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NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that afer a publicfulemaking hearing was held on April 19,
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the Colorado Air Quality Control Commigsioymade revisions to:

“Class I Visibility Protectign\Element of the State Implementation Plan”.

The amendments adopted by the Comrpission incqrporate the requirements of a federal consent
decree that will limit the emissions of/sulfur dioxid®, oxides of nitrogen, and particulate matter —
ten microns and less. The amendments adopted by thy Commission represent reasonable
progress toward achieving the goal/of Section 169(a) ofithe federal Clean Air Act and resolve the
Certification of Visibility Impairghent asserted by the U.S\Forest Service for the Mount Zirkel

. Wilderness Area.
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sm} %wicsf/gcologs«, features, and culturai resources.

ARS | AL&' R@éurc«. Spccaalxst: Inc. N
BACM Available Control Measure N
BART Available Retrofit Technology A
Aumospheric Atmospheric extinction is a measure of the level of light scattering und absorption by
Extinction panticulates and gases in the atmosphere. \\\_
BLCA Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument N
BLM U.S.D.1. Burcau of Land Management \
Class 1 / Class | Federal areas are congressionally designated large national parks and wilderness created
as of August 7, 1977 N
Comuyiission Colorado Air Quality Control Commission \\
C.I%u Colorado Revised Statutes \\
\

i

3"4i‘§f,‘ 2




Division

BDF

EPA

FIP

FLM

FPM

GRSA

Hayden Settiement

IMPROVE

IMPROVE Protocol

IWAQM
LTS

MEVE
MOU

MOU Study
Smoke MOU
Zirkel MOU

MZVS

MZWA

NESCAUM

NO,

NPCA

NPS

PMe

PM,,

PSD

RACM

ROMO

SNOW

SIP and Visibility
SIP

Colorado Air Pollution Control Division

Environmental Defense Fund

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Implementation Plan

Federal Land Manager (USFS, NPS, BLM, USF&WS)

Fine Particle Mass or portion of the mass which is undgr 2.5 microns in diameter

Great Sand Dunes National Monument

A comprehensive “global scttlement” between {He owners of the Hayden Generating Station, the
gra Club, the State of Colorado, and the EPA/Dept. Of Justice concerning Sierra Club’s lawsuit

againd Hayden, the State’s ongoing visibjlity regulatory process, and EPA’s Notice of Violation

against Hayden. The sct of emission refluctions (particulate, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxides)

are also intended to address acid dgosition concerns.  The Consent Decree was signed by all

parties and filed with the federal district court on May 22, 1996.

Interagency Monitonigg of PRQfected Visual Environments. A visibility monitoring program for

national parks, wilderncss', 3Ad wildlife retuges.

Viéibility monitoring sitegQperated according 1o IMPROVE protocols for data comparability

Interagency Workgroug'on ANr Quality Modclving

Long-Term Strategy

Mesa Verde Natydnal Park

Memoarandum/6f Understanding

Mt. Zirkel Yisibility Study

Coloradg’Smoke Management Memorendum of Understanding
Mournt Zirkel Reasonable A\uihutid‘ Study of Visibility Impaiment, Memorandum of
Understanding’ o o

3

Mount Zirkel Visibility Study hW
Mt. Zirkel Wilderness Arca

North Eastern States for Coardinated Air Use agement
Nitrogen Oxides

National Parks and Conservation Association

National Park Service

Particulate matter under 10 microns in diameter

Particulate matter under 2.5 microns in diameter \
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Reasonably Available Control Mcasure
Rocky Mountain National Park
Snowmass/Maroon Bells Wildemness

State Implementation Plan for Class | Visibility Protection
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State and Territonial Air Pollution Program Administratpfs

Standard Visual Range
Technical Steenng Committee of the Mount Zirktdisibility Study

TSC

TPY Tons per year, (py)

USFS U.S.D.A. Forest Service

USF&WS U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

USGS .S. Geological Survey

WESTAR tern States Air Resources Cguncil

WEMI W uche Wilderness /

WHRI aroon Bells Wilderness monitoring site in the White River National Forest
ZIRK Mt. Zirkel\Wildemess
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VL COLORADO’S CLASS I VISIBILITY PROTECTION PROGRAM STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
REVISIONS TO THE LONG-TERM STRATEGY,PART I: HAYDEN STATION REQUIREMENTS.

A. PREAMBLE.

The State is conducting its Long-Term Strategy (LTS) review and revision in two phases: the first deals solely with
visibility impacts in the Mt. Zirkel Wildemness area MZWA) from emissions from the Hayden generating station, and
the second deals with all other visibility issues in Class I areas in Colorado including other visibility impacts in the Mt.
Zirkel Wilderness. This phased approach will allow for an expedited consideration and adoption of Visibility Protection
Program State Implementation Plan (SIP) amendments that affect the Hayden generating station only. Timely adoption
of these SIP amendments and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approval will enable the owners of Hayden to
begin activities that will lead to significant reductions at the generaling station. Delays in the regulatory process may
lead to corresponding delays in the schedule of activities for Hayden. In addition, recently enacted State law exempts
specific visibility SIP amendments that implement and enforce control strategies agreed 1o in a consent decree from
legislative review pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes section 25-7-133. The SIP amendments contained herein that
affect the Hayden generating station implement and enforce such a consent decree, and are, therefore, exempt from the
provisions of section 25-7-133. At this time, no other potential visibility SIP amendments are exempt from this
legislative review. Adopting the visibility SIP amendments for the Hayden generating station scparately from the
remaining visibility SIP amendments will help avoid confusion during the legislative review process. For these reasons,
the State belicves it is prudent to phase the LTS revision process. The second part of the revision will be completed by
the end of 1996. This LTS SIP revision is Part [: Hayden Station Requirements and replaces the previous existing
impairment portion of the LTS as it refates to the MZWA. Below is the SIP revision that contains:

*An introduction (section VIL.B.1.a),

. *Summary of the portions of the Hayden Consent-Decree that will be included in the SIP amendment (section ™
VIB.1.b),
*Discusston of regulatory toals (section VIB.1.¢),

*Discussion of reasonable progress and the Hayden requirements (section VIB.1.d);

*Discussion.of.the 6 factors that EPA requires be in a LTS {section VLB.1.¢); and

A VECY
Secctions a through-esbelow are provided for information, coniéxt, and explanation only afd aré nit intended to be

enforceahle parts of the SIP. Section VI.C is intended to be the enforceable part of the SIP revision.

+Hayden s requirements including emission limitations and construction schedule (Sectic

B. NON-ENFORCEABLE PARTS OF THE SIP REVISION.

1. Existing hﬂpairment and the Mount Zirkel Wilderness. The following subsections provide infonnation, context,
background, and explanation of the State’s positions regarding existing visibility impairment in the Mt. Zirkel Wildemess
in relation to the Hayden generating station.

2. Introduction. In July 1993, the U.S.D.A. Forest Service (USFS) centified visibility impairment in the Mt. Zirkel
Wilderness area (MZWA) and named the Craig and Hayden coal-fired generating stations as possible contributors to
the problem. The State of Colorado has been engaged in a cooperative study (Mt. Zirkel Visibility Study) to provide
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Valley. Acid deposition in the arca will also be red
(LSD) svstem to mect the emission limitations or sw

additional information for the State to utilize in determining whether impairment can be reasonably attributed to one or
both generating stations. The study was completed on July 15, 1996.

In December 1995, the State, Sierra Club, and the owners of the Hayden generating station entered into negotiations to
attempt to resolve Hayden’s potential contribution to visibility impairment in the MZWA, Hayden’s contributions to acid
deposition in MZWA, and a citizen suit brought by the Sierra Club against Hayden for violations of opacity standards.
EPA joined these negotiations in January 1996 after issuing a Notice of Violation against Hayden alleging violations
of the Clean Air Act. After many hours of negotiations in over 50 scparate sessions, Sierra Club, State of Colorado,
United States, Public Service Company of Colorado, Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District,
and PacifiCorp reached settlement, and on May 22, 1996, lodged a consent decree with the U.S. District Court for the
District of Colorado. This settlement is ground breaking in many respects and addresses additional pollutants on a faster
schedule than the August 1991 visibility settlement reached for the Navajo Generating Station. Notice of -lhe Consent
Decree has been published in the Federal Register and the public has had an opportunity wholly independent of this SIP

revision to comment on the terms of the settlement.

Among other things, the Consent Decree requires the owners of Hayden station to significantly reduce missions of
panticulates and SO,. The State believes it is appropriate and necessary to adopt certain parts of the Consent Decree
requirements as elements of the Long-Term Strategy component of the Visibility SIP and that the imposition of these
requirements represents reasonable progress toward remedying Hayden station’s likely contribution to visibility
impairment in MZWA.

b. Summary of the Decree. The major provisions of the Hayden Consent Decree that are being incorporated into the
Long-Term Strategy are summanized below for information purposes. The actual language from the Decree that is being

incorporated as an enforceable ciement of the SIP is contained in section LF of this SIP amendment.

(). SO, Emission Limitations. The SO, cmission limitations will result in at lcast an 82% reduction in SO, from

" Havden station. These reductions will reduce visibility probie‘ns in lhe M! Z.xrkel Wilderness as well as in the Yampa

; i%a‘,dsn stamn owners must install a Lime Spray Dryer

| gas Thc follomng emission limitations shall apply
regardless of the fuel used at Havden:

*no more than .160 Ibs SO, per million Btu heat input on a 30 boiler operating day rolling average basis (85%
reduction from the historic higher values of sulfur in the coal);

*no more than .130 lbs SO, per million Btu heat input on a 90 boiler operating day rolling average basis (85%

reduction from the histonic average values of sulfur in the coal);
+at least an 82% reduction of SO, on a 30 boiler operating day rolling average basis (to make sure that substantial

reductions occur and that control equipment is run optimally even if lower sulfur coal is used at Hayden Station),

and
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*a unit cannot operate for more than 72 consecutive hours without any SO, emission reductions; that is, it must shut
down if the control equipment is not working at all for 3 days (this is to prevent the build-up of SO, emissions that

may lead to visibility events).

(il). Particulate Emission Limitations. The Hayden owners must install and operate a Fabric Filter Dust Collector
(known as an FFDC or baghouse) on each unit unless the owners switch to natural gas. Baghouses are extremely
effective devices for removing particles from flue gas and should virtually eliminate particulate plumes from the plant.

The existing particulate controls, Electro-Static Precipitators (ESPs), are older systems that do not oper=:= antimally
during start-up and shut-down of the plant. Performance also tends to degrade during periods between semi-snnual
major maintenance. The result has been frequent excursions over the 20% opacity limit and particulate plumes in the
Yampa Valley from the power plant. Opacity is a measure of the density of smoke.

The new equipment is intended to eliminate these problems which were largely responsible for the USFS centification -
of visibility impairment and the State’s continuing regulatory process regarding visibility impairment in the Mt. Zirkel

Wilderness. Particulate emission limita}ions for each unit are:
«0.03 1bs of primary particulate matter per million Btu heat input; and

+20.0 % opacity, as averaged over cach separate 6-minute period within an hour as measured by continuous opacity

monitors.

(iil). Compliance with Emission Limits. All controls required by the Decree shall be designed to meet enforceable
emission limits. Compliance with the SO,. NOx, and opacity emission limits shall be determined by continuous emission

monitors.

(iv). Hayden’s Decision on Coa ve Natural Gas. No later than 180 days afier the Havden owners signed tha Decksd”
they must notify the other parties (é’%crra Club, State of Colorado, EPA) regarding theéir decision as to whethér i éﬁe‘zﬁii’r}ﬁé'
using coal as the primary fuel a H;ydcn station or switch to natural gas. This notification must occur 1o’ iater than
November 17, 1996.

(v). Schedule —Coal as Primary Fuel. Should the owners of Havden elect to continue 1o bumn coal, the schedule for
constructing control equipment and meeting the emission limitation deadlines is very rapid for a power plant retrofit.
The Consent Decree contains force majeure provisions. If a force majeure event s determined 1o occur under terms of
the Decree, this could affect the schedule and compiiance dates.

Schedule for Unit |:

-Commencement of physical, on-site construction of control equipment by 6/30/97.
-Commence start-up testing of FFDC and SO, control equipment by 12/31/98.

Schedule for Unit 2:

LTS Review & Revision, August 15, 1996 36

Ve~ 1o



v -Commencement of physical, on-site construction of control equipment by 6/30/98.
-Commence start-up testing of FFDC and SO, control equipment by 12/31/99.

Enmission Limitation Compliance Dates for SO,:
-For Unit 1, within 180 days afler flue gas is passed through the SO, control equipment, or by July |, 1999,
whichever date is earlier.

-For Unit 2, within 180 days after fluc gas is passed through the SO, control equipment, or by July 1, 2000,
whichever date is earlier.

Emission Limitation Compliance Dates for Particulates:

-For Unit 1, within 90 days afier flue gas is passed through the FFDC control equipment, or by April |, 1999,
whichever date is earlier.

-For Unit 2, within 90 days afler flue gas is passed through the FFDC control equipment, or by Apnil 1, 2000,
whichever date is earlicr.

- (vi). Schedule —Natural Gas as Primary Fuel. Should the owners of Hayden elect to switch to natural gas, the
following schedule and emission limitation compliance dates apply:

Schedule for Unit 1 & Unit 2:
-Initiate permitting activitics for construction of natural gas pipeline by 10/30/96

‘ -Complete construction of pipeline and Hayden boiler modifications and commence use of natural gas as
primary fuel source by 12/31/98 :

. Emission Limitation Compliance Date for SO, and Particulate:.. e e L
-February 1, 1999 or 30 days after the owners of Hayden commence use of nalural gas as the primary fuel
source.

(vii). Force Majeure. The Consent Ducree contains force majeure provisions. A “force majeure event” is narrowly . -
defined, and can only be the basis ;

compliance deadlines in limited cxm‘

; c.w.:d delay in mecting construction deadlines or emission limi

m:sv.. ln this SIP, the force majeure provisions of the Consent Decre ¢ .
to may impact the construction schedule and emission limitation compliance deadlines. A determination that lh:. SIp -
revisions that incorporate the relevant provisions of the Consent Decree demonstrate reasonable progress toward the
national visibility goal is not compromised, however, by the inclusion of the force majeure provisions into the SIP. The
Division believes that the parties to the Consent Decree do not anticipate nor intend that a force majeure event will be
used to significantly delay the construction and compliance deadlines in the Consent Decree and in this SIP.  The
Consent Decree provides that if a force majeure event may delay compliance by the owners of Hayden with the terms
of the Consent Decres for more than six months, then the Division, EPA or the Sierra Club may scck further relief from
the Court to fulfill the purposes of the Consent Decree.  To help ensure that reasonable progress continues to be made,
the Division and the Commission commit to reopen the SIP as soon as possible afler it is determined that a construction
schedule or an emission limitation schedule has been or will be, delayed by 12 months as a result of a force majeure
determination. The SIP will be recvaluated at that time to determine whether revisions are necessary to continue to

' demonstrate reasonable progress, including revisions that adopt new construction or comphance deadlines. In addition,
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the SIP also contains a clarification that the force majeure provisions referred to in the SIP are not to be construed to
authorize or create any preemption or waiver of the requirements of State or federal . air quality laws, or of the

requirements contained in the SIP or the Consent Decree.

¢. Regulatory Tools. Federal and state law provide the air quality regulator with specific tools for addressing an
existing stationary facility’s emissions in the context of a specific centification of visibility impairment of a Class [ area.
The Division may reasonably attribute (RA) visibility impairment to the Hayden and/or Cfaig power stations if there is
evidence that either one contributes to any visibility impairment in the Mt. Zirkel Wilderess. If impairment is attributed
10 an existing stationary facility the Division must analyze for BART and determine what, if any, are appropriate
emission reductions. The facility(s) must then reduce their emissions accordingly. The State has worked collaboratively
with stakeholders in the Mt. Zirkel Visibility Study to assemble additional information that could be used for regulatory
decision-making and laid out a time-table for the decisions. However, the Hayden seitlement has changed the State’s
approach (RA/BART approach) toward resoiving the USFS certification as it affects Hayden station.

The owners of Hayden station have voluntanly agreed, Lhrougjx a court enforceable Consent Decree, 1o reduce emissions
10 such a degree that, in the Divisions technical judgment, any possible contributions to visibility impairment in MZWA
by Hayden will be reduced to below humanly perceptible levels. The State believes this level of improvement represents
the overarching requirement of reasonable progress toward the national visibility goal as it relates to Hayden and
MZWA. Continuation of the regulatory process to make a reasonable attribution decision and to conduct BART analyses
has therefore become moot and would result in an inefficient use of state, federal, and private resources. In this
circumstance, the need to usc the RA/BART approach no longer exists. However, it is appropriate and necessary to
adopt the relevant requirements of the Consent Decree into the LTS portion of the Visibility SIP.

bd. Reasonab‘le Pfogrﬁss and lhé Haydcn R?dui}éments. Seciion 169(A) of the fcdcrél Clchn Air}\‘;:t .cstébliﬁhcs a
national visibility goal, not an air quality standard or specific emission standard. While the objective, over time, is to
achieve the goal, the mandate 15 to make reasonable progress.  In determining reasonable progress, the State must
.consider 1) the costs of compliance; 2) the time necessary fogr compliance; 3) the cnergy and non-air quality
‘v_cnvironmemal impacts of compliance; and 4) the rtmainmg seful 1if ‘of}};c_ source. The State also believes that

inherent in the concept of reasonable progress is a dcrnonst}égéz:wf; that the steps taken are anticipated to result in visibility
benefits. Each of the reasonable progress considerations and visibility benefits from the Hayden requirements, as
embodied in this SIP revision, are brietly discussed below. '

(). Cost of Compliance. By signing the Consent Decree, the Havden owners have demonstrated their willingness to
bear the cost to retrofit the power station or convert it to natural gas. The Division concludes that the cost of the
equipment or conversion will increase the cost of production of kilowatts at Hayden generating station and appears to
be within the range of costs compared to retrofits at other facilities. However, the Division had difficulty finding studies
that contained information that was completely comparable to the Hayden situation. It is also impontant to recognize
that neither the Consent Decree, nor the State through this SIP revision, dictates that the source continue to bumn coal
or switch to natural gas. The Hayden owners retain the discretion to make this choice and presumably will evaluate cost
as one factor in making their choice. Instead of dictating fuel choice, the Consent Decree and this SIP revision establish

emission limits which are expected to resolve Havden's likely contnbution to visibility impairment in the MZWA. For
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v the coal option, lime spray dryer technology was sclected to address SO, emissions because 1t could achieve the emission
limits, is compatible with baghouses, and has reasonable costs. Thus, the State believes that _lhe selection of this specific
technology is appropriate to ensure emission limitations will be met if coal continues to be bumed at Hayden station.
The Division presents the following additional points and information regarding cost: ‘

eHayden is willing to pay.
Through voluntarily signing the Consent Decree, the owners of the Hayden station have demonstrated that they
are willing to bear the cost to retrofit the power plant or convert it to natural gas. The retrofit or conversion is
not contingent on Public Utility Commission approval of Hayden being able to pass the cost into its rate base,
therefore, whether or not the owners of Hayden are able to get approvals from the Public Utility Commission
to pass the costs along to the owners’ customers, the retrofit or conversion will proceed.

«Cost of a retrofit estimated by Public Service Company of Colorado.
The operators of Hayden station (Public Service Company of Colorado) have indicated in a letter to the
Division dated June 14, 1996' that the estimated capital cost in 1996 dollars of installing baghouses to control
particulate and lime spray dryers to control SO, would be approximately $121 million. (This does not include
the NOx equipment because NOx emissions are not believed to influence visibility in the MZWA. NOx
controls are designed to reduce acid deposition in the area). Tolal levelized annual cost of a retrofit, in 1996
dollars, would be approximately $22.8 million (includes the cost of capital, operating, maintenance, parts,
personnel, encrgy use, water, and waste disposal). Capital cost for the LSDs (both units) is estimated at $41.4
million. The capital cost of the FFDCs (both units) is estimated to be $79.5 million. Division staff have

: reviewed these cost estimates and have not found any reason to question their validity.

‘ «Cost of a conversion to natural gas unknown at this time — retrofit costs will serve as upper boundary of cost.
The cost of switching the plant to natural gas is not known at present and is the subject of study by the owners
of Hayden who must determine, within 180 days of signing the Consent Decree, whether to continue with coal
or switch to natural gas. The Division does not currently have information about the cost of a naturalgas ”
conversion and operation of the plant on this fuel. However, in terms of evaluating the agreement’s cost, the
Division feels comfortable using available information for a coal retrofit. The rationale is that if naturai gas
is more c\pcnsm_ u is unlikely that the Hayden owners will smlch fuels, in which case the use of n.troﬁl data

{(s .

in this conlc\*t xs'apmurmu If natural gas is less e\pcnan; érd Haydcn switches, then this,

8s an upper. 0 iy
with cither fucl

«Division estimate of cost 1o the average customer of PSCo is less than that resulting from a recent visibility

u. co:.t of the requirements. Ha\dm ;,iancn ' will be able to meet lhc €1

IS S SUSES B CICTIRN

protection settlement.
If Public Service Company were allowed by the Public Utilities Commission to pass the cost of this investment
into its rate base, the Division estimates that an investinent by Public Service Company of Colorado in pollution
control equipment of $120 million would result in a rate increase of approximately 1.42% or an increase to the

average household electric bill of $0.58/month’. As a comparison, the EPA estimated that the cost of SO,

'Letter from Steve Dayney, Public Service Company of Colorado, o Dan Ely, Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, Air Pollution Control Division, Junc 14, 1996,

‘ 2Mcmcn'am:!um from Stacic Nutt, Colorado Air Pollution Control Division, to Dan Ely, Air Pollution Control Division,
June 6, 1996.
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control for visibility protection purposes at the Navajo Generating Station (SO, only ) would increase by
$1.72/month the electric bill of the average Salt River Power customer in 1992 dollars’. Thus, the potential
rate-based cost to customers of PSCo for the Hayden station retrofit, which includes both SO, and particulate
controls, is expected to be far less per customer than that of the Navajo Generating Station retrofit.

*Cost of a retrofit in $4r, $/1on, and $/AMWh (megawatt-hour) as estimated by Public Service Company of Colorado.
Public Service Company (PSCo) has indicated (in a letter previously cited) that the retrofit cost in $/year, $/ton,

and $/MWh are as follows:
SAr Shon $MWh
Unit 1 FFDC $5,130,022 s$102 $3.96
Unit 2 FFDC $6,720,779 $99 $3.76
Unit 1 SO, $10,137,216 $2083 $7.82
Unit 2 SO, $12,723,188 £1930 $7.12

PSCo notes that the SO, removal costs include both the FFDC and the LSD as both are required to obtain SO,
control. The Division believes it is valid to look at the baghouse and lime spray dryer together for the purpose
of an integrated pollution control system that reduces particulate and SO,. However, fully adding in the cost
of the FFDC to the cost of the lime spray dryer to estimate SO, removal costs appears lo the Division 10 double-
count the cost of the FFDC. The FFDC is necessary to meet particulate and opacity limits and the Division
does not believe its full cost should be included in the cost of S0, control at Hayden but acknowledges that
there are varying approaches to analyze costs.
Division's estimate of cost per ton removal of SO, at Havden. . d
The Division believes a levelized annual cost of $11.255 million/year for SO, removal for Havden is
reasonable, recognizing that there is no one method for factoring in the role of the particulate removal system
as it relates to costs of SO, removal. The 'Division’s estimate includes the levelized annual costof the LSDs ™
($10.07 million*) plus 10% of the cost of the FFDC ($1.185 million). The Division believes this 10% represents
a reasonable apportionment to SO, reductions from the FFDC. Under this assumption, the cost per ton of 50,
removed is approximately S'I991lon/\ ear in 1996 dollars ($11.255 million/(16,000 tpy x 88% removal =14 080+
tpy) = $799/tonfyear). Not.i mc udw m th k
will be able to recoup by m*

»wwﬂs is the portion of the control costs that the owners of H 'Miz.

Asalc. f.x smask ziab le. alio“anus of SO, which it will receive as part of the allm\ ange-

trading program under tlu. Clean Air Act’s acid rain provisions.

*EPA study of SO, retrofit costs (both capital and $/1on) and comparisons to Havden.
A 1991 EPA modeling study’ estimated the retrofit costs for SO, control at 200 coal-fired electric utilities (630
boilers) and specifically evaluated the cost of lime sprav drying. The 50th percentile capital cost was estimated
(in 1988 dollars) to be $150/AW. Adjusted for a plant of Havden's size, this translates into $67.5 million
capital cost ($150 x 440,000 kW) in 1988 dollars. P3Co has estimated the capital cost of SO, equipment for

3'Approval and Promuigation of Implementation Plans: Revision of the Visibility FIP for Arizona.” October 3. 1991. 56
Eederal Register, 50178.

“E.mail from Steve Dayney, Public Service Company of Colorado. to Dan Ely, Colorado Department of Public Health
and Environment, Air Pollution Control Division, “Hayden SO2 Costs LSD only.™ June 24, 1996.

S‘Projcct Summary: Retrofit Costs for SO, and NOx Control Options at 200 Coal-Fired Plants,” EPA/600/S7-90-021, v
March 1991.
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Hayden will be $41.4 million in 1996 dollars. The EPA study also estimated the $/ton removed of SO,. The
50th percentile cost (in 1988 dollars) was approximately $700/ton. The estimate included the cost of capital,
operating, maintenance, personnel, land, waste disposal, and energy. The Division’s estimate for Hayden is
$799/ton in 1996 dollars. Assuming a 3% inflation rate applied to the EPA number to make it more comparable
to 1996 costs, yields a value of $887/ton -- more than the estimate for Hayden. However, the Division believes
the EPA estimate to be high because EPA evidently included all or part of the cost of FFDC units on particular
boilers for estimating the cost of SO, control with lime spray dryers if reuse of ESPs was not considered
feasible (168 out of 630 boilers). Therefore, SOth percentile costs from the EPA study presented above include
some particulate device control cost as well.
*EPA's draft BART analysis of the cost of Navajo Generating Station’s SO, control.
EPA’s draft BART analysis for the Navajo Generating Station, in Table 4 of the analysis, provides estimates
of the $/ton removal of SO, from various control options (e.g., wet scrubbing, lime spray dryer, dry sorbent
injection). The $/ton range from $1626 to $361 1Aon/year depending on the assumptions, level of removal, and
type of control system. This is much higher than the Division’s estimates of $799/tpy for Hayden, although
similar to PSCo’s estimates of SO, removal (approximately $2000/tpy) that include the full cost of the FFDC.
EPA’s analysis does include FFDCs in costing the LSD option for Navajo Generating Station because the
station would need to build baghouses to utilize a LSD. EPA’s cost estimate is between $2402/ipy and
$3611/tpy for a LSD/FFDC combination.
*PSCo'’s estimate of cost per ton removal of pariiculate at Hayden station.

In evaluating the cost clement, it is imporiant to recognize that baghouses, in addition 10 addressing Hayden
station's contribution of particulates to visibility impairment in the MZWA, also will rectify Hayden's difficulty
complying with State and Federal opacity limits. In the Sierra Club’s lawsuit against Hayden station for opacity
violations, the Sierra Club was sceking an injunction to require the Hayden owners to install baghouses. One

could argue that if baghouscs were already necessary to address opacity issues; the cost of the settlement for

visibility purposes should only consider the cost of the LSDs. However, the Division believes it is appropriate
to consider the cost of baghouses in the context of making reasonable progress because of the near certainty
lhcsc comrols bnng o’ Lhmmaung pamculalc plumes from Hayden station that may enter Lhn, MLWA Ha) den

RElEReNy o ~
csurna es the cost (ina’ etter cncd Larhcr) per ton of pamculale removed at ap:

vox m«.zu;: s1 0&:!!0 Vyear.:
«Division estimates 6] FFDC cost using EPA spreadsheels. R e
EPA has devcloped a sct of spreadsheets (COST-AIR) for estimating the cost of various air pollution control
options. The Division attained the spreadsheet for fabric filters and estimated the cost of FFDCs at Hayden.
The Division’s estimate of capital costs of $29.6 million for Unit | and $42.9 million for Unit 2 are within about
10% of PSCo's estimates above’.  The spreadsheet also outputs the cost per ton removed.  The Division's
estimates for Hayden Unit | arc $92/tpy (compared to PSCo’s estimate of $102/tpy) and $81/tpy for Unit 2

(PSCo’s estimate is $99/tpy).

5-Best Availabic Retrofit (BART) Analysis for the Navsjo Generaling Station in Page. Anzona,” EPA Contract No. 68-02-
4400, William R. Barnard, E.H. Pechan and Associates, Inc., prepared for the U.S. EPA, January 31, 1990.

7 Memorandum from Gary Kenniston, Colorado Air Pollution Control Division. to Dan Ely. Air Pollution Control
Division, Cost estimates for FFDC and spray drver installation at Hayden SEGS, July 22, 1996.
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The Division’s and PSCo’s estimated cost of SO, and particulate emission reductions appear to be lower or similar to
estimates for other projects or for this project using alternative methods. The State concludes, therefore, that the cost
of SO, and particulate emission reductions is reasonable.

(ii). Time Necessary for Compliance. If the owners of Hayden elect to continue using coal as their primary fuel, start-
up testing of the FFDC and SO, control equipment would occur by 12/31/98 for Unit | and by 12/31/99 for Unit 2. If
the owners elect to bum natural gas as their primary fuel, they will begin doing so by 12/31/98. Under the terms of the
Consent Decree, approximately 2% to 3% vears would elapse between the filing of the Decree and conversion to natural
gas or operation of the control equipment, respectively. In companison, assuming the Division went through a complete
_RA/BART process with the Hayden facility, which would take at least an additional 6 months, and further assuming
there are no challenges to the decision, BART regulations (AQCC Regulation #3, Part B, X1.D.2) require that a facility
that has received 8 BART permit from the Division “shall install and operate BART as expaditinusly as practicable but
in no case later than 5 years afler permit issuance.” Under this scenario the Division estimates that - ime untii
installation of control equipment could be up to 5% years -- longer if there were administrative and/or coun appeals of
agency decision-making. The State believes that the Hayden settlement offers panticulate and SO, reductions on a more
rapid timetable than would likely be achievable through a possibly controversial RA/BART process. The terms of the
Hayden settlement, as embodicd in this SIP revision, will also result in emission reductions much more rapidly than in
the Navajo Generating Station visibility scttlement and Visibility Protection Program Federal Implementation Plan (FIP).
The FIP, which was promulgated on October 3, 1991, allowed until November 1997, November 1998, and August 1999
for installation of SO, controls on the three Navajo units.

(iif). Energy and Non-Air Quality Environmental Impacts.

. *Natural gas. " . I
lfnatu.ral gas is chosen by lhc. owners of Havdcn as lhe primary fucl thc. owners w nll ha\x. to initiate pc.mnmng
design, and construction activilies for a natural gas pipeline. It is unknown at this time what the scale (i.c.,
number of miles, need for development of new gas ficlds) of this would be. However, in a generic sense, (hc

construction of a pnp«.,lm«. will always cause disturbances. These hances .and other issues \\'ouleiha\;* i

be addressed dunng ’ﬁ!ﬁ‘ﬂg. The Division is aware of contr

‘ t and gas leasing az}‘@;ﬁmpm@?
_ dcvelopmcm on BLM lands in southwestern Wyoming and panq of horthwestern Colorado (“S’dij‘i?ﬁ’» Bé"ggs“)
and is uncertain as (¢ whether and how ongoing delivery of natural .gas to Hayden would be aflected by this
controversy. The Division also has no definitive information that would indicate that there are impacts to the
nation’s or region’s energy supply associated with the use of natural gas at Havden station. Compared to coal,
there are fewer non-air quality impacts from the bumning of natural gas as a fuel. For example, there is no ash

or other solid waste for disposal.

*Coal.
Assuming coal is continued as the pnmary fucel, the impacts include:

*Encrgy. PSCo estimates that the use of baghouses and lime spray drvers, due to encrgy needs o run these

systems, will decrease the plant output by 1.1%. In the Division’s judgment this is a reasonable estimate and

similar to those found in EPA’s BART analysis for the Navajo Generating Station (cited earlier).
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*Water. A lime spray dryer system requires water in order to operate. EPA’s BART Guidelines® indicate the
requirements for a lime spray dryer to be approximately .8 gallons per minute pér megawatt. Assuming the
Hayden facility was running at full capacity year-round, an additional 185 million gallons/year would be
required. Similarly, PSCo estimates that at 80% capacity, the water use would be 544 acre feet to run the lime
spray dryer (177 million gallons/year). Of that amount, 477 acre feet will come from reusing \Qaler in
evaporation ponds. The Division understands that the additional water (67 acre feet) will be from existing water
rights currently owned by Hayden. This additional water use would represent a commitment of water rights
from the Yampa River.

*Ash and Sludge. In a spray-drying system, a fine spray of alkaline solution is injected into the flue gas stream
as it passes through a contact chamber, where the reaction with the SO, occurs. The heat from the flue gas
evaporates the liquid from the absorbent solution, leaving a dry powder, which is then collected by the
particulate control device (baghouse). In addition to coal ash in the baghouse, the lime spray dryer will add
spent reagent plus unreacted absorbent. Typically these have a low solubility and are not considered an
environmental disposal problem’. Two additional studies indicate that the residuals from lime spray dryers are
considered to be safe and that the toxicity of the residues are well below the Extraction Procedure (EP) toxicity
limits' *'. EP limits are established under the current Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations
(40 CFR 261.24). Finally, Public Service Company (in a previously cited letter of June 14, 1996) states,

Hayden is a zero discharge unit and thus does not have a nver water discharge. The LSD will
not affect the zero discharge and will not have off-site disposal of a new liquid waste.

A LSD changes the solid waste stream that will be collected from the FFDC. The SG, in the
flue gas reacts with the hydrated lime to form calcium/sulfur compounds. The calcium/sulfur
compounds, unreacted reagent, and flyash will be collected from the FFDC and disposed of
in the current landfill located ncar the plant. It is not expected that any major changes to the

ki

current solid waste disposal practices will be required. «’v”% no changes to the disposal
bbe increased.  Without LSD

operation approximately 118,000 tons per vear of solid waste is generated from both units.

method are planned, the quantitics of waste pencrated wil

After the LSD installation is in operation, it is estimated that 160,500 tons of solid waste will

be generated resulting in a 36% increase in solids requining disposal.

8'Guidclincs for Detennining Best Available Retrofit Technology for Coal-Fired Power Plants and Other Existing

Stationary Sources,” United States Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Rescarch
Triangle Park, NC 27711, EPA450/3-80-009b, November 1980.

1988.

9choﬂ to Congress: Wastes from the Combustion of Coal by Electric Utility Power Plants, EPA/530-SW-88-022A. Feb..

10 “Eyaluation of a 2.5-MW Spray Dryer/Fabric Filter SO2 Removal System.” EPRU65-7449, Project 1870-3, August

1991, p. 9-61.

W wphysical-Chemical Characteristics of Utility Solid Wastes.” Tetra Tech Inc.. EPRI EA-3236, Scptember 1983,
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Overall, it is the Division’s judgment that either natural gas or coal and associated control systems will produce some
non-air quality environmental impacts yet either choice would result in an overall acceptable level of environmental
quality. Also, the USFS believes that because the Hayden settlement will lead to reductions of both SO,-and NOx

emissions, positive environmental impacts to the aquatic ecosystems in the MZWA will result'.

(iv). Remaining Useful Life of the Source. An official with PSCo stated", “The remaining useful life of Hayden is
contingent on its continued economic competitiveness in a deregulated marketpiacs in addition to technicai anc
operational considerations. Given that the investments are made in pollution controls oi ::stural gas <ofi2rsion and the
plant remains competitive in the market place, Public Service Company anticipates a useful life of Hayden station on -
the order of 20 years.” It is the Division’s technical judgment that given the overall competitive position of Public
Service Company in the mgidn’. the typical current projected life of electric generating stations', and past- -
representations of the remaining life of Hayden station made by PSCo", an estimate of at least 20 years remaining useful
life of the Hayden station is reasonable regardless of the fuel chosen. Given the expected remaining useful life of the
station, a retrofit or conversion of this magnitude is reasonable.

(v). Visibility Benefits and Level of Emission Reduction.
*Visibility Benefits. Any contributions to visibility impairment in the Mt. Zirkel Wilderness caused by or
contributed to by the Hayden power station would come from 1) primary particulate plumes; and/or 2) a locally
generated sulfate haze. Based on the Division's technical judgment, experience with information generated
regarding the operation of Hayden station, and findings of the Mt. Zirkel Visibility Study" (e.g.. pages 5-57, 5-61.
5-62 and Table 5.5.1) there is close correspondence between occasions when particulate plumes are clearly visible
from the Hayden station and malfunctions with its existing Electro-Static Precipitators. The conversion of the station

to natural gas or use of bag.hous;: will virtually eliminate pamculale plumes commg from Havden that may enter

the Mt. Zirkel Wilderness. With regard to locally generated sulfate hazes, the Division's technical judgmuu is that
removing at least 82% of the 1995 inventory of 16,000 tonsfyear of SO, will effectively address visibility problems
in the MZWA causcd by SO, fmm Havdcn and will lower the ﬂxreshold of SO, emissions from the plant 1o b«.low

12 | eiter from Elizabeth Estill, Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region, U.S.DA. Forest Service. 1o Margie f’crkins.
Director, Colorado Air Pollution Control Division, July 10, 1996.

13 personal communication between Steve Dayney. Public Service Company of Colorado. and an Ely, Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment, July 17, 1996.

14 Personal communication with Jim Geier, Colorado Air Pollution Control Division, and Dan Ely, (.olorado Air Pollution
Control Division, July 18, 1996.

15 See Public Service Company of Colorado. /994 Annual Report, regarding the Havden power plant the Company’
indicates that Unit | has a remaining life of 20 years and Unit 2 has a remaining life of 31 years.

16 Watson, John G.. Blumenthal, Donald L., et. al., M. Zirkel Wilderness Area Reasonable Auribution Study
of Visibility Impairment, Volume 1i: Resulis of Data Analysis and Modeling, Final Report, prepared for Technical
Steering Committee, c/o Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution Control Division,
Denver, CO, July 1, 1996.
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in a change in visibility in the MZWA that would be perceptible (€.g., pages 6-74, 6-106, 6-147, 6-148, 6-167, 6-168,
6-171, 7-4, 7-9, 7-10, 7-15, 7-16, 7-17). The Division recognizes that regional haze from outside Colorado and
emissions from other sources within Colorado may also be contributing to visibility impairment at MZWA.

«Level of Emission Reductions. The Division believes the level of particulate reduction at Hayden is appropriate
and bases this conclusion in part on an examination of levels of control required of the most recently permitted coal-
fired utilities in Colorado. For example, unit #3 of the Craig station (Craig, CO) and the Rawhide station (Fort
Collins, CO) underwent PSD permit reviews and BACT determinations for particulate. The emission limit for each
station is 0.03 Ibs per million Btu heat input -- the same as required for the Hayden retrofiVconversion. The
Division believes the SO, emission limits for unit #3 of Craig and Rawhide also show that Hayden's emission limits
are what is generally required for new sources. Craig's requirement is 8 70% reduction, while Rawhide’s is 80%.
Hayden’s emission limits were established by reducing by 85% the sulfur content in its coal.

(vi). Reasonable Progress. The State believes that the terms of this SIP revision represent reasonable progj'css toward
the national visibility goal with respect to Hayden station. The requirements will produce signiﬁcam»cmission reductions
that are expected to eflectively eliminate the visibility impairmcm in the MZWA that could be associated with the
Hayden station. The associated costs, non-air quality environmental impacts, and encrgy irﬁpacls appear to be reasonable
given the remaining useful life on the facility. The SIP will produce reductions of visibility impairing pollutants at
Hayden Station st a reasonable cost, years before similar reductions would likely occur through reasonable attribution
and BART determinations. The emission limitations for Hayden for SO, and panticulate, reached through a negotiation
process involving a number of partics, are similar to or more stringent than those imposed on units subject to PSD
regulations (c.g., Craig Unit 3 and Rawhide Energy Station). ‘The State believes that the Havden setilement, as
embodied in this SIP revision, by remedying Hayden's contribution to visibility impairment in the MZWA expeditiously,
at 8 reasonable cost, and without undue non-air environmental or energy impacts, brings more “reasonable progress™ - -
to the Mt. Zirkel Wilderness than could be achieved through other means. The Division recognizes that regional haze
from outside Colorado, emissions from sources outside Colorado, and emissions from other Colorado sources could also
be contributing to vistbility impairment in the MZWA.

The State believes the Havden'seticr
by the USFS in relation to Hayden sla’lic‘m. The State is joined in this conclusion by the USFS -- the manager of the Mt
Zirkel Wildemess. The Division on June 24, 1996 received a letter from the USFS Regional Forester, Elizabeth Estill.
The USFS formally certified visibility impainment at MZWA in 1993 and now concludes:

The Consent Decree recently developed by the State, EPA, Sierra Club, and Public Service company
(sic) will result in significant cmissions reductions at the Hayden Station. It is our opinion that the

magnitude of the emission reductions for particulates and sulfur dioxide contained in the Consent

Decree should effectively address the concemns of visibility impairment we had with this facilitv. The
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emission reductions should eliminate Hayden’s contnibution to visibility impairment to below a ' ’
perceptible threshold"".

e. The Six Factors. EPA regulations (C.F.R. 51.302(c)(2)) require the State to consider, at a minimum, six factors
when developing a LTS. Because part I of this LTS SIP revision process is focused entirely on the Hayden requirements
that resulted from the negotiated settlement, some of the six factors are not applicable. Each factor is discussed
individually below:

(7). Ongoing Air Pollution Programs. This factor is not applicable in the context of requirements fo-
It will be considered in part I of the LTS review/revision process.

vden station.

(ii). Smoke Management Practices. This factor is not applicable in the context of requirements for Hayden station.
It will be considered in part If of the LTS review/revision process.

(lii). Additional Emission Limitations and Schedules for Compliance. The Division was on-track to determine
reasonable attribution and perhaps BART for the Hayden station. Because a settiement, embodied in a Consent Decree,
was reached that established limits that are expected to eliminate Hayden station's contribution to visibility impairment
in MZWA, the need to procecd with a RA/BART approach is obviated. In order to insure that reasonable progress is
demonstrated in the SIP context, the State has determined it is necessary and appropriate to include certain requirements

coal as its primary fuel) to achicve the limitations are contained in the language included from the Consent Decree

(Consent Decrec section V. Emission Controls and Limitations). The construction schedule and schedule for compliance

from the Consent Decree in this SIP. The specific emission limitations and specific controls (if Hayden continues to bumn ’

with emission limitations for Hayden station are also in the excerpted Consent Decree in sections VII. Construction .
Schedule and VIII. Emission Limitations and Compliance Deadlines, respectively. The schedules are subject to force
majeure determinations pursuant to the Consent Decree.

(iv). Source Retirement and Replacement Schedules. This factor is not applicahle-in the context of requirements for

tion as the source is neither being retired nor replaced.

(v). Measures to Mitigate the Impacts of Construction Activities. In the technical judgment of the Division, it is not
believed that construction activitics at Hayden station or in the construction of a natural gas pipeline will contribute to
impairment to the Mt. Zirkel Wildemness or other Class | arcas. The distance between the construction and the Class |
area is at least 20 miles and it is very unlikely that fugitive emissions from the site would influence visibility. The size
of particles that escape a construction site are also usually relatively large (e.g.. fugitive dust) and would rapidly deposit
out. The marginal increase in emissions from these Hayden-specific activitics would not be measurable against the

background of current existing arca emissions. Thus, no mitigation measures are necessary in this context.

7 Letter from Elizabeth Estill, Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region of the U.S.D.A. Forest Service. to Margic v
Perkins, Director, Air Pollution Control Division, Colorado Depantment of Public Health and Environment, June 24, 1996.
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(vi). Enforceability of Emission Limitations. By adopting the emission limitations for Hayden into Colorado’s SIP
such limitations become enforceable by the State, and when approved by EPA, the limits are also federally enforceabh;
by EPA. The Consent Decree’s emission limitations, during the term of its existence, are enforceable through a petition
by any of the parties to the Consent Decree to the United States District Court for the District of Colorado. A provision
of the Consent Decree states that it cannot be terminated until certain requirements including emission limitations have
been incorporated into the State’s Title V permit for Hayden station. Once in the Title V permit, the requirements would
be enforceable by the State and/or EPA. A provision of the Decree also stipulates monetary penalties to be paid by the
owners of Hayden should the station fail to meet emission limits. Enforceability of emission limitations is also related
to how one determines compliance, the reliability and validity of measurements to determine compliance, and reporting
of data. For these reasons, Consent Decree sections V1. Continuous Emission Monitors (for SO, and opac:ty) and IX.
Reporting are included from the Hayden Consent Decree in this SIP amendment.

C. ENFORCEABLE PARTS OF THE SIP REVISION: HAYDEN STATION REQUIREMENTS.

The following provisions, which are taken from the Hayden Consent Decree, are being adopted as pan of this
revision to the Long-Term Strategy portion of the Colorado Visibility SIP, shall be met by the Hayden owners, and are
intended to be enforceable. The Consent Decree numbering scheme has been retained to avoid confusion between the
Consent Decree and the SIP, but only those sections pertinent to visibility, necessary to ensure the enforceability of the
requirements related to visibility, and to demonstrate reasonable progress are being adopted in this SIP revision. Also,
some changes have been made to the Consent Decree language to conform the Consent Decree requirements to the SIP
regulatory framework. Changes have been made to language which refers to the force majeure provisions of the Consent
Decree to ensure that a demonstration of reasonable progress can be made at this time. Changes are highlighted in bold.

Il. DEFINITIONS
). Unless .otherwise e\prusslv provided hc.r-.m lerms usedv in _{lhls sIP component [Def ned belo\\. “SIP
componcnt" ttplaccs Decree wherever it :ppears) thal are defined in the Clean Air Act, 42USC. § 740! et seq., or |
regulations implementing the Clean Air Act, shall have the meaning set forth in the Act or regulations.
2. Whenever the terms set forth below are used in this SIP component, the following definitions shall. apply:
a. "Act” shall mean the Clean Asr Act, 22 U.S.C. § 7401, el seq.

b. "Boiler operating day” for coy a&i mean any calc:ndar day nr ‘thch coal is combusted in the boiler ol a;

umt for more than 12 hours. If coal.is. “mh\j\!t.d for more than 12 7bu€ less than'24 hours duning a calendar day, th

calculation of that day's SO, emissions for the unit shall be based solely upon the average of hourly CEMS data collected
during hours in which coal was combusted in the unit, and shall not include any time in which coal was not combusted.
*Boiler operating day” for natural gas shall mean any calendar day in which natural gas was combusted in a boiler of
a unit for 24 hours.

c. "Business day” shall mean all work days of the week except Saturday, Sunday and all Colorado and federal
holidays.

d. "Calendar day” shall mean any 24 hour period between 12:00 midnight and the following midnight in
Colorado.

¢. "CEMS" shall mean continuous emissions monitoring system, which consists of all equipment used to
sample, analyze, and record on a continuous basis, opacity, SO,, NO,, or any other emissions-related parameters that
may be required.
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f. "Coal" shall mean all solid fuels classified as anthracite, bituminous, subbituminous, or lignite by the
American Society of Testing and Matenials, Designation
D388-77.

g. "Co-fire" shall mean when a unit at the Hayden Station is combusting coal and natural gas simultaneously,
other than during periods of startup.

h. "Colorado” shall mean the State of Colorado and the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, Air Pollution Control Division:

i. "Day" shall mean a calendar day. In computing any period of time under this SIP component, except in
computing compliance with emission limitations, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday or federal or
Colorado holiday, the period shall run until the close of the next business day. )

j. "SIP component" shall mean the language from the Hayden Consent Decree (Civil Action 93-B-1749,
United States District Court for the District of Colorado), as modified herein, included in paragraph ¥ ™ of the
August 8, 1996 revision of the Long-Term Strategy portion of Colorado’s Class I Visibility Protectici. ~<;vam
State Implementation Plan.

k. "Hayden Owners"[replace “Defendants” throughout] shall mean Public Service Company of Colorado,
. Inc., Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District, and PaciﬁCdrp. and successor owners of Hayden
Station. '

1. "Division" shall mean the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division.

m. “EPA" shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

n. "Excess opacity reading” shall mean each six-minute period of time during which the opacity ol emissions
from Unit 1 or Unit 2 at Hayden Station exceeds 20.0%, as determined by the opacity CEMS.

. "FFDC" shall mean Fabric Filter Dust Collector.
. "Fossil-fuel” shall mcan natural gas, pcu-oleum coal, and any form of solid, hquxd or ga\«.ous xud denved
" from such materials for the purpose of creating useful heat.” o ‘

q. "Hayden Station" shall mean the fossil-fuel fired steam generating plant located near the town of Hayden,
Colorado, consisting of two boilers and related electric generators and all ancillary process and air pollution emission
control cquipmcni known as Unit | and Unit2:

. "NO,” shall mean nitrogen &xi: A ;
s. "Paragraph” shall mean a pﬁmnn of iz"ﬂs SIP component xdentsﬁed by an arabic numeral.

t. [Not applicable to this SIP compnnent.]

u. [Not applicable to this SIP component.]

v. "QA/QC" shall mean the quality assurance and quality control measures to ensure the accuracy of CEMS
required by this SIP component. v

"Quarter” shall mean a calendar quarter consisting of three full months, beginning on the first dav of cither
January, Apnil, July or October. .

X. “Rolling average basis™ shall mean an average over a penod of time consisting 6(' the last 30 or 90 boiler
operating days, with a new daily average generated each successive boiler operating day, based on the sum of the daily
averages for the last 30 or 90 boiler operating days.

y. "Section” shall mean a portion of this SIP component identified by a capital roman numeral.

z. "Shutdown" shall mean the cessation of operation of Unit | or Unit 2 at Hayden Station for any purpose or

reason.
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aa. [Not applicable to this SIP component.}

bb. "Startup” shall mean the setting in operation of Unit I or Unit 2 at Hayden Station for any purpose or
reason.

cc. "SO," shall mean sulfur dioxide.

dd. "Title V" shall mean Title V of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7661 through § 7661f.

ee. "Unit 1" shall mean the 180 megawatt steam generating unit and related electric generating and air pollution
emission control equipment for which construction was completed at the Ha)dm Station in 1965, including all changes
made, and to be made, to such equipment thereafter.

f. "Unit 2" shall mean the 260 megawatt steam generating unit and related electric generating and air pollution
emission control equipment for which construction was completed at the Hayden Station in 1976, including all changes
made, and to be made, to such equipment thereafter.

gg. "Consent Decree" or "Hayden Consent Decree” shall mean thc Consent Decree entered in Sierra

Club v. Public Service Company of Colorado, Inc., et al, Civil Action No. 93-B-1749.

V. EMISSION CONTROLS AND LIMITATIONS -
7. Hayden Owners shall, at all times, maintain and optimally operate the boilers and all pollution control equipment

installed at the Hayden Station consistent with good air pollution control practices for minimizing cmissions. Without
limitation, this shall include returning the control cquipment to optimum efficiency as soon as practicable during boiler
startup or following control equipment outage or impairment, and maintaining the control equipment at optimum
efficiency as long as possible while shutting down the boiler.
8. Ha)"dcn Owners shall install the following control equipment, and shall achieve the following emission limitations
for each Unit at the Havden Station, in accordance with the deadlines set forth in Sections VIl and VIII:
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,

i. Unless Hayden Owners clect to switch to natural gas pursuant to paragraph 24, Hayden Owners shall
install and operate lime spray dryer lcchnblogy on Unit | and Unit 2 at the Hayden Station. Hayden Owners shall design
and construct such lime spray dryer technology to meet the emission limitations, including the percentage reduction
requirement, set forth below.

il. The sulfur dioxidw mass zmission limitations for each unit at the Hayden Station shall be as

(1) D.16%ounds p (T
(2) 0 130 peunda permitiion Biu heat input on a 90 boiler operating day rolling avers

iozBtu heat input on a 30 boiler operating day rolling averaz

i. Compliance with the SO, mass cmission limitations in subparagraphs (a)(ii)(1) and (2) hercm shall bc -

determined using data from the SO, CEMS that Hayden Owners are required to maintain, calibrate and operate pursuant
to Section V1.

iv. Sulfur dioxide controls on cach unit at the Hayden Station shall achicve at least an 82% reduction éf
sulfur dioxide on a 30 boiler operating day rolling average basis.

v. Compliance with the SO, percentage reduction requiremnent in subparagraph (a)(iv) above shall be
determined using data from the SO, CEMS that Hayden Owners are required to maintain, calibrate and operate pursuant
to Section VI. Continuous emission monilor data taken from the inlet flue gas stream to the lime spray dryer shall be
compared to continuous emission monitor data taken from the outlet flue gas stream at the stack to determine the
percentage reduction in sulfur dioxide concentrations (based on pounds per million Btu at the inlet continuous emission

monitor versus pounds per million Btu at the outlet continuous emission monitor). If the Hayden Owners elect to switch
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to or co-fire with natural gas, an adjustment shall be made in the calculation of this percentage reduction requirement
to provide Hayden Ownmers credit for the decrease in the SO, concentrations in the inlet stream resulting from the
introduction of the natural gas component of the fuel, provided that Hayden Owners first submit, and obtain State and
EPA approval of, a detailed protocol setting forth the method by which such adjustments will be made. Upon approval
by the State and EPA, such protocol shall become an enforceable part of this SIP component.

vi. The first two hours after the first coal feeder on a unit has started during startup shall be excluded from
the calculation of that day's SO, emissions for such unit. .

vii. Regardless of Hayden Owners' compliance with (and without relieving Hayden Owners of the
obligation to comply with) the emission limitations and other requirements set forth in this Section, in no ever: shall
Hayden Owners operate any boiler for more than 72 consecutive hours at a unit without an SO, control system achieving
some reduction of SO, emissions at that unit. Following shutdown pursuant to this subparagraph, Hayden Owners shall
only restart the boiler on a unit when any malfunctioning control equipment has been repaired. |

viii. During any boiler operating day, as defined in this SIP component, all emissions of SO, from the stack
of any unit shall be included in the determination of Hayden Owners' compliance with the SO, emission limitations set
forth in this paragraph, unless excluded as the first two hours during startup, excluded pursuant to paragraph 29 during
the first six months after the compliance date established in Section VIII, or as a result of a “catastrophic failure” as
defined below. .

ix. Catastrophic Failure.

(1) A "catastrophic failure,” for purposes of this paragraph, shall mean a complete failure of the SO,
emission control equipment at a Hayden Station unit that is directly caused by a force that Hayden Owners could neither
have controlled nor reasonably anticipated, and that could not have been prevented through the exercise of good air
pollution control practices for minimizing emissions.

(2) Without limitation, a catastrophic failure shall not include SO, emissions that are related to unit

.startup. or shutdown; load ﬂuc;uations;opcrator failure; upsets; design, construction;-or equipment defects-that Hayden * @ o

Owners could have controlled or reasonably anticipated; or the failure of any SO, emission control equipment
components due to ordinary wear and tear, irrespective of Hayden Owners' efforts to maintain and/or replace such

components. s
e ' (3) For purposes of determining Hayden Owners' compliance wiﬁh’tthO, emission limitations set
»forth.in this paragraph, no more than 24 hours of, $;dats shall be excluded fon{éx}i&i}iisipglé_T’Ca'tastrophic failure”.

(4) For any boiler operating day for which data is excluded due to a catastrophic failure, the
calculation of that day's average SO, emissions for the unit shall be based solely upon hours of nonexciuded CEMS data
that would otherwise be counted under this SIP component. Days in which all such hours are excluded as a result of a
catastrophic failure pursuant to this paragraph shall not be counted in calculating compliance with the SO, emission
limitations.

(5) If Hayden Owners wish to invoke the catastrophic failure exception, they first must notify the
Division by phone immediately, but no later than two hours after the start of the next business day following such failure.
Second, within 30 days of such failure, Hayden Owners must provide a written report to the Division that contains: (a)
all hourly SO, CEMS data Hayden Owners wish to have excluded, (b) evidence of Hayden Owners' notification to the
Division, and (c) all evidence that demonstrates the failure is a "catastrophic failure” as defined above. [Language
deleted]. If Hayden Ovwners fail to follow the notice and/or reporting requirements of this paragraph, the catastrophic
failure exception shall not apply.
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c. Particulates

i. Unless Hayden Owners elect to switch to natural gas pursuant to paragraph 24, Havden Owners shalj
install and operate Fabric Filter Dust Collectors (also known as FFDCs or baghouses) on Unit | and Unit 2 at the Hayden
station. Hayden Owners shall design and construct such FFDCs to meet the emission limitations set forth below.

ii. The particulate matter limitations for each unit at the Hayden Station shall be as follows: -

(1) 0.03 pounds of primary particulate matter per million Btu heat input, as averaged over six (6) hours
of EPA's reference method for particulate testing; and ,

(2) opacity of 20.0 percent, as averaged over each separate 6-minute period within an hour, beginning
each hour on the hour. Notwithstanding the foregoing, during periods of building a new fire, cleaning of fire boxes,
startup, soot blowing, any process modification or adjustment or occasionsl cleaning of control equipment, Hayden
Owners shall not cause or allow the emission of air pollutants in excess of 30 percent opacity for a penod or periods
aggregating more than 6 minutes in any 60 consecutive minutes.

tii. Any opacity reading in excess of the limitations set forth in subparagraph (ii)(2) above may be excused
if [deletion] Hayden Owners have demonstrated such reading was the result of an unpredictable failure of air pollulibn
control or prbocss equipment that was not due o poor maintenance, improper or careless operations, or otherwise could
not have been prevented through the exercise of reasonable care. 1f Hayden Owners seek to excuse any such excess
opacity reading, they must notify the Division as soon as possible by telephone, but no later than two hours after ihc start
of the next business day. In addition, for purposes of this SIP component, any claim of excuse must be made in writing
in Hayden Owners' next quarterly report following such condition, and must describe: (a) the date and time telephone
notification was given to the Division, and the person to whom notification was given, (b) the cause of the condition,
(c) all actions Hayden Owners took to correct the condition, and (d) all actions Hayden Owners will take to prevent the
condition from recurring.

iv. Compliance with the primary particulate emission limitation in subparagraph (¢)(i1)(1) herein shall be
determined according to EPA Method 5, 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix A, or in accordance with a compliznce assurance
monitoring plan as may be sct forth in Hayden Owners' Title V operating permit.  Hayden Owners shall conduct a
Method 5 test on each unit at the Hayden Station within 100 days after flue gas is first passed through the FFDC, and
ed by Colorado or EPA, and submit all results and a complete description of the tests to the Division

u,'pon following Havden Owners' receipt of the results.

. omphancc with the opacity emission limitation in subparagraph (c)' shall be determined
on a conlinuous has:xs using data from the opacity CEMS that Hayden Owners are required (o malmam calibrate and
operate pursuant to Section Vi of this SIP component, and may be venfied on an intermiltent basis by EPA Method 9,
40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix A.

vi. [Not applicable to this SIP component].

VI. CONTINUQUS EMISSION MONITORS

9. At all times after the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission’s adoption of this SIP component, Hayden

Owners shall maintain, calibrate and operate CEMS for each unit of the Hayden Station to measure accurately SO,
emissions from each such unit, as well as flow and carbon dioxide, in full compliance with the requirements found at
40 C.F.R. Part 75. Nothing herein shall preclude Hayden Owners from installing, certifying and operating integrated
CEMS equipment to measure SO,, NO, or opacity, or any combination thereof.
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10. At all times after the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission’s adoption of this SIP component, Hayden
Owners shall maintain, calibrate and operate CEMS to measure accurately the opacity of emissions from each unit at
the Hayden Station in full compliance with the requirements found at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix B, Specification |,
and 5 C.CR. 1001-3,]V.A and B. '

11. [Not applicable to this SIP component.}

12. Prior to initial startup of the SO, control equipment at each unit as required by this SIP component, Hayden
Owmers shall, in addition to other CEMS required by this SIP component: (a) install and thereafter maintain, calibrate
and operate an accurate CEMS at the inlet flue gas stream to the lime spray dryer on each unit to measure accurately S0,
concentrations in pounds per million Btu heat input, and (b) tie the coal feeders on each unit into the SO, CEMS such
that the CEMS'accuratcly reflect the date and time when the first coal feeder on each unit has started during béach startup.

13. [Not applicable to this SIP component].

14. [Not applicable to this SIP component].

15. [Not applicable to this SIP component]. .

16. Beginning within 30 boiler operating days from the date flue gas is first passed through the S0, control
equipment for each unit, Hayden Owners shall calculate hourly average SO, concentrations in pounds per million Btu.
at the inlet and outlet continuous emission monitors for each unit, in accordance with the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Pant
75. '

a. For each boiler operating day, Hayden Owners shall use the inlet and outlet hourly averages to calculate the
following at each unit; hourly SO, average percentage removal, daily SO, average percentage removal based on the
hourly averages, and 30 day rolling SO, average percentage removal based on the daily averages. ’

b. For each boiler operating day, Hayden Owners shall use the outlet hourly averages to calculate the following
. at each unit: daily average SO, emissions based on the hourly averapes, and 30 day and 90 day rolling averages based

on the daily averages. o ) | S
N c. As pmvided in ﬁaj'égraph 8(a)(vi), duﬁr’\gvstar{ﬁp of the umt t.héﬁfst two bohfs after lhe ﬁrst cbal ‘fceder has
started shall be excluded from the calculation of that boiler operating day's SO, emissions for the unit.

G\‘ Q:;?

Owners shall calculate hourly averags éﬁi’rqlions in pounds per million Btu at the outjet conlinuous.iéériii‘su
monitor at each unit, in GCCOTdﬂﬂziEC .“v“?i{h te ?t:qm;gmcms of 40 C.F.R. Part 75, and shall calculate the a\'cragcsi;;rhq‘gsif&j
by paragraph 16(b). ,_ s
. 17. Hayden Owners shall report to the Division on a quarterly basis each 30 day rolling average and cach 90 day

rolling average during the prior quarter that exceeded or failed to comply with the SO, emission limitations contained
in this SIP component. Each quarterly repont shall include all times the coal feeders have started during startup as
reported through the CEMS. This report shall also include a list of the days and hours excluded for any reason from the
determination of Hayden Owners' compliance with the SO, limits.

18. [Not applicable to this SIP component.}

19. [Not applicabie to this SIP component.]

20. For any hour that valid, quality-assured continuous emission monitor data for a unit is unavailable, SO,
[deletion] emissions shall be calculated in accordance with the missing data substitution procedures contained in 40
C.F.R. Part75.
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~ 21. Hayden Owners shall calculate opacity based on CEMS data for each six-minute period of time any boiler is
operating, in the manner, frequency and interval as prescribed in the applicable regulations.
22. Hayden Owners shall report to the Division on a quarterly basis all excess opacity readings from each unit, and
shall state the cause of each excess opacity reading and Hayden Owners' eflorts to minimize such readings.
23. Hayden Owners shall ensure that the opacity CEMS on Unit | and Unit 2 are properly recording data at least
98.0% of each unit's operating time each quarter; provided, however, that if final federally-enforceable regulations are
promulgated that.impose new CEMS QA/QC requirements that have the effect of increasing the proportion of CEMS
QA/QC activity time in relation to unit operating time, then Hayden Owners may seek a revision te this SIP component
to amend the 98.0% CEMS availability requirement accordingly.

VII. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

24. No later than [deletion] November 17, 1996, Hayden Owners shall notify the Division of Hayden Owners'
decision concerning the primary fuel source for the Hayden Station. If Hayden Owners decide to continue using coal
as the primary fuel source, the schedule in paragraph 25(a) shall apply. If Hayden Owners decide to switch to natural
gas as the primary fuel source, the schedule in paragraph 25(b) shall apply.

25. The schedules are as follows, subject to a force majeure determination. pursuant to the Havden Consent
Decree, including a decision by the Court to limit force majeure pursuant to parngl;aph 59 of the ﬂayden Consent
Decree. However, if any schedule has been extended or will be extended pursuant to such a force majeure
determination or determinations by more than 12 months beyond the particular deadline, the Division shall -
request that the Commission reopen (with public notice and hearing) the Long-Term Strategy element of

" Colorado's Class I Visibility Protection Program State Implementation Plan to recvaluate the demonstration of
reasonable progress, and to revise the State Implcmentation Plan as may be necessary to ensure that the emission

" limitations are met. In no event shall these force majeure provisions be construed to authorize or create any

T préemplion 6f waiver of uny State or federal-air quality law, or of any requirement contained in-the Consent - -

‘Decree and incorporated into this SIP.

a. Schedule - Coal as Primary Fucl. If Hayden Owners continue to operate Hayden Station using coal, Hayden

Owners shall meet the following dcadlines for [deletion] construction, and startup testing of the emission control
ze:qmpmcnt required by Section V of this SIP component ; k "
UNIT 1. R
Activity v C Deadline

(i - vii) Not applicable to this SIP component

(viii)  Complete construction and comunence startup testing of the 12/31/98
FFDC and SO, [deletion] control equipment

<
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UNIT 2.

Activity _ Deadline
(i- vii) Not applicable to this SIP component

(viii)  Complete construction and commence startup testing of the 12/31/99
FFDC and SO, [deletion] control equipment

b. Schedule - Natural Gas as Primary Fuel. If Hayden Owners elect to convert Hayden Station to natural gas,
Hayden Owners shall meet the following deadlines for conversion of the Hayden Station to natural gas:

Activity Deadline
(i-1if) Not ap[;licable to this SIP component

(iv) Complete construction of pipeline and - ' 12/31/98
boiler modifications, and commence use of
natural gas as primary fuel source

26. Upon initiation of startup of the Hayden Station using natural gas as the fuel source, Hayden Owners shall
thereafter monitor on a quarterly basis the quality of the natural gas being bumed. Results of such monitoring shall be
sent to the Division on s quarterly basis.

a. The natural gas bumned at the Hayden Station shall be of the following quality: no more than 5 grains of total

sulfur per 100 cubic fect at 14.73 p.s.i. and 60 degrees F.
b. The natural gas quality shall be determined by the following method: ASTM D-5504-94, Standard Test
Method for :Determingtion: of Sulfur Compounds in Natural Gas and Gaseous Fuels: !"y G C'”’
Chcrmlummaz&,@
27. r&z@g )

H"agraph) and

sevieguivalent method. g

bleite this SIP component].

VIIL EMISSION LIMITATION COMPLIANCE DEADLINES

28. Hayden Owners' obligation to meet the SO, [deletion] and panticulate emission limitations set forth in Section

V shall commence on the dates listed below, subject to a force majeure {deletion] determination pursuant to the
Hayden Consent Decree (including a decision by the Court to limit force majeure pursuant to paragraph 59 of
the Hayden Consent Decree). However, if any schedule has been extended or will be extended pursuant to such
a force majeure determination or determinations by more than 12 months beyond the particular deadline, the
Division shall request that the Commission reopen (with public notice and hearing) the Long-Term Strategy
element of Colorado's Class I Visibility Protection Program State Implementation Plan to reevaluate the
demonstration of reasonable progress, and to revise the State Implementation Plan as may be necessary to ensure

that the emission limitations are met. In no event shall these force majeure provisions be construed to authorize
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or create any preemption or waiver of any State or federal air quality law, or of any requirement contained in
the Consent Decree and incorporated into this SIP. '
a. SO,
i. For Unit 1, within 180 days after flue gas is passed through the SO, control equipment, or by July |,
1999, whichever date is earlier; and
ii. For Unit 2, within 180 days afier flue gas is passed through the SO, control equipment, or by July 1,
2000, whichever date 1s earlier.
b. [deletion]
i. [deletion]
ii. {deletion]
c. Panticulates: ,
. For Unit 1, within 90 days after flue gas is passed through the FFDC control equipment, or by April 1,
1999, whichever date is earlier; and
. For Unit 2, within 90 days aficr flue gas is passed through the FFDC comrol equipment, or by Apnil 1,
2000, whichever date is carlier.

29. Dunng the ﬁrst six months follo\smg the dates listed tn paragraphs 28(a)(1) and (ii) above, for purposes of
|deletion] determining compliance thh the SO, emission limitations set forth in Section V, [deletion] periods during
which the control equipment fails to meet an SO, emission limitation may be excluded if Hayden Owners are able to
demonstrate that such failure was due to a design or construction defect beyond Hayden Owners' control. During the
first four months following the dates listed in paragraphs 28(c)(i) and (1) above, for purposes of [deletion] dctermining
compliance with the particulate emission limitations set forth in Section V, [deletion] periods during which the control
equipment fails to mect a particulate emission limitation may be excluded if Hayden Owners arc able to demonstrate

that such failure was due to a design or construction defect beyond Havden Owners' control.

a. I Havideén Owncrs wishi to seek an exclusion under this paragraph, Hayden Ovners shall submita -7

written report to the Division that [delction] identifies the times proposed for exclusion and provides the reasons for
the failure to meet the limitation. including all evidence that demonstrates the failure was caused by a design or

construction defect beyond Hayden Owners’ control. The report shall also descnibe all actions taken and to be taken

¢ failure, and a schedule to complete such

[Not applicable to this SIP componen‘t.
30. Notwithstanding the foregoing, it Havden me.rs clcc( to convert th ay Ln Station to natural gas, Havden
Owners' obligation to meet the SO, [deletion] and particulate emission limitations set forth in Section V shall
commence on the earlier of February 1, 1999 or 30 days after the date Hayden Owners commence use of natural gas as
the primary fuel source, subject to a force majeure [deletion] determination pursuant to the Hayden Consent Decree
(including a decision by the Court to limit force majeure pursuant to paragraph 59 of the Hayden Consent
Decree). However, if any schedule has been extended or will be extended pursuant to such a force majeure
determination or determinations by more than 12 months beyond the particular deadline, the Division shall
request that the Commission reopen (with public notice and hearing) the Long-Term Strategy element of
Colorado's Class I Visibility Protection Program State Implementation Plan to reevaluate the demonstration of
reasonable progress, and to revise the State Implementation Plan as may be necessary to ensure that the emission

limitations are met. In no event shall these force majeure provisions be construed to authorize or create any
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preemption or waiver of any State or federal air quality law, or of any requirement contained in the Consent

Decree and incorporated into this SIP.

IX. REPORTING
31. Within 30 days afler the cnd of each quarter, [deletion], Hayden Owners shall provide a quarterly report to the
Division regarding the immediately preceding quarter that contains all of the information this SIP component requires
Hayden Owners to report on a quarterly basis.
32. [Not applicable to this SIP component].
33. In specific, each quarterly report shall include:
a. A description of construction deadlines achieved, progress made toward meeting future deadlines, and any
actusl, expected or reasonably likely delays;
b. All elements of the excess opacity quarterly report;
c. After installation of the SO, control equipment, the required quarterly reports for SO, emissions (including
information regarding excluded periods) {deletion} and CEMS quality assurance reports,
d. [deletion] A
e. If Hayden Owners clect to convert Hayden Station to natural gas, all information required to be included
in the natural gas quarterly reports; and, :
f. [Not applicable to this SIP component].
34. [Not applicable to this SIP component).
35. [Not applicable to this SIP component].
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III. ENFORCEABLE PORTION OF THE SIP REVISION: CRAIG STATION UNITS 1 AND 2
REQUIREMENTS

The following provisions, which are taken from the Craig Consent Decree, are being adopted
as part of this revision to the Long-Term Strategy portion of the Colorado Visibility SIP, shall be
met by the Craig Owners, and are intended to be enforceable. The Craig Consent Decree
numbering scheme has been retained to avoid confusion between the Craig Consent Decree and
the SIP, but only those sections pertinent to visibility, necessary to ensure the enforceability of the
requirements related to visibility, and to demonstrate reasonable progress are being adopted in
~ this SIP revision. Also, some changes have been made to the Craig Consent Decree language to
conform the Craig Consent Decree requirements to the SIP regulatory framework. All changes
are highlighted in bold. The changes that have been made to language in paragraphs 24 and 25
below which refer to the force majeure provisions of the Craig Consent Decree have been inserted
to ensure that a demonstration of reasonable progress can be made at this time.

IL. DEFINITIONS
1.  Unless otherwise expressly provided hérein, terms used in this SIP component
[Defined below. “SIP component” replaces Decree wherever it appears] that are defined in
the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7401, et seq., or regulations implementing the Clean Air Act,
shall have the meaning set forth in the Act or regulations.
2. Whenever the terms set forth below are used in this SIP component, the following
definitions shall apply: |
(a) "Act" shall mean the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7401, ef seq.
(b) “Allowance” shall meaﬁ an authorization, under Title IV of the Act, allowing
Craig Units 1 and 2 to emit one ton of SO, in one year.

(c) "Boiler operating day" shall mean any calendar day in which coal is combusted

19
Class I Visibility SIP Revision
Adopted April 19, 2001

Vi's ~37



in the boiler of a unit for more than 12 hours. If coal is combusted for more than 12 but less than
24 hours during a calendar day, the calculation of that day's SO, emissions for the unit shall be
based upon the average of coal sampling and hourly CEMS data collected during hours in which
coal was combusted in the unit, and shall not include any time in which coal was not combusted.

(d) "Business day" shall mean all work days of the week except Saturday, Sunday
and all Colorado and federal holidays.

(e) "Calendar day" shall mean any 24 hour period between 12:00 midnight and the
following midnight in Colorado.

(f) "CEMS" shall mean continuous emissions monitoring system, which consists
of the total equipment used to sami)le, analyze, and record on a continuous basis SO,, NOy, or
any other emissions-related parameters that may be required.

(g) “COMS” shall mean continuous opacity monitoring system, which consists of
the total equipment used to sample, analyze, and record opacity on a continuous basis.

(h) "Coal" shall mean all solid fuels classified as anthracite, bituminous,
subbituminous, or lignite by the American Society of Testing and Materials, Designation D388-
77.

(i) "Colorado" shall mean the State of Colorado and the Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution Control Division.

() "Craig Units 1 and 2" shall mean the fossil-fuel fired steam generating plant
located near the town of Craig, Colorado, including the two boilers and related electric generators
and all ancillary process and air pollution emission control equipment known as Unit 1 and Unit 2.

Craig Station also includes Unit 3 that is not subject to this SIP component.
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(k) "Day" shall mean a calendar day. In computing any period of time under this
SIP component, except in computing compliance with emission limitations, where the last day
would fall on a Saturday, Sunday or federal or Colorado holiday, the period shall run until the
close of the next business day.

(D) "Decree" shall mean Consent Decree, and any written modifications of such
Consent Decree.

(m) "Craig Owners" [replaces “Defendants” throughout] shall mean Tri-State
Generation and Transmission Association, Inc., Public Service Company of Colorado, Salt River
Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District, PacifiCorp and Platte River Power
Authority and successor owners of the Craig Station Units 1 and 2.

(n) "EPA" shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

(o) "Excess opacity reading" shall mean each six-minute period of time during
which the opacity of emissions from Unit 1 or Unit 2 ai the Craig Station exceeds 20 percent,
regardless of cause or any regulatory exception, as determined by the existing or any EPA and
‘Colorado-approved alternative COMS.

(p) “FGD” shall mean flue gas desulfurization system.

(@) "Fossil-fuel" shall mean natural gas, petroleum, coal, and any form of solid,
liquid, or gaseous fuel derived from such materials for the purpose of creating useful heat.

(r) “Malfunction” shall mean any sudden, infrequeﬁt, and not reasonably
preventable failure of air pollution control equipment, process equipment, or of a process to
operate in a normal or usual manner. Failures that are caused in part by poor maintenance or
careless operation are not malfunctions.
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(s) "NO," shall mean all oxides of nitrogen, exbept nitrous oxide.

(t) “Opacity” shall mean the degree to which emissions reduce the transmission of
light and obscure the view of an object in the background.

(u) "Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this SIP component identified by an
arabic numeral.

(v) [Not applicable to this SIP component]

. (w) [Not applicable to this SIP component]
(x) "Quarter" shall mean a calendar quarter consistiﬁg of three full months,
’ beginning on the first day of either January, April, July or October.

(y) "Rolling average basis" shall mean an average over a period of time consisting
of the last 30 or 90 boiler operating days, with a new average generated each suécessive boiler
operating day, based on the sum of the averages for the last 30 or 90 boiler operating days.

(z) "Section" shall mean a portion of this SIP component identified by a capital
roman numeral.

(aa) "Shutdown" shall mean the cessation of operation of Unit 1 or Unit 2 at Craig
Station for any purpose or reason.

(ab) [Not applicable to this SIP component]

(ac) "Startup" shall mean the setting in operation of Unit 1 or Unit 2 at Craig
Station for any purpose or reason.

(ad) "SO," shall mean sulfur dioxide.

(ae) "Title V" shall mean Title V of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7661 through

§ 76611
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(af) "Unit 1" shall mean the steam generating unit and related electric génerating
and air pollution emission control equipment that commenced commercial operation at the Craig
Station in 1980, including all changes made, and to be made, to such equipment thereafter.

(ag) "Unit 2" shall mean the steam generating unit and related electric generating
and air pollution emission control equipment that commenced commercial operation at the Craig
Station in 1979, including all changes made, and to be made, to such equipment thereafter.

(ah) “Upset condition” shall mean an unpredictable failure of air pollution control
or process equipment which results in the violation of an emission limit in this SIP component
and which is not due to poor maintenance, improper or careless operations, or is otherwise
preventable through exercise of reasonable care.

(ai) “Consent Decree” or “Craig Station Consent Decree” shall mean thé

Consent Decree entered in Sierra Club v. Tri-State Generation & Transmission

Association, Inc., et al., Civil Action No. 96-N-2368, U.S. District Court for the District of

Colorado.

(aj) “SIP Component” shall mean the language from the Craig Station
Consent Decree, as modified herein, and included in this section III of this April 2001
revision of the Long-Term Strategy portion of Colorado’s Class I Visibility Protection
Program State Implementation Plan. ‘

III. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. [Not applicable to this SIP component.]
4, [Not applicable to this SIP component.]

IV. APPLICABILITY
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5. [Not applicable to this SIP component.]
6. [Not applicable to this SIP component.]
V. EMISSION CONTROLS AND LIMITATIONS

7. Craig Owners shall, at all times including periods of startup, shutdown, and
malfunction, maintain and -operate Craig Units 1 and 2 in a manner consistent yvith good air
pollution control practices for minimizing emissions.

8. Craig Owners shall install the following control equipment, and shall achieve the
following emission limitations for Craig UnitsA 1 and 2 in accordance with the deadlines set forth in
Sections VII and VIII:

(a) Particulate Matter

(i) Craig Owners shall install and operate fabric filter baghouses
(“baghouses™) on Craig Uﬁits 1 and 2, and make any other capital and operational modifications
necessary to meet, by the deadlines in Section VIII, the final particulate matter standards and
limitations described below.

(ii) The particulate matter limitations for Craig Units 1 and 2 shall be as
follows:

(A) 0.03 pounds of particulate matter per million Btu heaf input.
Compliance shall be established by EPA test methods;

(B) opacity not in excess of 20 percent, as averaged over each
separate 6-minute period within an hour, beginning each hour oh the hour. This limit shall apply
at all times when air pollutants are being discharged into the atmosphere, but does not apply when
the boiler and all fans that move flue gas in the uﬁit are off. Under this limit, during periods of
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building a new fire, cleaning of fire boxes, startup, soot blowing, any process modification or
adjustment or occasional cleaning of control equipment, Craig Owners shall not cause or allow
the emission of air pollutants in excess of 30 percent opacity for a period or periods aggregating
more than 6 minutes in any 60 consecutive minutes (SIP limit from 5 C.C.R. 1001-3, Section
IILA.1.and 5 C.C.R. § 1001-3, I.A 4, approved by EPA on December 3, 1986);

(1) Craig Owners shall not cause or allow the emission of
air pollutants in excess of 30 percent opacity during any startup, regardless of cause or reason, for
a period or periods aggregating more than 6 minutes in any 60 consecutive minutes. A startup is
never an upset condition, however, an upset condition can occur after initiation of a startup in
which case only excess emissions caused by such upset condition may be excused.

(2) Craig Owners shall not cause or allow the emission of
air pollutants in excess of 20 percent opacity during any shutdown, unless excused by an upset

condition.

(C) opacity no greater than 20 percent except for one six-minute
period per hour of not more than 27 percent opacity, as averaged over each separate 6-minute
period within an hour, beginning each hour on the hour. Emissiéns during startup, shutdown and
malfunction are excused under this opacity limit. The SIP exceptions at 5 C.CR. § 1001-3,
II.A4 (approved by EPA on December 3, 1986), including “cleaning of new fire boxes,” “soot
blowing,” and “any process modification or adjustment of occasional cleaning of control
equipment,” are not excused. (NSPS limit from 40 C.F.R. § 60.42(a)(2) and 40 C.F R.

.§ 60.11(c)).
(1ii) An opacity reading in excess of the limitations in subparagraph
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8(a)(ii)(B) may be excused by an upset condition, and an opacity reading in excess of the
limitations in subparagraph 8(a)(ii)(C) may be excused by a malfunction, [deletion] if Craig
Owners demonstrate [deletion] such reading was the result of an upset condition or
malfunction. [Deletion]. If Craig Owners seek to excuse any opacity reading in excess of the
limitations above, {hey must notify Colorado as soon as possible by telephone, but no later than
two hours afer the start of the next business day. In addition, for purposes of this SIP
component, any claim of excuse must be made in writing in Craig Owners' next quarterly report
following such condition, and must describe: (1) the date and time telephone notification was
given to Colorado, including the person to whom notification was given either directly or through
a voice mailbox, (2) the cause of the condition, (3) all actions Craig Owners took to correct the
condition, and (4) all actions Craig Owners will take to prevent the condition from recurring.

iv) Créig Owners shall file quarterly excess emission reports (EERs) that
set forth all 6-minute average opacity readings in excess of 20 percent in chronological order. |
Craig Owners shall indicate in their EERSs the specific times in whicﬁ the fans that move flue gas
are on and off. At Craig Owners’ election, periods of “process off” and “process on” may be
identified in a separate document included with, or attached to, the EER Sufficient explanation
to support any claim of upset condition or malfunction shall be provided at the time the EER is
filed.

(v) Craig Owners shall perform particulate matter stack tests at Craig
Units 1 and 2 within 100 calendar days after flue gas is first passed through the baghouses and
thereafter as directed by Colorado or EPA, and shall submit all results and 2 complete description

of the tests to Colorado in the next quarterly report following Craig Owners' receipt of the
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results.

(vi) Compliance with the opagity emission limitations in Section V,
subparagraph 8(a), shall be determined on a continuous basis using data from the current COMS
or an EPA and Colorado-approved COMS at an alternative location, and may be verified on an
intermittent basis by EPA Method 9, 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix A.

(vil)) Until such time as Craig Owners install baghouses, Craig Owners
shall, at all times, optimally operate the existing electrostatic precipitators and all other ESP-

" related equipment at Craig Units 1 and 2 consistent with good air pollution control practices for

minimizing opacity and particulate matter emissions.

(b) Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

(i) Craig Owners shall treat one hundred percent (100%) of the flue gas
ﬁom Craig Units 1 and 2 in the respective FGDs during all operating conditions except for those
timé periods when an upset condition makes it impossible to treat 100% of the flue gas.
However, upset conditions do not apply to the SO, emission limitations in this Section and
emissions of SO, during any such period shau not be excluded from the determination of Craig
Owners’ compliance with the SO, emission limitations.

(i) Craig Owners shall enhance the current FGDs for Craig Units 1 and
2 by designing, evaluating, and installing upgrades which will reliably treat 100% of the flue gas.‘
Craig Owners shall be generally guided by those enhancements described as “Option 3" in the
Craig Station FGD System Modifications - Analyses of Potential Alternatives; Project Design
Basis and Cost Estimates, dated August 31, 1999. Craig Units 1 and 2 shall be designed to meet
at least a 93.7% removal rate as was calculated in the FGD study. In the event that Craig
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Owners intend to deviate from Option 3, prior to implementation Craig Owners shall submit
their complete design plans and required implementation time to [deletion] Colorado and EPA for
review.

(i) Craig Owners shall have the right to evaluate the reliability and
efficiency of the enhancements described as Option 3 and may, in Craig Owners’ sole discretion,
replace such upgrades with technology and operations which may better integrate with the current
operations of Craig Units 1 and 2, including the existing FGD and other systems, while still
designing the upgrades to meet at least the 93.7% removal fate and reliably treat 100% of the flue
gas for SO, removal. [Deletion].

(iv) Craig Owners shall design, construct and operate its FGD upgrades
and related equipment to meet the emission limitations, including the percentage reduction
requirement, set forth below.

(v) The sulfur dioxide mass emission limitations for Craig Units 1 and 2
shall be as follows:

(1) 0.160 pounds per million Btu heat input on a 30 boiler
y operating day rolling average basis;

(2) 0.130 pounds per million Btu heat input on a 90 boiler
operating day rolling average basis.

(vi) Compliance with the SO, mass emission limitations in subparagraphs
(b)(v)(1) and (2) herein shall be determined using data from the SO, CEMS that Craig Owners
are required to operate and maintain pursuant to Sectién VI. The SO, CEMs shall be placed in a
location to accurately monitor 100% of the flue gas, including any periods of by-pass.
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(vi1) Sulfur dioxide controls at Craig Units 1 and 2 shall achieve a ninety
percent (90%) reduction of SO, on a 90 boiler operating day rolling average basis measured from
coal to stack as described in subparagraph (viii) below, unless Craig Owners show, for any unit,
that the SO, reduction equipment was designed and constructed to meet such limit but that for
reasons beyond Craig Owners’ control, despite the fact that Craig Owners had designed and
constructed the SO, reduction equipment to meet the 90 percent limit, they could not meet such
limit (hereinafter “Showing). As part of their Showing Craig Owners must establish the
maximum SO, reduction attainable, and such maximum amount (minus 2 percentage points if
Craig Owners elect a 90 day rolling average or minus 3 percentage points if Craig Owners elect
a 30 day rolling average) shall constitute Craig Owners"ﬁnal SO; reduction limit. If Craig
Owners make this Showing, in no event shall the final limit be less than eighty five percent (85%)
reduction of SO, on a 30 boiler operating day rolling average basis, or less than eighty six percent
(86%) reduction of SO on a 90 boiler operating day rolling average basis, measured from coal to
stack. Craig Owners must make such Showing on or before the dates by which the 90 percent
limit must be achieved pursuant to paragraph 25(b). Inthe event Craig Owners present a
Showing that is disputed in accordance with the Consent Decree, the 90% limit shall be stayed "
and the issue shall be decided as set forth in the Consent Decree. During the pendency of any
such stay, the limit shall be Craig Owners’ final SO, reduction limit derived from their Showing
as described abéve. [Deletion].

(viii) Compliance with the SO, percentage reduction requirement shall be
determined as follows:

(1) Based on the coal sampling analysis, a daily potential SO,
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emission rate for coal, expressed in lbs/mmBtu, will be established. Using this daily SO, emission
rate, for each boiler operating day an arithmetic average of the potential SO, emission rates for
the last 30 or 90 successive boiler opérating days (including the boiler operating day for which the
calculation is being performed) shall be calculated to establish the SO, rollirxg average basis that is
referred to as E; in the equation below. Each day’s potential SO, emission rate for coal, before
the calculation above is performed, will be provided in the reports required in paragraph 28(c);

(2) The rolling average basis SO, stack emission rate will be
calculated using CEMS data collected during all operating hours in a boiler operating day. To
establish the SOz'rolling average basis, all hourly emission rates, as derived from the CEMS data,
and expressed in Ibs/mmBtu, for the last 30 or 90 successive boiler operating.days (including the
boiler operating day for which the calculation is being performed), will be used to calculate that
day’s SO, rolling average basis that is referred to as E, in the equation below. Each day’s SO,
stack emission rate for the hours that the boiler was operating, before the calculation above is
performed, will be reported under paragraph 28(c);

(3) The 30 or 90 day rolling average basis percent SO, reduction,
referred to herein as %R, shall be calculated for each boiler operating day as follows:

%R =100 ( 1.0 - E/E)

Coal sampling will follow the most current version of ASTM D2234, Standard Practice
for Collection of a Gross Sample of Coal. Sample preparation will follow the most current
version of ASTM 2013, Standard Method of Preparing Coal Samples for Analysis. Sulfur
analysis will follow the most recent version of ASTM D4239, Standard Test Methods for Sulfur
in the Analysis Sample of Coal and Coke Using High Temperature Tube Furnace Combustion
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Methods.

(ix) Regardless of Craig Owners' compliance with (and without relieving
Craig Owners of the obligation to comply with) the emission limitations and other requirements
set forth in this Section, in no event shall Craig Owners operate any boiler for more than 72
consecutive hours at a unit without an SO, control system achieving some reduction of SO,
emissions at that unit. Following shutdown pursuant to this subparagraph, Craig Owners shall
only restart the boiler on a unit when the SO, control equipment is operating normally.

(c) Nitrogen Oxides

(i) Craig Owners shall select, install and operate state-of-the-art low-
NOx burners utilizing two stage combustion with supplemental overfire air on Craig Units 1 and
2. Craig O;vners shall design and construct such control equipment to meet the emission
limitations set forth below.

(ii) Craig Units 1 and 2 shall meet a NOx limit of 0.30 pounds per million
Btu heat input on a calendar year annual average basis. Upset conditions do not apply to this limit
and emissions of NOy during any such period shall not be excluded from the determination of |
Craig Owners’ compliance with the NO, emission limit. Compliance shall be determined ona -
unit-specific basis using data from NOx CEMS that Craig Owners are required to maintain,
calibrate and operate.

9. Craig Owners have the burden of proof to demonstrate the application of any

exception to any applicable emission limit, and must provide sufficient demonstration of the
application of any exception in their contemporaneous excess emission reports (EERs).

VI. CONTINUOUS EMISSION MONITORS
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10. At all times [deletion] Craig Owners shall maintain, calibrate and operate COMS to
measure accurately the opacity of emissions at Craig Units 1 and 2 in full compliance with the
requirements found at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix B, Specification 1, and 5 C.C.R. 1001-3,
IV.A and B.

11. Craig Owners are currently monitoring opacity with COMS located at the 300 foot
level in the stacks of Craig Units 1 and 2. Craig Owners intend to change the current location of
the COMS to a location after the baghouses and before the FGDs. Craig Owners shall seek
approval from EPA and Colorado for any such alternative COMS location, and approval from
EPA and Colorado to install and thereafter operate a continuous monitoring system to measure
pressure differential across the mist eliminator that indicates whether FGD generated particulate
matter emissions are minimized. Any request for approval described above shall be submitted to
EPA and Colorado no later than 60 days after completion of the FGD design activities set forth at
paragraphs 24(a)(iii) and 24(b)(iii). [Deletion]. Until EPA and Colorado grant final approval for
an alternative location, the current COMS will be used for compliance purposes with all opacity
standards, and at no time shall Craig Units 1 and 2 be operated without an approved method of
continuous opacity monitoring,.

In addition to any other requirements that may apply to an alternative location of opacity
monitoring, Craig Owners shall ensure after installation of the baghouse and FGD upgrades that
the new system is reading comparable opacity to what is read by the current COMS under dry
stack conditions. Flue gas may be by-passed around the FGD as necessary during the test in
order to achieve dry stack conditions. Comparability will be determined based on simultaneous
readings from the COMS at the current and new locations during the CCMS recertification
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process required at paragraphs 16 and 17. This comparability analysis may take into account the
allowable variation associated with the measurements of opacity by each COM after each COM is
calibrated to minimize any such variation. [Deletion].

In any request for approval of an alternative COMS location and FGD monitoring system,
Craig Owners shall provide the manufacturer’s specified normal operating pressure drop range
across the mist eliminator at given operating gas flow rates and supporting documentation that
demonstrates that such range will most effectively minimize particulate matter emissions from the
FGD. The pressure-drop range submitted by Craig Owners shall be shown to be consistent with
the normal range established for other similar mist eliminator systems. Within 180 days after flue
gas first passes through the upgraded FGDs, Craig Owners may submit to EPA and Colorado for
- approval [deletion] a revised pressure drop range based on actual testing data from the applicable
unit that will more effectively minimize particulate matter emissions compared to the
manufacturer’s specified range.

Craig Owners shall continuously and accurately monitor and report to Colorado,
pursuant to Section IX, the hourly average pressure drop across the mist eliminator and the
hourly average flow rate for each unit at Craig Units 1 and 2. Craig Owners? pressure -
monitoring system shall be of sufficient sensitivity and reliability to enable consistent, continuous
and effective monitoring of the pressure drop range. Craig Owners shall take all necessary
corrective actions to maintain the pressure drop within the applicable range. [Deletion].

12. Craig Owners shall provide to Colorado on a quarteﬂy basis all excess emission
reports (EERs) for Craig Units 1 and 2 that describe in the form required by this SIP component

all excess readings, all claimed exceptions, and all other information required by law.
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13. At all times [deletion] Craig Owners shall maintain, calibrate and operate CEMS at
Craig Units 1 and 2 to measure accurately SO» and NO, emissions from each unit, as well as flow
and CO,, in full compliance with the requirements found at 40 C.F.R. Parts 60 and 75. Nothing
herein shall preclude Craig Owners from installing, certifying and operating integrated CEMS
equipment to measure SO, NO;, CO, or opacity, or any combination thereof.

14. Craig Owners shall maintain, calibrate and operate a method of coal sampling and
analysis to determine accurately, pursuant to methods identified in paragraph 8(b)(viii), the
potential emissions from sulfur in the coal entering the boiler reported in pounds of SO, per
million Btu heat input.

15. Craig Owners shall ensure that any modifications to any COMS or CEMS
necessitated by Craig Owners' actions under or in furtherance of this SIP component shall be
completed prior to the completion of construction of the SO,, NO,, and particulate control
systems for Unit 1 and Unit 2, respectively.

16. Craig Owners shall recertify all COMS and CEMS or Craig Units 1 and 2 by the

following dates:

- Opacity COMS: Within 60 boiler operating days after passing flue-gas through the

baghouses for each unit, and within 60 boiler operating days after passing flue gas through the
upgraded scrubber and NOy control systems for each unit.

SO, CEMS: Within 60 boiler operating days after passing flue gas thr'ough the upgraded
scrubber system for each unit.

NO, CEMS: Within 60 boiler operating days after the NO, burner and overfire air

upgrades become operational on each unit.
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17.  In recertifying such COMS and CEMS, Craig Owners shall meet all requirements in
40 C.F.R. Parts 60 and 75 for initial certification. In particular, Craig Owners shall demonstrate
that the SO, and NO, CEMS are accurately monitoring 100 percent of the flue gas, including anjf
periods of by-pass, and are accurately reflecting SO, and NO, concentrations exiting the stack,
that the COMS are accuratel.y monitoring the opacity of emissions, and that Craig Owners have
resolved any problems with laminar or cyclonic flow, uncombined water droplets, or any other
problem that may be affecting the performance of the CEMS or COMS. On at least a quarterly
basis during the first year after recertification of the SO, CEMS, Craig Owners shall contract
with a private laboratory to analyze a split sample from a composite coal sample to ensure that
~ Craig Owners’ coal analysis system is accurately reporting Btu, sulfur and potential SO,
emissions. Craig Owners shall report the results of such analyses in their quarterly reports.
Craig Owners shall provide at least 30 days prior written notice to Colorado and EPA of the
date(s) Craig Owners intend to perform fhe recertification tests required by this paragraph and
shall allow Colorado and EPA to be present for such tests.

18. Beginning within 30 and 90 boiler operating days (depending on the applicable SO,
limit in Section V) from the date flue gas is first passed through the upgraded SO, control
equipment for each unit, Craig Owners shall calculate the following:

(a) For each boiler operating day, the percentage of SO, removal consistent with
paragraph 8(b)(viii), and

(b) For each bqﬂer operating bday, the SO, mass emission rate for 30 and 90 boiler
operating days calculated consistent with paragraph 8(b)(viii)(2).

19. Craig Owners shall report to Coloradoe on a quarterly basis each 30 day rolling
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average aﬁd each 90 day rolling avefage during the prior quarter that exceeded or failed to
comply with the SO, emission limitations contained in this SIP component. Each quarterly
report shall include a list of the hours excluded for any reason from the determination of Craig
Owners’ compliance with the SO, limits, and a list of times in which flue gas is by-passed afound
the FGD.

20. Beginning within 30 boiler opefating days of the date of the ﬁrét startup of a unit
following installation of the upgrades to the NO, reduction systems for each unit, Craig Owners
shall calculate hourly average NO, concentrations in pounds per million Btu, in accordance with
the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 75. Craig Owners shall use the hourly averages to calculate
calendar year averages in accordance with the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 75.

21. Craig Owners shall report to Colorado on a quarterly basis Craig Owners’ year-to-
date average NO, emission rate for that calendar year.

22. For any hour that valid, quality-assured continuous emission monitor data for a unit
is unavailable, SO, NO, and CO, emissions shall be calculated in accordance with the missing
data substitution procedures contained in 40 C.F.R. Part 75. For any day in which daily coal
sample data are not available, the average potential SO, emission rate of coal from the previous - -
30 days as calculated in paragraph 8(b)(viii) shall be substituted.

23. Craig Owners shall be bound by the data from their COMS, SO, CEMs and coal
sampling data, and NOy CEMS. Craig Owners may not challenge the accuracy or credibility of
their COMS, SO, CEMs and coal sampling data, and NO, CEMS in any enforcement action
unless otherwise expressly allowed by statute or regulation.

VII. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
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24. Craig Owners shall design, contract, construct and complete all particulate matter,
SO,, and NOy control systems required by this SIP component according to the following
schedule, subject to a force majeure determination pursuant to the Craig Station Consent
Decree, including a decision by the Court to limit force majeure pursuant to paragraph 50

of the Craig Station Consent Decree. However, if any schedule has been extended or will

be extended pursuant to such a force majeure determination or determinations by more
than 12 months beyond the particular deadline, the Division shall request the Commission
reopen (with public notice and hearing) the Long-Term Strategy element of Colorado’s
Class I Visibility Protection Program State Implementation Plan to reevaluate the
demonstration of reasonable progress, and to revise the State Implementation Plan as may
be necessary to ensure that the emission limitations are met. In no event shall these force
majeure provisions be construed to authorize or create any preemption or waiver of any
State or federal air quality law, or of any requirement contained in the Consent Decree and

incorporated into this SIP.

(@ UNIT 1
Activity Deadline
) Initiate design activities for baghouses, 1/01/01

FGD and NOy upgrades

(i)  Issuance of binding contract to construct, or contracts
to design and construct:

For baghouses ' 7/31/01
For FGD upgrades 3/31/02
For NO; upgrades 1/31/03
(i)  Substantial completion of design activities 1/01/03
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required for commencement of
construction of baghouses, FGD and NOy
control equipment

(iv) Commencement of physical, on-site construction of
baghouse, FGD and NO, upgrades. Dates from contracts
described at (ii) above to be provided by Craig Owners
to Colorado, within 15 days of execution of each contract,
and shall become enforceable deadlines under this SIP Component.

(v)  Completion of construction and initiation of startup
of all upgrades 12/31/03

(vi)  Provide an opportunity for on-site inspection 12/31/03 — 6/30/04
by Colorado and EPA of control equipment
installation
®) UNIT 2
Activity Deadline

()] Initiate design activities for baghouses, 1/01/01
FGD and NOy upgrades

(iD) Issuance of binding contract to construct, or contracts
to design and construct:

For baghouses | - 7/31/01
For FGD upgrades 3/31/02
For NOx upgrades 1/31/03
(i)  Substantial completion of design activities 1/01/03

required for commencement of
construction of baghouses, FGD and NO,
control equipment

(iv)  Commencement of physical, on-site construction of
baghouse, FGD and NOy upgrades. Dates from contracts
described at (it) above to be provided by Craig Owners
to Colorado within 15 days of execution of each contract,
and shall become enforceable deadlines under this SIP component.

W) Completion of construction and initiation of startup
of all upgrades 6/30/04
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(vi)  Provide an opportunity for on-site inspection 6/30/04 — 12/31/04
by Colorado and EPA of control equipment
installation -
VIII. EMISSION LIMITATION COMPLIANCE DEADLINES
25. Craig Owners' obligation to meet the particulate matter, SO,, and NO, emission
limitations set forth in Section V shall commence on the dates listed below, subject to a force
majeure determination pursuant to the Craig Station Consent Decree, including a decision
by the Court to limit force majeure pursuant to paragraph 50 of the Craig Station Consent
Decree. However, if any schedule has been extended or will be extended pursuant to such a
force majeure determination or determinations by more than 12 months beyond the
particular deadline, the Division shall request the Commission reopen (with public notice
and hearing) the Long-Term Strategy element of Colorado’s Class I Visibility Protection
Program State Implementation Plan to reevaluate the demonstration of reasonable
progress, and to revise the State Implementation Plan as may be necessary to ensure that
the emission limitations are met. In no event shall these force majeure provisions be
construed to authorize or create any preemption or waiver of any State or federal air
quality law, or of any requirement contained in the Consent Decree and incorporated into
this SIP.
(a) Particulate Matter:
(1) For Unit 1, within 180 days after completion of construction of
baghouse system, or by April 30, 2004, whichever date is earlier.
(i) For Unit 2, within 180 days after completion of construction of
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baghouse system, or by October 31, 2004, whichever date is earlier.
(b) SO
(1) For Unit 1, within 180 days after completion of construction of the
additional SO, control equipment, or by June 30, 2004, whichever date is earlier, Craig Owners
shall achieve the SO, mass emission limits at paragraph 8(b)(v), and shall achieve an 85 percent
reduction of SO, emissions on a 30 boiler operating day rolling average basis measured from coal
to stack. Within 270 days of the initial compliance date above, but no later than March 31, 2005,
Craig Owners shall achieve the 90 percent SO, reduction limit, subject to the provisions of
subparagraph 8(b)(vii); and
(1) For Unit 2, within 180 days after completion of construction of the
additional SO, control equipment, or by December 31, 2004, whichever date is earlier, Craig
Owners shall achieve the SO, mass emission limits at paragraph 8(b)(v), and shall achieve an 85
percent reduction of SO, emissions on a 30 boiler operating day rolling average basis measured
from coal to stack. Within 270 days of the initial compliance date above, but no later than
September 30, 2005, Craig Owners shall achieve the 90 percent SO, reduction limit, subject to
the provisions of subparagraph 8(5)(vii).
(c) NOx: Design, construction, installation, and testing of overfire upgrades must
be completed by June 30, 2004 for Unit 1 and December 31, 2004 for Unit 2.

IX. REPORTING

26. Within thirty days after the end of each quarter, beginning with the report for the
first quarter of 2001 [deletion], Craig Owners shall provide a quarterly report to Colorado
regarding the immediately preceding quarter that contains all of the information this STP
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éomponent requires Craig Owners to report on a quarterly basis.

27. [Not applicable to this SIP component.]

28. In specific, each quarterly report shall include:

(a) A description of constructién deadlines achieved, progress made toward
meeting future deadlines, and any actual, expected or reasonably likely delays;

(b) All elements of the opacity, SO, and NOy quarterly excess emission and
monitoring report [deleﬁon];

(c) After installation of the SOz control equipment upgrades, the required
quarterly repox;ts for SO; emissions (including emissions during all excluded periods as well as
SO; content calculated from coal for each day, the SO stack emissions:for each day, and each
day’s SO, percent removal rate), coal sulfur analyses, pressure drop and flow data relating to the
mist eliminators, and quarterly reports required under 40 C.F.R. Part 60 containing CEMS quality
assurance information; |

(d) After installation of the NO, control equipment upgrades, the required year-
to-date quartérly reports for NOx emiséions; and,

(e) [Not applicable to this SIP component.]

29. [I;iot applic#ble fo this SIP component.]

30. Craig Owners’ requirement to provide quarterly reports is in addition to any other
notification or report required by this SIP component, unless such notification or report is
required on a quarterly basis. Furthermore, nothing in this SIP component shall be interpreted to
either excuse or diminish Craig Owners’ obligation to provide any other reports, notices or other

documents to the public, or local, state or federal officials.
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