( Peranl Cond il s 0 3, the ontrol coue ant

maintenance and operation genceal provision (Ge o TPeevia o 1, 0 d e ager s

DpecH cations,

Permit Con i = 3143, 52 " 1goa 312 1
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e s puen 1 ouse a DEQ-approved o ting frequencs has b facluded i Perssst Coodiion 3018, The
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This Lo nut cendition requires submittal of information and preconstraction comphanee & oo e g
Py ead Ly radmite preconsinuciion compliance with applicable ambyond aie e gabiny ddane ode ) m
accoerd e D h the pr seedures and requirements for permits (o construct (JIDAFA SROLC Mk, 8
Refor 1o addibional diseussion provided in Sectsons 3.2 and 3.3 tor addinonal iaforma. i,
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BART, in accordance with 40 CFR 64 and IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.c. Refer to Section 4.9 for
additional discussion concerning CAM applicability.

Permit Condition 3.20
This permit condition references contact information for submittal of required reports, applications,
submittals, and other communications to DEQ.

Permit Conditions 4.1 and 4.2
Permit Condition 4.1 requires permanent shutdown of the three coal-fired pulp dryers to comply with
the BART alternative for the control of NOx emissions, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.668.06.

Compliance with Permit Conditions 4.1 is ensured by complying with the shutdown notification
requirement (Permit Condition 4.2).
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ATTACHMENT 2

QUALIFICATIONS OF DR. JOHN COOPER



CES

Cooper Environmental Services

John A. Cooper

Biographical Summary

Dr. Cooper is currently President of Cooper Environmental Services LLC in
Portland, Oregon. He received his Doctorate in Nuclear Chemistry from the
University of California, Berkeley in 1966 and a Bachelors degree in
Chemistry from Humboldt State College in 1962.

Dr. Cooper has been actively involved in the development and application of
environmental measurement methods and research related to the origin,
transport and fate of environmental pollutants for the past 44 years since
receiving his doctorate. He has published extensively in such areas as:

o Aerosol Source Characterization

e Receptor Modeling

e Residential Wood Combustion

o X-ray Fluorescence Analysis

e Neutron Activation Analysis

e FEnvironmental Radionuclide Analysis

o (Gamma Ray Spectroscopy

o Environmental Effects on Nuclear Decay Constants

Much of his contemporary research over the past decade has focused on
source apportionment and the development of methods for speciating
mercury emissions, developing continuous emissions monitoring methods
for hazardous elements, and dilution sampling methods for PM, 5 and
receptor modeling source profiles. More recently, the technology Dr.
Cooper has developed for multi-metal continuous emissions monitoring has
been approved by the EPA for emissions compliance demonstration and he
is currently extending the application of this technology to fence line
monitoring and ambient air toxic metals monitoring at the pico gram per
cubic meter concentration levels.

10180 SW Nimbus Ave. Suite J6
Portland, Oregon 97223
Telephone (503) 624-5750 Fax (503) 624-2120



JOHN A. COOPER, Ph.D.
President
Cooper Environmental Services LLC

PROFILE

] Dr. Cooper has been actively involved for the past 44 years {n the development of environmental
measurement methods and research related to the origin, transport, and fate of organic, radioactive,
and etemental pollutants.

o Development of size-specific source profiles for CMB modeling.

a Development of source characterization saimnpling and analysis methods,

o Evaluation of State Implementation Plans, control strategies and aerosol chemistry.

. Management of multi-disciplinary source apportionment projects.

° Research into the development of ambient and source aerosol sampling methods specifically for
receptor modeling and air toxic applications.

o Direction of large environmental analysis programs involving the analysis of environmental samples
by x-ray fluorescence, neutron activation, ion chromatography, organic and elemental carbon, Dy,
etc.

° Development of environmental analysis instruments and methods using atomic and nuclear
procedures.

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

Ph.D., Nuclear Chemistry, University of California, Berkeley, CA, 1966
B.S., Chemistry, Humboldt State College, Arcata, CA, 1962

CAREER CHRONOLOGY

¢  President, Cooper Environmental Services LL.C, Portland, Oregon (1996 to present)

e Vice President/Principal Consulting Scientist, TRC Environmental -Tigard, Oregon (2/94 to 1996)
» Director of Air Quality Technalogy, Chester Environmental - Tigard, Oregon (1992 to 1994)

¢ President, Keystone/NEA - Tigard, Oregon (1991 to 1992)

s  President, NEA, Inc. - Tigard, Oregon (1977 to 1991)

e  Professor Environmental Sciences, Oregon Graduate Institute - Beaverton, Oregon (1976-1984)

o  Director of Applications Laboratories, ORTEC, Inc. - Oak Ridge, Tennessee (1974 to 1976)

o  Senior Research Scientist, Battelle Northwest - Richland, Washington (1966 to 1974)

SELECTED EXPERIENCE AND PUBLICATIONS

SOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

. . C T
Dr. Cooper has directed the development of plume simulating dilution stack samplers over the past twelve
years, which has resulted in TRC's current plume-simulating dilution sampler for particulate, gaseous and
hazardous species using evaporated liquid nitrogen as diluent.

Recently completed a coal-fired power plant emissions characterization study funded by EPRI.

Recently completed a source composition profile library for the South Coast Air Basin,

JOHN A. COOPER 1



Developed special dilution sampling equipment to collect vehicle tailpipe emissions for particles
simultaneously with the measurement of gases emissions.

Directed a tunnel aerosol characterization study in which semi-inetallic brakes were first recognized as a
significant source of metallic emissions from on-road motor vehicles.

Directed a study to measure the chemical composition of tire and brake wear products.
Directed numerous receptoy modeling studies in which fifty-one stack emissions were characterized by
TRC's dilution techniques, fifty-seven process fugitive emission categories were characterized, twenty

vehicle exhaust profiles were measured, and over five hundred bulk dust samples were characterized.

Selected Publications

Cooper, J.A., "Recent Advances in Sampling and Analysis of Coal-Fired Power Plant Emissions for Air
Toxic Compounds”, Fuel Processing Technology, 39 (1994), 251-258.

Cooper, J.A., et.al., "PM,q Source Compaosition Library for the South Coast Air Basin", July 1987,

Jackson, J.O., B.S. Smith, J.A. Cooper, et al., "Dilution/Aging Systems for Plume Fly Ash I[nhalation
Studies", Electric Power Research Institute, 1987.

Sousa, J.A., J.M. Daisy, J.E. Houck and 1.A. Cooper, "The Mutagenic Activity of Particulate Organic
Matter Collected with a Dilution Sampler at Coal-Fired Power Plants”, J. Air Pollution Control Assoc.,
December 1987, Volume 37, No. 12.

Olinez, 1., A.E. Sheffield, G.E. Gordon, J.A. Cooper, et al., "Composition of Particles from Selected
Sources in Philadelphia for Receptor Modeling Applications", submitted J. Air Pollntion Control
Assoc., 1987.

Houck, J.E., JLA. Cooper and E.R. Larson, "Dilution Sampling for Chemical Receptor Source
Fingerprinting”, in Proceedings of Air Pollution Control Association, New Orleans, June 1982.

Droppo, J.G., D.W. Glover, O.B. Abbey, C.W. Spicer, and J.A. Cooper, "Measurement of Dry
Deposition of Fossit Fuel Plant Pollutants,” U.S. EPA-60014-76-056, Nov. 1976.

Eatouglh, D.J,, R.J. Arthw, N.L. Eatough, M. W, Hill, N.F. Mangelson, B.E. Richter, L.D. Hasen, and
J.A. Cooper, "Rapid Conversion of SO,(g) to Sulfate in a Fog Bank", Environ. Sci. Technol., 1984, 18,
855-859.

Sverdrup, G.M., J.C. Chuang, L. Slivon, A.R. McFarland, J.A. Cooper, R W. Garber and B.S. Smith,
“"Comparison of Chemical Composition of Fly Ash Particles Collected in the Plume and Stack of a
Coal-Fired Power Plant.", Managing Hazardous Air Pollutants State of the Art, EPRI ISBN 0-87371-
866-6, 1993,

RECEPTOR MODELING

Program manager and principal investigator for the Portland Aerosol Characterization Study.
Project director for more than 100 airshed source apportionment studies in the U.S., Canada, and Brazil.
Has taught eighteen short courses on receptor modeling in the U.S., Canada, and Brazil.

Co-author of EPA's furst sowrce profile library.

[\
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Co-author of EPA's demonstration of dispersion and receptor model reconciliation
Developed first source profile library for California's South Coast Air Basin.
Directed source apportionment studies of numeraus copper and lead smelter throughout the western U.S.

Evaluvated the applicability of receptor modeling to PM,q SIP development for Hunton and Williams
(Edison Institute).

Was first to use carbon-14 counting methods to assess the impact of vegetative buming and wood smoke on
urban particulate levels.

Selected Publications

Cooper, J.A. and E. Peake, "Source Apportionment Studies Near Crossfield, Alberta,” in Acidic
Deposition: Sulphur and Nitrogen Oxides, ed. A.H. Legge and S.V. Kiupa, Chelsea, Michigan: Lewis
Publishers, pp. 347-380, 1990.

Olmez, 1., A.E. Sheffield, G.E. Gordon, J1.E. Houck, J.A. Cooper, T.G. Dzubay and R.L. Bennett,
"Compositions of Paticles from Selected Sources in Philadelphia for Receptor Modeling
Applications”, J. Air Pollution Contral Assoc., 38, p. 11, 1988.

Ryan, W.R., C.R. Badgett-West, D.R. Holtz and T.A. Peters, "Reconciliation of Receptor and
Dispersion Modeling Impacts of PM,, in Hayden, Arizona”, in Trans. Air & Waste Manag. Assoc. Int.
Spec, Conf. on PM-10: Implementation of Standards, San Francisco, CA, Feb. 1988, p. 419.

Gray, H.A., B. Landry, C.S. Liu, R.C. Henry, J.A. Cooper and J R. Sherman, "Receptor Modeling for
PMio Source Apportiomment in the South Coast Air Basin of California", in Trans. Air and Waste
Manag. Assoc. Int. Spec. Conf. on PM-10: Implementation of Standards, San Francisco, CA, Feb.

1988, p. 399.

Cooper, J.A., J. Sherman, E. Miller, D. Redline, L. Valdovinos and W. Pollard, "CMB Source
Apportionment of PM,q Downwind of an Oil- Fired Power Plant in Chula Vista, California", in Trans.
Air and Waste Manag, Assoc. Int. Spec. Conf. on PM-10; Implementation of Standards, San
Francisco, CA, Feb. 1988, p. 430.

Cooper, J.A.,, D.C. Redline, J.R. Sherman, L.M. Valdovinos and W.L. Pollard, "Evaluating
Resolvability of Crustal Sources in Eagle River, Alaska Using Singular Value Diagnostics”, in Trans.
Air and Waste Manag. Assoc. Int. Spec. Conf. on PM-10: Implementation of Standards, San
Francisco, CA, Feb. 1988, p. 495.

Shah, J.J, .G, Watson, J.A. Cooper and J.J. Huntzicker, "Aerosol Chemical Composition and Light
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Watson, J.G., J.A. Cooper, and I.J. Huntzicker, "The Effective Variance Weighting for Least Squares
Calculations Applied to the Mass Balance Receptor Model", Atmos. Environ., 18, p. 1347, 1984,

Currie, L.A., J.A. Cooper, et al., "Interlaboratory Comparison of Source Apportionment Procedures:
Results for Simulated Data Sets", Atmos. Environ., 18, p. 1517, 1984,

Miller, E.A., 1.A. Cooper, et al., "Cubatao Aerosol Sowrce Apportionment Study", in Proceedings of
APCA Specialty Conf. on Receptor Models, Williamsburg, Virginia, March, 1984.
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Mangelson, N.F., R.T. DeCesar, SM. Fields and J.A. Cooper, "Effect of Sampling Duration on
Aerosol Source Apportiomnent by the Chemical Mass Balance Method", in Proceedings of APCA
Specialty Conf. on Receptor Models, Williamsburg, Virginia, March, 1984.

Currie, L.A,, R.W. Gerlach, CW. Lewis, W.D. Balfour, J.A. Cooper, et al., "Interlaboratory
Comparison of Source Apportionment Procedures: Results for Simulated Data Sets", Atmos. Environ.,
18, 1555, 1984.
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Comparison of Receptor Model Results for Houston Aerosol”, Atmos. Environ., 18, 1555, 1984.

Core, JE,, I.LA. Cooper, P.L. Harwrahan and W.M. Cox, "Particulate Dispersion Model Evaluation: A
New Approach Using Receptar Models", J. Air Pollution Control Assoc., 32, 1132, 1982.

Core, J.E. and J.A. Cooper, "Cuirent and Projected Air Quality Impacts of Residential Wood
Combustion in the Pacific Northwest", Proceedings of PNWIS Air Poll. Control Assoc., 1982.

Cooper, J.A., "Chemical and Physical Methods of Apportioning the Contributions of Emissians from
Residential Solid Fuels to Reductions in Air Quality”, in Residential Solid Fuels: Environmental
Iimpacts and Solutions, ed. J.A. Cooper and D. Malek, Oregon Graduate Center, Beaverton, OR, 1982,

DeCesar, R.T., and J.A. Cooper, "Evaluation of Multivariate and Chemical Mass Balance Approaches
to Aerosol Sowrce Apportionment, Using Synthetic Data and an Expanded PACS Data Set", in
Proceedings of APCA Specialty Meeting. Recent Developments and Applications of Source-Receptor
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Cooper, J.A., "Receptor Model Source Apportiorunent of Lead in Three Airsheds with Lead Smelters",
in Proceedings of APCA Specialty Meeting, Receptor Models Applied to Contemporary Pollution
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Cooper, I.A., "Receptor Model Approaches to Aerosol Source Apportionment of Acid Rain
Precursors", in Proceedings of APCA Specialty Meeting, Atmospheric Deposition, Detroit, MI,
November 7-10, 1982,

Cooper, J.A,, I.E. Core, R.T. DeCesar and J.E. Houck, "Fundamental Principles of the Receptor Model
and Its Application to Particulate and Gaseous Species Sowrce Apportionment", NEA report, April 2,
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Cooper, J.A,, "Review of the Chemical Receptor Model of Aerosol Sowrce Apportionment”, in
Atmospheric_Aerosol. Sowrce/Air Quality Relationship, ed. E.S. Macias and P.I. Hopke, ACS
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Watson, J.G., R.C. Henry, J.A. Cooper and E.S. Macias, "The State-of-the-Art of Receptor Models
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Core, J.E., P.L. Hanrahan and J.A. Cooper, "Air Particulate Control Strategy Development. A New
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Contributions to Urban Air Particulate Levels Using Carbon-14 Measurements”, Envir. Sei. Techn., 15,
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Curie, L.A., G.A. Klouda and J.A. Cooper, "Mini-Radiocarbon Measurements, Chemical Selectivity
and Impact of Man on Environmental Pollution and Climate”, Radiocarbon, 22, 349, 1980.

Cboper, JJA. and J.G. Watson, Jr., "Receptor Oriented Methods of Air Particulate Source
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Houck, JE. and J.A. Cooper, "Meteorological Regime Frequency Categorization”, NEA report,
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Study (PACS)", in Proceedines of the 1979 Annual Air Pollution Control Association Meeting,
Cincinnati, OH, 1979.

RESIDENTIAL WOOD COMBUSTION IMPACTS

Made the first direct ambient measurement of the impact of residential wood combustion on urban air
quality using carbon-14.

Organized first International Conference on Residential Solid Fuels and Their Impact on the Enviromnent.
Conducted numerous receptor modeling studies focusing on the impact of wood smoke.

Selected Publications

Cooper, J.A. and D. Malek, Residential Solid Fuels: Environmental Impacts and Solutions, book
published by Oregon Graduate Center, Beaverton, Oregon, 1982.

Cooper, J.A., "Chemical and Physical Methods of Apportioning the Contributions of Emissions from
Residential Solid Fuels to Reductions in Air Quality”, in Residential Solid Fuels: Environmental
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Cooper, J.A., "Environmental Impact of Residential Wood Combustion Emissions and Its
Implications"”, J. Air Pollution Control Assoc., 30, 855, 1980.

X-RAY FLUORESCENCE ANALYSIS

In 1970, Dr. Cooper designed and built an x-ray fluorescence (XRF) analyzer for the analysis of air filters.
In 1973, published first evaluation of x-ray technique applied to environmental samples.

Organized first NSF workshop on the use of x-ray methods for aerosol analysis in 1973.
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Organized the first and second XRF aerosol analysis interlaboratory comparisons.
Director of ORTEC, Inc. x-ray applications laboratory.

Taught courses on atomic and nuclear methods of environmental analysis.
Directed the analysis of over 50,000 air filters by XRF over the past ten years.
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Cooper, I.A., "Interpretation of Energy-Dispersive X-Ray Spectra”, American Laboratory, 8, 35, 1976.

Cooper, J.A., "Determination of Sulfur, Ash, and Trace Element Content of Coal, Coke, and Fly Ash
Using Multielement Tube-Excited X-Ray Fluorescence Analysis”, in Proceedings of the ERDA
Syinposium on Applications of X- and Gamma-Ray Sources, Ann Arbor, MI, May 1976.

Cooper, J.A., B.D. Wheeler, D.M. Bartell and D.A. Gedcke, "Analysis of Portland Cement, Clinker
Raw Mix, and Associated Ceramic Materials Using An Energy Dispersive X-Ray Fluorescence
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Vegetative Material Using Tube-Excited Energy Dispersive X-Ray Fluorescence”, in Proceedings of
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Cooper, J.A., "Comparative Analysis of the Applicability of Particle and Photon Excited X-Ray
Fluorescence Analysis to Trace Element Measurements of Envirommental and Biological Samples",
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NEUTRON ACTIVATION ANALYSIS

Developed anti-coincidence gamina-ray spectrometric method for neutron activation analysis.
Directed the analysis of both ambient and source samples.
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Tanner, TM., J.A. Young and J.A. Cocper, "Multielement Analysis of St. Louis Aerosols by
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Aerosols by Instrumental Neutron Activation Analysis and X-Ray Fluorescence Analysis”, in
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Environmental Contamination, Finland, TAEA, August 1973.

Wogman, N.A,, RW. Perkins, H.G. Rieck and J.A. Cooper, "In Situ Neutron Activation", Patent No.
3,723,727, 1973.

Cooper, J.A. and R.W. Perkins, "A Versatile Ge(Li) - Na(Ti) Coincidence-Anticoincidence
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I, 1972.

Cooper, J.A., "Analytical Applications of Gamma-Gamma Coincidence Techniques with Ge(L1)
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Haller, W.A., L.A. Rancitelli and J.A. Cooper, "The Insttumental Determination of Trace Elements in
Plant Tissue by Neutron Activation Analysis and Ge(Li) Gamma-Ray Spectrometry,
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ENVIRONMENTAL RADIONUCLIDE ANALYSIS
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Cooper, J.A., "Analytical Applications of Gamma-Gamma Coincidence Techniques with Ge(Li)
Detectors", Anal. Chem., 43, 838, 1981.
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Spectrometer and Its Application to Radioanalytical Chemistry Problems”, J. Radioanalyt. Chem,, 6,
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Elements in Plant Tissue by Neutron Activation Analysis", in Proceedings of the 1968 International
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Palmer, H.E., N.A. Wogman and J.A. Cooper, "The Determination of the Depth and Amount of ®° Pu
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Norwood, Reidell, Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 1968.

Cooper, J.A., N.A. Wogman and R.W. Perkins, "An Anticoincidence Shielded Ge(Li) Gamma-Ray
Spectrometer for High Sensitivity Counting, BNWL-SA-1522") JEEE Trans. Nucl. Sci., NS-15, 407,

1968.

Rancitelli, L.A., J.A. Cooper, R.W. Perkins, "The Multielement Analysis of Biological Materials by
Activation and Direct Instrumental Techniques", Pacific Northwest laboratory report BNWL-SA-2010,
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Rancitelli, L.A., W.A. Haller, J.A. Cooper, "Instrumental Neutron Activation Analysis of Biological
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Cooper, J.A., N.A. Wogman, H.E. Palmer, R.W. Perkins, "The Application of Solid State Detectors to
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Cooper, ].A., J.M. Hollander, J.0. Rasmussen, "Energy Levels of *° Nb Populated by the Decay of *
Mo", Nuclear Physics A109, pp. 603-624, November, 1967.
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"Impact of Oxygenated Gasoline on Utah County PM,, Concentratious and PM; Contingency Plans”, January
7, 1993, J. Cooper, B. Patterson, B. Reynolds and C. Tawney, submitted to Kimball, Parr, Waddoups, Brown
and Gee, Salt Lake City.

"Pilot Scale Evaluation of Activated Carbon For The Removal of Mercury At Coal-fired Utility Power Plants",
June, 1993, R. Chang, C.J. Bustard, G. Schott, T. Hunt, H. Noble and J. Cooper.

"PM)o Credit for Secondary Sulfate Precursors", June, 1993, J. Cooper.

"Recent Advances in Sampling and Analysis of Coal-Fired Power Plant Emissions for Air Toxic Compounds",
June 1993, J. Cooper.

"Measurement of Alr Toxics Generated by a Laboratory-Scale Coal Combustion Facility, June, 1993, G.M.

Sverdrup, J.C. Chuang, R.E. Barrett, J.A. Cooper and R.G. Peltier, Proceedings of AWMA Conference,
Denver, CO, June 1993.
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“Chemical Composition of Fly Ash Emissions from the Navajo Geuerating Station", October 30, 1990, J.A.
Cooper, D.C. Redline, J. Wade, R.M. Hanna, G.A. Onusseit, R.H. Sarver and J. White.

"Comparison of Chemical Composition of Fly Ash Particles Collected in the Plume and Stack of a Coal-Fired
Power Plant”, G. Sverdrup, J. Chuang, L. Slivon, A. McFarland, J. Cooper, R. Garber and B. Smith.

"Reconciliation and Verification if ISCST Dispersion Model Lead Apportionments for East Helena, Montana",
September 14, 1991, J.A. Cooper, E.A. Miller, B.C. Patterson, and B.W. Reynolds.

"Meteorological Factors Affecting PM,;o Concentration”, April 30, 1991, J.E. Wade, B.W. Reynolds and J.A.
Cooper.

"Enhancement of the South Coast Air Basin Source Profile Library for Chemical Mass Balance Receptor
Model Applications", July 30, 1990, South Coast Alr Quality Management District, J.A. Cooper, R.G. Peltier,
D.C. Redline and A. V. Aquilizan.

"Evaluation of the Need to Measure Gas Phase Radionuclides in Coal-Fired Power Plant Emissions”,
November 1991, J.A. Cooper.

"A New, Innovative Hazardous Element Sampling Train", April 15, 1992, J. Cooper, M. Grunebach, R.
Sarver, R. Peltier, C. Simons, B. Ritter and T. Barkowski,

"Chemical Characterization of Sample Extracts of Fly Ash Particles From a Coal-Fired Power Plant", May

1992,
J.C. Chuang, G.M. Sverdrup and J.A. Cooper.
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DR. JOHN A. COOPER

Testimony and Reports Related to Permits and Regﬂatioms

Idaho _

Cooper, J. A., B. E. Johnsen, B. J. Richards, “PM Issues in Pocatello Idaho”, January
26, 1998, CES final report to J. R. Simplot and FMC Corporation.

Cooper, J. A., B. E. Johnsen, “Development of the Northern Ada County PM10
Maintenance Plan, Task 37, February 27, 2002, Cooper Environmental Services LLC
final report to Environ International Corporation.

Utah

Cooper, J. A., B. C. Patterson, D. A. Drerup, “Comments on Results from the State of
Utah’s 1994-1995 Winter Study of the Effects of Oxygenated Gasoline on PMio”,
October 19, 1995, TRC final report to Kimball Parr Waddoups Brown and Gee.

Cooper, J. A., CW, Tawney, A.K. Lesko, “Environmental Benefits from the Use of
MMT Gasoline Additive: Health Related Benefits." Prepared for Ethyl Corporation.
March 1995. '

Cooper, J. A., B.W. Patterson, A. Lesko, “Review of Oxygenated Fuels Impact on
Awmbient Carbon Monoxide Concentrations in Provo, Utah." Prepared for Kimball,
Parr, Waddoups, Brown and Gee. Sept. 1995.
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State Implementation Plan Revision of 1994." Prepared for Kimaball, Parr,
Waddoups, Brown and Gee. Jan. 1995.

Cooper, J. A,, “Comments on Use of CO:CO;, Ratio to Determine Effectiveness of
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Cooper, J. A., B. Patterson, B. Reynolds and C. Tawney, “Impact of Oxygenated
Gasoline on Utah County PM;o Concentrations and PM,q Contingency Plans”,
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Patterson, B., J. A. Cooper, “Motor Vehicle Impacts on CO and NOy as Inferred from
Ambient Data and Source Measurements." Prepared for Geneval Steel. May 1992.

Wade J.E. , B.W. Reynolds and J. A. Cooper. “Meteorological Factors Affecting PM,o
Concentration in Utah Valley”, April 30, 1991.

Cooper, J. A., “Emission Limits, Operational Emissions, and PM,q Credits." Prepared
for Kimball, Parr, Crockett, and Waddoups. May 1990.



o

Cooper, J. A., “PM;p Credit for Reductions in Sulfur Emissions from Sovirces in Utah
Valley." Plepzued for Kimball, Parr, Croclkett, Waddoups. Salt Lalce Cr ty) UT. May
1990.
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CES report to Kennecott Corporation.

Cooper, J. A., “Comments on EPA’s Proposed Federal Reference Method fm Measuring
PM; s C011cent1at10ns” March 5, 1997, CES report to Kennecott Corporation.

Tawney C. W., J. C. Cooper, “Estimating A PM; s Concentration Equivalent to the
Current 24-Hour PM Standard”, February 11, 1997, CES final report to Anierican
Iron and Steel Institute and Kennecott Corporation.

Montana

Cooper, J. A., “PM Issues in Missoula Montana: Recommendations Relevant to Kraft
Recovery Boiler Opacity Rules”, March 10, 1998, ,CES final report to Stone
Container Corporation.,

Cooper, J. A., B.E. Johnsen, B.J. Richards, “Estimation of Counties that Would Have
Exceeded EPA's New PM, 5 Standard During the Period from 1993 to 1995.
Prepared for American Petroleum Institute. (July 1997).

Cooper, J. A., B. E. Johnsen, C. W. Tawney, “Evaluation of PM; s Equivalent
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final report to American Iron and Steel Institute.
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Apr. 1997.
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Cooper, J. A., “Review and Recommendations for AMC PM Sampling Program."
Prepared for Holland & Hart. TRC Project no. 17503. Oct. 1994.

Cooper, J. A., “The Contribution of Road Dust to PM receptors in the Liberty
Borough Non-Attainment Area." Prepared for USX-US Steel Group, Oct. 1993.

Cooper, J. A,, B.L. Tansy, E.A. Miller, “Evaluation of the National Park Service Whitex
Chemical Mass Balance Source Apportionment.” Vol I and II. Prepared for Salt River
Project, Phoenix, AZ, July 1990.

Cooper, J. A. and E. Peake, “Source Apportionment Studies Near Crossfield, Alberta”,
in Acidic Deposition: Sulfur and Nitrogen Oxides, ed. A.H. Legge and S.V. Krupa,
Chelsea, Michigan: Lewis Publishers, pp. 347-380, 1990.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Cooper Envirommental Services LLC (CES) was retained by Stoel Rives LLP to compare the results
of CALPUFF modeling performed by the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) with
receptor oriented source apportionment results developed by CES. The objective of these efforts
was to obtain the most probable estimate of the actual (not predicted) impact of emissions from the
Riley Boiler on visibility at select Class I areas on the same days modeled by the DEQ.

This report has been prepared by CES staff and Dr. John A. Cooper, President of CES.

DEQ defined the years 2003 to 2005 as its baseline for calculating visibility impairment impacts.
DEQ found that during this period the Riley Boiler operated by The Amalgamated Sugar Company
(TASCO) in Nampa, Idaho impacted visibility with the 98" percentile highest delta-deciview of
more than 0.5 deciview on the Class [ areas of Eagle Cap Wilderness, OR, Strawberry Mountain
Wilderness, OR and Hells Canyon Wildermess, ID. DEQ’s results and supporting information were
provided in its report “Subject-to-Bart Analysis, For the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa, Idaho, July
2007” (BART Analysis) and its draft “Plan for Implementing Section 308 (40 CFR 51.308) of the
Regional Haze Rule” (Plan).

CES reviewed these two reports as well as others as indicated below and in the reference section,
performed receptor oriented apportionment calculations similar to those performed by DEQ
(Section 9 of its draft Plan), and revealed that the most probable 98" percentile highest delta-
deciview impact of the Riley Boiler on visibility in the above three Class [ areas is substantially less
than 0.5 deciview.

The following sections provide the details of our review and supporting data.

2.0 BACKGROUND

General meteorology. DEQ determined the maximum impacts of the Riley Boiler on these Class I
areas occur in the winter during extended periods of air stagnation in the months from November
through February. Meteorology during these winter air stagnation episodes is a major contributor to
the poor visibility in these Class I areas. The meteorological factors responsible for these winter
pollution episodes typical of the Northwest are both meteorologically and topographically-defined.
These air stagnation periods generally begin with the passage of a cold-air low-pressure system with
a snowfall of a few inches. After such a storm leaves, a surface high-pressure system begins to
build into the area. The first clear night after frontal passage can cause a nocturnal cooling and
surface based inversion, which inhibits ventilation of near ground level emitted pollutants. As the
surface high pressure intensifies, visibility decreases rapidly, fogs can form further exacerbating
conditions, and PM values rise. Extended stagnation conditions are established if surface high
pressure is reinforced by a strong high-pressure ridge aloft. This can create additional stable
subsiding layers of inversion above ground. If the upper level high-pressure ridge covers the
western states, the stagnation conditions will usually persist from seven to ten days.

Wind speeds during a stagnation episode are light and variable, and are influenced by local
topographic circulation patterns. For example, DEQ identified the seventh ranked day, January
16™ 2004 that had 21 hourly average wind speeds of less than or equal to 1 mile per hour with wind



directions ranging all over the compass. The winds throughout the Northwest can also be
dependent on the time of day and the heating and cooling of the surrounding geography. This daily
wind pattern can be fairly constant from one day to the next during a pollution episode. In the early
morning, winds are flowing down the mountain slopes and canyons towards lower elevations in a
valley airshed. During midmorning, the mountain slopes and canyon walls absorb solar radiation,
heat up and cause a reversal of airflow from down-slope/canyon to up-slope/canyon. As dusk
approaches, the mountain slopes begin to cool and the airflow once again reverses to a down-
slope/canyon flow. During this transition period, areas in the valley can experience near calm
conditions and lowering inversion heights, which can coincide with evening rush hour and peak
vehicle emissions. Superimposed on this flow is a general drainage flow of dense air along river
valley floors towards lowest elevations.

CALPUFF model. Measured meteorological conditions during the days considered in the BART
Analysis are generally consistent with this meteorological conceptual model. Under these daytime
conditions, for example, wind is blowing emissions from sources such as the Riley Boiler towards
suwrrounding mountains and up slopes and canyons, contributing to an increase in dispersion and
dilution of emissions.

DEQ ran a dispersion model (CALPUFF) to estimate Riley Boiler visibility impacts during these
winter pollution episodes. CALPUFF is a deterministic model where the impact at a monitoring
site due to emissions from a specific source like the Riley Boiler is predicted based on complex
dispersion and transformation sub-models. The dispersion term takes into account dilution effects
of wind along with other meteorological and topography factors, while the transformation term
accounts for chemical reactions that can take place during transport of emissions from the source to
a monitoring site. These terms are extremely complex and the results are generally questionable
when applied to low wind speed conditions (Jess than or equal to about 1 mile per hour) typical of
these Northwest episode days.

In addition, there is rarely enough meteorological data to accurately define the wind fields along a
plumes path, further adding to the modeling difficulty and uncertainty in the results. As such, the
EPA on occasions has disallowed the use of results from this type of model in developing state
implementation plans. (Dickstein, 1990) In addition, these dispersion models are conservative
(designed to predict maximwm impacts) and are not bound by reality. As such, it is not uncommon
for specific day predicted impacts to differ from measured impacts by factors of two or more.

Alternative approach. Receptor models, on the other hand, are based on apportioning receptor
measured concentrations and fractional source composition profiles. As such, the apportionment
results are bound by reality (measured concentrations) and uncertainties in results are typically in
the range of 10 to 30% of the source contribution estimate for a specific source category. Receptor
models are probabilistic models that statistically calculate the most probable combination of sources
responsible for species (sulfate and nitrate) measured at an ambient monitoring site. Using
chemical fingerprints representing emissions from possible sources, a linear regression analysis is
typically used to determine the most probable combination of source profiles that can best explain
the ambient chemistry. Although this modeling approach is not typically used to apportion sources
of secondary species, it has been used in some cases to resolve impacts of secondary species from
specific sources as CES did in Boise (Cooper and Johnsen, 2002).



3.0 APPROACH

The approach used by CES to estimate the most probable impacts by the Riley Boiler emissions was
areceptor oriented approach similar to that used by Cooper and Johnsen in Boise in 2002 for the
Treasure Valley PM o Maintenance Plan, and similar to that used by DEQ to apportion sulfate
(ammonium sulfate) and nitrate (ammonium nitrate) as described in Section 9 of its Plan.

The starting point of our approach was the species concentration (ug/m’ of sulfate or nitrate)
measured at the receptor for the Class I area. CES assumed that the measured concentration. is the
sum of the background contribution and the contribution of local sources, and that all local sources
or source categories contributed something to the local source contribution at the receptor. CES
also assumed a boundary condition that the sum of the contributions by all [ocal sources and the
background cannot exceed the measured concentrations.

The resulting sulfate and nitrate source contribution estimates (SCE) associated with the Riley
Boiler were then used to calculate the extinction caused by the Riley Boiler sulfate and nitrate,
which were then used along with the background extinction to calculate the delta deciview impact
from the Riley Boiler emissions. The following is an outline of the steps used to apportion the
sulfate and nitrate:

1. Assume the average “Worst 20% Visibility Days” apportionment was the same for each
individual modeled day. For example, according to DEQ’s Plan (page 100) WRAP
(Western Regional Air Partnership, AK, AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, NM, ND, OR, SD, UT, WA
and WY) contributions were responsible for 33% of the measured sulfate at Hells Canyon
and 12.4% of the WRAP confribution was from Idaho point sources; i.e. on average during
the 20% worst visibility days, and Idaho point sources contributed 4.1% (12.4% of 33%) of
the measured sulfate. '

2. CES assumed half of Idaho’s point source contribution to receptor measured sulfate came
from the Riley Boiler. This was based on DEQ’s point source emission inventory for the
three years modeled by DEQ, changes in the emissions in 2005, and the location of the
major point sources of sulfate.

3. Sulfate emissions from the Riley Boiler represent 66% of the total Nampa plant sulfate
emissions. Based on these three steps, the Riley Boiler emissions on the worst 20%
visibility days contributed 1.4% (66% of half of 4.1%) of the measured sulfate.

4. After calculating the sulfate contribution from the Riley Boiler according to the above three
steps, the Riley Boiler nitrate contribution was calculated on the basis of the Riley Boiler
emission inventory sulfate and nitrate ratio and the relatively conservative assumption that
this ratio holds at the receptor.

The results from these calculations are presented and discussed in the following section.



4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of our receptor oriented apportionment calculations are summarized in Tables 1 — 3 for
the three Class I areas identified by DEQ as impacted from the Riley Boiler. The four columns on
the left identify the CALPUEFF and receptor ranking along with the day and date. The middle two
columns list the Riley Boiler apportioned sulfate and nitrate. The four columns on the right list the
Riley Boiler contributions to visibility impairment (delta deciviews) as calculated using our receptor
oriented approach. This approach used DEQ’s Plan apportionment data as projected by DEQ using
CALPUFF. It needs to be noted that CES did not locate receptor data for all of the days modeled
by DEQ. On these days, the closest (in time) day with the highest sulfate concentration were
selected for comparison. These non-modeled days are highlighted in the following three tables.

The maximum delta deciview due to the Riley Boiler predicted by the CALPUFF model was 2.6
deciviews for January 21, 2003 at Eagle Cap, which corresponds to the 9" Jowest measured sulfate
concentration of the 22 highest predicted impact days. The second highest CALPUFF predicted
Riley Boiler impact day corresponds to the 4™ lowest measured sulfate day.

By comparison, the highest delta deciview day identified with the receptor approach was associated
with the day with the highest measured sulfate and the Riley Boiler contributed only 0.4 delta
deciview. The receptor oriented 98" percentile delta deciviews ranged from 0.06 to 0.15 and are
substantially below the 0.5 delta deciview threshold for subject to BART determination.

The receptor total delta deciview results are substantially smaller than those predicted by the
CALPUFF model. In general, the differences range from about 3 to 30 fold. The receptor approach
also indicates that the actual Riley Boiler impacts were highest at Hells Canyon, whereas the
CALPUFF predicted impacts were highest at receptors in Eagle Cap. The receptor impacts are
more consistent with the conceptual model of down river drainage flow of polluted air influenced
by low inversions impacting the lower elevation Hells Canyon monitoring site (2050 ft elevation)
more than the higher elevation (4000 to 6000 ft) Eagle Cap receptors. (See the above Section 2
discussion of typical meteorological conditions leading to high winter haze conditions.)



Table 1. Estimates of Riley Boiler Contributions to Visibility Impairment

Eagle Cap wilderness area

Riley Boiler Cone. contribution {ug/m’)

Riley boiler Contribution to visibility {4 DV)

CALPUEF|Receptor Day CALRUFF Receptor/aqs Receptor/308 Receptor/308 |Receptor/308|Receptor/308 CALPUFF
Rank Rank made! date (NHa)504° NH.NO; (NH4};50, NH(NO;3 Total
D20 ‘ 0.00334 0.00605

1 13 21 1/21/2003 0.0025 0.0016 0.02512478 £.0166 0.042 2586

2 [ 19 22 1/22/2004 0.0013 0.0009 0.013477666 0.0089 0.022 2.225

3 16 135 12/1/2004 0.0023 0.0015 0.024062318 0.0159 0.040 2137

4 8 338 12/8/2004 0.0034 0.0022 D.035361455 0.0234 0.059 2.07

5 17 55 2/24/2005 0.0020 0.0013 0.017755488 0.0117 0.029 1.982

6 1 16 1/16/2005 0.0082 0.0054 0.08208542 0.0543 0.136 1857

7 2 16 1/16/2004 0.0008 0.0005 0.008580787 0.0057 0.014 1.848

8 15 | 38 | 2742003 0.0028 0.0018 0. oz4sozor[ 0.0164 0.041 1.661

9 10 33 2/2/2065 0.0034 0.0022 0.029936455 0.0198 0.050 1.58
10 22 345 | 12/11/2003 0.0005 0.0004 0.006107014 0.0040 0.010 1.56
31 11 318 1 11/314/2003 0.0029 0.0019 0028514514 0,0188 0.047 1.516
12 12 322 | 11/18/2005 0,0027 0.0018 0.026464417 0.0175 0.094 1.514
13 20 18 1/18/2003 0.0012 0.0008 0.012447989 0.0082 0.021 1.497
14 3 18 1/18/2004 0.0066 0.0044 0.066558923 0.0440 0.210 1.48
15 5 13 1/12/2004 0.0054 0.0036 0054277131 | D,0359 0.050 1,469
16 9 322 ¢ 11/18/2009 0.0033 0.1022 0.032660282 . 0.0216 0.054 1402
17 2 15 1/15/2005 0.0082 0.0054 0.08208542 00843 | 0136 1395
18 18 56 2/25/2005 0.0020 0.0013 0.017756488 0.0117 | 0029 1.366
19 1) 11 1/11/2003 0.0025 0.0016 0.024575803 00165 | 0.041 136
20 4 14 19/2004 0.0088 0.0044 0.066558923 00440 | 0110 1.355
21 7 27 1/27/2005 0.0037 0.0025 0.037590197 0.0243 0.062 1339
22 § 14 1/14/2004 0.0054 0.0036 0.054277131 0.0359 0.09%0 1335
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Table 2. Estimates of Riley Boiler Contributions to Visibility Impairment

Hells Canyon wilderness area

’(
[
-

Piley Boiler Conc, Contribution {ug/m’) J

Riley boiler Contribution 1o visibility (A DV)

EALPUFF Receptor o CALPUFF Receptar/203 ! Receptor/308 Receptor/308 Receptor/ﬁﬁﬂecepmr/aog CALPUFF
| Rank | Rank 1 modet {NH4),504° NH NS {NH4);504 NHNO, Total J
2095° | 0.0138 0.0102 |
! 1 17 21 1/21/2003 0.0052 0.0035 0.046 (.0301 Q.076 219 |
\h 2 b 338 | 12/5/2004 0.0157 0.0104 0.139 0.0921 0.230 . 1.862 k
3 21 22 1/22/2004 0.0032 0.0021 0.028 0.0136 0,047 | 1,609 !
4 2 16 | 1/16/2004 0.0274 0.0181 0.236 | 1563 0.389 1514 |
5 10 345 12/11/2003 0.0080 0.0053 0,071 | am4a72 0.118 1400 |
5 15 55 | 2/28/2005 0.0052 0.0034 0.038 0.0252 0.063 1369 |
7 7 335 | 12/2/2004 0,0103 0.0063 0.092 0.0610 0.153 1.301
8 16 319 | 11/5/2004 0.0058 0.0038 0.046 0.0307 0.077 1.298
9 3 322 11/18/2004 0.0213 0.0140 0.168 01114 . 0278 1115
10 11 19 | 1/15/2004 0.0279 0.0184 0.240 04590 | 0.395 1079 !
11 20 56 2/25/ 2005 0.0052 0.0034 0.038 ! 0.0252 0.063 1.064
Y 18 18 1/18/2003 0.0045 0.0030 0.039 ‘ 0.02539 0.065 1.058
13 12 318 11/14/2003 0.0085 0.0056 0,068 | 00447 0012 | 1043 ¢
g 1 23 | 2/12/7004 0.0094 0.0062 0,069 | 00954 0114 | 1031 |
| 15 9 318 | 11/24/2005 0.0112 09,0074 0089 | 00586 0147 1.027
16 5 15 ‘ 1/16/3005 0.0186 0.0123 0,160 0.1062 0.265 1.02
17 4 321 J_1_1/17/2004 0.0213 : Q.0140 0,168 0.1114 0.278 1.003
18 14 322 [11/18/2005 0.0060 | 0,0040 0.048 0.0316 0.079 0.973
13 13 327 |14/23/2004 0.0075 i Q0.0050 0.060 0.0396 0.099 0.973
20 15 1 323 |11/19/2005 0.0060 : 0.0040 0.048 0.0316 0.079 0.972
pal 2 2 |1/eyrom 0.0032 0.0021 0.028 0.0186 0047 | _as9s4
22 8 337 | 12/4/2004 00103 | 0.C088 0.091 0.0605 | 0151 0.9
Notos & assumptians:
a. |¢;aho ;olnuaurcm conuibution of sulfate & nitrate on worst 205 visIhiifty days inHells Canyan,
"va lues based on flpures 9-17 & B2.19 a:n;mlng niu;ie; & sulfates are arpmonium )
b.30B - Plan for (mplementing Section 308 (40T 51.308) of the Regtonal Haze Rule
:568 bar:; 'l—s baseEAn ﬁEPRo‘JE manltoﬁn;i‘sll—e., HECAi ﬁ!ell; d-nvcn)., anld /mné af:-trib\;ti‘uf\‘éu ta: :
*308 Data 3ssumes the amission diztribution for 2003, 2004 & 2005 5 the same as 2002.
B .‘;ZJ;D.{!:. u;s—ﬁmcs 5092 n;fzhn—ldah;ﬁéi.nt;éu;as ;-:)m_q( Erc;{:ki.cvli's iampﬁ, ld\;lﬁle. o
. E)lsui"‘:u‘xl‘cn Liata.cam; from Flg“ure.';é»l.w. & 9«19. ’
c. Ra'tlo ofa;r»mo'r;lurx; sulfate z'c'ammam'um nitrate was obeined from "Subject-ta-BART Anulyzis, for Tasco Riley Boller, Namps tdaho™ 2007, and personal comm. v1/ Amalgamated sugars

Grey - Days whan the recs plor & aweds] datas don’t match, ftheclosest receptor date ia pafrod to the nodel)




\F Table 3. Estimates of Riley Boiler Contributions to Visibility Impairment J
T Strawherry Mountain wilderness area J
—I Riley Boiler Conc. Contribution(ug/ma) Riley boiler Contribution to visibility (A DV) j
LPUFF|Receptor Day CALPUEF Receptor/308 Receptor/308 | Receptor/308 Recep!or/308l?{eceptor/308 CALPUi)
Renk | Rank modeldate|  (NHg,504° NHNOSS {(NH4),SO4 | NHaNO, Total
20 0.00334 0.00605
’ 1 5 351 | 12/17/2005 0.0056 0,0037 0.059 0.0384 0.097 2367 |
2 15 323 | 13/19/2005 0.0026 0,0017 0.026 0.0171 0.043 1996 |
| 3 2 18 | 1/18/2003 0.0012 0.0008 0.012 0.0081 0.020 1582 |
|4 6 350 | 12/16/2005 0.0055 0.0037 0.058 0,0380 0.095 1,932
E 325 [ 11/21/2005 0.0042 0.0028 0.041 0.0271 0.068 1872
G 3 345 | 12/11/2005 0.0059 0.0039 0.062 0.0406 0.102 1,702
) 9 326 | 11/22/2005 0.0042 0.0028 0.041 0.0271 0.068 1632 |
8 16 322 | 11/18/2005 0.0026 0.0017 0.026 0.0171 0.043 1626 |
9 14 344 | 12/10/2005 0.0032 0.0021 0.034 00221 | 0056 159 |
10 4 310 | 11/6/2003 0.0060 0.0039 0.059 0.0386 0.097 1475 |
11 17 21| 1/21/2003 0.0025 0.0016 0.025 0.0163 0.041 1312 |
12 7 349 | 12/15/2005 0.0055 0.0037 0.058 0.0380 0.09 1245 |
13 1 313_| 11/9/2004 0.0038 0.0025 0.038 0.0248 0.063 122
14 12 312 | 11/8/2004 0.0038 0.0025 0.038 00248 0.063 1.219
L 15 10 324 | 11/20/2005 0.0042 0.0028 0041 | 00271 0.068 1.209
| 16 2 22| 1/22/2004 0.0013 0.0009 0.013 0.0087 0.022 1188 |
RV, 1 24| 1/24/2005 0.0078 00051 0.078 0.0513 0.129 1126
[ 18 | 19 9 1/9/2003 0.0024 0.0016 0.025 0.0161 0.041 1104 |
| 19 [ 2 25 | 1/25/2005 0.0078 0.0051 0.078 0.0513 0.129 2001 |
[ 20 | 20 10 | 1/20/2003 0.0024 0.0016 0.025 0.0161 0.041 103 |
o 13 21| 1/21/2005 00035 | 0.0023 0.035 0.0230 0.058 095 |
22 18 11 | 1/21/2003 0.0025 | 0.0016 0.025 00162 | 0041 0943 |

Notes & assumptions:

:1. ldah(; point s;mrce contribution of sulfate & nitrate on worst 20% vislbility days in Strawberry Mountaln.
"\;.rlut.;s based on Figures 9-81 & 9-83 lxsun-;lngnilra tes aad sulfates are ammonium

b.308 -Plan (url'mp('emcnllng Section 308 (4DCFR 51.308}of the ﬁeg-ionaul Haxé i’\\-\lc

*308 ba.(a I; baséd o.n-I'MF;ROv.E mor.\l!orin;.g'sllc‘s STARI Eélarke—y;, &l‘)ﬁa nC" st;lz d_ix{r}bu(ion dAala.

"~308 ~l5:|tﬁa-\;:surlncs the emlssion &txlrii:u?ian !‘or zodé, 2664 &2005 ls“the- sa}ne-a;idaz‘ o

'-505 D;ta a:;umes 50% ofthe ld.{ho poln(-murcu c.am;s Iro;-n>TASCE)'5 Nampa,'ID slte.

i D}sl;lhﬂzloa—da(a ca'r'ne-l'n.)m F'igurcs é'-ax £9-83

¢, Ratio of ammonlum sulfate to ammonlum nitrate wa s obtained from "Subject-to-BART Analysls, far Tasco Rilay Boiler, Nampa Idaho" 2007, and persanal comm. w/Amalgamated sugars

Grey - Days when the recoptor & model dates don't match. {the closest receptordate fs palred ta the madel|

5.0 CONCLUSION

The actual impact of the Riley Boiler emissions on visibility at the three Class I areas modeled by
DEQ do not exceed the 98" percentile BART limit of 0.5 delta deciviews. As such, the Riley
Boiler should not be subject to BART contrals.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Cooper Environmental Services LLC (CES) was retained by Stoel Rives LLP to compare the results
of CALPUFF modeling performed by the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) with
receptor oriented source apportionment results developed by CES. The objective of these efforts
was to obtain the most probable estimate of the actual (not predicted) impact of emissions from the
Riley Boiler on visibility at select Class I areas on the same days modeled by the DEQ.

This report has been prepared by CES staff and Dr. John A. Cooper, President of CES.

DEQ defined the years 2003 to 2005 as its baseline for calculating visibility impairment impacts.
DEQ found that during this period the Riley Boiler operated by The Amalgamated Sugar Company
(TASCO) in Nampa, Idaho impacted visibility with the 98" percentile highest delta-deciview of
more than 0.5 deciview on the Class I areas of Eagle Cap Wildemess, OR, Strawberry Mountain
Wilderness, OR and Hells Canyon Wilderness, ID. DEQ’s results and supporting information were
provided in its report “Subject-to-Bart Analysis, For the TASCO Riley Boiler, Nampa, Idaho, July
20077 (BART Analysis) and its draft “Plan for Implementing Section 308 (40 CFR 51.308) of the
Regional Haze Rule” (Plan).

CES reviewed these two reports as well as others as indicated below and in the reference section,
performed receptor oriented apportionment calculations similar to those performed by DEQ
(Section 9 of its draft Plan), and revealed that the most probable 98" percentile highest delta-
deciview impact of the Riley Boiler on visibility in the above three Class I areas is substantially less
than 0.5 deciview.

The following sections provide the details of our review and supporting data.

2.0 BACKGROUND

General meteorology. DEQ determined the maximum impacts of the Riley Boiler on these Class I
areas occur in the winter during extended periods of air stagnation in the months from November
through February. Meteorology during these winter air stagnation episodes is a major confributor to
the poor visibility in these Class I areas. The meteorological factors responsible for these winter
pollution episodes typical of the Northwest are both meteorologically and topographically-defined.
These air stagnation periods generally begin with the passage of a cold-air Jow-pressure system with
a snowfall of a few inches. After such a storm leaves, a surface high-pressure system begins to
build into the area. The first clear night after frontal passage can cause a nocturnal cooling and
surface based inversion, which inhibits ventilation of near ground level emitted pollutants. As the
surface high pressure intensifies, visibility decreases rapidly, fogs can form further exacerbating
conditions, and PM; values rise. Extended stagnation conditions are established if surface high
pressure is reinforced by a strong high-pressure ridge aloft. This can create additional stable
subsiding layers of inversion above ground. If the upper level high-pressure ridge covers the
western states, the stagnation conditions will usually persist from seven to ten days.

Wind speeds during a stagnation episode are light and variable, and are influenced by local
topographic circulation patterns. For example, DEQ identified the seventh ranked day, January
16", 2004 that had 21 hourly average wind speeds of less than or equal to 1 mile per hour with wind



directions ranging all over the compass. The winds throughout the Northwest can also be
dependent on the time of day and the heating and cooling of the surrounding geography. This daily
wind pattern can be fairly constant from one day to the next during a pollution episode. In the early
morning, winds are flowing down the mountain slopes and canyons towards lower elevations in a
valley airshed. During midmorning, the mountain slopes and canyon walls absorb solar radiation,
heat up and cause a reversal of airflow from down-slope/canyon to up-slope/canyon. As dusk
approaches, the mountain slopes begin to cool and the airflow once again reverses to a down-
slope/canyon flow. During this transition period, areas in the valley can experience near calm
conditions and lowering inversion heights, which can coincide with evening rush hour and peak
vehicle emissions. Superimposed on this flow is a general drainage flow of dense air along river
valley floors towards lowest elevations.

CALPUFF model. Measured meteorological conditions during the days considered in the BART
Analysis are generally consistent with this meteorological conceptual model. Under these daytime
conditions, for example, wind is blowing emissions from sources such as the Riley Boiler towards
surrounding mountains and up slopes and canyons, contributing to an increase in dispersion and
dilution of emissions.

DEQ ran a dispersion model (CALPUFF) to estimate Riley Boiler visibility impacts dwring these
winter pollution episodes. CALPUFF is a deterministic model where the impact at a monitoring
site due to emissions from a specific source like the Riley Boiler is predicted based on complex
dispersion and transformation sub-models. The dispersion term takes into account dilution effects
of wind along with other meteorological and topography factors, while the transformation term
accounts for chemical reactions that can take place during transport of emissions from the source to
a monitoring site. These terms are extremely complex and the results are generally questionable
when applied to low wind speed conditions (less than or equal to about 1 mile per hour) typical of
these Northwest episode days.

In addition, there is rarely enough meteorological data to accurately define the wind fields along a
plumes path, further adding to the modeling difficulty and uncertainty in the results. As such, the
EPA on occasions has disallowed the use of results from this type of model in developing state
implementation plans. (Dickstein, 1990) In addition, these dispersion models are conservative
(designed to predict maximum impacts) and are not bound by reality. As such, it is not uncommon
for specific day predicted impacts to differ from measured impacts by factors of two or more.

Alternative approach. Receptor models, on the other hand, are based on apportioning receptor
measured concentrations and fractional source composition profiles. As such, the apportionment
results are bound by reality (measured concentrations) and uncertainties in results are typically in
the range of 10 to 30% of the source contribution estimate for a specific source category. Receptor
models are probabilistic models that statistically calculate the most probable combination of sources
responsible for species (sulfate and nitrate) measured at an ambient monitoring site. Using
chemical fingerprints representing emissions from possible sources, a linear regression analysis 1s
typically used to determine the most probable combination of source profiles that can best explain
the ambient chemistry. Although this modeling approach is not typically used to apportion sources
of secondary species, it has been used in some cases to resolve impacts of secondary species from
spectfic sources as CES did in Boise (Cooper and Johnsen, 2002).



3.0 APPROACH

The approach used by CES to estimate the most probable impacts by the Riley Boiler emissions was
a receptor oriented approach similar to that used by Cooper and Johnsen in Boise in 2002 for the
Treasure Valley PM g Maintenance Plan, and similar to that used by DEQ to apportion sulfate
(ammonium sulfate) and nitrate (ammonium nitrate) as described in Section 9 of its Plan.

The starting point of our approach was the species concentration (ug/m’ of sulfate or nitrate)
measured at the receptor for the Class I area. CES assumed that the measured concentration is the
sum of the background contribution and the contribution of local sources, and that all local sources
or source categories contributed something to the local source contribution at the receptor, CES
also assumed a boundary condition that the sum of the contributions by all local sources and the
background cannot exceed the measured concentrations.

The resulting sulfate and nitrate source contribution estimates (SCE) associated with the Riley
Boiler were then used to calculate the extinction caused by the Riley Boiler sulfate and nitrate,
which were then used along with the background extinction to calculate the delta deciview impact
from the Riley Boiler emissions. The following is an outline of the steps used to apportion the
sulfate and nitrate:

1. Assume the average “Worst 20% Visibility Days™ apportionment was the same for each
individual modeled day. For example, according to DEQ’s Plan (page 100) WRAP
(Western Regional Air Partnership, AK, AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, NM, ND, OR, SD, UT, WA
and WY) contributions were responsible for 33% of the measured sulfate at Hells Canyon
and 12.4% of the WRAP contribution was from Idaho point sources; i.e. on average during
the 20% worst visibility days, and Idaho point sources contributed 4.1% (12.4% of 33%) of
the measured sulfate.

2. CES assumed half of Idaho’s point source contribution to receptor measured sulfate came
from the Riley Boiler. This was based on DEQ’s point source emission inventory for the
three years modeled by DEQ, changes in the emissions in 2005, and the location of the
major point sources of sulfate.

3. Sulfate emissions from the Riley Boiler represent 66% of the total Nampa plant sulfate
emissions. Based on these three steps, the Riley Boiler emissions on the worst 20%
visibility days contributed 1.4% (66% of half of 4.1%) of the measured sulfate.

4. After calculating the sulfate contribution from the Riley Boiler according to the above three
steps, the Riley Boiler nitrate contribution was calculated on the basis of the Riley Boiler
emission inventory sulfate and nitrate ratio and the relatively conservative assumption that
this ratio holds at the receptor,

The results from these calculations are presented and discussed in the following section.



4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of our receptor oriented apportionment calculations are summarized in Tables 1 — 3 for
the three Class | areas identified by DEQ as impacted from the Riley Boiler. The four columns on
the left identify the CALPUFI and receptor ranking along with the day and date. The middle two
columns list the Riley Boiler apportioned sulfate and nitrate. The four columns on the right list the
Riley Boiler contributions to visibility impairment (delta deciviews) as calculated using our receptor
oriented approach. This approach used DEQ’s Plan apportionment data as projected by DEQ using
CALPUFF. It needs to be noted that CES did not locate receptor data for all of the days modeled
by DEQ. On these days, the closest (in time) day with the highest sulfate concentration were
selected for comparison. These non-modeled days are highlighted in the following three tables.

The maximum delta deciview due to the Riley Boiler predicted by the CALPUFF model was 2.6
deciviews for January 21, 2003 at Eagle Cap, which corresponds to the 9" lowest measured sulfate
concentration of the 22 highest predicted impact days. The second highest CALPUFF predicted
Riley Boiler impact day corresponds to the 4" lowest measured sulfate day.

By comparison, the highest delta deciview day identified with the receptor approach was associated
with the day with the highest measured sulfate and the Riley Boiler contributed only 0.4 delta
deciview. The receptor oriented 98™ percentile delta deciviews ranged from 0.06 to 0.15 and are
substantially below the 0.5 delta deciview threshold for subject to BART determination.

The receptor total delta deciview results are substantially smaller than those predicted by the
CALPUFF model. In general, the differences range from about 3 to 30 fold. The receptor approach
also indicates that the actual Riley Boiler impacts were highest at Hells Canyon, whereas the
CALPUFF predicted impacts were highest at receptors in Eagle Cap. The receptor impacts are
more consistent with the conceptual model of down river drainage flow of polluted air influenced
by low inversions impacting the lower elevation Hells Canyon monitoring site (2050 ft elevation)
more than the higher elevation (4000 to 6000 ft) Eagle Cap receptors. (See the above Section 2
discussion of typical meteorological conditions leading to high winter haze conditions.)



1 Table 1. Estimates of Riley Boiler Contributions to Visibility Impairment

Eagle Cap wilderness area
Riley Boiler Conc. contribution {ug/m”) Riley boiler Contribution to visibility (4 DV)
|CALPUfF Receptorﬁ CALPUFF Receptor/308 Receptar/308 Receptor/308 |Receptor/308|Receptor/308 CALPUEF
Rank | Rank | model date (NHq),504° NHNQY (NH4);S0, NH,NGC, Total
zo&, ! 0.00334 0.00605
1 | 13 21 | 1/21/2003 0.0025 0.0016 0.02511478 0.0166 0.042 2586 |
2 19 22 | 1/22/2004 0.0013 0.0009 0.013477666 0.0089 0,022 2225 |
3 16 | 335 | 12/1/2004 0.0023 0.0015 0.024062318 0.0159 0.040 2137 |
4 8 338 l 12/4/2004 0.0034 0.0022 0.035361455 0.0234 0,053 2.07 |
5 17| 55 | 2/24/2005 0.0020 0.0013 0.017756488 0.0117 0.029 1982 |
| s 1 16| 1/16/2005 0.0082 0.0054 0.08208542 0.0543 0,136 1.857 |
7 21 16 | 1/16/2004 0.0008 0.0006 0008580787 0.0057 0014 | 1848
8 15 38 2/7/2003 0.0028 0.0018 0.024902061 0, 015U 0.041 1.661
9 10 33 | 2/2/2005 0.0034 0.0022 0.029936955 00198 | 0050 1586 |
10 2 345 | 12/11/2003 0.0006 0.0004 0.005107014 00040 |  0.010 156 |
11 11 | 318 | 11/14/2003 0.0029 0.0019 0028514514 |  0.0188 0.047 1516j
E 12 | 322 | 11/18/2005 0.0027 0.0018 0.026464417 |  0.0175 0.044 1514
13 2 18 | 1/18/2003 0.0012 0.0008 0.012047989 |  ©D.0082 0.021 1,497 T
14 3 18 | 1/18/2008 0.0066 0.0044 0.066558923 | 0.0440 0.110 1.48 |
| s 5 13 | 1/13/2004 0.0054 0.0036 0.054277131 0.0359 0.090 1.469
16 | 9 322 | 11/18/2004 0.0033 0.0022 0.032660282 0.0216 0.054 1402
17 2 15 | 1/15/2005 0.0082 0.0054 008208542 0.0543 0.136 1395
18 18 56 | 2/25/2005 0.0020 0.0013 0.017756488 0.0117 0.029 1.366
19 14 1 | 1/11/2003 0.0025 0.0016 0024975803 0.0165 0.041 136
.20 4 19 | 1/19/2004 | 0.0066 0.0044 0.066558923 0.0440 0.110 1.355
21 7 27 | 1/27/2005 0.0037 0.0025 0.037690197 0.0249 0.062 1339
2 § 14 | 1/14/2004 0.0054 0.0036 0054277131 | 0.0359 0.090 1.325

INuh:s & assumptlons:

|2 rdahn polntsource conmbuhcn of&ulh(c & nnmle on worst 20% mfblll(ydayx in Eanlz Cap

. v;Iue; basedon ilgurox 9-81 %983 assumlnz nllnlct and !UIf:nes are ammonlum

b.308 Imp - PlanforImplementing Sectlon 308 (4ncm 51, SUB)oflhe Reglonal Haze Rule

. 303 imp. Data is based on IMPRDVE monnorlnz shtas STARL (S(a:key OR}and slu(c dls(rlbutlon da(a
" 308 Imp Dala asxumu the zmls;lon dulnhullun for 2003 2004 & 2005 Is lhc same as 2002

*308 lmp Dz la assumes SD‘v ul!he Idaho poln( sources comes (mmTASCO's Nampa lD slle ’

'Dnmlbutlondalarame IromFleurex 9-81&9-83 o

[ Rn(m o!ammon\um wlh\e w ammon(um mlvazc was obmlned lrorn"Sthe:Ho SAR\‘ Analysis, YurTnm Riley Bojler, Nampa Idaho" 2007, and personal comm. w/Amalgamated sugars

Grev Days whcn lhc rcccmar&model da(cx don‘t match (the closest rcccptordale is paired to the mndel)




lr Table 2. Estimates of Riley Boiler Contributions to Visibility Impairment

Hells Canyon wilderness area

Riley Boiler Conc. Contribution (ug/mJ) Riley boiler Contribution to visibility (A DV)
CALPUEF| Receptor | CALPUFF | Receptor/308 Receptor/308 | Receptor/308 Receptar/308 Receptor/308 CALPUEF |
Rank | Rank Y| modet (NH,),504° NHsNOs" | (NH4)3504 NHNO; Total
20%’ | 0.0138 0.0102 |
[ 7| 21 | 1/21/2003 0.0052 0.0035 0.046 0.0301 0.076 2.194
2 6 | 338 | 12/5/2004 0.0157 0.0104 0.139 0.0921 0.230 1862 |
}; 3 | 2 | 22 [y22/2004 0.0032 0.0021 0.028 0.0186 0.047 1609 |
a | 2 | 16 [1/18/200 0.0274 0.0181 0.236 0.1563 0.389 1.514
5 | 10 | 345 [12/11/2003 0.0080 0.0053 0.071 0.0472 0.118 1.404
6 19 55 | 2/24/2005 0.0052 0.0034 0.038 0.0252 0.063 1.369
B 7 335 12/2/2004 0.0103 0.0068 0.092 0.0610 0.153 1301 |
8 16 310 11/5/2004 0.0058 0.0039 0.046 0.0307 0.077 1298 |
.; g 3 322 |11/18/200 0.0213 0.0140 0.168 0.1114 0.278 1115 |
[ 10 1 | 19 | 1/19/2004 0.0279 0.0184 0.240 0.1590 0.395 1079 |
11 20 | 56 | 2/25/2005 0.0052 0.0034 0.038 0.0252 0.063 1064 |
12 18 18 | 1/18/2003 0.0045 0.0030 0.039 Q.0259 0.065 1,059 j
13 12 318 |11/14/2003 0.0085 0.0056 0.068 0.0447 0.112 1.043 |
\ 14 11 43 2/12/2004 0.0094 0.0062 0.069 0.0454 0.114 1.031
| 15 9 328 |13/24/2005 0.0112 0.0074 0.089 0.0586 0.147 1.027
[ 16 5 15 | 1/16/2005 0.0186 0.0123 0.160 0.1062 0.265 1.02
| 17 a | 321 [11/17/2004 0.0213 0.0140 0.168 0.1114 0.278 1.003 |
| 18 14 | 322 |11/18/2005 0.0060 0.0040 0.048 0.0316 0.079 0.973 |
19 13T 327 |11/23/2004 0.0075 0.0050 0.060 0.03% 0.099 0973 |
20 323 |13/19/2005 0.0060 0.0040 0.048 0.0316 0.079 0.972
21 Jil 1/22/2004 0.0032 0.0021 0.028 0.0186 0,047 0.954
2 a | 337 | 12/4/2004 0.0103 0.0068 0.091 0.0605 0.151 0.936

No(es & assumm!ons

. Di.ﬂribu!lon data came fram Flgures 9178 8-19
< RINO DiammonIUm sulfate m nmmcnlum nltrate was obta!ned from "subject-to-BART Analysls, for Tazco Riley Boiler, Nampa Idaho” 2007, and personal comm, v/ Amaigamated sugars

'va lues b:sed on Figures 9-17 &9 19 as,um(nu nnulu & sulfates are ammonium

b.308- Plan forlmplemenhng Section 308 (4DCFRSI. 308)of(hz chlonal Haze Rule

a. Idaho polmscu(cc contribution o'sulfa!e & nllraw on worst 207 vistbility days {n Hafls Canyoa,

'308 Data is based on lMPROvEmonlmrlngsuc HECAL (Hellx Canvan) ar\d smte dlsmhution dna.
*308 Da(n assumes lhc emxsslnn dlslnbutlcn{arZGOB 2004 & 2005 is the sameas 2602

‘SDB Dah assumes SO%oflhe Idaho pulnhources cumes ({amTASCOs Nampa ID sltc

Gley Days when the receptor & model dates donl mntch (Ihe c)oses! receptordata Is paired to the madel)

|



Takle 3. Estimates of Riley Boiler Contributions to Visibility Impairment

Strawberry Mountain wilderness area

Ritey Bojler Cone. Conteibution {ug/nt’)

Riley hoiler Contribution to visibility (A DV)

CALPUFF Recept;r' Oay CALPUFF Recaptor/308 Receptor/308 Receptor/308 | Receptar/308 | Receptor/208 CALPUFE
Rank | Rank model date (NH);504° NHNOS (NH4),50, NHNO; Total N
2% 0.00334 0.00605 ; ]

1 5 351 | 12/17/2005 {10056 0.0037 0.059 0.0384 0097 | 2367

2 15 323 | 11/19/2005 0.0026 0.0017 0.026 0.0171 0043 | 199

3 2 18 | 1/18/2003 0.0012 0.0008 0012 | 00081 0.020 1.982
4 6 | 350 | 12/26/2005 £.0055 0.0037 0.058 0.0329 0.096 1.532
5 8 | 325 | 11/21/2005 0.0042 0.0028 0.041 0.0271 0.068 1872
6 3 | 3as | 12/11/2005 0.0054 0.0032 0.062 0.0406 0.102 1.702
7 9 | 326 | 11/22/2008 0.0042 0.0028 0.041 0.0271 0.068 1632
8 16 322 | 11/18/2005 0.0026 0.0017 0.026 0.0171 0.043 1626 |
9 14 344 | 12/10/2005 0.0032 0.0021 0.034 0.0221 0.056 1595
10 4 310 | 14/6/2003 0.0060 0,0029 0.055 0.0386 0.097 1475

P | 17 21| 1/21/2003 0.0025 0.0016 0.025 00163 | 0041 1.312

T 7 349 | 12/15/2005 0.0055 0.0037 0.058 00380 | 0.0% 1.245

LB 11 313 | 11/9/2004 0.0038 0.0025 0.038 0.0248 0.063 123

[ 12 312 | 11/8/2004 0.0038 0.0025 0.038 0.0248 0.063 1.219
15 10 324 | 13/20/2005 0.0042 0.0028 0.041 0.0271 0.068 1209
16 2 22| 1/22/2004 0.0013 0.0009 0.013 0.0087 0.022 1.188
17 1 24| 1/24/2005 0.0078 0.0051 0,078 0.0513 0.120 1126
18 19 9 1/9/2003 0.0024 0.0016 0.025 0.0161 0.041 1.104

r 19 2 25 | 1425/2005 0.0078 0.0051 0.078 0.0513 0.129 110t |

foa0 20 10 | 1/10/2002 0.0024 0.0016 0.025 0.0161 0.041 1.03

EN 13 21 | 1/23/2005 0.0035 0.0023 0.035 0.0230 0058 | 095

N 18 11| 1/13/2003 0.0025 00016 0.025 0.0162 0041 | 09438

Nq:e; & assumptions:

i
i . Dlstnbmmn dam camo from Flgure, 9 a1 é: 9-&3
e, Ratlo r:fammanlum -ulhte ln a'nmcn(um nhra(c wo3 nht zlr,adham "Subiject-to-BART Analysis, far Tasco R(lev Boilar, Nampa [dahbo” 2007, and perscnal comm. w/ Amalgamated sLgars

LX) lues bagedon figuses 981 & 9-33 ussumlnu nitrates and ;ulfatcs are ammonivm

b 304- Plan mrlmplcnmtlnv_&cuan 3038 (QOCFRSI sue)u z#c Reg(oral Haze Rule

a. lda}*opalnlxnur\:c contributlon of sulfate & pltrata on warst ZO“VI;IbJHW days inSteywberry Mountain.

~308 Data iz based ca !Mpnovsmmuorlngslm.$TAR1 (Smkw, Oﬂ)undﬂare dlstrlbul(ch d.-na
=303 Data assumas the emimcnd»stnhutlon l‘or 2003 ZON & 2005 is lh! samme n! 2002

d 308 Dak'a assums 56% eftha Idzho p._.muuuv..u :cmnz f'nm‘hléc(n Narr,-:: o,

Grey Days when the leceplor & mode) dllu don't mn!ch (lhe closestreceplordats is paired to the model}

|
1

5.0 CONCLUSION

The actual impact of the Riley Boiler emissions on visibility at the three Class I areas modeled by
DEQ do nat exceed the 98™ percentile BART limit of 0.5 delta decwmws As such, the Riley
Boiler should not be subject to BART controls.
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