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2PA STAFF SAY DEAL I8 CLOSE ON MAJOR POWER PLANT VISIBILITY CONTROLS

mAuﬁuMmemumggummmmmemquMan&mt
betweenmduwyandmvhonmonulimmamlawconmlemhdmunmjapowmww
visibility distortion at Grand Canyon National Park, which may include tighter regulations than proposed by
E.PAinFebmuy.Theagcncyhaspmlemdwzetaseulememmmadof promulgating a rule on its own,
fearing that lack of industry input could prompt review by the White House Council on Competitivencss,
which has not been friendly to EPA positions (Inside EPA, June 14, p8). After hours of negotiations, EPA
staff are hopeful a deal may be sealed. .

The negotiations invoive what level of controls should be imposed on the Navajo Generating Station,
one of the largest coal-fired power plants in the country, which has been associated with diminished
vinbuityatmeGrandCanyomEPA.undcucom-admdMine.mpoud70%emim‘onconmlsondn
plant earlier this year (Inside EPA, Feb. 1, p1). Environmentalists have pushed for 90% emission controls -
which EPA Air Office staff have endorsed -- and the plant's operators, Salt River Project, have favored &
mmwmwwnbespiwmwieamymuuyﬂnmyxmuymnldmm
to the 90% approach, which EPA had originally lobbied for, dus o additional stadies which incriminate tho
mmmu.mmmummmmmm

Participants in the negotations were extremely tigin-lipped sbout progross on tlks. EPA sources,
however, wre expresting some optimism that s desl eould be reeched thia week. Amictin sdminiurepoe of
EPA’s Air & Radiation Offics William Rosenbarg had set 8 July 4 ing Sor comploting the rulmeaking o
sand 1o the Office of Management & Budget, and agency soarces sre seill this can bo met. One
wymmnmmammwm-w-.wﬁuwwm
tou:inkhehaudul,'mwymmnmd.mmnithmﬂﬁiemﬁobwmm
70%. "They're making significant progress,” another EPA source says of the talks. This source, while not
revealing details, says the deal being discussed "generally involves more reductions® than the 70% proposal.

Nelther environmentalists nor industry representatives perty to the discussions were willing to0 discuss
any details of the expected seitiement. ; : o '

FORMALDEHYDE RISK ASSESSMENT SKEWED BY BIASED SCIENTISTS, LABOR UNION SAYS

Amﬁmhb«mummEPA'skmAMMwmtmmmymmm
mmemn*mmfammm.mummnﬁmnydmmm
Mwmk&wtmwmmmmycmﬁnsmm The group, which represents
mm—whomupondummmlmuﬂummmmkmmh
wummm-mmw»wmm A : ,

srmmammmdmhnmuwn

mmmuw@--&-mawuumawmh
e -M.'_ ' L o ad l“*u u,‘ . ;i
ovecstaned in the 1987 il BAR wviswad B9 3 Mum.:“u
the draft and ashnd OTS ® o B & avw ) : . o
mmm--t!i\mhmuﬂﬁ'ﬁwm'ﬂﬁuﬁ* R
st a July 17 mesting. R I T s i .

Avmmwmmmmmummmm‘um
mmmmwmmmammmmmmmm
Mmmamdmwmdﬂh'smmumdm.hnhmw
MMmmmdmsmmnmm'mﬂmmumsMﬂ
dmﬁoneo\ﬂdnotu'objwdniamwmaﬂnmmmmm‘MUAw'imm
ammmwmwummmm-mmmhmmwnm
comments for the upcoming SAB mesting. .

EPAmrcudenyMtlnﬂndilpofmnpoﬂnn"mM”huyway.OmE.PAacienﬁuulls
tlwnewevidnnce"eomplmlym&bh.'udln;muowuifmmbmofmenviwmmmuwmm ‘
io sway the SAB to their position, they would have 0 convince the entire board tha their arguments had &
acisndﬂcbmklns.NwthuEPAmuylduunion’lchrmhavevatymdmmoncmducﬁng
the review "mmeofmebeuchﬂnkalm'wologymindsinmocounny'.andwouldnotbuwnyedby

EPAaomceapudicttheconclulionot‘maofrsupdmdrikaememwiunotcmemdmnms

4 INSIDE EPA - July 5, 1991

S
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Accord might be near in talks

on Page power plant emissions

l! Wishas! Mﬂ
'WASHINGTON = Negotiations re-
sumed this week between conservationists

and' owners of the coal-fired Navajo
Censrating Station over new pallution

- controls aimed at reducing hdse over the

Grand Canyon.

The talks could lead to new federal
regulations in November for cuttin
emissions from the Page plant, whic
conservation groups blame for reducing
visibility in the Grand Canyon.

Environmental Protection Agency offi-
¢ials had set a July 4 deadline for the two
sides to compiete negotiations, but they
;prmmy agroed to extend the talks in
light of a posaible compromise.

Doug Freriche, 3 » man for the Salt
River ect, sald Wednesday that the
talks have been productive,

. “SRP has reason to be optimlstie, but
still no agreement has been reached,” he
sajd. 8alt River Project is mgotiatini on
behalf of the plant's operators, which

include Arizona Public Service Co, and the
U.8. Bureau of Reclamation.

The EPA's offies of air and radistion
issued a statement saying that whils no
agreement has been reached, “the agency
gt Al ek f improving th

“Given the importanes of impro @
vhibilit&nmd air quality around the
Grand Canyon, and significant costs to the
power plant and its ratspayars, the EPA
weicomes further ¢ ons and will
consider any recommendations by the
pa;‘tiu very seriously” the statement
said.

The agency has proposed requiring the
plant's operators to cut emigaions 70 per
cent, although some conservationists want
to see & 86 percent reduction in the plant's
sulfur dioxide smisaions.

Accerding to EPA figures, a 70 percent
reduetion would cost the plant owners as
much as 8] billion, and ratepayers would
see their power bills increase. ag much as
$2.80 a month to finance the installation
of state-of-the-art equipment,

The plant owners ciaim that §1 billion
is too much to spend to eut hage thai the
claim is only partially caused by the plant.
They point to smog drifting east from Los
Angeles as a major facter,

Grand Canyon Trust President Bd
Norten, who is negotiating with SRP aad
the Environmental Defense Fund, also
was optimistie that s eompromise would
be reached but declined to elaborute.

Both sides have a not to discuss
details of the negotiations until a fing]
compromise is hammered out,
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EPA and owners set to debate pollution
standards for sulfur-emitting Navajo plant

WAEHINGTON (AP) = Qwnery of the coalfired In the avent of an impasse, the RPA 18 under court
Navajo Ganerating Station, biamed for most of the hezs  order to force the Salt River ’m and the plant's tive
ciouding vistas in the Grand Cenyen and southern Utah, olher owners (o instal] stat rt technology to re-
m'nummln; Wilh tederel officials ovar new poliution  duce ;:sm dioxide emissions, ,
controls, ® RESncy proposed Lo February to require the

Ths fedaral Eavironmental Protection Agency is  utliity 10 cul the Bases ucing omlz:m by 70 per
reportediy awhiting the outsome of the (alld before it cent, al same national park advooates say that Is
:;m;; ’i: tiaa! 'v:tl;llo’n a‘f' naw ru%mm for m not eno l

8 4,300-megawatt plaat's sultur " am The EPA estimates ™ would ses their
same of which reportedly deift 60 mfles into Bryce power bllla inerease ns much as $2.60 8 month io finance
Canyon National Park. the rencvations, which could oost nearly §1 bililon.

"Although 0o Agreemaent has beva rédched , ., the Reprasaniaiives of the Sait Rivar Project, 8

Rei»
sgency s v " reads & slatemaent issued last  govarnmental utility, are behait of Al
| weak by th RPA' offlo of AW and Rediemen Fona Public 8ervics Cor the s Burseyof Reclgmation

and mdnu’:::m wm' 'r'r"u. » Plagaiati-based conssrva \vl:lalmw of lssuas Bave beon raised sl & KAl dozen
. m... m. ’ . .
:&um .I::Il't:;mm mnw:?:; tt‘ll:dl A 1987 TVice Mudy blamed (he Navajo plant
& 1083 lnwault that resuiled in a court order mandating  for aboul half of the bage In the canyon. Rrigham Young
scrubbars st the Page plant, :J“Tvm :{:nm bave m?: ‘:: :l:ﬁom of the sul:
negotiations, lml" I'v: &.&.‘W” fot th u‘t.c'l.u‘xl:o:‘ tfh: plut piant owners say §1 billion Is f00 much to pay
o ¢
SUSTam Iy wmm‘llu ' for measures that will solve & problam for which the

" ' been tant is onl to blame. They say smog drifting sast
m...' T (e O B pepdunitea, o oaid Doug  rom Low AABe1eE, 140 Il awRys s Worse Ghpils
richy, an RP spokesman in m - The plant burns ebout 34,000 tohs of conl saeh day
Orand Canyon Trust presidant Bd Norton sald @ SNnd #Pews 12 t0 14 tons of sulfur dioxide an hour,

MY R AR St M -t o 1 P [T PR ——— ‘ s o
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July 12, 1991

Compromise in the works

FORtbapmuvmlweehthendm
factions in the effort to clean up the
winter haze st Grand Canyom National Park
have been negotisting a plan to reduce sulfur
dloxide emissions from the Navajo Generating

Station at Page. Lately the signs ave that &

compromise is In the works.

“The clearest indication of a pending accord
wes the decision to proloag the talks beyond
the July 4 deadline set by William Resenberg,
assistant administrator of the Esvironmental
Protection Agency. A recent EPA statement
suggested that enough progress was being made
on the issue of and-pollution controls at the

Page powerplant to justify more negotistions.

‘Moreover, the sgemey’s optimiszma under
scores the importance that the Bush administra.
tion has attached to resolving this dispute. The
Bureau of Raclamation owns the largest share
of the power Qiven Mr. Bush's desire to
be known 48 eavironmental president,” the
idea of the feds conmtributing to canyon air
pollution would hardly be welcome.

Should the talks berween the EPA, the Sait
River Project and the non-profit Grand Canyon
Trust cellapss, it would be up to the EPA 10
impose a cieanup plan on the coal-fired power
plant. Dependiog on what action the EPA took,
SRP and the other utilities that own the power
plant o the eavireomental community could

take the matter to court, and that would further
delay emission coutrols at Navajo,

This point should not be lost in the
wiangling over the technical areana on reaching
3n agreement on emlssion limits, To be sure,
the {s5ue of the canyon’s Ruzs hes been studied
to desth Jt remains only to apportion the

gmcr plast’s contribution to the problem. Is
()

vajo a “major contsibutor” (as the National
Park Servica imsists), bas it “coatributed
wmuy" (ns the National Researsh Coun-

i1 concludes), or is the plant's contribution less
than 10 percent (as SRP, the plant's operator,
slleges)?

The Intericr Department has been conspicus
ously absent froaa the talks and appears content
to sit on the fencs, It has refusad to back either
the NPS call for & %0 t emission
reduction or the Bureau of Reclamation's desire

to do pothing at all. Nevertheless, Sesratary

Manue] Lujsn is obliged to protect the national
parks and be should take a position. Further-
zore, the power plaat's operators agresd in
their oﬁ;iulﬁ \gmgmenm‘ impact mmmjc::
to install anti-pollution equipment, & pro
that remains unfulfilled. ’

At least Interior’s wishy-washiness has not
deterred the EPA. from pushing hard for a
satisfactory resolution of the Issue. All the
parties to the dispute should keep working to
achieve the best possible reduction of emissions
from the Navsjo plant.
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w% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
g WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
AUG 2 1981
MEMORANDUM AL ey

GENEmAL CoOunskL

SUBJECT: Legal Rationale for Rulemaking Alternative
in Grand Canyon Visibility Proceeding

Y754
FROM: Gregory B. Footﬁéz/ c;#afi;’
Assistant General Qdéun r/ ~

TO: William G. Rosenberg

Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation

ANTRODUCTION

You have requested my opinion regarding a possible legal
rationale in support of a rulemaking alternative for the February
1951 proposal to aestablish, under section 169A of the Clean Air
Act, sulfur dioxide emission limitations at the Navajo Generating
Station (NGS) in order to remedy visibility impairment at Grand
Canyon National Park. In particular, you have asked that I review
a joint letter dated July 30, 1991 from Patrick M. Raher,
representing the Grand Canyon Trust and the Environmental Defense
Fund (GCT/EDF), and Henry V. Nickel, representing the Salt River
Project (SRP). The Raher/Nickel letter recommends that, in the
event EPA adopts a final rule for NGS requiring a 0.10 1lbs. /mmbtu
emission limitation on a rolling annual average, phased in bf unit
in 1997, 19%8, and 1999, EPA should also adopt the legal rationale
described in the July 30 letter in support of such a final rule.

At the outset, I note that General Counsel Don Elliott
recently responded to Messrs., Raher and Nickel by letter dated
August 2, 1991 (copy attached). Don Elliott’s letter reminded
those parties that EPA must at all times retain full discretion in
deciding on both the substantive content of and legal rationale for
its final rulemaking actions. Thus, although tha General Counsel
assured ,Raher and Nickel that EPA would carefully consider their
views, he made it clear that EPA could give no assurance that those
visws would be adopted. The General Counsel’s letter did not
address the merits of the Raher/Nickel letter, a subject that I
will address below.
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ERIET ANSWER

In brief, the Raher/Nickel letter would focus on the
"reasonable progress" requirement in section 169A(Bf(2) as the
basis for EPA’s final action on the NGS rulemaking. That general
approach is basically sound and could, in my opinion, provide the
core of a defensible rationale in support of tha prospaective final
rule in question. My views on this rulemaking alternative are set
forth in greater detail below. Please note that I have not yet
discussed those viaws in detail with the General Counsel. Once he
has reviewed them, however, this memorandum could form part of the
basis for a supplemental notice advising the public that EPA is
considering the epecific regulatory option in question, and
soliciting comment on that option.

RISCUSSION

Section 169%A(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act requires that
visibility implementation plans contain such emission limits,
schedules of compliance and other measures as may be necessary to
make reasonable progress toward the national visibility goal.
These plan provisions include, as appropriate, BART (saction
165A(b) (2) (A)), and a long-term strategy (section 169A(b) (2)(B)).
Thus, "“reasonable progress" is the overarching requirement that
implementation plan revisions under section 165A(b) (2) must
address, while subparagraphs (A) and (B) are more specific
expressions of rulemaking authority that are incorporated into the
parent subsection (b)(2). 1In crafting the visibility reascnable
pProgress requirements, Congress did not explicitly address, and
apparently did not even consider, whether there could be greater
visibility improvement at a lower cost in furtherance of the
national goal through an implementation plan provision that relied
more generally on subsection (b)(2), rather than on the specific
provisions of subparagraph (A) and/or subparagraph (B). Where
Congress has not directly spoken to the precise question at issue,
EFA may make 2 reasonable construction of the statute that is
appropriate in the context of the particular program at issue.
’

V.
467 U.8, 837, B42-45 (1%984).

In the notice of proposed rulemaking published in the Faderal
Beglistex on February 8, 1951 (56 Fed. Reg. 5173), EPA proposed a
0.30 lbs/MMBtu emission limitation for NGS, to be determined on a
30-day rolling average and to be phased in by unit in 1995, 1997
and 1999. EPA explicitly requested comment on other control
options permitted under the Act including, inter alia, the
following rule elements and specific regulatory alternatives:
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(1) emission limitations, including a limitation of 0.10; (2)
averaging times, including an annual averaging peried; and (3)
implementation schedules, including a schedule that extended to
2000. EPA also solicitad comment generally on regulatory issues
raised by interested parties. In my opinion, the specific
rulemaking alternative now under consideration is within the scope
of the February 1991 proposal. However, in order to insure full
public consideration of this alternative, I strongly recommend that
EPA issue a supplemental notice providing a further opportunity
for public comment.

As you know, the staff of the Office of Air and Radiation has
considered the rulemaking alternative consisting of a 0.10
lbs/MMBtu enmission limitation, to be determined on a rolling annual
average and phased in by unit in 1957, 1998 and 1999, and has
raviewed supporting technical and cost information. I understand
that the staff has concluded that greater visibility improvement at
less cost can be achieved by this alternative, as compared to the
rule proposed in tha February 1991 notice, which applied the BART
Guidelines focusing on NSPS levels of control to the facts of this
case. I undarstand that the staff alsc referred to the BART
guidelines to provide the methodologf employad in developing the
lavel of sulfur dioxide reductions in the alternative presently
under consideration. §Seg sactions 169A(g) (1) and (2).

Based on the staff conclusions regarding the factual
circumstances of this casa, EPA could reasonably find that the
present alternative, with its higher expected visibility
improvement and lowar expected costs (in comparison to the February
1991 proposed rule), best fulfills the overarching statutory
regquirement in section 165A(b) (2) (which incorporates the more
specific provisions of subparagraphs (A) and (B)) that
implemantation plan revisions adopted under section 1652 make
“reasonable progress" toward the national visibility goal.

SONCLUSION

In sum, subject to any significant points that may be raised
in tha recpened comment peried, I believe that under the spaecific
circumstances of this case EPA could rely on the provisions of
section 169A(b) (2) as the source of delegated rulemaking authority
for the present alternative. The Agency has weighed the relevant
factors and could appropriately conclude that this alternative
reasonably interprets and harmonizes the statutory provisions in a
way that best furthers the overarching legislative purpose to
achieve reasonable progress toward thae national visibility goal.

Sec. e.9.. v. Rapartment of Justice, 109 S.ct. 2558,
2566 (19B89); v. United States, 143 U.S.

457, 459, (1898); gaes also Citizens t£o Save Spencer County v. EPA,
600 F.2d 844 (D.C. Cir. 1979). !
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Finally, I note that by promulgating a 0.10 1lbs/MMBtu emission
limitation which requires installation of state-of-tha-art SOx
scrubber technology, the staff expacts that no other federal
implementation plan revisions requiring 80x control sghould be
necessary at NGS under section 1695A., I express no view on this
essentially technical and policy matter.

Attachment
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NAVAJO GENERATING STATION
ATTRIBUTION

= Under §169A of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated regulations to
"irjequire the control of impairment that can be traced to a
single existing stationary facility or small group of
existing stationary facilities . . . . " See 45 FR 80085
(December 2, 1980). The type of air pollution generally
considered to be remedlable was "smoke, dust, colored gas
plumes, or laysred haze emitted from stacks which obscure
the sky or horizen and are relatable to a single source or
small group of sources." Jd. Accordingly, EPA's
regulations currently <cever-existing-sourees-Ywhieh-may
reasonahly -pe-anticipated-to-cause-or-~vontrinte-por
impairment of visibility in any mandatory class I Federal
area" <where-the-impairment> [that] is “"reasonably
attributable" to <that» [a] source.

- Even though the Winter Haze Intensive Tracer Experiment
(WHITEX) and Navajo Generating Station (NGSVS) contain sonae

scientific uncertainty, <they-both-showed» L§E§_§%¥gll that
tain] of the - visibility

1m pentg]l in the Grand Canyon National Park
can be ["lreascnably attributed <to-the-Navaje-Gemerating
Seamien-{NGS) r~Ehe-Nattenat -keadeny ~of -Setences ~cane—to-a
sinitlar-sonclusion-in-tey-peview-of -bhe -WHEPEX -reporer
hoserdingly,r~vistbiiiey-tnpaisment-of -the-Grand-Sanyen
Nationar-Paxk -ty -Upexsonably —atertonrabbel e NGG~tmd ~HEF~ts
a-significant ~contpribnter-pro-sertain-visibility-impairment

episodes> Lo NGSL.
CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

| - New information indicates that larger flue gas

| desulfurization (FGD) units ewitk-renger-averaging-times>
could significantly reduce the capital investment required

<r~Ehes r-intermation-indiecrtenr an g al avers yare

" 2 i bt

i to avoid the peed for a gpare model., Thus,

angineering data indicate]l that NGS could meet a 0.10 pounds

per m on Br gh thermal unit (lbs/MMBtu) annual average,

plant-wide emission limitation by building two FGD units per

boiler designed to achieve 92 percent removal of the sulfur

dioxide (S0;) <with-58-percent-petriakiiiey» [baged g
= Li 8 Ong "t "EE-NA- E Sec o

- The EPA and the Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality reviewad the need to reheat the exhaust gases to
ensure appropriate plume rise with the lower gas exit
temperatures associated with a 0.10 lbs/MMBtu emission
limitation and found that reheating of the exhaust gas is
not necessary to prevent a violation of any national ambient
air quality standard. Moreover, discussions with the State
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of Arizona and the National Park Service (NPS) indicate that
the visible water vapor plume that would be present with a
scrubber without reheat instead of the clear stack that NGS
now has does not pose a condition that require regulatory
attention under State or Federal law, The elimination of
the need to reheat the exhaust gas will result in a
significant reduction in capital and cperaticnal costs.

SOURCE/IMPATRMENT RELATIONSHIP

COST

- There is uncertainty in evaluating how changes in NGS
emissions will result in changes in sulfate concentrations
and in how changes in sulfate concentrations affect
visibility due to the compounding factors of humidity
levels, the transport path, and levels of other fine
particles. There is large uncertainty in predicting the
improvement in visual range for any one day, yet sufficient
candeprsbanding-ef> [data concerning] the transport and
transformation phenomena <extsst®s» from WHITEX, NGSVS,
in-canyon aeroseol monitoring, and wind flow obsarvations «te
uve-x-sanpie-of -daily-ealevlations ~to-develop -a-reasonable
relationsihip-petween -NGS-enias tons ~tevels —and-winte
seagenxl-average~visibilbtyr [exist to con de that at sonpe

nes during the winter NGS emissions reductiong to im
igibility dmpalyment in the GCNP

OF CONTROL

- The SRP provided cost estimates for variocus control
levels. For two FGD units per boiler designad to meet a
0.10 1lb/MMBtu rolling annual average emission limitation
with no backup units and no reheating of the exhaust gases,
the estimates «¢:99e)»[(1592) dollars) are as follows:

-- Total capital investment = «$389» [84307

Million

-=- Total levelized annual cost = § <8 [90]

Million

- Using the SRP cost estimates, the capital invastment for
meeting a 0.10 lb/MMBtu rolling annual average emission

limitation is <8%e» million less and the total
levelized annual cost 1s «$zr5» million less[, ] than
& s meeting a 0.30 /MMBtu 30-day rolling

average as proposed by EPA.

- Under section 403 of the Clean Air Act (as revised in
1990), NGS will be <eligible-for-marietable-allowanece
prareing-tn-3658 r “Ehe ~valuer ed to marketable

, |-|| Or eXAND LE

jewances annually starting 2000, For example ‘
compliance with the new emigsion limitation reduces SO
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ef-theser» will ﬁl*éh&f&ﬁ&h!iyb reduce the net cost of 80,

controls for NGS.

EMTSSION LIMITATION

- The 0.10 lb/MMBtu [emission ]
provide nore

¥;gg;;¥;ggl rolling annua‘ average

mprovement in the overall visibility @ Grand Canyon
for slightly lower cost than would EPA's proposed limit of
0.30 1b/MMBtu 30-day rolling average.

- The 0.10 lb/MMBtu rolling annual average is being

established efer-visthiliey-protection-in-the -grand-Sanyen
Nat&en&k-?urk-an&-ether-nearbr-naetena}-parks-and

- «Sinee-wher [NGS hag itag] largest impact on visibility in
tha Grand Canyon <appears-to-osours during g
- _in the winter months[

] 3 1 maintenance to
t @ winter months, as specified below. A wailver of this
provision would be granted by EPA for just causa.

- Although the law doas not require a particular technology
to meet the emission limitation, available technology
that will achieve an 80, emission limitation of 0.10
l1b/MMBtu is not expected to increase NGS' existing
particulate matter or nitrogen oxide emissions. Thus, there
is not need to include additional emission limitations for

| these pollutants <at-this-timer.

SEASONAL CONTROLS

“—Eheps -ape b bnes -Rhrewchons ~the -pear —that -NGS —say
Lressonapty -be -—anpitolpavred -po —aause ~or —soer tpubet -to ~the
visEE ey ~bapxbarent - iy ~bhe —Gre et —@anpen -Nartoratk~Parkr-See
46 -CPR-5Fr302 -t ~t4 -t rr~Eherefore r yoear-round--contrels
apre-apprepriater> In its comments SRP regquested that EPA
consider seasonal controls on the theory that WHITEX

| reported <en» winter impairment and that an earlier study
suggested no summer impairment from NGS. That request has

| been withdrawn[_] and SRP has agreed
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l mmgns.sngnwm to Lingtalll
Year=round con TOLB.

REQUIREMENTS

1. Applicable tc the fossil fuel-fired, steam-generating
eguipment designated as Units 1, 2, and 3 at the NGS.

_ emission limitation

(0. 10 1bs/MMBtu) heat input, eke» [y

. be determined

installed and operated on the following schedule:
-= One unit by Novenmber 19, 1997;
-= Two units by November 19, 1998;
-= All units by August 19, 1999.
3. Schedule of compliance =-- interim deadlines:
Date of binding contract for A/E 6/92
firm to design and procure the control
system needed for complianca.

Start of on~site construction of 1/95%
control system for the unit

Initiation of start-up testing

first unit 5/97
second unit 5/98
third unit 2/99
<“Fhe-intenimy | may
be waived
demonstrated that

would not be

4. Continuous emission monitors will be < reguireds
to determine compliance with the emission
mitations. This equipment <masb» meet the
epecifications listed in Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 60 and
the guality assurance procedures found in Appendix F of 40
CFR Part 60.

5. Recordkeeping and reporting requirements:
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== Report to EPA <rthe-582r-oxygen;-and-carben-dioxider
emissions <aceerding-ter [ag required bvi the
procedures found in 40 CFR 60.7;

~-- Maintain records according to the procedures found
in 40 CFR 60.7;

== FGD unit outages to be immediately reported to EPA
with a follow-up written report to be filed within 30
days.

6. Compliance with the annual rolling average shall be
determined on a daily basis by dividing the total sulfur
dioxide emitted by the total <«Ptuta» [ener of the fuel

consumed during the previous 365 [hg days.
el= COome = ;___ _...—~ ="
emigsion 1 nm:mmmm:mmmm operation
-Il311l§3ﬂ321ll715Tﬁﬂ#ﬂ!‘tﬂi#\lrmlll1l33m1lmrvl=1ii1r1IT1rFI-.
Lipitation, periods when ecuivment does not attaln expe ,
ormance shall be excluded, For example, the Lim @n_thg

ITFF?GEFIIFEEW?1F?iil'ﬂﬁilZHITFJFTEFIIT1I=T1IZEMBN
determination:

il‘

TTT!TT]IZIITT1[?1?TTIIT?TZ¥131ﬁ[]lﬂ13II‘:T1I&3QIW1II‘,f

7. Aftor 10/31/93, except as provided below, at least six
eeks of <the» periodic scheduled
maintenance or NGS will occur between 11/1

and «34i» of each pair of consecutive years to
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further reduce 803 emissions during the winter. <Ab-teant
s> eeks of winter maintenance <may» [need] not
occur <o -extent-thaty [1f]:

a. There is no need for six [unlt-lweeks of scheduled
periodic maintenance in a yearerr[;]

b. The reserve margin on any electrical ﬂystem served by

NGS would fall to an inadequate level. [Ever ¥ ¢
OWIE QRarato / preparea 2 Ond=terin maintanancea gchac
T ”.;mm-mégm.ajﬂlﬁﬂllﬂmiisu:. u;w“J:_muys : il
"ea D@ m e n& O * 8 N1lE

FJF$iiIlT!rTITQF$¥$IFFTT1TTZSTIFWI=1I§11I§Z‘?T=

:rwmavﬁ:mrnrwummnm [eguate
: 2_ma mammzamrmma. =

3 55 =P £ —- i s L
Y -rﬁlﬁKFIITﬂl31?11l31I!T=l1l::'11ﬂl11‘ﬁ3ﬂ11l1ﬁ1l1‘l3:
11/1 £o 3/31 period:’

C. The cost of compliance with thiﬂ provision would ba
excessive. Coat 3

d. A major force outage at a unit [Qocurs) outside the
winter months ﬂa}}ewr-the-ptrfermanec-efr;t=%ggl necessary
periodic maintenance [gogourg] during the pericd of forced
outage.

1@he-SRP~uuat-demenstraee-be-bhe-sabksfaetkan-eE-EEk-bhae
a&eh*&n«ewanb-pree}udoa-the-neeé-fer-a-fu}kr Byvid

?ﬂiﬂﬂza1lﬂﬂlﬂtﬂ:ﬁmIF?WTIEI!TFTT?(IZT1IZ1Iﬁ?1I1ﬂl3.L
m:nnmnlmmnm-ﬂm. arel s#ix weeks of

1 maintenance ~prae -speetfied r-Where
axxmekaws-nh-duhémfntmm-&-pm}u&e&b
gﬂ%ﬂw the cowner/operator of NGS8 sha
nevertheless make best efforts to conduct ng%k uch
scheduled maintenance as practicable during

winterl period.

| 8. A B P ' 3 on he foregoing, | Regional
Administrator of EPA may grant a waiver o e emission
limitation or maintenance scheduling for one or more units

iég;;ani_ggggl_due to a catastrophic failure of <the> [apnv]
<anres> [Unitl.

LEGAL RATIONALR
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- Section 169A (b) (2) of the Clean Alr Act reguires
that visibility implementation plans contain such emission
limits, schedules of compliance and other measures as may be
necessary to make reasonable progress toward the national
visibility goal. These plan provisions include, as
appropriate, kest available retrofit technology (BART)
(section 165A (b) (2) (A)), and a long-term strategy
(section 169A(b) (2) (B)).

« In the L¥g¥:35§x_;231l,NPRM, EPA proposed a 0.30 lb/MMBtu
enission limitation for NGS Wm

, to be determined on a 30~day rolling average and
to be phased in by unit in 1995, 1997 and 1999.

= EPA explicitly requested comment on <ether» control

options ;g%%%;;;gg_gngg;_;ng_ggg_; including, inter aliaey
ave-forlowing —ro e —etenents —xné -gpeatiie -regu rarery—

ateernatives»: (1) emission limitations, including
a limitation of «*:~16» 1b/MMBtu; (2)

averaging times, including an annual averaging period; <and»
(3) implamentatian schedulea, including a schedule
that extended to 2000 : andg othe Qry lssyes

- EDF/GCT and SRP have had many discussions and have
exchanged pertinent information with EPA about numerous NGS
control alternatives. EDF/GCT and the management of SRP
have agreed that a 0.10 lb/MMBtu emission limitation to be
determined on a rolling annual average and phased in by unit
in 1997, 1988 and 199% <achieves» L¥;;;=gg%;gx§;hgraatar 80,
reductions at less cost than EPA's proposal and have
recommended that EPA adopt this altarnative 4¥n> ng; its
final rule addressing NGS. [Upon re % ; Wi

' v‘; - m (-.- 8 —.\'._TT_____ b7 o » 3
~e -rebrRary -+99k-prepesalk; wgrenter-vkvtbkkity
i:mprevemnt-&t-l—eu&-oestw&n-hc-&ehm =y =& =6 r¥6 -1k MMBEu»

emission limitation <;-te-be-derermined> on a Lg%gQ;_x;gg*L
rolling annual average eanab . phased in by un n 1997,

1998 *&HG-EQQ‘Q'# cdaliid 10U L0 i O kel
2 was ---.WWMT‘ 14

VYA xmmmmammtm: on
phsers o hidher level of control at 2 lower cost fhan would
P rovided | » :

R e Toc = an T
mmmmm;mm:ﬂmﬂmamna. -
oroposal bv EPA in the NPRM carries out the statutory
aquirensnt o achleve . £

?11'111ﬂm¥fIFFT‘IIITJI§T!IT%TRSﬁﬁlﬁﬂlﬁ]lf*ﬂl?ﬂ?ﬂ71lrﬁﬁIﬂ-:

emedving of anv existing, impairment of vieibilitv ip
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<« ~Ehim-alternaeive-prevides -greater-visthitibty-improvenents

> L) b _AnNG Loa8 De E 0 pProgra

by this alternative to the proposal]l at a lower cost than
would resu Lrom the NPRM propvogal analveis FRemm ~mbwe be

appriostion—of -the -BARE ~guidelines - wateh -provide -for
adepeion-of-NSPS -tevels-of —contrel-if ~the-peguaitatory
artherity -does-not ~conduct -a-source-spestfie-analysisr-Here
z—detaited-analysts -Ray-peen —conduoted ; -rekying ~on-the
methoderoyy -in-the-BARE~guidetines-to-fulfiti-appiieabie
snaiy -Begulatery-reguirements -for-bhe-promrigatrion
of-embteston~limtearitons ~te-renedyvisikility-inpairmentr

—-En-these-unigque —sireumstanses r-where-inplementation-of~the
rule-propesed-in-February -+59t-apparently -would not-optinize
visibility-benefits-and -costsy-we-recommend -that-BRhk-rely-on
sebparagraphs~ (k) -and-Br-of -seobton-+69k-(bF-(2 ) -as-paptitoniar
goureey -of -rulemaking ~auvthority«for-thinm-action, -—in-eorder-re
keat L}l i -the —overareking ~abatebory ~ragt brement ~that
implementation-plans-adopted -under -seepion-r6Sh-nake -peasenable
progress-peward-the-nationalk-visthbilitvyp-goatr-gSea-r65A-(ta)r i)y
Y69k (i) ¢ r-and 40 €FR-5r3066 (o) r-Spestiiantly r—the-pareies
believe -that-this-alrernative -would -provide -2 -greater -degree-of
m:::abl-e -prograss -than-the-opkions -in-the ~-Fabruary-+99+

net Sv

-=Fn-apatiing -the-vistbiltity-reasenzibie-pregress -regquirenenbay
Conyress —did-not-enpriettly -address r-and —apparentiy-did-not-even
consider whether -there-eouid-be-grexter~visthiiitey -inprovenent-at
a~lower-cont-in-furtheranse-of-the-nationak-goak-through-an
entsston-rimitation-regulatiton-that-did-not-rety-exeiustvely-eon
the-previsiens -of -sectiron~L69A ) =(2)~ A\

-=En-suny-as -the-parties-have-recommanded -believe,-relying-on
seetions-t6Shk-(to) -2 ) - (Ar-and-{B)-of -the ket -harnenizring -those
pProvistens ~f ~a-way -that ~-fucthers ~the -conmen -reguiarery
requirement-to-achieve-reasenable-progress r-and-webghing -tive
reguirenents -bto-aehteve -peasenable progress,~ant -weighing -the
mgrevant-fretors -(yee-seobton 269k (gt tir—and - (2 r -that ~ahe -6 6
o/ MMBre ~emins ion-Finteat ton —-and —aoses tabed —conpiianse —sehedu e
ralee -reasenable -progress ~toward -tha -natienat—goal:»

- Finally, if EPA promulgates a 0.10 1lb/MMBtu emission
limitation which requires installation of state-of-the-art
362> [S0¥] scrubber technology no other implementation plan
revisions requiring <5e2» [S0x] control should bhe necessary
at NGS under section 169A <purseant-te-BRikLls-surprent
vigthitiby -regaiations>,
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shtvtachment> [ATTACHMENILL A

éeonpkfme#hh-the &m.’em-dea&l-mg-h-tw

- - ) [ 1 &3 o .
éthe—nes—emerfepem”*-» performance or

inability to perform conslistent with the [schedu Eron
Foraae M= e M3 :'-'ﬂA_0;_”—m“‘m‘=o-

nmxmﬂ‘nlmmmmmn- . 1OCK ,
other mmmnrsnm : abeg necessar

ernite of mwrrmmmmmmm

TCMIMTWWW
MM“MMIMIM acte
™ mmmn 2 aterie T :mmnm: on; and
l?"1l3ﬂ1l§§ﬂ!?1ll11l§11lﬁﬂﬂ1=ﬂl3' NGS ¢rnter:m--ﬂf%'
PesuLhy —Eron-foree e Bre -and -k s y*$n~an*$nterim-dead}&na
wikk-neot-have-a-nateriat-effeet-on-the-NGS-owner/feparateria—
gttty -to-compiy-en-a-timelty -basis with-the -42 -negfF-entesion
rimitation-for-502 r -Foreemateure -as-used -herein-ta-defined -as
nay-even-arising-from-causes-beyend -the-control -of ~the-NES
ownerfeparater-that -delays -or~prevents ~cempliance with-an-tnrenin
deadtine despite-the —ownerioperatorlis -beat -alforts —to-meat -rthe
gardtine r ~Ee —pactd branent —ERat -the ~panan fopepaber —enere rae -Lsere
efforty -te -neet -the ~deadrinet -tnaiundes s iny -rest-efforts e
anebalbprbe —ary poeentlal -fopoe -malenrs cevent -and ~Lest -aiforts ~be
address~that-effect-of -any-potentiai-forece-naieure-event-¢tr-ap
te-iw-socurring -and-(2)-folltowing ~thre -potentiai-foree -naieure
event r-sueh-thae~the ~deltay«is -mininired «ve ~the -greatesth-axtant
possiblrer-tPorse -Mateupal doas -nok ~tneluda -finanetal -tnabitity -to
nee s —an ~trber bn ~dexd ke

FE-any -event-socurs-or-hxs-cecurred -that-ny-delay-the-performance
of ~an-interim-deadiine -whether -or-not-saused -by -a-forees -nateure
evenre-the ownerfoperateor-of-NGsS-shati -notify ~-EPA-orally within
45 -houry —of -when -the —owner foperater -first -knew-or-sheuld -have
Rpewn -chat-phe -avent-nighe -wause —a ~deirayr -Within-seven -days
theseniter -the-ewnerfoperater -shatlk-provite -tn-weiting ~be -BPA-and
ehe -Ftate ~of -krirona-an-expranation-and -deseripeiton-of-the
reasony ~for ~the-delays-the-antiatpavred -durariton-of -bthe -daiayp-atd
setionsy -pxiten -or -te -po-taken-bo -preavent -or-pinimize ~the~delayr-a
sekedule-ef-inplenentabion-of-any -measures -ko -pecpaken-bo ~prevant
or-nieiosre -the-detay -or-effoot -0t —detayr-the -ownerfoperateorts
ratienaxle-fer-aterthbuting ~such -delay -to-a-fores -matenre —avens £
tirey ~tntend -t —yesert —sueh -~ -~ kaximy —and -whether -the -delay -witd
have-x-nurerial-effeot-on-the -owner/foperateria-ability to-comply
en-a-timely -bantis-with-the 42 -nefF-emissteon-rirmitatrion-Lor-562+
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The —ownerfoperater-ef-NGS-shall-be -deened-to -have notice-of -any
ei-mmmsbme: wf#&b@h*ﬂ&r«m&m&euw-ﬂmmmrs—had
net g

<FL-BRk-debeprninres-that ~the delay-or-antietpated -&ek&y-—i—n
meering-2n- &mrkm-&ead}bm-hmfmﬁb}e-te-a-&mm}wu
emt-and-bhe-&&hnd&a-eemply-w&habm 8 _

on <the -wnerfepermrl-p-abi:l—i:ﬁbyabo-amplir-en-a-tmrr-banh-whh
e =B -ng AT —ambanton=kimttabion -for-S02 ~—the -tine -for-performanse
of-the-~interim-deadtine-witt-pe-axtended by -EPk -for ~susk -t twe -EPA
geems —necessary -te-~complete e —desdiine r-An-extension—of-the
time ~for ~-performante ~of -an-interin-deadtine -affasrad -pby -the -force
mateure-svenr-akatl-nek-extend -the-time -for-perforrance-of-any
ether &nterm-deaé}m-&fm&-br-the-&mm}emmﬁ




NAVAJO GENERATING STATION
Status of Discussions

1. Series of Discussions have Produced Unprecedented Agreement.

2.  Utilities and Environmentalists are Recommending to Their Board
of Directors:

0 90% control o Annual Average
o 1997, 98, 99 o Winter maintenance

3. 30% Lower Cost than NPRM.

Annual
Capital Annualized W/ A.R. Credits
NPRM: $510 $106 $78
Agreement: $430 $89 $53
Savings: 18% 18% 32%
Approx % of Savings
o More efficient technology: 20%
o Annual Average: 40%
(o] Additional Time: 40%

4. 46% Additional Increase in Visual Range.

Emissions Visual Range
NPRM: .3 Ibs/MMBTU 8%
Agreement: .1 Ilbs/MMBTU 11.7%
Benefits: 66% 46%
o Peak episodes even more significantly improved

5. SUMMARY: EPA Regulation that achieves:
o More Environmental Protection
o At Lower Cost
o With Endorsement Among Constituents
o Minimal Precedent Impact




NAVAJO GENERATING STATION

Principal Elements of Agreement Among
SRP, EDF and GCT

Emission Limitation: .1 Ibs/MMBTU plant-wide
average

Averaging Time: Rolling Annual Average

Compliance Phase-in Schedule: Unit #1: Nov. 19, 1997

Unit #2: Nov. 19, 1998

Unit #3: Aug. 19, 1999

(Interim dates before unit
compliance, e.g. start of
construction, to be

determined)

Maintenance: Schedule unit maintenance
in the winter (subject to
load demand and premium on
replacement costs)

Reheat: No

Design Reliability: 96%

Design SO2 Removal Rate: 92%

Forced Outages Reporting: Best efforts to avoid

outages; Reports to EPA on
expected repair time and
explanation of expeditious
return.

Other Pollutants: No NOx or PM limitations if
FGD installed.




GRAND CANYON VISIBILITY
Status of Discussions

SRP, EDF and Grand Canyon Trust are Recommending to Their
Principals:

0 90% control o Annual Average

o 1997, 98, 99 o Winter maintenance
o No NOx or PM limits

35% Lower Cost than NPRM (Draft).

Capital Annualized NPV
NPRM: $362 $83 $714
Recommendation: $316 $54 $474
Savings: 13% 35% 34%

Components of Savings
Approx % of Savings

o More efficient technology: 25%
o Annual Average: 40%
o Additional Time: 45%

46% Additional Increase in Visual Range.

Emissions Visual Range
NPRM: .3 Ibs/MMBTU 8%
Recommendation: .1 Ibs/MMBTU 11.7%
Benefits: 66% 46%
o Peak episodes even more significantly improved

SUMMARY: EPA Regulation that achieves:
o More Environmental Protection
o At Lower Cost
o With Endorsement Among Constituents
o Minimal Precedent Impact




NAVAJO GENERATING STATION

Principal Elements of Agreement Among

SRP, EDF and GCT

Emission Limitation:

Averaging Time:

Compliance Phase-in Schedule:

Phase-in Limits:

Maintenance:

Reheat:

Design Reliability:

Design SO2 Removal Rate:

Forced Outages Reporting:

Other Pollutants:

.1 Ibs/MMBTU plant-wide
average

Rolling Annual Average

Unit #1: Nov. 19, 1997

Unit #2: Nov. 19, 1998

Unit #3: Aug. 19, 1999

(Interim dates before unit
compliance, e.g. start of
construction, to be

determined)

Unit #1 Nov 19, 1997-8:

.12 Ibs/MMBTU; Exception
for catastophic failure

Unit #1 & 2 Nov 19, 1998-9:
.11 Ibs/MMBTU

Schedule unit maintenance

in the winter (subject to

load demand and premium on
replacement costs)

No

98%

92%

Best efforts to avoid
outages; Reports to EPA on
expected repair time and
explanation of expeditious
return.

No NOx or PM limitations if
FGD installed.




ENVIRONMENTAL CONSENSUS IN THE 90'S W

President George Bush:
*This bill balances economic growth
with environmental protection.”

REFORMULATED GASOLINE:

(o]

o

Presidential leadership in Clean Fuels implementation.

Proposed agreement maximizes environmental benefit (full 15% VOC
reduction in all states) and achieves President Bush's regulatory
reform agenda by increasing flexibility and reducing cost.

Petroleum industry (API), auto industry, environmental community

(NRDC & Sierra Club), states, EPA staff and others are ready to
endorse.

GRAND CANYON VISIBILITY

(o)

ACID RAIN

(o]

RESULT
o

Resolved 15 year legal battle to cut Navajo Power Plant emissions
which impair visibility at the Grand Canyon.

Achieves 46% greater benefits at 20% lower cost than EPA's original
proposal through providing utility with greater flexibility in achieving
environmental goal.

Utility owners, environmentalists, and Governor Symington want to
stand with the President to sign the regulation.

Over 7 meetings of 100's of utility, state, environmental and other
representatives have provided the Administration with a regulatory
outline that resolves most of the issues — while achieving a 10 million
ton SO2 reduction and establishing a market-based trading system.

Implementation of the Clean Air Act that:

- Cleans the Air,

- Establishes the President's Regulatory Reform, and

- Builds consensus among industry, environmental community
and the Administration



! NAVAJO GENERATING STATION
Status of Discussions

1.  Series of Discussions have Produced Unprecedented Agreement.

2.  Utilities and Environmentalists are Recommending to Their Board
of Directors:

o0 90% control o Annual Average
o 1997, 98, 99 0 Winter maintenance

3. 30% Lower Cost than NPRM.

Annual
Capital Annualized W/ A.R. Credits
NPRM: $510 A $106 $78
Agreement: $430 $89 $53
Savings: 18% 18% 32%
Approx % of Savings
o More efficient technology: 20%
o] Annual Average: 40%
(o} Additional Time: 40%

4. 46% Additional Increase in Visual Range.

Emissions Visual Range
NPRM: .3 Ibs/MMBTU 8%
Agreement: .1 Ibs/MMBTU 11.7%
Benefits: 66% 46%
o Peak episodes even more significantly improved

5. SUMMARY: EPA Regulation that achieves:
: o More Environmenta! Protection
o At Lower Cost
o With Endorsement Among Constituents
o Minimal Precedent Impact




ACID RAIN PROGRAM RULES

Core Acid Rain rules developed as a unified package to allow for
integrated review of all major program components:

0 Allowance System Rules

0 Permitting Rules

0 Emissions Monitoring Rules
0 Excess Emissions Rules

Rules developed through an open consensus building process which
included:

Utilities

State Regulators (Utility Comissioners and Air Agencies)
Environmental and Consumer Group Representatives
Coal and Gas Industry Representatives

Pollution Control Manufacturers

Numerous interagency meetings

OO0 O0O00O0O

Program Goal:
0 Get the 10 Million Ton Reduction of SO2 and significant
environmental benefits at the lowest cost possible
Operating Principles:
0 Allowance System Rules

Create low cost rules of exchange which minimize
government intrusion and support efficient market
operation

0 Permitting Rules

Provide maximum flexibility for sources to select the least
cost control option



0 Monitoring Rules
Provide credible accounting of emissions to ensure the
integrity of the market based allowance system and achieve
the 10 million ton SO2 reduction

0 Excess Emissions Rules
Provide the incentives to ensure self enforcement, greatly
reducing the need for government action

Result:
0 Timely development of workable rules
0 Significant, widespread support on the vast majority of

issues

Status:

0 Working to bring closure to a small number of issues prior
to formal proposal (Mid September)




EPA RESPONSES TO
ISSUES RAISED BY INDUSTRY

ONBOARD DIAGNOSTIC SYSTEMS
INDUSTRY CONCERN:

Different approaches by California and EPA
unnecessarily burden industry engineering resources.

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA is committed to a performance-based standard for
Onboard Diagnostics consistent with the
Administration's philosophy on "market-based
incentives". However, California's program is based on
equipment design specifications.

The Federal program will not require different
hardware, but will require that each system identify
high emissions resulting from equipment failure.

EPA has proposed accepting certification to CARB's rule
as satisfying Federal requirements for an initial
period beginning with model year '94. The duration of

this initial period will be determined based on the
record.

ONBOARD VAPOR RECOVERY SYSTEMS
INDUSTRY CONCERN:

EPA should resolve outstanding safety issues prior to
proceeding with rule development.

EPA RESPONSE:

DOT will provide EPA with an analysis of the safety of
onboard vapor recovery systems.

EPA will publish and take public comment on this report
prior to proceeding with regulatory decisions.




EVAPORATIVE EMISSIONS TEST PROCEDURES
INDUSTRY CONCERN:;

Different approaches by CARB and Epa Place undue burden
on industry.
EpPA RESPONSE:

The Clean Air Act Amendments require 3 final Federal
Trule by May of 1992,
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} UNITRD STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
"J WASNINGTON, D.C. 20480

Y puep

JUL 30 19g)

OFRICE o0
AlR AND RADIATION

Mr. Peter Hayes

Salt River Project
P.C. Box 52025
Fhocnix, Arjizona 85072

Enclosad are tha chunges that have been requested to tha NGS
points. As we discussed, these Yeflect the potential attachment to
the MOU that would represent the agreement ameng the Environmental
Defense Fund, Grand Canyen Trust, and Salt River Project,

I should also add that the enclosed does not represaent the
position of the EPA. It has net been reviewed by officlals at EPA
who must approve any final Agency action. gSonsaeguently, it in ne
way obligates or kinds the Administrator or his delegatees in the
exorcise ol thelr independont judgment and discretion on the
appropriate ocutcome of any rulemmking.

Eincerqly,

Chlef of Staff
to the Assistant Administrator
for Aly and Radiation
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) NAVAJO GENZRATING BTATION

ATTRIDUTION

- Under §165A of the Clean Alr Aet, tha Envirenmantal
Protaction Agancy (EPA) promulgltod ragulations to
"ir]aquira the control of impalrment that ¢an be traced to a
single existing leltlonlr{ facility or small group of
existing stationary fa¢ilities , . ., , " S@¢ 45 FR 800853
(Decenbar 2, 1880). The type of air pelluticn generally
considered to ba remadiable vas “smoke, dust, colored gas
plumes, or layerad haze smnitted from stacks which obscure
ths sky or horizon and are relatable to a single source or
small group of sources." Jd. Accordingly, EPAr's
ragulations currently cover axisting sources "which may
reasonably be anticipated te cause or contribute te
impairment of visibility in any mandatory class I Federal
arsa’ where the impairment is "reasonably attributable® to

that soures.

= Even though the Winter Hasze Intansive Tracer Exparimaent
(WHITEX) and Navajo Generating gtation (NGSVS) contain some
sciuntific uncertainty, they both showed that a porticn of
the vigibility impaiyment in the Grand canyon National Park
can be reasonably attributed te the Navaje Ganerating
Station (NGS). The Nationel Acadeny of 8ciences cams to a
sinilar opnoluaion in its review of the WHITEX report.
Accordingly, visikility impairment of the Grand Canyon
National Park is "reasonably attributable® to NGB and NGE is
a significant contributor to certain visibility impairment

apiscdes.
CONTROL TECANOLOGY

~ New information indiocates that largar flua gas
desulfurization (FGD) units with longer averaging times
ooula signiticaneli reduce the capital investment reguired,
Thus, informatien indicates that NuS ocould meet a 0,10
pounds per million British thermal unit (1ba/MMBtU) annual
avarags, plant=wide emission limitation by building twe FGD
units pey boiler designed to achisve 52 percant remeoval of
the sulfur dioxide (39p) with 98 percent reliabllisy.

~ The EPA and the Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality reviewsd the nesd to reheat the sxhaust gases to
ansure appropriate pluma rise with the lower gas axit
tenperatures associated with a 0,10 l:s/MMBtu emission
limitation and found that rehaating of the exhayst gas is
net necessary to prevent a vislation ef any national ambient
air quality standard. Morsover, disoussions with the State
of Arizena and the National Park Service (NPS) indicate that
the visible water vapor plume that would De present with =
BErubber without rehest instead of the clear stack that NGs
new has does not poss a condition that requires regulatory
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atcentien undey State or Federal law, The eliminatien et
the nood to reheat the exhaust gas will result in &
significant reduction in capital and oparational costs,

SOURCE/INPAIRMENT RELATIONSHIP

- Thers is uncertainty in evaluating how changes ln NGE
emissions will result in changes in sulfate concantrations
and in how changes in sulfate concantrations affact
visibility dus to the compounding factors of humidity
levels, the transport path, and lavels of other fine
particles. There is laxge uncertainty in predicting the
improvement in visual rangs for any one day, yet sufficient
undsrstanding ef the transport and transformation phenemena
exists from WHITEX, NGEVS, in-oanyon asrosol monitoring, and
wind flow cbservations to uss a sample of dally calculations
to davelep & reasonable relationship betwsen NGS emissions
levels and winter scasonal average visibiliey.

COBT OF CONTROL

~ Tha BRP provided cost estinates for various contrel
levels. For two FGD units for boiler designad $¢ meet 2
0.10 1b/MMBtu rolling annual averaye snission limitation
with no dackup units and no reheat ng of the axhéust gasas,
tha estimates (1950 dollars) are as ellovws:

~= Total capital investrment = §38u Millien
-- Total lavaelized annual cost ® 81 Millien

- Usging the SRP coet estimates, the capital investmant for
moating & 0.10 lb/MMBtU zolling annual average emission
vimitation is $70 millien leas and tha total levalized
annual cost is $2.5 million less than for maeting a 0.30
1b/MMBtu 30-day roliling average &s proposed by EPA,

| - Undor Section 403 of the Ciean Alr Act (sw revised in

| 1990), NGS will be eligible for marketable allowance

| starting in 2000, The valua ¢f thess allowWancsas Aars
expectad to incrsase over time and the sale of these will
significantly reducs the nst cost of $0, controls for NGS .

EXIBSION LIMITATION
- The 0,10 1b/MMBtu relling annual average will provide mers
improvement in the overall visibility in the Grand canyon

for slightly lewer cost than would & A's proposed limit of
0.20 ib/MMBtu 30~day rolling average.

“ho.
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- The 0.10 lh/MMBtu rolling annusl average is being
establisned for visibility protection in the Grand Canyon
National Park and other nearby national parks and
wildernessas. It is not being adopted to meet other
reguirsnents of the cliean Air Act or other Federal

regulatione.

- Bince tha largest impact oh visibility in the drand Canyen
appears to ocour during the winter months, NGS will shift
its scheduled maintenance to the winter months, as specifiad
pelow. A waiver of this provision would be granted by EPA
for just cause.

- Although the law doos not require 8 particular toehnology
to meat the amission 1imitation, available technology tha
will achisve an 50, emission 1imitation of 0,10 lb/MMBtu is
not sxpactaed to increase NGS' existing inrtlaulat- matter or
nitroien oxide emissions. Thus, thers is no need to include
addstional emission limitatiens for these pollutants at this

tine.
BEABONAL QONTROLS

- Thers are times througheut the year that NOS nmay
nreasonably be anticipated to cause or coentribute’ to the
visipility impairment ih the Grand Canyon National Park,

Bag 40 CFR 81.3023 (¢) (4) (). Thexrefore, ysar-round gontrols
are appropriate. In it écmments SRP requestad that EPA
congidar seksonal contyole on the theory that WHITEX
reported on wintay inmpairmant and that an sariier study
suggested no summer 1 alrrent frem NGS. That request nas
peen vithdrawnod and BRF has agresd to yaar-reund centrols.

REQUIRSMENTS

1. Applicable to the fossil fusl-fired, stsan-genarating
squipment designatsd as Units 1, 2, and 3 at the NOS.

3, The enission Linitaticn for NG& is a sulfur oxides
amission limitatien of 42 ng/J (0.10 1bs/MMBEY) heat input,
to be detormined plant-wide on an annual rolling averags
pasis inscalled and oporatad on thae follewing schedula:

-= Oné unit by November 19, 1997/
== Two units by November 1%, 19208;
= All units by August 19, 19989,
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3, Schedule of compliance == intarim deadlinas:
Date ©f binding contract for A/E é/92
f2irm £0 design and pyoeure the control
syaten needed for compliance.

Start of on-gite construction of 1/98
control systen for the first unit

Initiation of scart-up testing

fizrst unit 5/97
second unit §/98
third unit | 2799

The interis deadlines may bo wvalved upon a demonstratien of
Force Majeure and if it can he demongtrated that final
complisnce would not we affacted. (Attachment A.)

4. Ccontinucus enission monitors will be requiced to
deteymine compliance with the amission limitations. This
equiprent hust meet the specifications 1isted in Appendix B
of 40 CFR Part 60 and the gquality assurance procedures found
in Appsndix F of 40 CFR Part 60.

5. Recordkeaping and reporting requiranents!

-~ Report to EPA the 80,, oxygen, and carbon dioxids
enissions according to %he procedures found in 40 CFR

60.7)

-- Maintsin rocerds according to the procedurss found
in 40 CrR 60.7)

~-= PGD unit cutagaes to be immediately repurtesd to EPA
with a follow-up written repoert to be £iled within 30

days.

6. Complianse with the annual rolling avarage shall be
detarmined on a dailx wasis by dividing the total sulfur
dioxids emitted by the total Btu's of the fusl consumad
during the pravious 365 days.

a. [Reserved for discussion on alliowance for start-up
problaens. ]

7. Aftor 10/31/53, OXOept as provided pelow, at least six
weeks of the pariodic scheduled maintenance for NGS will
szour betwaen 11/1 and 3/1 of sach palr of consaecytive vears
to further reduce 80, emissions during thee winter. At
1sa8t six weoks of wintor maintenance may net oscur to the
sxtent that: '
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a. There is no nasd feor gix weaks of acheduled
pericdic maintanance in a year.

b. The reserve sargin on any slectrical system sorved
by NGS would fall o an inadegquate level.

c¢. The cost of compliasnce with this provision would be
excessive.

a. A maior forcad outage at a unit outside the winter
menths aillows the perforpance of necessary psriocdic
maintenance during the paricd of forcad outage.

The SRP Dust demenstrate to the satisfactien of IPA that
such an svent precludes the need for a full six weeks of
schaeduled raintenance during the period specified. Where
six weeks of scheduled maintenance is precluded the
ewner/operator of NGS shall nevertholess make best afforts
to conduet as much schedulad maintenance as practicable
during this period.

8. Tha Ragional Administrator of EFA may grant a waiver of
the emission limitation or maintenance scheduling for ona or
more units due to a qltaltrophic ¢ailure of the FGD units.

LEGAL RATIONALE

- gection 169A (D) (2) of the Clean Air Act requiras thut
visibility implementation plans contain such amission
1imits, schedulas of compliance and other maasures as may be
necessary to maka Yeasonable progress toward the national

‘ visibility goal. These plan provisions includa, &s

1 sppropriate, bast availa le retrofit technology (BART)

| (section 169A (B) (2) (A)), and a long-term strateqy (seotion

| 169A (D) (2) (B)) .

|

|

|

- In the NPRM, EPA propossd a 0.30 lb/MMBtu emission
jimitation for NGS, to be determined on a 30eday rolling
average and t¢ be phased in by unit in 1598, 1997 and 1986,

~ EPA expliecitly raiunntad comment on other contrel eptions
including, inter alia, the following rule elements and
spacific regulatery alternatives: (1) eaission iimications,
including & limitation of 0.10 1b/MMBew; (2) averaging
times, including an annual avera ing period; and (3) .
égp%:ggn:at&on schedulas, including a schedule that extended

= EDF/GCT and BRP have had many discugsiens and have
exchanged partinent informatien with EPA abeut numarous NGS
control aliternatives. EDF/GCT and the managerent of SRP
have agreed that & 0.10 lb/M¥Btu emisaion limitption to be
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datermined on a rolling annual average and phased {n by unit
in 1997, 1998 and 1899 achieves greater 80, reductions at
1ess cost than EPA's proposal and have recomnendad that EPA
adopt this ajternative in its final rule addressing NGS.

- Comparsd to the ether alternatives spallesd eut in the
Fobruary 1991 propossl, greatar visipility improvement at
‘egs cost con be achieved by & 0.10 ib/MMBtu enission
l1imitatien, to be detayminad on a rolling annual average and
phasod in BY unit in 19997, 1998 and 1999. -

- This alternative provides greatar visibillity im rovenant
st & lower COst than wvould rasult from simpls app lcation of
the BART guidelines, which provide for ade eion of NBPS
1evels of aentrol if the regulatory authority doas not
conduct a source-specific analysis. Heare a detailed
analysis has baen gonducted, rclying on the methodology in
the BART guidelines €O #ulfill applicable atatuto and
regulatory reguiraments for the promulgation cf smission
1imitatieons to remedy visipility impairment.

- In these unigue circunstances, where implementation of the
rvele groposad in February 1991 spparently would not cptimize
visibility benegits and costs, va recompend that EPA rely on
subparagraphe {(A) and B) of section 160A (D) (3) as particular
sources of rulamaking autherity for this actien, in order té
pest fulfill the everarching statutory requirement that
{mplementatien plans adopted under section 165X make
reasenable progress toward the national visibility geal.

169A(a) (1), 169A(b) (2), and 40 CFR 83.300(a).
Specitiocally, the parties beliova that this altarnative
would provide a greatsr degres of resagonable proggess than
ghe options in the Febjuary 1991 notice. '

| - In ¢grafting the visibility reascnable progreas
regquiremants, Congress did not explicitly address, and
| apparently did not sven aensider vhetsher there gould ke
| greater visibility improvemsnt At 2 lower cost in
| furtheranca of the pationsl goal through an anission
limitation regulation that did pot raly exclusivaly on the
provigsiona of gsoection 189A(D) (2) (A).

- In sum, the parties belisve,relying on sactions
169A (D) (2) (A) and (B) of the Act harmoniging thosa
provisions in & wai that furthers the oonmmon regulatory
raquirement to achieva reagonable progress, and weighing th
ralevant factors (sae seotion 1€9A(g) (1) and (2)), that the
0,10 lb/MMBtu smi=sion limitatien and associated cempliance
schedule make reasonable progross toward the national goal.

- Finally, if EPA promulgates a 0.0 1p/MMBtu emisgsion
limitation which requires installation of state=of-the-art
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§0. scrubber technology ne othar ivplezentation plan

ravisions
undar sac
regulatio

ntrel sheuld be necessary at NGS
ti:gug::xqugguient to EPA'Ss current visibility

noa.
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Attachmans A

Compliance with the interim deadlines in the schedule of
compliance may be delayed if EPA determines that any delay in the
‘NGS owner/operatozr's performance or the ownar/operator's inability
to parform consistent with the interin daadlines results from force
majeure and the delay in an interim deadlins will not have a
saterial effact on the NGS owner/operator's ability to comply on a
timely basis with the 42 ng/J emission liznitation for 802. rForce
majeure as used herein is defined as any event arising from causes
bpeyond the control of the NGS owner/cperater that delays or
prevents cempliance with &an interim deadline despite the
cwner/operator's best efforts to meet the deadline, The
requirement that the owner/cperator exercisa "best efforts to meet
the deadline" includes using best efforts to antiuvipate any
potential force majeure event and bast efforts to address the
affacts of any potential force nmajeura avent (1) as it is oocurring
and (2) fellowing the potential force najeure event, such that the
delay is minimiged to the greatest extent possible, "Force
Majeure" does not include financial inability to meet an interim

daadl ine.

tf any event occurs or has occurred that nay delay the
performance of an interim deadline, whether or not causad by a
force méjeurs event, the owner/cperator of NGS shall potify EPA
orally within 48 hours of when the owner/operator £irst knew or
should have Xnown that the svent might cause a delay, Within seven
days thereafter the owner/operator shall provide in writing te IPA
and the State of Arizona an explanation and descéription of the
reasons for the delay; the anticipated duration ¢f the delay; all
actions taken or to ba taken to pravent or minimize the delay’ a
schedule of implementation of any neaspures to be taken to prevent
or mitigate the delay or effect of the delay; the owner/operator's
rationale for attributing such delay te a force majeurs avent if
they intend to assart such a claim; and whether the delay will have
a materisl effsct on the owner/operater's abllity to comply on a
timely basis with the 42 ng/J emission limitation for SO2. The
owner/operator shall include with any netice all available
documentation supporting their claim that the delay was
attributable to a force majeure event, PFailure te comply with the
above raguirements shall praclude the ownar/operator from asserting
any claim of force majeure for that event. Tha owner/operator
shall also submit all available desumentation supporting their
claim that the delay will net have a material effect on Sthe
owncr/ognutor'- ability to cemply on a timaly basis with the 42
ng/J emission limitation for $02. The owner/operator of NGS shall
be deemed t& have notice of any ¢ircumstances of which their
contractors or subcontyactors had notice.

If IPA determines that the delay or anticlipated delay in
meating an interim deadline is aitributable to a force najeure
event and the failure to comply with the interim deadiine will not
have a material effect on the ewner/operator's abllity to comply on
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a timely kasis with the 42 nY/J enission limitation for S02, the
time for performance of the interim deadline will ba extended by
EPA for such time EPA deems necessary to oomplete the deadline. An
extension of the time for performance of an interim deadline
affected by the force majeure event shall not extend the tima for
psrformance of any other interim deadline. If EZpA determines that
the delay or anticipated delay in an interim deadline has not been
or will not be caused by a force majeurs event or, alternatively,
has or will be caused by a force majeure svent but will materially
affact the cwnar/operator's ability to comply on & timely basis
wits the 42 ng/J emission limivation for 803, EPA will notify the
owner/oparator of this decision, 1I? EPA determines that the delay
in meeting an interim deadline is attributable to a forcs najsure
svent and the failure to comply with an interim deadline will not
have a material effect on the ownher/operator's ability to comply on
timely basis with the 42 ng/J enission limitation for §02, EPA will
notify the owner/operator in writing ef the length of extension, if
any, for performance of the interim deadline affected By the force

majeure avent.
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NAVAJO GENERATING STATION
ATTRIBUTION

= Under $169A of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated regulations to
"[rlequire the control of impairment that can be traced to a
eingle existing stationary facility or small group of
existing stationary facilities . . . . " See 45 FR 80085
(Pecember 2, 1980). The type of air pollution generally
considered to be remediable was "smoke, dust, colored gas
plumes, or layered haze emitted from stacks which obscure
the sky or horizon and are relatable to a single source or
small group of sources." JId. Accordingly, EPA's
regulations currently cover existing sources "“which may
reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to
impairment of visibility in any mandatory class I Federal
area" where the impairment is "reasonably attributable" to
that source,

- Even though the Winter Haze Intensive Tracer Experiment
(WHITEX) and Navajo Generating Station (NGSVS) contain some

scientific uncertainty, <theyp-both-showvads L%g%g%%%g§;=that
E ty

<x-portien> of the L¥%g;g;;;%ggL
<impaiements> in e Grand Canyon National Park
Yy

can be ["]reasona attributed <be-the-Navaje-Generatring
geatieon-(NGSrr-Fhe -Nattonak -koadeny ~of ~Se tonces ~came ~Lo -~
simiiar-conciusion-in-tts -review-eof-the -WHETEX -reporsy
kosordingty - -vieibility-~impairment -of -the -Grand-Ganyen
Navional -Park-ia-Upeasonably -sttributablet ~te -NGS ~and -NGS -is
a-signitioant -sontptvuter —te ~sertatn-visthbt oy -inpabmment

episedes> [ Lo NGEL.

- New information indicates that larger flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) units «witk-lenger-averaging-times>
could significantly reduce the capital investment required
<r-Thus - -information-indicates>
o L3 - < - [y : e & i - - cyel- o ey~ b
gngineering data indicate] that NGE could meet a 0.10 pounds
per million British thermal unit (lbs/MMBtu) annual average,
plant-wide emission limitation by building two FGD units per
boiler designed to achieve 92 percent removal of the sulfur
dioxide (805) with 98 percent reliability,

- The EPA and the Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality reviewed the need to reheat the exhaust gases to
ensure appropriate plume rise with the lower gas exit
tenperatures associated with a 0.10 lbs/MMBtu emiesion
limitation and found that reheating of the exhaust gas is
not necessary to prevent a violation of any national ambient
air quality standard. Moreover, discussions with the State
of Arizona and the National Park Service (NPS) indicate that

.:I NOSXVYd HLEOMTIQ:» Wna ¥2 90 TE "TE 'LO




2

the visible water vapor plume that would be present with a
scrubber without reheat instead of the clear stack that NGS
now has does not pose a condition that require regulatory
attention under State or Federal law. The elimination of
the need to reheat the exhaust gas will result in a
gignificant reduction in capital and operational costs.

SOURCE/IMPAIRMENT RELATIONSHIP

= There is uncertainty in evaluating how changes in NGS
emissions will result in changes in sulfate concentrations
and in how changes in sulfate concentrations affect
visibility due to the compounding factors of humidity
levels, the transport path, and levels of other fine
particles. There is large uncertainty in predicting the
improvement in visual range for any one day, yet sufficient
sunderspanding-of> [data ggggségég%] the transport and
transformation phenomena <ex rom WHITEX, NGSVS,
in-canyon aercsol monitoring, and wind flow cbservations to
“use-a-sanple-of-datlp-saloniations -te-develop-a-peasenshla
relationship-botween -NGS-emtsstons -tevetrs —and -wintay
seasonx i ~average-visthbittivys ude that at s

SMlsSs

d o the winter N
mpairment in the GCONP)

OF CONTROL

- The SRP provided cost estimates for various contrel
levels. For two FGD units per boiler designed to meet a
0.10 1lb/MMBtu rolling annual average emission limitation
with no backup units and no reheating of the exhaust gases,
the estimates (1990«)y» dollars) are as follows:

~~ Total capital investment = $380 Million
-= Total levelized annual cost = § 81 Million

- Using the SRP cost estimates, the capital investment for
meeting a 0.10 lb/MMBtu rolling annual average emission
limitation is $70 million less[, ] and the total levelized
annual cost is $2.5 million less[, ] than <fem»

gf] meeting a 0.30 lb/MMBtu 30-day rolling average as
proposed by EPA.

- Under section 403 of the Clean Alr Act (as revised in
1990), NGS will be <eligible-for» [gntitled to ,ggg}
marketable <alilewance> [g;;%g%gggg g¥§gg;;g] starting in
2000, The <vaiwer 0 ese allowances <are-expasted
eg-ineroaue-evcr-tfme-&%%-the-ta}e-aﬁ~these» will

estgnifieantly> reduce the net cost of 80, controls for NGS.

EMISSION LIMITATION
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- The 0.10 lb/MMBtu [emission limit, calculated on
Eliﬂ&;ﬂiﬂﬂ% rolling annual average , provide more
mprovement in the overall visibility e Grand Canyon
for slightly lower cost than would EPA's proposed limit of
0.30 1b/MMBtu 30~day rolling average.

~ The 0.10 1lb/MMBtu rolling annual average is being
established <fer-visibility-pretection-in-the-grand-Canyen
Natienal-Park-and-other -nearby -national-parks-and
wiltdernessan> i . It
is not being adopted to meet other requirements o e Clean
Alr Act or other Federal regulations[, alth DA {2

= T - 2 OTHE apufe 2 -jy ] &8
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 conpliance with the 0:10 1b/MMEtL e

- <gimee-ther [NGS has {ts] largest impact on visibility in
the Grand Canyon eappears-ro-sesur» during [short-tern

picsodes inl the winter months q_order to furth 2duce
mm e il a St LONS DEVONG T &V E achleved D =
eniggion levell, NGS will shift its scheduled maintenance to

the winter months, as specified below. A waiver of this
provigion would be granted by EPA for just cause.

- Although the law does not require a particular technology
to meet the emission limitation, available technology
that will achieve an S0, emission limitation of 0.10
1b/MMBtu 18 not expected to increase NGS' existing
particulate matter or nitrogen oxide emissions. Thus, there
is not need to include additional emission limitations for

| these pollutants <at-this-times>,

SEASONAL CONTROLS

«—Fhere-are-times-throughout ~the -year -that -NoS-may
ipeasorakbty -be-anticipated -to——cause -or —sentributal —he -sire
vistbitity ~impatrment~in-the -Grand -Canyon -Natienat-Parkr-See
40 -8FR-5tr302 - (@) -Cb) -ty r~Pherefore r ~yoar—round —sontrels
are-apprepriater» In its comments SRP requested that EPA
consider seasonal controls on the theory that WHITEX

| reported <em» winter impairment and that an earlier study

suggested no summer impairment from NGS. That request has

been withdrawn, and SRP has agreed 2 3 rmg and

QLG RS &6 40 _tN18 documen

REQUIREMENTS

1. Applicable to the fossil fuel-fired, steam-gensrating
equipment designated as Units 1, 2, and 3 at the NGS.
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(0.10 lbs/MMBtu) heat input, ete» [y
be determined

on an annual rolling average basis isgi0]
installed and operated on the following sche

ule:
-=- One unit by November 19, 1991;
-- Two unite by November 19, 1998;
-- All units by August 19, 1999.

3. Schedule of compliance -- interim deadlines:

Date of kinding contract for A/E 6/92

firm to design and procure the control
system needed for compliance.

Start of on-site construction of 1/95
control system for the unit

Initiation of start-up testing

first unit 5/97
second unit 5/98
third unit 2/99

“Ere -ther tmy deadlines may be waived £§¥%;gugjﬂag
upon a demonstration of Force
Majeure if it can be demonstrated that <finad>

compliance {Jiﬁ%w would not be [materijallvi
affected. (Attachment A,

4. Continuous emission monitors will be <mecuimed»

[%gg%g%%gg] to determine compliance with the emission
mitations. This equipment emust>» [will]l meet the

specifications listed in Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 60 and

the guality assurance procedures found in Appendix F of 40
CFR Part 60.

5. Recordkeeping and reporting regquirements:
-=- Report to EPA <the-S02;-oxygenr-and-sarben-diexide>
enissions <axeeerding-te> [ag required byv] the
procedures found in 40 CFR 60.7;

-- Maintain records according to the procedures found
in 40 CFR 60.7;
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-= FGD unit outages to be immediately reported to EPA
with a follow-up written report tec be filed within 30

days.

6. Compliance with the annual rolling average shall be
determined on a daily basis by dividing the total sulfur

dioxide emitted by the total «Phuls> of the fuel
consumed during the previous 365 - days.
armining ) jance with the ARIAAL average

emigsion mm:mmm;mm :

=2rasa

0 nammmmm:‘mnimummmutnmmm on

L7 e e ")y

; ?TV‘R“IHHK“?TIWFFIIHEHIZ!!??&BTTT]Ir1l311l23ﬁa‘

'— CEImln m; *)¢H

2.

b.
Nhen the =yele - ER. AU AT S R-Delsl-MA. sl
lmln;mr-a. a times excluded from the determination

ylll be jdentified; 2 g reas ;mzqqgggglsga".
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7. After 10/31/93, except as provided below, at least Bix
Lg%;%;;yeoks of <«the> periodic scheduled

naintenance or NGS will occur hetween 11/1
and <35> Egéégj o% each pair of consecutive ysars to
further reduce S0, emissions during the winter. <A®-least
sy Lgi;f%e%;_ly eks of winter maintenance <may> [need] not
occur <ee ne-that> [iL£]:

a. There is no need for six [upjt-lweeks of scheduled
periodic maintenance in a yearer»[1]
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