Kentucky Division for Air Quality Comments Regarding

 VISTAS September 20, 2005 BART Modeling Protocol
· For the BART CALPUFF screening analysis the use of the “highest” value over a three-year period appears too stringent.  VISTAS should consider using the 4th highest annual value to provide conservative screening results.  The 4th highest value would be 50% more stringent than the final BART guidance that recommends the 8th highest (i.e., 98th percentile) annual predicted value to be compared to the contribution threshold of 0.5 deciviews.

· VISTAS should consider using the ammonia limiting method (ALM) for the BART CALPUFF screening analysis.  If the CALPUFF POSTUTIL ALM corrects for the possible overestimation of the amount of ammonium nitrate that is formed then this method should be utilized in both the BART screening and the refined BART modeling. 

· Kentucky, along with other VISTAS states, requests that VISTAS develop fine-scale CALMET files with observations for the necessary number of sub-regional domains needed for refined BART CALPUFF modeling.

· Before the VISTAS BART modeling protocol is finalized VISTAS should have further discussion with EPA to be certain that EGUs must undergo a BART determination for PM emissions.  The July 6, 2005, BART Federal Register, the BART RIA and an EPA final BART fact sheet indicate that CAIR would satisfy the BART requirements for affected EGUs.  In fact, the July 6, 2005, Federal Register indicates that CAIR will provide greater visibility improvement than nationwide BART and that CAIR achieves greater progress than BART and may be used by States as a BART substitute.  Given this information and like EPA quotes below, it appears that EPA may have intended that CAIR would fully satisfy BART for EGUs.  Additional clarification is needed on this issue from EPA. 
Quotes from EPA’s July 6, 2005, BART Federal Register:
Page 39137, “We are taking both of those actions today, and, as explained below, are therefore also making our final determination that CAIR achieves greater progress than BART and may be used by States as a BART substitute.”

Page 39139, “As can be seen in the numbers in the right-most column, CAIR produced far superior emission reductions to nationwide BART, and the superiority of CAIR over BART increased between the SNPR and NFR projections, when the scenarios were corrected to more accurately reflect the anticipated reality in 2015.”

Page 39140 “As can be see(n) from the tables, although the models produced different absolute values, in both cases CAIR produced significantly greater visibility improvement than nationwide BART.”
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Page 39142, “Therefore, EPA is not imposing an invalid BART requirement on States, but rather allowing States, at their option, to utilize the CAIR cap and trade program as a means to satisfy BART for affected EGUs.
Page 39154, “Today's rule also allows States affected by the Clean Air Interstate Rule to utilize emission reductions achieved by EGUs under that rule to satisfy BART requirements for those sources. This will provide those States with another cost effective and less burdensome alternative to BART.”

Page 39156, “(4) A State that opts to participate in the Clean Air Interstate Rule cap-and-trade and trade program under part 96 AAA-EEE need not require affected BART-eligible EGU's to install, operate, and maintain BART.”
Quote from EPA Final BART RIA:

Page 1-2: “This document recognizes that the recently signed Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) will accomplish the requirements of BART for the power sector in the CAIR region where annual sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) controls are required.”

Quote from EPA Final BART Fact Sheet:

Page 2: “On March 10, 2005, EPA issued the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR), requiring reductions in emissions of SO2 and NOx from electricity generating units (EGUs) in 28 eastern States and the District of Columbia. When fully implemented, CAIR will reduce SO2 emissions in these states by over 70 percent and NOx emissions by over 60 percent from 2003 levels. The CAIR establishes an EPA-administered cap and trade program for EGUs in which States may participate as a means to meet these requirements. In the BART rule, EPA presents the results of an analysis showing that controls for EGUs subject to CAIR will result in more visibility improvement in natural areas than BART would have provided. Therefore, States which adopt the CAIR cap and trade program for SO2 and NOx are allowed to apply CAIR controls as a substitute for controls required under BART because our analysis concluded that CAIR controls are “better than BART” for EGUs in the states subject to CAIR.”

PAGE  
1

