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Mr. Douglas Watson

Bureau of Air and Radiation

Kansas Department of Health and Environment
1000 SW Jackson, Suite 310

Topeka, Kansas 66612-1366

Dear Mr. Watson:

The State of Kansas recently announced a public notice period for its proposed revision
of the Sate of Kansas I mplementation Plan for the Attainment and Maintenance of
National Ambient Air Quality Sandards(SIP). Thisplan revision concerns your
proposal to improve air quality regional haze impacts at mandatory Class | areas across
your region. We appreciate the opportunity to work closely with the State through the
initial evaluation, development, and, now, subsequent review of this plan. Cooperative
efforts such asthese ensure that, together, we will continue to make progress toward our
goal of natural visibility conditions at the most pristine National Parks and Wildernesses
Areasfor future generations.

Thisletter acknowledges that the U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service hasreceived and conducted a substantivereview of your proposed Regional Haze
Ruleimplementation plan in fulfillment of your requirements under the federal
regulations40 CFR 51.308(i)(2). Pleasenote, however, that this correspondence does not
make a determination regarding the document's completeness and, therefore, ability to
receivefederal approval from the Environmental Protection Agency.

On December 14,2007, we submitted commentsfor you to consider in the development
of the Proposed SIP. The July 2,2009, proposed SIP revision packageincludesthe
State's response to our comments. After reviewing the States responses and the revised
SIP documents, we continue to have some concerns with the Best Available Retrofit
Technology (BART) provisions of the SIP. Our concerns are explained in the enclosure
to thisletter. We ask that these commentsbe placed in the official public record, and that
the State consider the issues asit proceeds with its regulatory process. Even in view of
the enclosed comments, the BART efforts presented in the State's SIP are quite
commendable.
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Mr. Watson page 2

Overdll, the Kansas Regiona Haze SIP continuesto be acomprehensive, well written
plan that serves as a model for other statesto follow. Again, we appreciatethe
opportunity to work closely with the State of Kansasand compliment you on your hard
work and dedication to significantimprovement in our nation's air quality valuesand
visbility. For further information, please contact Tim Allen at (303) 914-3802.

Sincerel y,

o 74@/@” M%Lﬁ”\/

Sa/dra V. Silva, Chief

J/Ly Br/gnch of Air Quality

Enclosure(1)
CC:
Dr. Ronald Hammerschmidt, Director Jeff Rupert, Refuge Manager
Divison of Environment WichitaMountains National Wildlife
Kansas Department of Health and Refuge

Environment 32 Refuge Headquarters
1000 SW Jackson, Suite 400 I ndiahoma, Oklahoma 73552

Topeka, Kansas 66612-1366
Aaron Archibeque, Refuge Supervisor

Tom Gross US FWS Southwest Regional Office

Bureau of Air and Radiation P.O. Box 1306

Kansas Department of Health & Albuquerque, NM 87103-1306
Environment

1000 SW Jackson, Suite 310
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1367

Joshua Tapp, Chief

Air Planningand Development Branch
U.S. EPA Region 7

901 N 5" Street

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

Annette Sharp, Executive Director
CENRAP

10005 S. Pennsylvania, Ste. C
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Commentsof theUS Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS)
Regarding the Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) Section
of the
State of Kansas Air Quality State | mplementation Plan — Regional Haze,
July 2,2009 Volume 1 - Plan Revision

August 27,2009

The efforts on Best Available Retrofit (BART) of the Kansas Department of Health and
Environment (KDHE) and the companies involved are to be commended. The bottom-
line results on visibility improvement due to the deployment of control initiativesare
significant. Our comments are not meant in any way to minimize the significance of the
reductions due to the agreed upon emission controls, but rather to suggest areasto
maximize the benefits of the final products.

Five emission unitsin Kansas were determined to be subject to the Best Available
Retrofit Technology (BART) requirements under the Regional Haze Rule. The emission
units are asfollows:

Unit Owned By
Jeffrey Energy Center Units1 & 2 Westar Energy (Westar)
Gordon Evans Energy Center Unit 2 Westar Energy

LaCygne Generating Station Units1 & 2 Kansas City Power & Light (KCPL)

Westar and KCPL submitted BART determinationsto the KDHE. The KDHE has
developed a “Regional Haze Agreement™ with each company that servesasaBART
consent agreement. Specific comments on each of the BART determinations follow:

Westar Energy, Jeffrey Energy Center Units1 and 2 (720MW Coal, 720MW Coal)

Westar’s BART determination commits to specific control technology that will meet the
"presumptive BART limitsoutlined in the EPA Guidelinesfor Best Available Retrofit
Technology Determinations;' namely, low NO, burner systemsto control NO,, rebuild of
existing wet scrubbers to control SO, and an upgrade of the electrostatic precipitator to
control PMjj.

The KDHE note in Section 9.3 of the July 2, 2009, Regiona Haze Plan Revision states:
"If your facility fallsin the EGU category described above and you propose control at or
beyond these presumptive levels, you need not take into account the remaining statutory
factors, as BART will be met." Thisisnot correct. If the cost of control options that

' See 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix Y, Section | V.E.4. TheU.S. Environmental Protection Agency finalized
it's BART Guidelineson June 15,2005, and published the preamble and final rule text in the Federal
Register on July 6, 2005. The rulemaking action added Appendix Y to Part 51, titled " Guidelinesfor
BART DeterminationsUnder the Regional Haze Rule." The section of the Appendix referenced above

gopeared in the Federd Regider & 70 FR 39171, July 6,2005.



achieve adequate and responsiblevisibility improvement remainsreasonabl e after
presumptive BART is achieved, adequate and responsiblevisibility improvement should
remain an active consideration beforethe BART analysisis concluded. The Federd
Land Managers (FLMs) believe that cost effective control options that result in emission
control greater than presumptive BART should be given equal consideration to lower-
cost optionsthat achieve presumptiveBART.

Westar’s NO, BART determination contrasted only the cost-effectivenessof low NO,
burners(LNB) and Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR), with SCR being shown as not
cost-effective. SCR is capable of amuch higher control efficiency than the assumed 0.10
16/MMBtu when compared to other proposalsreviewed by the FLMs (in some cases 0.07
Ib/MMBtu). The State has not challenged the company's conclusion that SCR (alone) is
not cost-effective, because the cost per deciview metric would likely remain too
expensive. However, other combinations of technically feasible NOy controls should
have been considered. Over-fire air (OFA) isoften considered along with LNB to be
more cost-effective(cost per ton) than LNB alone. SCR combined with LNB and OFA is
considered by most sources, rather than SCR alone, since the combinationisafar more
cost-effective NOy control option.

Westar assumed that the rebuild of the existing wet scrubbersfor SO, control would
generate acontrol efficiency of amost 83%, thereby meeting the 0.15 1b/MMBtu
presumptive SO, emission rate, even though wet scrubbers have been shown to achieve
control efficienciesup to 95%. An emission limit of 0.09 Ib/MMBtu can commonly be
met in such permit limitations. More definitive, authoritativeinformation on control
efficiency should be documented in the BART demonstration to show what higher
control efficiencies could be realized for the Jeffrey Energy Center units. Demonstration
of ahigher efficiency (e.g., 0.09 Ib/MMBtu) would allow KDHE to insert amorerealistic
emission limit into Appendix A of the Westar Regional Haze Agreement, so asto more
accurately represent the capability of theinstalled technology, rather than merely using
the presumptiveemission limit of 0.15 Ilb/MMBtu.

In the KDHE’s response to our origina commentsregarding its SIP (found in Appendix
4.1 to the July 2,2009, proposed SIP package), the State explains that its agreement with
Westar went beyond the company's BART-dligibleunits, to include additional measures
at several other Westar facilities. The KDHE states: " These additional measureswill
achieve reductions that go above and beyond those that would be achieved with the
identificationof aspecific BART technology for Jeffrey Units1 and 2, and Gordan
EvansUnit 2. Thisisaholistic approach that ultimately achieves more reasonable
further progress.”” While we recognize the State's position, in order to satisfy the BART
demonstration, this alternative to BART should be analyzed to show that greater benefit
to visibility will result.

On page 8-2 of the Westar BART Five Factor Analysis, it was determined that

Electrostatic Precipitator (ESP) upgradeswere consideredto be BART for particul ate
matter control. However, in Section 9.3 KDHE stated, 'In all cases here, added PM, s
controlswould help visibility only marginaly, and would not be cost effective." This



statement was made without any cost analysis being done by KDHE. Unless cost datais
presented by KDHE, ESP upgrades proposed by the company should be accepted by
KDHE and should beincluded in Appendix A of the Westar Regional Haze Agreement.

Westar Energy, Gordon Evans Energy Center Unit 2 (383 MW #6 Fuel Oil)

Our December 14,2007, comment regarding further analysis of potential NOy control
aternativesfor thisfacility asitis convertedto natural gasisstill pertinent. The KDHE's
responded to that comment saying that, sincethe fuel switching alternative achieves
greater visibility improvementsthan would have resulted from employing controlsit had
agreed would be BART for the unit when fired on fuel oil, “no further cost analysiswill
be required.” The KDHE continues, stating: ** Should the WichitaMountains (or other
surrounding Class | areas) not show reasonable progressin the next SIP period, KDHE
will re-visit this source and evaluateit further as a reasonabl e progress demonstration.
Thisevaluation would include the costs of low NO, burnersand the visibility benefits
such controlswould achieve.™

Webelievethat it is prudent to address this analysisnow at the time of implementingthe
fuel switching requirement, asthe margina cost of employinglow NO, burnersinstead
of new traditional natural gas burnersshould be significantly lessthan changing out the
those new natural gas burnersat somefuturetime. The documentationindicatesthat,
after the fuel switchto natural gasisaccomplished,therewill still be 2,136 Ib/hr NOy
emissionsfor this unit. Thelow NOy burner alternativeshould be required to go through
anadditional cost-effectivenessanaysisto determineif the remaining (2,136 Ib/hr) NOy
could be cost-effectively reduced.

Kansas City Power & Light, La Cygne Generating Station Units 1 and 2
(840 MW Cyclone Coal & 710 MW Opposed-Fired Coal)

Our December 14,2007, commentsdiscussed that the BART determination for KCPL’s
La Cygne Units 1 and 2 did not select a specific technology for SO, BART, but rather
referenced a 0.10 1b/MMBtu weighted average SO, emission limit for the two units, and
reserved for a later date selection of the particular control technology for SO, control
(either wet scrubbersor spray dryer absorbers(SDA)). The KDHE’s response stated that:
"The emissions limits established for thesetwo units represent what can be achieved with
BART controls. The source requested the additional flexibility in choosing how they
meet these limits at the time the agreement was signed due to the uncertainties associated
with the costs of various control technologies and the engineering analysis needed to
employ them. Thisrequest is reasonable and the emissionslimitsthat result are what are
important for visibility improvements.™

We do agreethat ultimately, the BART requirementis the resulting emissions limit.
However, the limit that has been identified for these unitsis not the most stringent
possible with the range of retrofit technologiesavailable. Wet scrubbers are capabl e of
achieving 0.09 1b/MMBtu, which represents 10% less SO, emissions compared to the
level that the KDHE is requiring of thisfacility. Wealso point out that other facilities



acrossthe country have completed their necessary engineering cost analyses and
committed to specific control technologiesand BART limits; plus, nearly two years have
elapsed sincetheinitial BART decisionswere presented with KCPL’s request for
flexibility. Thus, we stand by our original comment that, to satisfy the required BART
demonstration, a detailed cost analysis should be performed on each control aternativeto
determinethe most cost-effective control, together with the actual control efficiency for
the most cost-effectiveaternative. That said, we do commend KDHE’s use of better-
than-presumptiveemission limits for these units.



