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loday s’/Agenda

. EPA as GHG permitting authority
2. EPA application review

3. National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)-style review: three elements

4. Permit condition i1ssues
5. Title V implications
6. Conclusions & recommendations
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esiGHG Permitting

Authorit

A December 2010, EPA promulgated a Federal Implementation
Plan (FIP) applicable to eight states with inadequate or no
State Implementation Plans (SIP)s:

@ Arizona SIP approved
Arkansas <
Florida <

Idaho  SIP submitted EPA is GHG permitting
Kansas SIP approved —— authority for these 4

Oregon SIP approved states and Tribal lands
Texas <

@ Wyoming <
A Other areas pending SIP approval: Clark County, NV;

Jefferson County, KY
) | | ~
A Arkansas and Florida changing SIP to satisfy EPA zephyr




cenarios Under. FIPs

A Scenario 1;
I PSD applies to GHG and non-GHG pollutants, and
I located at an existing major source
Then, state will issue non-GHG permit and EPA will issue
GHG permit

A Scenario 2:
I PSD only applies to GHGs, and

I non-GHG emissions are above significance threshold
but below major source (100 or 250 tpy) threshold

Then, EPA will issue permit for all PSD significant

pollutants
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EPAVADPIIGAtiongReview: CCS Costs

EPA may ask for detailed analysis of carbon

capture and sequestration (CCS) installation

and operation costs ($/ton CO, removed)

A Total costs for capture, compression, transport
and storage systems

_ A If CO, pipeline located (or being constructed)

In vicinity, EPA may expect pipeline-specific
analysis
i hoGl Ay LIALIStAYSQAa LJzNA
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CEAPPIIGA Review: BACT: Limit

Expect EPA to ask for detailed Best Available Control
Technology (BACT)-based emission limit comparison

A Compare proposed emission limit to issued permits
and pending applications

Limits are output-based for EGUs

A Few GHG BACT entries in RBLC
A BACT varies widely across applications
A leferent bases for BACT limits:

Annual average heat rate vs. short-term
Gross output vs. net output
Gross fuel heat input vs. net fuel heat input

May account for degradation and low-load 8
operation vs. new unit efficiency —
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t:aNEPA=style Review

A Federal government cannot be involved in an
action that:

I Impacts threatened and endangered species,
I Impacts cultural resources, or

I results in adverse impacts to low-income and
minority populations (Environmental Justice, per
Executive Order 12898)

ACSRSNYt fF ¢ NBIjdzA NBa UK
be in compliance with the Endangered Species Act

(ESA) and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA)
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hellhree Elements

A Environmental Justice analysis (independently
performed by EPA)

A Cultural resources review: to comply with Section
106 of NHPA

A Biological assessment: to comply with the ESA

I EPA must ensure that existence of listed threatened
or endangered species habitats is not jeopardized
i5S4102L) NBYUASS (G2 RSGSNI
I NB | €
I Field surveys to determine presence/absence of
protected species
e

=
zephyr




ment: Definingthe

Scope (FAction /Area’)

A EPA is not asking for assessment of GHG emission
effects on threatened and endangered species

A EPA is asking for assessment based on all other
LINE 2SOU LiRffdzilyaga Ay |
property
A9EF YL S alF OldA2y I NBIFé¢ R
i1 LILX AOFYG RSTFAYSR UKS &l O
dispersion modeling to exceed the SIL (screening limit)
for pollutants with secondary NAAQS standards

A 1-hour NO, secondary NAAQS standard has been
proposed; could increase action area significantly
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sment: EPA Review

A Reviews in EPA Region 6 conducted by two EPA
attorneys and one biologist

A Follow-up questions from EPA may not always be
clear

i General comments from EPA indicate their desire to
document a defensible assessment in anticipation of
comments

I EPA may request more detailed documentation

A Photos, field notes and other backup documentation
A Expect more detail than a NEPA-driven assessment sent to USFWS

A Findings of assessment O 2 dzf R SGFSF SCOYIZE 3

A Enter formal consultation with USFWS
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ment: Future Issues

A Deposition modeling of air contaminants may be
required (case-by-case request from EPA)

I Still working with EPA to define the scope and process
I May require use of CALPUFF model

A EPA screening document provides guidance for
deposition analysis to soils and vegetation

A No EPA guidance for assessing impacts over water

A New process: how do we quantify the impacts of air
emissions to protected organisms (toxicology
screening)?
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Resources Review

A Prepared by applicant
A Scope:

I Minimum area may be construction area and equipment
laydown/staging areas

I Maximum area may be action area defined in biological
assessment

A Considers effects on properties eligible for inclusion
| In National Register of Historic Places

A Applicant may consider seeking signed concurrence
from State historic commission before EPA

submittal
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itaCondition Issues

EPA may propose one or more CO, monitoring
options:
A Existing CO, monitoring from Acid Rain program (gas-
fired example):
I Carbon-based F. factor (scf CO,/MMBTU input, fuel specific)
I Fuel (heat input) calculated from:

A Fuel flow measurement (approx. +/- 2% accuracy)
A Gross fuel calorific factors (from monthly fuel analysis)

A CO, CEMS

I Measure CO, concentration in stack gas (relative accuracy of
+/- 10%) in conjunction with:
A Stack gas flow rate measurement (relative accuracy of +/- 10%),
or

A F. factor \\\i\/'\\
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1dition Issues (cont.)

Performance testing requirements:

A EPA-issued permits may have annual GHG
emission limits only

I What does operator test for?
A Performance testing conditions borrowed from
other GHG permits

I These permits may have had short-term heat rate
limits that were the basis for the performance test
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itleVimplications

A How will GHG permit be incorporated into Title V
permit?
I If a state fails to act EPA may file an objection and may
choose to take over Title V permitting
A Sources cannot operate the significant revision
until the Title V is issued

I For capital projects with a construction period this may
not be an issue

I For non-capital projects (i.e., process changes) this
could result in severe delay
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Recommendations

A Provide a detailed BACT-limit comparison in
Initial permit application
I Obtain pending applications from EPA
I Note different BACT limit bases

A Meet with EPA and determine the level of
detail and documentation required for the
biological assessment and cultural resources
review

A Budget and schedule for biological assessment

C Bigger hurdle than the GHG application
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A Carefully review monitoring and testing
permit conditions

A Scheduling: allow time to obtain Title V
revision before operation
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(Zephyr) is a privately held, full-service
environmental, health and safety (EHS)
firm offering consulting, training, and data

Check out our 2012 Open Enroliment
Training Schedule and Registration

systems services to clients
Founded in 1994, Zephyr works with most
industry sectors in a number of regulatory
arenas, spedializing in air and water
quality, waste management and cleanup
issues, incident management, natural
resources, and workplace and community

safety.

Zephyr takes great pride in being a client-
focused, solution-oriented service
company. Included among our
professional staff are chemical, civil,
environmental, i ial, and
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Zephyr has always been a
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At the 2008 annual "Best Firms” summit
in San Francisco, the Environmental
Business Journal, in conjunction vith CE
Nevs, named Zephyr Environmental
Corporation of Austin a "Best Firm to
Work For.”
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