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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

	BACT
	Best Available Control Technology

	CAA
	Clean Air Act

	CAM
	Compliance Assurance Monitoring

	CARB
	California Air Resources Board

	CCCT
	Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine

	CCS
	Carbon Capture and Sequestration

	CFR
	Code of Federal Regulations

	CI
	Compression Ignition

	CH4
	Methane, Component of Green House Gas

	CO
	Carbon Monoxide

	CO2
	Carbon Dioxide

	CT
	Combustion Turbine

	District
	Washoe County Health District, Air Quality Management Division

	EPA
	Environmental Protection Agency

	Facility
	Sparks Energy Park

	GHG
	Green House Gas 

	gpm
	Gallons per Minute

	HA
	Hydrographic Area

	HAPs
	Hazardous Air Pollutants

	hp
	Horsepower

	hr
	Hour

	HRSG
	Heat Recovery Steam Generator

	kW
	Kilowatt

	LAER
	Lowest Achieveable Emission Rate

	lb
	Pound

	Lb/day
	Pounds per Day

	Lb/hr
	Pounds per Hour

	MMBtu
	Million British Thermal Units

	MW
	Megawatt
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	National Ambient Air Quality Standards

	NDEP
	Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

	NESHAP
	National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

	NOx
	Oxides of Nitrogen

	NSPS
	New Source Performance Standards

	NSR
	New Source Review

	Ox-Cat
	Oxidation Catalyst

	Pb
	Lead

	Permittee
	Unique Infrastructure Group Management and Staff

	PM10
	Particulate Matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns

	PM2.5
	Particulate Matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns

	ppm
	Parts per Million

	PSD
	Prevention of Significant Deterioration

	PUCN
	Public Utilities Commission of Nevada

	SCR
	Selective Catalytic Reduction

	SOx
	Oxides of Sulfur

	TDS
	Total Dissolved Solids

	UIG
	Unique Infrastructure Group

	UTM
	Universal Transverse Mercator

	VOCs
	Volatile Organic Compounds

	WCAQMD
	Washoe County Air Quality Management Division


Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis & Statement of Basis
Prevention of Significant Deterioration/Title V Permit #D81TV 
for the Proposed Sparks Energy Park
1.
Purpose of this Document
This document serves as the Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis and Fact Sheet for the proposed PSD/Title V permit for the Unique Infrastructure Group’s Sparks Energy Park Project. This document describes the legal and factual basis for the proposed permit as required under the Clean Air Act (CAA), including Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Sections 52 and 70 for the Green House Gas Tailoring Rule.   
2.
Applicant

The applicant information is as follows:

Unique Infrastructure Group

180 Country Estates Circle

Reno, Nevada 89511

Responsible Official:
Jack D. Ferris, Principal

Facility Contact Person:
Nicholas J. Pavich, Manager

3.
Project Location

The Unique Infrastructure Group (UIG) Sparks Energy Park is proposed to be located in the Truckee River Canyon, east of Reno, Nevada, on the north side of Interstate 80 at the Patrick Exit.  The plant site is located within a 2,200 acre privately owned parcel, specifically at Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) Coordinates Zone 11, 4,383,300 North, 283,600 East, in Washoe County.  The parcel is located in Hydrographic Basin-83 which has been designated attainment/unclassifiable for all pollutants.  Figure 1 provides a location map of the project.
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Figure 3-1 Location Map
4.
Project Description

UIG has proposed to develop a technology park and data center to be located on the above referenced property.  The operation of the technology park/data center will require a substantial amount of reliable energy.  In order to fulfill the energy demand, UIG has submitted an application for an Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate a 360 MW natural gas fired power plant, identified as the Sparks Energy Park.  A summary of the proposed emission units is provided in Table 4-1.
Sparks Energy Park Emission Units
	Emission Source
	Unit ID
	Quantity
	Description

	Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine
	CCCT

# 1 - 6
	6
	· 60 MW combustion turbine

· Natural gas fired

· Vented to Heat Recovery Steam Generator (HRSG) – (3) HRSG associated with (6) Combustion Turbines

· Equipped with Dry-Low NOx, Low CO combustion with Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) and an Oxidation Catalyst (Ox-Cat)

	Emergency Standby Generator
	EMGEN #1 - 2
	2
	· 1,000 kW (1,340 hp) Internal Combustion Engine

· Fired on Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel

· Tier 4 Emission Standards 

	Emergency Fire Pumps
	FRPUMP

#1 - 2
	2
	· Powered by 520 kW (700 hp) Internal Combustion Engine

· Fired on Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel

· Tier 4 Emission Standards

	Cooling Tower
	COOL
	1
	· 9 Cell Cooling Tower

· Wet draft, cross flow

· 115,000 gallons per minute (gpm) water flow

· 1,753,000 actual cubic feet per minute air flow

· 0.005% drift rate


Table 4-1

Each of the CCCT units will be natural gas fired utilizing dry, low NOx, low CO combustors, with a heat input of 450 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr), operating 8,760 hours per year.  The heat input of the CCCT includes both the combustion turbine (CT) and the HRSG duct burner. The supplemental firing in the duct burner is utilized to raise the CT exhaust gas temperature.  The hot exhaust from the CT will enter an attached HRSG for heat recovery generating low-, intermediate-, and high-pressure steam which will power a steam turbine connected to an electric generator.  The exhaust gases exiting the HRSG will then pass through a series of pollution control systems.  Each CCCT will be equipped with Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) to control NOx emissions and an Oxidation Catalyst (Ox-Cat) for the control of carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

The steam produced by the HRSG will be ducted to a heat exchanger which will condense the steam prior to being pumped back to repeat the process.  The cooling tower will be used to reduce the temperature of the circulating water in the condenser.  The cooling tower will be a 9-cell, wet draft, cross-flow cooling tower with a designed water flow rate of 115,000 gallons per minute (gpm) and a drift rate of 0.005%, operating in a continuous duty cycle.  The recirculation water will not exceed a concentration of 500 ppm total dissolved solids (TDS).  Following several cycles, a portion of the circulating water will be conveyed to an evaporation pond.  The condensate formed in the water cooled condenser will be recovered and chemically conditioned to minimize corrosion and scale formation for reuse in the system.  Following several cycles, a portion of the condensate will also be conveyed to the evaporation pond.
The emergency standby generators will each be powered by a 1,000 kW (1,340 hp) engine operating on 120 gallons per hour of ultra low sulfur diesel, 15 parts per million (ppm) sulfur content.  The emissions from the generators are exhausted through two 20-foot stacks.  The operation of each of the generators will be limited to a total of 250 hours per year, which includes emergency and maintenance operations.  The emissions from the diesel engines will be Tier IV compliant.
The emergency fire pumps will each be powered by a 520 kW (700 hp) engine operating on 30 gallons per hour of ultra low sulfur diesel, 15 parts per million (ppm) sulfur content.  The emissions from the fire pump engines will be exhausted through two 10-foot stacks.  The operation of each of the fire pumps will be limited to a total of 250 hours per year, which includes emergency and maintenance operations.  The emissions from the diesel engines will be Tier IV compliant.

A site plan of the layout of the Sparks Energy Park is provided in Figure 4-1.  The power plant’s location relative to the entire facility and surrounding area is shown in Figure 4-2. 
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Figure 4-1
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 Figure 4-2

5.
Emissions

A summary of the facility wide projected emissions is provided in Table 5-1.  

	Pollutant
	Lb/hr
	Lb/day
	Ton/yr

	Criteria Pollutants
	
	
	

	Particulates, PM10*
	16.90
	405.63
	72.05

	Particulates, PM2.5*
	16.90
	405.63
	72.05

	Sulfur Dioxide
	2.17
	52.17
	9.46

	Oxides of Nitrogen
	24.41
	585.96
	92.41

	Volatile Organic Compounds
	9.18
	220.38
	31.78

	Lead
	1.32E-03
	3.18E-02
	5.8E-03

	
	
	
	

	Hazardous Air Pollutants
	
	
	3.96

	Acenaphthene
	N/A
	N/A
	2.08E-05

	Acenaphthylene
	N/A
	N/A
	4.23E-05

	Anthracene
	N/A
	N/A
	6.28E-06

	Benzo(a)anthracene
	N/A
	N/A
	3.57E-06

	Benzo(a)pyrene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.20E-06

	Benzo(b)fluoranthene
	N/A
	N/A
	4.82E-06

	Benzo(k)fluoranthene
	N/A
	N/A
	9.44E-06

	Benzo(g,h)perylene
	N/A
	N/A
	2.65E-06

	Chrysene
	N/A
	N/A
	6.75E-06

	Dibenz(a,h)anthracene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.80E-06

	Fluoranthene
	N/A
	N/A
	2.14E-05

	Fluorene
	N/A
	N/A
	7.06E-05

	Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.98E-06

	PAH
	N/A
	N/A
	2.60E-02

	Phenanthrene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.91E-04

	Pyrene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.85E-05

	Acetaldehyde
	N/A
	N/A
	4.74E-01

	Acrolein
	N/A
	N/A
	7.58E-02

	Benzene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.46E-01

	1,3-Butadiene
	N/A
	N/A
	5.11E-03

	Ethylbenzene
	N/A
	N/A
	3.78E-01

	Formaldehyde
	N/A
	N/A
	1.82E-01

	Hexane
	N/A
	N/A
	0.00E+00

	Naphthalene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.60E-02

	Propylene
	N/A
	N/A
	3.56E-01

	Toluene
	N/A
	N/A
	1.54E+00

	Xylene (total)
	N/A
	N/A
	7.58E-01

	
	
	
	

	Green House Gases
	
	
	

	Carbon Dioxide
	52,493
	1,259,820
	229,917


Table 5-1

* Assumes all particulate matter emissions are PM2.5 
The following tables provide the projected emissions from the individual sources.  The CCCT and cooling tower emissions reflect operations of 24 hours per day, 365 days per year.  The emissions from the emergency generator and fire pump reflect operations of 24 hours per day, 250 hours per year.  Detailed emission calculations, as provided in the application, are included in Appendix 1.  
Table 5-2

Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine Projected Emissions
	Pollutant
	Lb/hr
	Lb/day
	Ton/yr

	Particulates as PM10
	2.5
	60.00
	10.95

	Particulates as PM2.5
	2.5
	60.00
	10.95

	Sulfur Dioxide
	0.36
	8.64
	1.58

	Oxides of Nitrogen
	3.50
	84.00
	15.33

	Volatile Organic Compounds
	1.20
	28.80
	5.26

	Carbon Monoxide
	3.50
	84.00
	15.33

	Carbon Dioxide *
	52,493
	1,259,820
	229,917

	Lead
	2.21E-04
	5.29E-03
	9.66E-04


* Per AP-42, Section 1.4.3, CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are all produced during natural gas combustion. In properly tuned boilers, nearly all of the fuel carbon (99.9 percent) in natural gas is converted to CO2 during the combustion process. For monitoring and enforceability purposes, CO2 limits will be included in the permit.
Table 5-3
Cooling Tower Projected Emissions
	Pollutant
	Lb/hr
	Lb/day
	Ton/yr

	Particulates as PM10
	1.44
	34.50
	6.30

	Particulates as PM2.5
	1.44
	34.50
	6.30


Table 5-4
Emergency Generator Projected Emissions
	Pollutant
	Lb/hr
	Lb/day
	Ton/yr

	Particulates as PM10
	0.2
	5.30
	0.03

	Particulates as PM2.5
	0.2
	5.30
	0.03

	Sulfur Dioxide
	0.005
	0.01
	0.0007

	Oxides of Nitrogen
	1.50
	35.40
	0.20

	Volatile Organic Compounds
	0.90
	21.20
	0.11

	Carbon Monoxide
	7.70
	185.20
	0.96

	Lead
	0.20
	5.30
	0.03


Table 5-5
Emergency Fire Pump Projected Emissions
	Pollutant
	Lb/hr
	Lb/day
	Ton/yr

	Particulates as PM10
	0.02
	0.60
	0.003

	Particulates as PM2.5
	0.02
	0.60
	0.003

	Sulfur Dioxide
	0.003
	0.10
	0.000

	Oxides of Nitrogen
	0.50
	11.10
	0.058

	Volatile Organic Compounds
	0.20
	5.30
	0.027

	Carbon Monoxide
	4.00
	96.70
	0.504

	Lead
	0.02
	0.60
	0.003


6.
Regulatory Applicability

The Sparks Energy Park will be subject to the 100 tons per year applicability standard based on 40 CFR Part 70, listed sources including fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than 250 MMBtu/hr.  With the exception of CO2, the emission calculations demonstrate that the Sparks Energy Park will be less than 100 tons per year of each criteria pollutant making it a synthetic minor source and exempt from PSD/NSR/Title V requirements.  The emissions of CO2 are above 100,000 tons per year, making the facility subject to PSD/Title V for green house gases (GHG) in accordance with 40 CFR Parts 52 and 70, the Tailoring Rule.  A BACT analysis is therefore required for CO2.
The Washoe County Health District, Air Quality Management Division (WCAQMD) Regulations, specifically 030.700 and 030.0750, require the application of LAER for any pollutant emission rate in excess of 125 lbs/day and BACT for emission rates between 10 and 125 lbs/day, respectively.  Based on the estimated emissions, the WCAQMD regulations require a LAER analysis for NOx, CO, PM (including PM10 and PM2.5), and VOCs and a BACT analysis for SO2.
The individual sources will also be subject to New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), 40 CFR Part 60, and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS), 40 CFR Part 63.
The CCCTs will be subject to:

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart A, NSPS General Provisions

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart GG, NSPS Standards of Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, NSPS Standards of Performance for Stationary Combustion Turbines

The emergency generators will be subject to:

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart A, NSPS General Provisions

· 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart A, NESHAP General Provisions

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart IIII, NSPS Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines

· 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ, NESHAPS for Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines

The emergency fire pumps will be subject to:

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart A, NSPS General Provisions

· 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart IIII, NSPS Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines

This facility will also be subject to Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, including the provisions of 112(r).
The facility will also be required to comply with the following general provisions of the Washoe County Health District Regulations Governing Air Quality Management:
· 020.070-020.080

General Provisions

· 030.000-030.020

Source Permitting & Operation

· 030.200-030.280

Washoe County Permit to Operate Requirements

· 030.410-030.480

Toxic or Hazardous Air Pollutants
· 030.700-030.750

Washoe County Control Requirements (LAER & BACT)
· 040.000-040.030

Prohibited Emissions

040.060 & 040.085

· 040.055


Prohibited Emissions Nuisance Odors

· 050.030 & 050.100

Emergency Episode Plan
7.
BACT/LAER Analysis

The BACT analysis is a top-down process where all available control technologies are ranked in descending order of control effectiveness. The applicant first examines the most stringent technology. That technology is established as BACT unless it is demonstrated that technical considerations, or energy, environmental, or economic impacts justify a conclusion that the most stringent technology is not feasible for the case at hand.  If the most stringent technology is eliminated, then the next most stringent option is evaluated until BACT is determined.  The top-down BACT analysis is a case-by-case exercise for the particular source under evaluation. 
In summary, the five steps involved in a top-down BACT evaluation are:
1.  Identify all available control options with practical potential for application to

the specific emission unit for the regulated pollutant under evaluation;

2.  Eliminate technically infeasible technology options;
3.  Rank remaining control technologies by control effectiveness;
4.  Evaluate the most effective control alternative and document results,

considering energy, environmental, and economic impacts as appropriate; if top

option is not selected as BACT, evaluate next most effective control option; and
5.  Select BACT, which will be the most stringent technology not rejected based

on technical, energy, environmental, and economic considerations.
The LAER analysis follows a similar process with a couple of exceptions.  The control technology selected for LAER represents the lowest achievable emission rate that has been achieved in practice for similar units.  Additionally, the LAER top-down analysis does not include economic considerations.

The proposed Project is subject to BACT for SO2 and CO2 and LAER for NOx, CO, PM (PM10 & PM2.5) and VOCs.  A BACT/LAER analysis was conducted for the six (6) natural gas fired CCCTs and the cooling tower.  The emissions from the two (2) emergency standy generators and the two (2) fire pumps, with the restricted hours of operation and NSPS applicability, are not subject to the BACT/LAER review.  Table 7-1 provides a summary of the BACT/LAER determinations for NOX, CO, VOCs, PM (PM10 & PM2.5), SO2, and CO2 from the CCCTs and cooling tower.
Summary of BACT/LAER Analysis
	Emission Unit
	Pollutant

	
	NOx
	CO
	VOC
	PM
	SO2
	CO2

	CCCT

(each)
	Emission Rate, 
24 hour average
	LAER:

3.5 lb/hr @ 2.0 ppm

(0.0078 lb/MMBtu)
	LAER:

3.50 lb/hr @ 2.0 ppm

(0.0078 lb/MMBtu)
	LAER:

1.20 lb/hr

(0.0027 lb/MMBtu)
	LAER:

2.5 lb/hr

(0.0056 lb/MMBtu)
	BACT:
0.36 lb/hr

(0.0008 lb/MMBtu)
	LAER:
52,515 lb/hr

(116.7 lb/MMBtu)

	
	Control Technology
	Dry Low NOx combustion controls with SCR
	Combustion Controls with Oxidation Catalyst
	Combustion Controls with Oxidation Catalyst
	Pipeline Natural Gas with Combustion Controls
	Pipeline Natural Gas
	High Efficiency Natural Gas Fired with HRSG

	Cooling Tower
	Emission Rate, 
24 hour average
	N/A
	BACT:

1.44 lbs/hr

(500 ppm TDS)
	NA

	
	Control Technology
	
	Wet Cooling with 0.0005% Drift Eliminators
	


Table 7-1
7.1
BACT/LAER Analysis for Natural Gas Combustion Turbines

The applicant submitted the results of searches completed in the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) databases for permit records from 2006 through 2011.  A top-down analysis for each pollutant has been performed and is provided below.  
7.1.1 Nitrogen Oxide Emissions
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for NOx emission controls include:
· Low NOx burner design (dry low NOx combustors)
· Water or Steam Injection

· Inlet air coolers
There are also add-on controls available which include:

· Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR)

· EMxTM (formerly SCONOx)

· Selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR)

Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
All of the available control options are technically feasible.

Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
The results of the review of the RBLC and CARB databases identified Low NOx combustors with SCR as the most effective controls applied to CCCTs of various size categories.  A summary of the results of the review of similar size units found NOx emission in the range of 2 to 5 ppm and are included in Appendix 2.  The combined technology approach has been successfully demonstrated and reflected in recently issued permits with NOx limits of 2 ppm, representing the highest level of NOx control.
The remaining technologies have not been proven to provide NOx reduction below the 2 ppm level.  It should be noted that one facility did appear in the RBLC review with a NOx emission limit of 1.5 ppm.  The IDC Bellingham facility was issued a permit on September 11, 2000, however this facility was never constructed and the permit limit has not been demonstrated to be achievable.
Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The application included the use of SCR, the top-ranked control technology, however, there is a potential environmental risk associated with SCR.  The SCR system will require the use of ammonia which will be stored on-site.  During normal operations, there will be a relatively small amount of ammonia slip in the CCCT exhaust gas.  Ammonia is not listed as a hazardous air pollutant nor has it been proved to be a carcinogen but it does have the potential to be a toxic substance.  Exposure through inhalation, ingestion, skin contact, or eye contact may result in harmful side effects.  The applicant will be using aqueous ammonia which is considered a safer storage method.  The ammonia slip will also be monitored as part of the compliance monitoring strategy to reduce excess emissions.  The benefits recognized in the reduction of NOx emissions outweigh the possible risks associated with on-site storage and use of ammonia. 
The WCAQMD regulations require a LAER analysis of the NOx emissions so there are no considerations of the economic impact of selecting SCR as the top-ranked control.

Step 5 – Select LAER
Based on the top-down review of available NOx control technology, the LAER is 2 ppm at 15% O2 which is achieved through the use of dry low NOx combustors equipped with SCR control technology.  For compliance monitoring purposes, the permit will reflect a mass emission limit of 3.50 pound per hour, not to exceed 15.33 tons per 12-month rolling average, for each CCCT.
7.1.2 Carbon Monoxide Emissions
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for CO emission controls include:
· Good Combustion Practices

There are also add-on controls available which include:

· Oxidation Catalyst

· EMxTM (formerly SCONOx)

Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
All of the available control options are technically feasible.

Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
The results of the review of the RBLC and the CARB database identified good combustion practices with an Oxidation Catalyst as the most effective CO controls applied to CCCTs of various size categories.  A summary of the results of the review of similar size units found CO emission in the range of 2 to 11.8 ppm and are included in Appendix 2.  Projects with 2 ppm limits are currently under development and have yet to demonstrate an achievable emission rate.  The Silver Hawk Power Plant in southern Nevada has achieved a CO emission limit of 4 ppm at 15% O2. 
The remaining EMxTM technology is available and feasible however the actual level of control has not been established in practice.  The manufacturer claims emission rates of 1 ppm are achievable but it has not been demonstrated on a long-term basis.  The most conservative approach is to consider the  EMxTM technology to be as effective as an oxidation catalyst.

Previously issued permits include CO emissions of 1.5 ppm for the Avenal Energy Project (June 2011) and 0.9 ppm for the Kleen Energy Systems Project (February 2008), as referenced in the BACT analysis included in the Palm Dale Hybrid Power Project Air Quality Impact Analysis, US EPA Region IX PSD Permit #SE-09-01, August 2011, included in Appendix 2.  The Kleen Energy Systems Project has commenced commercial operations however the compliance demonstrations are not yet available.  The Avenal Energy Project has not yet begun construction.
The combined technology approach using good combustion practices with an oxidation catalyst has been successfully demonstrated and reflected in recently issued permits representing the highest level of CO control.

Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The application included the use of good combustion practices with an oxidation catalyst for the control of CO emissions.  There are no known environmental impacts associated with the use of these control measures. 

The WCAQMD regulations require a LAER analysis of the CO emissions so there are no considerations of the economic impact of selecting an oxidation catalyst as the top-ranked control.

Step 5 – Select LAER
Based on the top-down review of available CO control technology, the LAER is 4 ppm at 15% O2 which is achieved through the use of good combustion practices and an oxidation catalyst.  For compliance monitoring purposes, the permit will reflect a mass emission limit of 3.50 pound per hour, not to exceed 15.33 tons per 12-month rolling average, for each CCCT.
7.1.3 Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Emissions
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for VOC emission controls include:
· Good Combustion Practices

There are also add-on controls available which include:

· Oxidation Catalyst

· EMxTM (formerly SCONOx)

Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
All of the available control options are technically feasible.

Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
The results of the review of the RBLC and the CARB data base identified good combustion practices with an Oxidation Catalyst as the most effective VOC controls applied to CCCTs of various size categories.  A summary of the results of the RBLC and CARB review of similar size units found VOC emissions in the range of 0.6 to 7 ppm and are included in Appendix 2.  The projects with limits under 2 ppm are currently under development and have yet to demonstrate an achievable emission rate.  The Silver Hawk Power Plant in southern Nevada has achieved a CO emission limit of 2 ppm at 15% O2. 
As previously discussed, the remaining EMxTM technology is available and feasible however the actual level of control has not been established in practice.  The manufacturer claims emission rates of 1 ppm are achievable but it has not been demonstrated on a long-term basis.  The most conservative approach is to consider the EMxTM technology to be as effective as an oxidation catalyst.

The combined technology approach using good combustion practices with an oxidation catalyst has been successfully demonstrated and reflected in recently issued permits representing the highest level of VOC control.

Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The application included the use of good combustion practices with an oxidation catalyst for the control of VOC emissions.  There are no known environmental impacts associated with the use of these control measures. 

The WCAQMD regulations require a LAER analysis of the VOC emissions so there are no considerations of the economic impact of selecting an oxidation catalyst as the top-ranked control.

Step 5 – Select LAER
Based on the top-down review of available VOC control technology, the LAER is 2 ppm at 15% O2 which is achieved through the use of good combustion practices and an oxidation catalyst.  For compliance monitoring purposes, the permit will reflect a mass emission limit of 1.20 pound per hour, not to exceed 5.26 tons per 12-month rolling average, for each CCCT.
7.1.4 Particulate Matter (PM10 & PM2.5) Emissions
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for PM emission controls include:
· Natural Gas as a low particulate fuel
· Good Combustion Practices

There are also add-on controls available which include:

· Cyclone including multicones
· Wet Scrubber
· Electrostatic Precipitator (wet and/or dry ESP)

· Baghouse

Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
All of the available control options are technically feasible with the exception of the cyclone.  Cyclones have not been proven to have significant reduction of PM2.5 emissions due to the low grain loading of the exhaust stream.  
Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
The results of the review of the RBLC and the CARB data base identified pipeline natural gas and good combustion practices for the control of PM.  The add-on controls previously identified for the control of NOx, CO and VOCs, including SCR and OX-Cat, will provide a control of pollutants generating secondary particulate formation.  A summary of the review submitted with the application found PM emissions ranging from 9 to 25.25 lbs/hr.  Further review of the RBLC database found PM emissions from the Silverhawk Power Plant to be of 19.8 lbs/hr and the Chouteau Power Plant to be 6.59 lbs/hr.  The results of the review are included in Appendix 2.  There are a number of projects with emissions identified in parts per million, however, their hourly emission limits are higher than the proposed 2.5 lbs/hr specified in the application
The add-on controls may be technically feasible however none of the facilities in the RBLC identified any controls for the reduction of PM.

Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The application included the use of natural gas as a clean fuel and good combustion practices for the control of PM.  There are no known environmental impacts associated with the use of these control measures. 

The WCAQMD regulations require a LAER analysis of the PM emissions so there are no considerations of the economic impact of selecting an oxidation catalyst as the top-ranked control.

Step 5 – Select LAER
Based on the top-down review of available PM control technology, the LAER is achieved through the use of natural gas fuel and the use of good combustion practices, with SCR and an OX-Cat for the reduction pollutants which contribute to the formation of secondary particulate matter.  For compliance monitoring purposes, the permit will reflect a mass emission limit of 2.5 pound per hour, not to exceed 10.95 tons per 12-month rolling average, for each CCCT.

7.1.5 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for SO2 emission controls include:
· Pipeline Quality Natural Gas,  as defined in 40 CFR Part 72 and 75,
as a low sulfur fuel

There are no add-on controls available for SO2 reduction from natural gas.
Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
All of the available control options are technically feasible.

Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
The results of the review of the RBLC and the CARB database identified pipeline natural gas as the control option for all natural gas fired CCCTs.  A summary of the review is included in Appendix 2.  Since this was the control option provided in the application, no further analysis will be required. 
Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The application included the use of pipeline quality natural gas for the control of SO2 emissions.  There are no known adverse environmental impacts associated with the use of this control measure. 

Step 5 – Select LAER
Based on the top-down review of available SO2 control technology, the BACT is achieved through the use of pipeline quality natural gas and good combustion practices.  For compliance monitoring purposes, the permit will reflect a mass emission limit of 0.36 pound per hour, not to exceed 1.58 tons per 12-month rolling average, for each CCCT.
7.1.6 Green House Gas (GHG) Emissions
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for GHG emission controls include:
· High Efficiency Natural Gas Combined Cycle Turbines
There are also add-on controls available which include:

· Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS)
Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
The application of CCS involves the capture, transportation and storage of CO2 to eliminate emissions to the atmosphere.  The CO2 capture technology includes solvent-based, sorbent-based and membrane-based processes for flue gas treatment.  The development of these technologies has focused on the treatment of flue gas from coal fired power plants, but should be considered as applicable to natural gas fired power plants.  Even though the technology may be technically feasible, there are currently no commercial CO2 capture technologies installed on utility scale power generation systems.

Following the capture of the CO2, transportation to suitable sequestration site becomes the next challenge.  Research and development of suitable geologic structures for storage has identified depleted oil fields, saline acquifers, and coal beds.  There are active oil fields in the eastern portion of the state however these fields are still being explored for development so they would not be characterized as depleted. 
The proposed energy park is located in a canyon east of the Truckee Meadows Basin.  The geology of the area is typical of the majority of the state of Nevada which is identified as the Basin and Range Province.  A series of geologic faults running predominantly north-south have created large mountain ranges separated by low lying basin areas.  The creation of the Truckee Canyon is the result of water erosion from the Truckee River traveling east from Lake Tahoe eroding across the Virginia Range on to the Pyramid Lake.  Due to the complex geologic structure of the proposed site, on-site sequestration is not an option.  
In the absence of on-site sequestration, the only other option would be transport via pipeline to a suitable site.  Currently there are no CO2 pipelines located in the vicinity of the proposed Sparks Energy Park.  The costs related to the location of a suitable sequestration site and the construction of a pipeline make this technology technically infeasible for this project.  Figure 7-1, from the Power Plant CCS organization (www.powerplantccs.com) illustrates the location of active CO2 pipelines in United States.
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Figure 7-1

Since the transportation of the CO2 is infeasible, the evaluation of the feasibility of the storage is not required.
Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
With the elimination of CCS, the only option for GHG control is the use of high efficiency combined cycle natural gas turbines which were identified in the application.  The use of the HRSG increases the overall efficiency of the units by recovering waste heat to produce additional energy without additional fuel consumption.  
Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The application included the use of the highest ranked control option.  There are no known adverse environmental impacts associated with the use of these control measures. 

Step 5 – Select BACT
Based on the top-down review of available CO2 control technology, the determination has been made to accept the use of high efficiency combined cycle natural gas turbines with HRSG as BACT.  The control of GHG as a regulated pollutant under the PSD/Title V regulations includes six gases forming the CO2e (CO2 equivalent) pollutant including carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.  As previously stated in Table 5-2 of this document, 99.9% of the CO2e emitted is in the form of CO2.  For compliance monitoring purposes, BACT has been determined for CO2 specifically.  Permit conditions will require the installation and operation of a CO2 CEM to demonstrate compliance with an emission limit of 52,493 lbs/hr nor more than 229,917 tons per year on a rolling 12-month basis. 
7.2
BACT Analysis for Cooling Tower
The proposed Sparks Energy Park includes a 9 cell wet evaporative cooling tower with a 115,000 gpm flow rate.  PM, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are generated from the TDS in the water that is evaporated.  The application proposed to consider emissions of PM to include both PM10, and PM2.5.
Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies
The control options for PM emission controls include:
· Dry Cooling – air cooled condenser

· Wet Cooling – water drop column
· Wet-Dry Hybrid Cooling – combination depending on environmental conditions
There are also add-on controls available which include:

· Drift Eliminators
Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options
All of the available control options are technically feasible.

Step 3 – Rank Control Technologies
When considering PM control from cooling towers, the Dry Cooling has the highest control efficiency since the process does not use any water, there are no PM emissions.  The Wet-Dry Hybrid system uses a combination of the air cooled condensers and the water drop columns depending on the operational and ambient environmental conditions.  The result is PM emissions are only being generated when the system is operating in the Wet mode.  The Wet Cooling system has the highest PM emissions due to the consumption of water to perform the cooling function.  To minimize the PM emissions from the wet process, drift eliminators are used as an add-on technology to limit the drift to 0.005%. 

Step 4 – Economic, Energy and Environmental Impacts
The use of the dry and hybrid systems each have a negative energy impact on the facility resulting in an overall reduction in efficiency due to the additional energy requirements to operate the systems.  Based on the adverse energy impacts, the use of dry and hybrid systems were eliminated.
The wet system does have a potential environmental impact associated with the consumption of water.  The proposed facility is located on private property which includes water rights.  UIG completed an extensive hydrological evaluation of the water resource, including water quality analysis, to demonstrate that the wells located on the site are a separate resource from the other water resources in the area.  Based on this, the operation of the wet cooling system with drift eliminators will not result in any adverse impacts on the water resources in the area.
Step 5 – Select BACT
Based on the top-down review of available PM control technology, the BACT is determined to be the use of a wet cooling tower with 0.005% drift eliminators.  For compliance monitoring purposes, the permit will reflect a mass emission limit of 1.44 pounds per hour, not to exceed 6.30 tons per 12-month rolling average, based on a TDS limit of 500 ppm.
8.
Air Quality Impacts

In accordance with local, state, and federal regulations, an authority to construct and/or permit to operate may not be issued for a source of a regulated air pollutant until the facility emissions have been demonstrated to not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or applicable PSD increment.  The Sparks Energy Park is proposed to be located in the Truckee River Canyon, east of Reno, in Hydrographic Basin #83.  The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increment was triggered in this basin on March 11, 1994 for PM10, SO2, and NO2.  As a result, all emission sources permitted after this date must be considered as increment consuming for the triggered pollutants.  The increment was triggered by the Tracy Power Plant on the south side of the river in Storey County which is under the jurisdiction of the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Pollution Control (NDEP).  NDEP oversees the maintenance of the increment in the area which includes all sources permitted by Washoe County AQMD on the north side of the river.  The increment modeling was complete following NDEP protocol utilizing a modified version of AERMOD which facilitates post-processing procedures used by NDEP.  A copy of the modeling analysis was provided to NDEP for review.
A preliminary modeling analysis is required for all triggered pollutants to determine if the source, by itself, will exceed the established Significant Impact Level (SIL).  If the predicted impact of any pollutant exceeds the SIL, then a full cumulative analysis, including the sources in the surrounding area, must be completed for that pollutant.  The cumulative impact analysis must demonstrate that the operation of the proposed facility in conjunction with the existing sources in the area will not contribute to or cause a violation of the PSD increment.  Table 8-1 provides a summary of the Nevada Ambient Air Quality Standards, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, the Significant Impact Levels, and the PSD Class II Increment Levels for each of the criteria pollutants.
Ambient Air Quality Standards and Significant Impact Levels
	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	National Ambient Air Quality Standards (µg/m3)
	Nevada Ambient Air Quality Standards (µg/m3) 
	Prevention of Significant Deterioration Class II Increment (µg/m3) 
	Modeling Significance Levela
(µg/m3) 

	Nitrogen Oxides
	Annual
	100
	100
	25
	1

	Sulfur Dioxide
	Annual
	80
	80
	20
	1

	
	24-hour
	365b
	365
	91b
	5

	
	3-hour
	1,300b
	1,300
	512b
	25

	Carbon Monoxide
	8-hour
	10,000b
	10,000c
	NA
	500

	
	1-hour
	40,000b
	40,000
	NA
	2,000

	PM10
	Annual
	Revokedd
	50
	17
	1

	
	24-hour
	150b
	150
	30b
	5

	Ozone
	1-hour
	235b,e
	235
	NA
	NA

	
	8-hour
	75 ppb
	NA
	NA
	NA


Notes:
a. From New Source Review Workshop Manual – Draft. 1990. U.S. EPA
b. Not to be exceeded more than once per year

c. 6,670 µg/m3 at areas equal to or greater than 5,000 feet above Mean Sea Level

d. EPA revoked this standard effective December 17, 2006

e. EPA revoked this standard effective June 15, 2005

NA
Not Applicable
8.1 Dispersion Model Selection
Dispersion modeling was completed using AERMOD (Version 11103) which is the EPA approved model for industrial sources.  AERMOD is a Gaussian plume dispersion model based on planetary boundary layer principles for characterizing atmospheric stability.  The model evaluates the non-Gaussian vertical behavior of plumes during convective conditions based on the probability density function and the superposition of several Gaussian plumes.  The AERMOD modeling system has three components: (1) AERMAP, the terrain preprocessor program; (2) AERMET, the meteorological data preprocessor; and (3) AERMOD, which includes the dispersion modeling algorithms.
AERMOD was developed to handle complex terrain issues like those in the Truckee Canyon where the Sparks Energy Park proposes to be located.  The model is recommended by EPA for determining Class II impacts within 50 kilometers of the facility being assessed.  AERMOD was run using the regulatory default options, including use of stack-tip downwash, buoyancy-induced dispersion, calms processing routines, upper-bound downwash concentrations for super-squat buildings, default wind speed profile exponents, vertical potential temperature gradients, and no use of gradual plume rise.  U.S. Geological Survey digital elevation model (DEM) terrain data was used for the local terrain data.
No chemical transformation algorithms within AERMOD were used for this analysis.  However, modeled concentrations of NOx were manually converted to NO2 using EPA’s empirically derived scaling factor of 0.75.  Compliance with the ozone standard was evaluated using the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) screening technique of modeling VOC emissions assuming a 100 percent conversion from VOC to ozone.  This screening technique results in a conservative estimate of the impacts.
8.2 Meteorological Data
The meteorological data used for the AERMOD analysis was collected at the adjacent Tracy Power Plant and included 2-years of site specific data from 2009-2010 collected at three heights – 10, 55, and 100 meters.  The Tracy data set was processed using the AERMET pre-processing software.  Additionally, in accordance with the NDEP modeling protocol, the PSD increment analysis was completed using existing processed Tracy data from 2000-2001 which was provided by NDEP.
The 2009-2010 Tracy data set has a data collection efficiency greater than 90% with the exception of one quarter of relative humidity data in 2009.  Since relative humidity is not an essential meteorological parameter for AERMET processing, the data was considered valid.  The 2009-2010 data was processed into model ready format using AERMET Version 11059.
EPA’s AERSURFACE software Version 08009 was used to obtain surface characteristics required as input into AERMOD that were not included in the Tracy data set.  AERSURFACE obtains surface characteristics from USGS land use/land cover data files from user-defined sectors surrounding the site.  AERSURFACE was run using Nevada National Land Cover Data 1992 archives and processed for the proposed site.  Outputs from this run were processed through AERMET.  Figure 8.2-1 shows a wind rose diagram of the Tracy 2009-2010 meteorological data set.
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Figure 8.2-1

8.3 Receptors and Topography
Multiple receptor grids were developed for the modeling analysis to ensure the maximum estimated impacts were identified.  Receptor locations were established following EPA and NDEP guidelines with appropriate density and spatial coverage to identify the area with the maximum predicted impacts.  The following receptor grids were used for the individual pollutant modeling assessments:
· 25-meter spaced fenceline receptors

· 50-meter spaced grid from fenceline out 500 meters

· 6 km by 6km grid with 100-meter receptor spacing

· 16 km cy 16 km grid with 250-meter receptor spacing

· 30 km by 30 km grid with 1000-meter receptor spacing

All model receptors were preprocessed using AERMAP Version 11103 establishing a base elevation and height scale for each receptor location, including UTM coordinates.  The height scale is a measure of the receptor’s location, base elevation, and relation to the surrounding terrain which has the greatest influence on dispersion for that individual receptor.  AERMAP was run using USGS DEM 7.5-minute data to provide a detailed characterization of the terrain throughout the region.  Outputs from AERMAP were used as inputs to the AERMOD runstream file input for each model run.  Figure 8.3-1 illustrates a plot of the model receptor locations as provided in the application.
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Figure 8.3-1

8.4  Source Emission Input
Source emission rates and stack parameters used for the modeling analysis were based on the calculated potential to emit and equipment specifications provided in the application.  A summary of the source release parameters and emission rates for the Sparks Energy Park, included with the application, is provided in Table 8.4.1.
Preliminary modeling results predicted the impacts from the proposed project would exceed the SIL values for PM10 only, however for completeness, both PM10 and NO2 were modeled with nearby emission sources to evaluate the cumulative impacts.  Nearby source parameters and emission rates were obtained from NDEP model source files to determine the magnitude of nearby facility emissions and the distance from the Sparks Energy Park.  In order to narrow the list of nearby sources to those that may contribute to impacts within the significant impact area, small and distant sources were screened out of the source inventory using a screening procedure referred to as a Q/D assessment.

The Q/D method was originally developed by the North Carolina Air Permit Unit in 1985.  A Q/D assessment was conducted for all sources within HA83 plus the Nevada Cement PSD Facility, located 23 km east of the Sparks Energy Park.  The Q/D assessment involved dividing the total PM10 and NO2 emissions (Q) in tons per year for each nearby source by the distance from the facility (D) in km.  If the result of this calculation was greater than 10 for a given facility, then that facilities emissions were included in the cumulative modeling analysis.  A summary of the nearby sources and the Q/D assessment is provided in Appendix 3. 
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Table 8.4-1

8.5 Regional Background Concentrations
Regional background concentrations represent the contribution of sources that are not included in the modeling analysis, including naturally occurring sources.  The background concentrations were added to the impacts predicted by the modeling analysis for comparison with the ambient air quality standards.

The background concentrations generally recommended by NDEP for PM10 were measured at the Lehman Caves monitoring site.  Background concentrations for other pollutants are those that have been used for previous modeling analyses at the nearby Tracy Power plant.  Table 8.5-1 provides a summary of the background concentrations used for this modeling analysis.  Background concentrations are not available (NA) for CO and Ozone.
Pollutant Background Concentrations

	Pollutant
	Averaging
Period
	Background Concentration, µg/m3

	Nitrogen Dioxide
	Annual
	16.0

	Sulfur Dioxide
	Annual
	4.0

	
	24-hour
	10.0

	
	3-hour
	26.0

	PM10
	Annual
	9.0

	
	24-hour
	10.2

	Carbon Monoxide
	8-hour
	NA

	
	1-hour
	NA

	Ozone
	1-hour
	NA


Table 8.5-1

8.6 Summary of Model Results
A facility-wide ambient air quality analysis was performed to predict the impacts NO2, CO, PM10, VOCs and SO2.  A cumulative impact analysis was performed for PM10 and NO2 including other sources located in the area.  A PSD increment consumption analysis was performed for PM10, NO2, and SO2.  The results of all of the modeling analyses for the Sparks Energy Park demonstrated that the operation of the facility will comply with all of the ambient air quality standards.
8.6.1 Significant Impact Results
The results of the significant impact modeling analysis demonstrated the impacts of all pollutants would be below the SIL with the exception of PM10.  The predicted PM10 impacts in a small area next to the fenceline were 5.29 µg/m3 which exceeds the 24-hour PM10 SIL of 5.0 µg/m3.  Based on this result, a cumulative impact analysis was performed including the Sparks Energy Park and nearby sources of PM10.  Additionally, even though the predicted impacts of NO2 were below the SIL, a cumulative impact analysis was performed to confirm compliance with the ambient standards.  The significant impact model results are summarized below in Table 8.6.1-1.
Significant Impact Dispersion Modeling Results
	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Highest Predicted Impact, µg/m3
	Significant Impact Level, µg/m3

	NO2
	Annual
	0.66
	1

	SO2
	Annual
	0.07
	1

	
	24-hour
	0.73
	5

	
	3-hour
	3.05
	25

	CO
	8-hour
	87.8
	500

	
	1-hour
	283.9
	2,000

	PM10
	Annual
	0.53
	1

	
	24-hour
	5.29
	5

	O3
	1-hour
	30.41
	NA


Table 8.6.1-1
8.6.2 Cumulative Impact Results
The predicted impacts from the Sparks Energy Park and the nearby sources of PM10 and NO2 were added to the measured background concentrations to determine the maximum cumulative impacts.  Only the areas where the Sparks Energy Park impacts were at or near the SIL were evaluated for compliance with the ambient air quality standards.  The cumulative evaluations were limited to these areas in accordance with EPA modeling guidance (2005).  It must be noted that distant areas, outside the facility’s SIL radius, did show modeled values that exceeded the PM10 NAAQS.  Upon further review, this area was determined to be within the fenceline boundary of Gopher Construction and therefore not considered ambient air.  Similarly, the highest predicted cumulative impact of NO2 was located outside of the facility SIL radius.
The results of the cumulative impact modeling analyses have predicted that the operation of the Sparks Energy Park will not cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS.  A summary of the cumulative impact modeling results are provided below in Table 8.6.2-1.  Contour plots of the cumulative impacts surrounding the Sparks Energy Park which were included in the application are included Appendix 4.

Dispersion Modeling Results, NAAQS Compliance Demonstration

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Highest Cumulative Modeled Concentration, µg/m3 
	Background Concentration, µg/m3 
	Total Concentration, µg/m3 
	NAAQS, µg/m3
	NV AAQS, µg/m3

	NO2a
	Annual
	28.7
	16.0
	44.7
	100
	100

	SO2
	Annual
	0.07
	4.0
	4.07
	80
	80

	
	24-hour
	0.73
	10.0
	10.73
	365b
	365

	
	3-hour
	3.05
	26.0
	29.05
	1,300b
	1,300

	CO
	8-hour
	87.8
	NA
	87.8
	10,000b
	10,000c

	
	1-hour
	283.9
	NA
	283.9
	40,000b
	40,000

	PM10
	Annual
	9.8
	10.2
	18.8
	Revokedd
	50

	
	24-hour
	41.5
	9.0
	51.7
	150
	150

	O3
	1-hour
	30.41
	NA
	30.41
	Revokede
	235


Notes:  
a – The NOx to NO2 conversion of 0.75 was applied


b – Not to be exceeded more than once per calendar year


c – 6,670 µg/m3 at areas equal to or greater than 5,000 feet above Mean Sea Level


d – EPA revoked this standard effective December 17, 2006


e – EPA revoked this standard effective June 15, 2005
Table 8.6.2-1
8.6.3 PSD Increment Consumption Results
The PSD increment consumption was evaluated by modeling the Sparks Energy Park facility using the NDEP’s modified version of AERMOD with the HA 83 receptor grid used for PSD increment determinations.  Binary model outputs from these runs were combined with cumulative impacts within HA 83 using a post-processing step consistent with NDEP methodology.  Cumulative binary impact files for HA 83 were provided by NDEP staff.

The results from the PSD increment consumption analyses predict the operation of the Sparks Energy Park will comply with the PSD increment limits.  The results from the modeling analyses are summarized below in Table 8.6.3-1.  Contour plots of cumulative PSD increment consumption surrounding the Sparks Energy Park that were submitted with the application are included in Appendix 5.
Dispersion Modeling Results, PSD Increment Consumption

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Modeled Year
	Cumulative PSD Increment

(µg/m3)a
	PSD Increment

µg/m3

	NO2
	Annual
	2000
	22.4
	25

	PM10
	24-hour
	2001
	28.9
	30b

	
	Annual
	2001
	-2.3c
	17

	SO2
	3-hour
	2000
	253.3
	512

	
	24-hour
	2001
	81.3
	91

	
	Annual
	2000
	3.9
	20


Notes:
a – Highest modeled impact outside the Sparks Energy Park fence line boundary


b – Not to be exceeded more than once per calendar year


c – Negative value represents increment expansion in the modeled region
9.
Streamlining
This permit does not include any streamlined provisions.

10.  Operational Flexibility
The application was submitted for operations of the CCCTs up to 8,760 hours per year so there are no alternative operating scenarios.

11.  Compliance Assurance Monitoring
On October 22, 1997, EPA promulgated the Compliance Assurance Monitoring rule (40 CFR Part 64).  This rule requires specialized pollutant-specific monitoring for emission units located at major sources which meet the following criteria:
1. The unit is subject to an emission limit or standard for the applicable regulated air pollutant;
2. The unit uses a control device to achieve compliance with any such emission limit or standard; and

3. The unit has potential uncontrolled emissions of the applicable regulated air pollutant that are equal to or greater than 100 percent of the amount, in tons per year, required for a source to be classified as a major source.

The rule, specifically § 64.2(b)(i), exempts post November 15, 1990, New Source Performance Standards emission limitations/standards from triggering CAM.  The CCCTs are subject to NSPS Subpart GG, promulgated on October 17, 2000, and NSPS Subpart KKKK, promulgated on July 6, 2006.  The emergency standby generators and fire pumps are subject to NSPS Subpart IIII, promulgated on July 11, 2006.  Based on these applicable standards, the determination was made that CAM does not apply to this facility.  
Compliance monitoring will be required to be completed in accordance with the specific NSPS standards.  Each of the CCCTs will be required to install, calibrate and operate a CEMS that measures NOx, CO, and CO2 in accordance with NSPS Subpart KKKK.  

Each CCCT will also be required to complete a performance test to demonstrate compliance with the permit emission limitations within 180 days from the initial start-up and annually thereafter.  Performance tests must be conducted in compliance with the applicable sections of 40 CFR 60.8, 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, and 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix M.
Additionally, the cooling tower must perform weekly tests of the blow-down water using an EPA approved method to determine the quantity of TDS to demonstrate compliance with the particulate emission limitations.  Calculations must be performed using an EPA approved calculation methodology.
12.  Compliance Reporting & Certification

In order to demonstrate compliance with the provisions of the operating permit, and all applicable regulations, a Semi-Annual Emissions Report and Compliance Certification Statement will be required to be submitted within 30 days of the end of each reporting period (January to June and July to December).  Additionally, a Semi-Annual Excess Emissions and Monitoring Report must also be submitted in accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK. 

All Statements of Compliance will be required to be submitted to both the District and the EPA Regional Administrator.
13.  Enforceability 
Unless specifically designated otherwise, all terms and conditions of the operating permit, including any provisions designed to limit the source’s potential to emit, are enforceable by EPA and citizens, under the Federal Clean Air Act.  The terms and conditions which are designated by a double asterisk (**) are derived from the District regulations and are not federally enforceable.  All terms and conditions of the operating permit are enforceable by the District.
14.  Additional Environmental Analyses
UIG is required to submit a Utility Environmental Protection Act (UEPA) report to the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (PUCN) in accordance with Nevada Administrative Code 703.423.  Even though the Sparks Energy Park is proposed to be a privately owned and operated power electrical generating facility, it will require a connection to the existing Tuscarora natural gas pipeline which is regulated by the PUCN.  

A Class III Cultural Resources Inventory was conducted on approximately 100 acres which includes the power plant site, associated access roads and power lines.  The report included a review of sixteen (16) previous cultural resource investigations within a one mile radius of the site.  The results of the investigation determined that there will be no cultural resources impacted by the proposed power plant and there will be no effect on cultural resources within the project area.  A copy of the report is included in Appendix 6.

 A review of the Biological Resources and Potential Impacts was also conducted on the 100 acres project site.  The report identified the project site as situated on the lower slopes of the Pah Rah Mountain Range, which has been subject to numerous wild land fires.  The site was described to contain habitat that is relatively unscathed by historic fires but is bounded by high-voltage transmission and natural gas pipelines.  The majority of the surrounding landscape was determined to contain varying degrees of fire affected and otherwise degraded (i.e., gravel quarry) habitats.  The results of the review determined that the vegetation community on the project site does not provide suitable habitat for federally listed or Nevada State listed species.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service lists nine threatened, endangered, candidate species within Washoe County.  Two of the nine species are fish including the Lahontan cutthroat trout and the cui-ui.  The Lahontan cutthroat trout has the potential to inhabit the Truckee River which is within one-half mile of the project site.  According to the report being prepared for the PUCN, the project is not expected to have a direct affect on the river.  A few ephemeral drainages do cut across the project site, the largest located west of the power plant location.  UIG will be required to obtain a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Storm Water Discharge Permit from NDEP prior to any land clearing activities.  Requirements established in these permits will control potential sediment and contaminants that could affect the Truckee River.
The final determination was made that the construction, development and operation of the power plant, affiliated structures, transmission lines, natural gas pipeline, and substations would not entail potential adverse affects to listed species.  A copy of the report being prepared for submittal for the Background Information on the Utility Environmental Protection Act is included in Appendix 6.

On April 23, 2012, EPA Region IX issued a letter acknowledging the completion of their consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1536.  EPA determined that the UIG project will have no effect on any proposed or listed Federally-endangered or Federally-threatened species or Federally-designated critical habitat for any species.  A copy of the letter is provided in Appendix 7. 
15.
Conclusion and Proposed Action

The Air Quality Management Division of the Washoe County Health District is proposing to issue a PSD/Title V permit to the Unique Infrastructure Group for the Sparks Energy Park.  The determination has been made that the installation and operation of the facility will comply with regulatory requirements and will not cause or contribute to a violation of the applicable NAAQS or PSD increments.
This determination has been made based on the WCAQMD review of the information provided in the application and supporting documentation.  The Ambient Air Quality Impact  Analysis and Draft PSD/Title V Permit will be made available for public review, and make a final decision after considering any public comments that may be submitted.
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