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THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
WASHI NGTON, D. C. 20460

OCT 14 1988

M. John W Boston The Admni ni strator
Vi ce President

W sconsin El ectric Power Conpany

Post O fice Box 2046

M | waukee, W sconsin 52301

Dear M. Boston:

As you requested in our neeting on Septenber 15, 1988, | have nade
final determinations regarding the applicability of the Clean Air Act's New
Sour ce Performance Standards (NSPS) and Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) requirenents to the proposed |ife extension project at
the Port Washi ngton steam el ectric generating station, which is owned and
operated by Wsconsin Electric Power Conpany (WEPCO). For the reasons
di scussed bel ow, | have determ ned that, as proposed, the renovations at
Port Washington are subject to both PSD and NSPS requirenments. However, EPA
remains willing to work with you regardi ng net hods of conpliance. As we
have di scussed, one alternative would be to reconfigure the project such
that no emi ssions increases would occur. M staff is ready to neet with you
to discuss these matters at any tine.

l. BACKGROUND

On Septenber 12, 1988, David Kee, Director, Air and Radi ation Division,
EPA Region V, wote you regardi ng PSD and NSPS coverage of the Port
Washi ngton renovations. Enclosed with that |etter was a nmenorandum dat ed
Sept ember 9, 1988 from Don R Clay, Acting Assistant Adm nistrator,
addressi ng the background of the Port Washington project, and anal yzing at
sone length the relevant interpretative issues. For purposes of brevity, |
will not repeat that material here, but rather incorporate it by reference.

The Septenber docunents concluded that the |life extension project, as
proposed, likely would be subject to PSD and NSPS requi renents. However,
EPA al so stated that final applicability determ nations could not be
provided at that tinme in the absence of certain factual information. |In our
subsequent neeting you requested that EPA furnish final determ nations, and
agreed to provide the necessary additional information. You also asked EPA
to reconsider certain of the conclusions in Don Clay's nmenorandum These
matters are di scussed bel ow.
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I'l.  FINAL DETERM NATI ONS

Your staff has responded to our requests for additional information,
and I want to thank you for WEPCO s continued cooperation in doing so.
Based on this, and the other information in EPA's files, | now nmake the
follow ng final determ nations:

(1) The life extension project, as proposed, will render WEPCO s Port
Washi ngton plant subject to the PSD requirenments of Part C of the Clean Air
Act as a mpjor nodification within the nmeaning of the Act and the EPA
regul ations at 40 C.F.R Section 52.21.

(2) The proposed life extension project will render each of the five
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steam generating units at the Port Washington plant subject to the NSPS
requirements of section 111 of the Clean Air Act as a nodification within
t he nmeaning of the Act and the EPA regul ations at 40 CFR Part 60.

In reconsidering the nenorandum and | etter of Septenber 9 and 12, |
have taken a careful look at the issues you raised in our neeting: whether
the renovations are routine; whether EPA has treated simlar projects in a
di fferent fashion; and whether there would be an eni ssions increase due to a
physi cal or operational change. However, | find no reason to depart from
t he reasoni ng of the Septenber docunents. Accordingly, | conclude that
WEPCO s |ife extension project, if carried out as proposed, will involve a
substantial and non-routine renewal of the Port Washington facilities that
will significantly increase both hourly maxi num and annual em ssions of air
pol l utants.

Specifically, regarding the nature of the proposed work at Port
Washington, | find that these renovations constitute physical changes for
PSD purposes within the nmeaning of 40 C.F. R Section 52.21(b)(2)(i), and
physi cal and operational changes for NSPS exclusions for routine
mai nt enance, repair, and replacenent, nor the exclusions for increases in
production rate or hours of operation. (See 40 C.F.R Sections
52.21(b)(2)(iii) and 60.14(e)).

Regardi ng the enissions changes fromthe |ife extension project, based
upon the emissions data and certain factual assertions subnmtted by WEPCO, |
find that the Port Washington renovations will result in a significant net
increase in em ssions of several pollutants for PSD purposes within the
neani ng of 40 C.F.R Section 52.21(b)(2)(i), (b)(3), and (b)(21). I find
further that the renovations will result in an increase in the em ssion rate
of several pollutants at each of units 1-5 for NSPS purposes within the
neani ng of 40 C.F.R Section 60.14(a) and (b).
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Encl osures A and B detail the eni ssions changes underlying these
findings for PSD and NSPS purposes. As indicated above, EPA's cal cul ations
and determi nations are based on data supplied by WEPCO. W will use the
data in Enclosures A and Bin the event you would like to work with us to
establ i sh an acceptabl e arrangenent for satisfying PSD and NSPS requirenents
t hrough the addition or enhancenent of pollution control equipnment, physica
capacity restrictions, or, in the case of PSD, federally enforceable
limtations on potential em ssions.

I'11. DI SCUSSI ON

As you requested, | have reconsidered the question of whether the
physi cal and operational changes at Port Washington are routine, whether
appl ying PSD and NSPS here would be inequitable in Iight of EPA s past
treatnment of renovation projects, and whether the renovations will result in
en ssions increases. These matters are addressed below, as is EPA' s
reasoning with respect to the baselines for calculating the PSD and NSPS
em ssions increases reflected in Enclosures A and B.

Regardi ng the question of routineness, the renovations involve the
repl ace of steamdruns, air heaters, and other mmjor conponents that are
integral to the continued operation of the source. The work will not sinply
mai ntain the facilities in their current state, but rather wll
significantly enhance their present efficiency and capacity, and
substantially extend their useful economc life. |In addition, the work
called for here is rarely, if ever, perforned. Moreover, this work is
costly, both in relative and absolute terns. Based on these and ot her
factors, | reaffirmbDon Clay's findings on the non-routine character of the
Port Washi ngton changes. The Septenber 9 nmenorandum contains a conplete
di scussion of EPA's reasoning on this issue

On the related equity question, | find no inconsistency here with EPA' s
prior determ nations regarding routine and non-routine changes. | note
initially that PSD and NSPS applicability determ nations are nade on a case-
by-case basis. Thus, it was very difficult to anal ogize to other projects,
whi ch al nbst inevitably present significant factual differences.
Neverthel ess, ny staff has reviewed the additional material you submtted on
Sept ember 19, and Septenber 27, 1988 regarding certain other renovation
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projects, and has informally surveyed EPA Regional O fices and state
agenci es.

I have concluded that none of the four steam drum repl acenents
identified in your Septenber 19 submission are sufficiently simlar to the
Port Washington project to support determ nations of nonapplicability in
this matter. The Carolina
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Power and Light case involved a faulty steam drumrepl aced prior to the
initial start-up of a new unit, and would not have increased enissions for
PSD or NSPS purposes. The Great Western Sugar exanple did not involve a
utility boiler, and was too small to be affected by NSPS. The Ashland O
facility was not at a utility, involved a waste heat boiler that was not
fossil-fuel fired, and hence, was not an em ssions unit subject to PSD or
NSPS. The Algoma Steel Co. facility was not a utility boiler, and not
located in the United States.

In addition, the informal survey conducted by the Office of Air and
Radi ati on disclosed no closely anal ogous cases that were ever reviewed by
EPA headquarters for purposes of PSD or NSPS. |In particular, EPA found no
exanpl es of steam drum repl acenent at aged electric generating facilities.
Mor eover, EPA could find no exanples in which the Agency had anal yzed and

i ssued an applicability determ nation for a "life extension project” for any
category of mmjor source. Regarding the four utility projects identified in
your Septenber 27 submission, | note that they do not involve steam drum
replacement. In addition, permt applications were not submitted to the

state agencies for the Duke Power and Texas Utilities projects you cite.
Consequently, they were not reviewed by any air pollution control agency.
The Cincinnati Gas and Electric project was reviewed by the state, but not
EPA. The state determined, and EPA Region Il concurred, that the Hydraco
Enterprises project was not subject to PSD based on a net decrease in

em ssions of all pollutants. Qur informal survey and review of the projects
you identified reveal that mmjor construction activities undertaken by
utilities that may be subject to Clean Air Act requirenents have not been
brought to the attention of EPA. The Agency is considering what steps may
be necessary to address this situation.

EPA has di scovered only two state agency determ nations addressing life
extension questions in a manner possibly inconsistent with EPA's anal ysis of
the Port Washi ngton project. These instances, which apparently were not
brought to EPA's attention prior to the states' determination, do no create
an inequity that would justify a different conclusion by EPA in this case

As to the question of enissions increases at Port Washington, | believe
t hat EPA has properly interpreted the PSD and NSPS regul ati ons as appl yi ng
to increases in em ssions due to increases in hours of operation or
production rate, where, as here, such operational or production increases
are closely related to physical or operational changes. A contrary
interpretati on woul d all ow even nassive enissions increases stenmming from
significant new capital investnment -- as distinguished fromroutine
fluctuations in the business cycle --
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to escape scrutiny under the Clean Air Act sinply because the new i nvestnent
did not involve an inherently nore polluting production process. | do not
bel i eve that Congress intended such a result.

I would like to point out that the figures on em ssion increases in
Encl osures A and B reflect my conclusions regarding the proper points in
time fromwhich to cal cul ate emissions changes. For PSD, | have determ ned
under 40 C.F.R Section 52.21 (b) (21) (ii) that the two-year period of 1983
and 1984 -- prior to the source curtailnents due to discovery of cracks in
the rear steamdruns -- are nore representative of normal source operations
than the nobst recent two-year period. This conclusion is appropriate in
light of WEPCO s historical operations.

As to NSPS, there is no "representative em ssions" concept under that
program Rather, under the circunstances presented by this case, the
baseline em ssion rates for units 1 - 5 are determ ned by hourly maxi num
capacity just prior to the renovations. At this time, EPAis relying on the



actual operating data you submitted to determ ne current maxi num capacity.
Al though EPA is certainly open to further discussion on this point, the
information contained in your Septenber 27 and Cctober 11, 1988 subm ssions
i s inadequate to support WEPCO s assertions that higher-than-actual
capacities could be achi eved on an econom cally sustainable basis. For
exanpl e, you indicate that operation at higher levels at units 1-4 "could

i ncrease equi pnent deterioration thus causing further damage." Regarding
Unit 5, you state that " safety concerns" dictated the decision to shut down
that unit. Based on this information, we are unable to rely on WEPCO s

statenents as to maxi mum "achi evabl " capacity in determ ning the em ssions
changes at each of these units. Thus, for exanple, in the case of Unit 5,
the current capacity must be regarded as zero.

I'V.  CONCLUSI ON

In adopting the PSD and NSPS prograns, Congress intended to address the
type of long-termcapital investments in pollution-emtting facilities at
issue in the Port Washington |ife extension project. Thus, as proposed,

t hese renovati ons woul d be subject to the requirenents of both prograns.
However, as indicated above, ny staff remains ready to work closely with
WEPCO to di scuss specific pollution control equipment and permitting
neasures that would minimze the cost to WEPCO of conplying with the

requirements of the Clean Air Act. | have asked Don Clay to work with you
in seeking a final resolution of the conpliance issues by Decenber 1.
-6-

Agai n, thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
Si ncerely,
Lee M Thonmas
Encl osur es
ccC: Senat or Robert W Kasten, Jr.
Representative F. Janes Sensenbrenner, Jr.
Don Cl ay, EPA (ANR-445)
David Kee, Air & Radiation Div., Region V
Encl osure A
PSD Applicability
Port Washi ngton Power Pl ant Renovation Project

(all em ssions calculations are in tons per year)

-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

Act ual Net

Em ssi ons Pot ent i al Em ssi ons
Pol | ut ant Basel i ne (1) Em ssions (2) Increase
Total suspended 170 283 (3) 108
particul ate
Sul fur di oxi de 24,236 56, 621 (3) 28, 385
Ni t rogen oxi des 2,991 8, 201 5, 210
Car bon nonoxi de 144 397 253
Hydr ocar bon 17 47 30
Beryllium 0. 0016 0. 005 0. 0034
Fl uori des 38 98 60

(conti nued)




PSD Subj ect

Pol | ut ant Level to PSD Revi ew

Total suspended 25 yes

particul ate

Sul fur dioxide 40 yes

Ni t rogen oxi des 40 yes

Car bon nmonoxi de 100 yes

Hydr ocar bon 40 no

Beryllium 0. 0004 yes

Fl ouri des 3 yes

NOTE:  PSD applicability for the other PSD regulated pol lutants Iisted at

40 CFR Section 52.21 (b)(23)(i) and (ii) has not been determn ned
at this tine.

1) Aver age em ssions for two-year period defined by cal endar years 1983
and 1984.

2) As cal cul ated by WEPCO based on 1992 coal type, actual emi ssions after
ESP, and an annual capacity utilization factor of 90%

3) An EPA estimate of potential em ssions, based on existing federally
enforceable linmts (i.e., applicable SIP), may be higher. The
indi cated PSD applicability determ nati on woul d, however, not change

Encl osure B
NSPS Applicability
Port Washi ngton Power Pl ant Renovation Project

FULL LOAD EM SSI ONS AT CURRENT CAPACI TY
( BEFORE RENOVATI ON)

UNI T-1 UNI T- 2 UNI T- 3 UNI T- 4 UNI T- 5

S (LBS/HR) 1417 1828 2043 1580 -0-
PM (LBS/ HR) 15 16 12 12 -0-
NOx (LBS/HR) 480 352 289 221 -0-

FULL LOAD EM SSI ONS AT FUTURE CAPACI TY
(AFTER RENOVATI ON)

UNI T-1 UNI T- 2 UNI T- 3 UNI T- 4 UNI T- 5

SO2 (LBS/ HR) 2046 2037 2088 2269 2695
PM (LBS/ HR) 16 16 12 17 15
NOx (LBS/ HR) 696 392 297 316 369

SUBJECT TO NSPS (AFTER RENOVATI ON)
UNI T-1 UNI T- 2 UNI T- 3 UNI T- 4 UNI T- 5
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S® (LBS/HR) YES (a) YES (a) YES (a) YES (a) YES
PM (LBS/ HR) YES (b) NO NO YES (b)  YES
NOx (LBS/HR)  YES (¢) YES (c¢) YES (c) YES (¢) YES (c)
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NOTES

(a)

(b)

(c)

Wth | ess add-on control than NSPS requirement, enissions (|lb/hr) would
not increase and NSPS woul d not apply.

Because of planned ESP upgrade, PM emissions (I b/MV Btu) after
renovation are expected to be |l ess than NSPS requirenent. However
NSPS woul d require CEMS for opacity.

Because arch-fired boilers are used at Port Washi ngton, current NOx
em ssions (I b/MMBtu) are expected to be |l ess than NSPS requirenents.
However, NSPS would require a CEMS for NO.



