
	Prepared for:

Nevada Cement Company – Fernley Plant
Fernley, NV
[image: image18.jpg]TUT S ey =







Source-Specific BART Exemption Modeling Report: Nevada Cement Company - Fernley Plant 
ENSR Corporation

ENSR Corporation

January 2008
Document No.:  12523-002-100
	Prepared for:

Nevada Cement Company – Fernley Plant

Fernley, NV


Source-Specific BART Exemption Modeling Report: Nevada Cement Company - Fernley Plant 

[image: image2.emf]
_________________________________

Prepared By:  Olga Kostrova
[image: image1.jpg]



_________________________________

Reviewed By:  Pete Miller
ENSR Corporation

January 2008
Document No.:  12523-002-100
Contents

1-11.0
Introduction


1-11.1
Objectives


1-11.2
Location of Source vs. Relevant Class I Areas


1-21.3
Organization of Report Document


2-12.0
Source Description and Emissions Data


3-13.0
Meteorological and Geophysical Data


3-13.1
WRAP CALMET Database


3-13.2
Enhancements to the WRAP CALMET Database


4-14.0
CALPUFF Modeling


4-14.1
CALPUFF Modeling Domain and Receptors


4-14.2
Technical Options Used in the Modeling


4-24.3
Natural Conditions and Monthly f(RH) at Class I Areas


4-44.4
Light Extinction and Haze Impact Calculations


5-15.0
CALPUFF Modeling Results


6-16.0
References




List of Tables

2-2Table 2‑1
Kiln #1 Stack Test Data for 2004 Through 2006


2-2Table 2‑2
Kiln #2 Stack Test Data for 2001 Through 2003


2-3Table 2‑3
Fernley Plant Modeling Emissions Parameters


3-2Table 3‑1
CALMET Options Comparison


4-2Table 4‑1
CALPUFF Options Comparison


4-2Table 4‑2
Annual Average Natural Concentrations of Aerosol Components (μg/m3)


5-2Table 5‑1
CALPUFF Modeling Results




List of Figures

1-3Figure 1‑1
Location of Class I Areas in Relation to the Fernley Plant


3-4Figure 3‑1 
WRAP CALMET Modeling Domain for Nevada


3-5Figure 3‑2
CALMET Wind Fields with the WRAP Settings Colored by Wind Magnitude


3-6Figure 3‑3
CALMET Wind Fields with the WRAP Settings Shown in Uniform Color


3-7Figure 3‑4
CALMET Wind Fields Near the Source with the WRAP Settings


3-8Figure 3‑5
CALMET Wind Fields with ENSR Settings Colored by Wind Magnitude


3-9Figure 3‑6
CALMET Wind Fields with ENSR Settings Shown in Uniform Color


3-10Figure 3‑7
CALMET Wind Fields Near the Source with ENSR Settings


4-3Figure 4‑1
Fernley Plant CALPUFF Computational Grid in Relation to the WRAP Domain for Nevada




1.0   Introduction

This document describes the results of dispersion modeling conducted to estimate potential visibility impacts due to emissions from NCC BART-eligible sources to nearby Class I areas.  The modeling was conducted in accordance with the modeling protocol submitted electronically to the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection (NDEP) on August 30, 2007 (ENSR 2007).  NDEP indicated their approval of the modeling protocol in a voice mail from Bennett Kottler (NDEP) to Pete Miller (ENSR) on September 19, 2007.

The results of the modeling study demonstrate that the 98th percentile visibility impacts due to baseline emissions from the NCC Fernley Plant are below 0.5 delta deciview at all Class I areas.  Therefore, the Fernley Plant is exempt from BART.

1.1 Objectives

The Regional Haze Rule regulations require Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) for any BART-eligible source that ‘‘emits any air pollutant which may reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to any impairment of visibility” in any mandatory Class I federal area.  Pursuant to federal regulations, states have the option of exempting a BART-eligible source from the BART requirements based on dispersion modeling demonstrating that the source cannot reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to visibility impairment in a Class I area.  

The Nevada Cement Company (NCC) operates the Fernley Plant, a cement manufacturing and distributing facility.  The cement manufacturing plant is located thirty-five miles east of Reno, off I-80, Exit 46 in Fernley, Nevada. The limestone quarry is located seven miles southeast of the cement manufacturing facility, off Hwy 95 Alternate.
The NCC Fernley Plant has been identified by the NDEP as being a BART-eligible source.  The purpose of this document is to summarize the procedures by which a modeling analysis was conducted for Fernley Plant Kiln #1 and Kiln #2, which have been designated as BART-eligible units as they satisfy the three BART eligibility criteria.
The first step in the BART process is to model the visibility impact of baseline emissions to determine whether the BART-eligible units at Fernley Plant are subject to BART.  Based on recent discussions with NDEP, the Fernley Plant will be exempt from BART if its 98th percentile visibility impacts for baseline emissions are less than 0.5 delta-deciviews (delta dv) in each adjacent Class I area for each modeled year.

1.2 Location of Source vs. Relevant Class I Areas

Figure 1-1 shows a plot of the Fernley Plant relative to nearby Class I areas.  There are fourteen US Forest Service (USFS) and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWSC) Class I Wilderness areas and three National Park Service (NPS) Class I areas within 300 km of the plant:

1. Ansel Adams Wilderness

2. Caribou Wilderness

3. Desolation Wilderness

4. Emigrant Wilderness

5. Hoover Wilderness

6. John Muir Wilderness

7. Kaiser Wilderness

8. Kings Canyon National Park

9. Lava Beds Wilderness

10. Lassen Volcano National Park 

11. Mokelunme Wilderness

12. South Warner Wilderness

13. Thousand Lakes Wilderness

14. Yosemite National Park

The BART exemption modeling was conducted for each of these Class I areas in accordance with the procedures described in this document. 
1.3 Organization of Report Document

Section 2 of this report describes the source emissions that were used as input to the BART exemption modeling.  Section 3 describes the input data that was used for the modeling including the modeling domain, terrain and land use, and meteorological data.  Section 4 describes CALPUFF modeling and the air quality modeling procedures. Section 5 discusses modeling results.  References are provided in Section 6.  
Figure 1‑1
Location of Class I Areas in Relation to the Fernley Plant 
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2.0   Source Description and Emissions Data
According to 40 CFR  Part 51 Appendix Y (Guidelines for BART Determinations Under the Regional Haze Rule) modeled emission rates used for determining whether a source is subject to BART should meet two criteria:

· emissions estimates should reflect steady-state operating conditions during periods of high capacity utilization, and

· emission estimates should reflect the 24 hour average actual emission rate from the highest emitting day of the meteorological period modeled, unless this rate reflects periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction.

Initial model runs were made using permitted, rather than actual, emission rates.  This is the most conservative approach, but results of these runs indicated that 98th percentile visibility impacts would exceed the 0.5 delta deciview threshold.  Therefore, actual emission rates were used for subsequent model runs.

For Kiln #1, actual emissions were derived from source tests conducted from 2004 through 2006, as directed by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Bureau of Air Pollution Control (NDEP, 2008).  Actual and permitted emission rate data for Kiln #1 are summarized in Table 2-1.

For Kiln #2, actual emissions were derived from source tests conducted from 2001 through 2003.  Actual and permitted emission rate data for Kiln #2 are summarized in Table 2-2.
Table 2-3 provides a summary of the modeling emission and stack parameters that were used in the BART CALPUFF modeling for the baseline conditions.  Emission rates shown in this table are the maximum emission rates for each source, and were obtained from the stack test data provided in Tables 2-1 and 2-2.  These emission rates are considered to be representative of steady-state operating conditions during periods of high capacity utilization during the 2004-2006 period for Kiln #1 and 2001-2003 period for Kiln #2, respectively. 
Stack parameters used in this BART modeling are identical to the Nevada Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) CALPUFF modeling inputs.
Table 2‑1
Kiln #1 Stack Test Data for 2004 Through 2006
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1/21/2004 KILN 1 28.48 423.10 9.62 27.81 1.024 15.212 0.346 30.55 31.28 464.73 10.57 3.94 58.56 1.33

8/27/2004 KILN 1 29.65 352.59 9.38 26.83 1.105 13.140 0.349 30.55 33.76 401.43 10.67 4.25 50.58 1.34

2/15/2005 KILN 1 6.04 340.27 3.78 29.43 0.205 11.561 0.128 30.55 6.27 353.18 3.92 0.79 44.50 0.49

8/24/2005 KILN 1 0.29 227.97 9.42 30.37 0.010 7.507 0.310 30.55 0.29 229.35 9.47 0.04 28.90 1.19

2/28/2006 KILN 1 4.44 366.77 7.95 30.27 0.147 12.118 0.263 30.55 4.48 370.20 8.02 0.56 46.64 1.01

9/10/2006 KILN 1 15.90 407.93 3.97 30.53 0.521 13.360 0.130 30.55 15.91 408.15 3.97 2.00 51.43 0.50

MODELED EMISSION RATES

14.13 353.11 7.35 29.21 0.484 12.089 0.252 30.55 14.78 369.33 7.69 1.93 46.77 0.98

PERMIT LIMITS: 42.89 475.84 14.83 30.55 1.404 15.576 0.485 30.55 42.89 475.84 14.83

Comments:

1.  Modeled K1 emission rates are based on the average maximum daily emissions for the period from 2004-2006, as directed by NDEP (2008).

2.  CLINKER TPH is the production rate during testing (average of 3 runs), calculated from the kiln feed rate and clinker factor.

3.  The MAXIMUM CLINKER TPH is the permit limit and the target setpoint for the kilns.  The kilns achieve this daily maximum on a regular basis throughout the

     year, and would not exceed it except during a process upset.


Table 2‑2
Kiln #2 Stack Test Data for 2001 Through 2003
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7/27/2001 KILN 2 1.34 410.18 4.32 29.78 0.0450 13.7737 0.1451 30.55 1.37 420.79 4.43

2/22/2002 KILN 2 2.15 334.87 2.54 29.9 0.0719 11.1997 0.0849 30.55 2.20 342.15 2.60

MODELED EMISSION RATES 2.15 410.18 4.32 29.9 0.0719 13.7737 0.1451 30.55 2.20 420.79 4.43 0.28 53.02 0.56

PERMIT LIMITS: 42.89 475.84 14.83 30.55 1.4039 15.5758 0.4854 30.55 42.89 475.84 14.83

Comments:

1.  NDEP records were searched, confirming that there was no kiln stack testing in 2003.

2.  CLINKER TPH is the production rate during testing (average of 3 runs), calculated from the kiln feed rate and clinker factor.

3.  The MAXIMUM CLINKER TPH is the permit limit and the target setpoint for the kilns.  The kilns achieve this daily maximum on a regular basis throughout the

     year, and would not exceed it except during a process upset.


Table 2‑3
Fernley Plant Modeling Emissions Parameters

	
	Units
	Kiln 1
	Kiln 2

	WRAP Lambert Conformal X
	Km
	-1877.1670
	-1877.1990

	WRAP Lambert Conformal Y
	Km
	188.9674
	188.9644

	Stack Height
	m
	15.24
	24.38

	Base Elevation
	m
	1257.18
	1257.18

	Diameter
	m
	7.44
	2.44

	Gas Exit Velocity
	m/s
	1.95
	14.55

	Stack Gas Exit Temperature
	deg K
	533.15
	505.37

	SO2
	g/sec
	1.93
	0.28

	NOX
	g/sec
	46.77
	53.02

	PM10 Filterable
	g/sec
	0.98
	0.56


3.0   Meteorological and Geophysical Data
3.1 WRAP CALMET Database
WRAP has developed six 4-km CALMET meteorological databases for three years (2001-2003).  The CALMET modeling domains are strategically designed to cover all potential BART eligible sources within WRAP states and all PSD Class I areas within 300 km of those sources.  The extents of the six domains are shown in Figure 3-1a through Figure 3-1f of the WRAP common BART modeling protocol, available at http://pah.cert.ucr.edu/aqm/308/bart/WRAP_RMC_BART_Protocol_Aug15_2006.pdf.  The BART modeling for the Fernley Plant was performed using the Nevada 4-km domain, as shown in Figure 3-1 of this report.  The WRAP CALMET meteorological inputs, technical options, and processing steps are described in Sections 2 and 3 of the WRAP protocol.
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 3 arc-second Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files were used by WRAP to generate the terrain data at 4-km resolution for input to the six CALMET runs.  Likewise, the Composite Theme Grid format (CTG) files using Level I USGS land use categories were used by WRAP to generate the land use data at 4-km resolution for input to the six CALMET runs. See Sections 3.1.1.3 and 3.1.1.4 of the WRAP common BART modeling protocol for more details on the data processing.  

Three years of 36-km MM5 data (2001-2003) were used by WRAP to generate the 4-km sub-regional meteorological datasets.  Section 2 of the WRAP protocol discusses MM5 data extraction.  

The BART CALPUFF modeling for the Fernley Plant was done using the Nevada 4-km CALMET database with application-specific modifications described in the next section of the report.  
CALMET meteorological inputs, technical options, and processing steps were identical to those specified in the WRAP common BART modeling protocol with the exception of only R1, R2, RMAX1, IAVET (conducts spatial averaging of temperatures), and the model version.  These differences are listed in Table 3-1 and are further discussed below.
3.2 Enhancements to the WRAP CALMET Database

ENSR made two modifications/enhancements to the 4-km Nevada CALMET WRAP database. They are as follows: 
1.
Weighting Factors for Modifying the Step 1 Wind Field.  The 4-km Nevada CALMET database has been produced by ENSR using the downloaded CALMET inputs from the WRAP website http://pah.cert.ucr.edu/aqm/308/bart/calpuff/calmet_inputs/nv/.  ENSR initially ran CALMET with the setting suggested in the WRAP BART modeling protocol.  As part of ENSR’s internal quality assurance procedure, we displayed and examined the 4-km Nevada WRAP CALMET wind fields in the visualization software CALDESK.  Figures 3-2 , 3-3, and 3-4 graphically show wind fields with the WRAP settings for January 1, 2001, Hour 12, LST at 10 meter height.  For ease of viewing, Figure 3-2 shows wind fields colored by wind magnitude so that areas of uniform wind speeds can be more easily seen.  Figure 3-3 shows wind fields in uniform color so that wind vectors can be more easily seen in some areas.  Figure 3-4 shows wind fields near the source.  Arrows represent wind direction and wind speed for that hour.  Circular areas in these figures with common winds and abrupt transitions at the edge of the circles indicate a radius of influence of surface stations, R1, which was set to 100 km, as suggested in the WRAP BART protocol.  The R1 value was coupled with R1MAX = 50 km so that the influence of the surface stations is established out to 50 km and then abruptly ends beyond that distance.  Setting R1 and R1MAX to such high values is not recommended by the model developer and Federal Land Managers, especially with MM5 data resolution of 36 km with areas of complex terrain.  Typically, R1 is set to a fairly small value, generally not exceeding half of the MM5 data resolution (18 km), according to recent guidance on multiple PSD projects involving CALPUFF modeling in the WRAP region from John Notar of the National Park Service (personal correspondence between John Notar of the NPS and Bob Paine of ENSR).  A large R1 value results in wind fields surrounding surface stations that overwrite the MM5 wind fields, which do have terrain influences incorporated into them.  In many instances, the extended extrapolation of the surface station data with an abrupt transition at 50 km produces opposing wind directions in adjacent grid squares at the 50 km distance. 
To avoid this problematic wind field result, ENSR used a smaller R1 value of 18 km and R1MAX value of 30 km.  The resulting wind fields for the same hour and height as in Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 are depicted in Figures 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7.  The adjusted R1 and R1MAX values blend the surface observations into the MM5 observations much better, creating a more uniform wind field throughout the domain.   Therefore, ENSR recommends the smaller R1 and R1MAX values to be more consistent with FLM guidance and due to the better performance in the wind field depiction associated with the smaller values.
Test runs conducted by ENSR indicate that the choice of R values, whether those used by WRAP or those proposed by ENSR, has little influence on the predicted visibility impacts.  This is probably because surface observations are not extrapolated vertically, so their influence on the final wind field is limited to the lowest vertical layer (10 meters above ground).  Given the physical stack heights and exhaust parameters shown in Table 2-2, plume heights are likely to be on the order of a few tens of meters above ground, and so are relatively uninfluenced by meteorological conditions at the lowest vertical level.  However, to obtain a better representation of the surface layer wind field, and to be consistent with current FLM guidance, ENSR used the smaller R values shown in Table 3‑1.
Table 3‑1
CALMET Options Comparison

	Variable
	Description
	EPA-Approved Default Value (1)
	WRAP Value
	Proposed ENSR Value

	RMAX1
	Maximum radius of influence over land in the surface layer
	user defined
	50
	30

	R1
	Relative weighting of the first-guess field and observations in the surface layer
	user defined
	100
	18

	R2
	Relative weighting of the first-guess field and observations in the layers aloft
	user defined
	200
	20

	IAVET
	Conduct spatial averaging of temperatures (0=no, 1=yes)
	1
	0
	1

	(1) Default values listed in the latest EPA-approved version of CALMET (Version 5.8 Level 070623).


2.
Official EPA CALPUFF Version.  When rerunning CALMET, ENSR used the latest EPA-approved version of the CALPUFF modeling system CALMET (Version 5.8, Level 070623) instead of Version 6.211 that was used by WRAP, available at http://www.src.com/calpuff/download/download.htm#EPA_VERSION.   CALPUFF version 6 is basically equivalent to the VISTAS version of CALPUFF, Version 5.756.  At the time of the WRAP BART protocol development process, the VISTAS version and Version 6 were generally acknowledged to be the latest and best versions available.  However, EPA’s deliberate attempt to review the nature of the changes between the previous official version (5.711a) and the VISTAS version (and Version 6) uncovered a number of issues that were of concern to EPA.  These issues were discussed in a presentation by Mr. Dennis Atkinson of EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards at the 2007 annual modelers workshop (see http://www.cleanairinfo.com/regionalstatelocalmodelingworkshop/agenda.htm; “CALPUFF_status_update.pdf”).  The basic issues of concern with the VISTAS version (and equivalent Version 6) are as follows:

· There were unexplained and unresolved large differences between Versions 5.711a and 5.756.
· Incomplete model documentation has been a problem with the last model users guides now 7 years old.
· The VISTAS code changes went beyond just fixing coding errors in Version 5.711a, contrary to what TRC, the model developer, asserted.

· EPA’s annotated in-code documentation identified several categories of changes, including:

· Bug fixes

· Non-optional technical enhancements

· Optional technical enhancements

· Non-technical enhancements

· Enhancement adjustments

· Coordinate conversion fixes

· EPA had serious technical concerns regarding how the optional technical enhancements, e.g., for mixing height, were implemented in CALMET

The new approved Version 5.8 disables some of the VISTAS “optional technical enhancements”.  Therefore, use of Version 5.756 or Version 6 of CALPUFF would appear to be inconsistent with the current EPA approved version.  Default values of technical options specified in the newly approved version are adopted by ENSR.  Table 4-1 includes a discussion of some of these values.
Figure 3‑1 
WRAP CALMET Modeling Domain for Nevada
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CALMET/CALPUFF modeling domain and Class I area receptors (green) and observed surface meteorological sites (purple triangles) for Nevada.

Figure 3‑2
CALMET Wind Fields with the WRAP Settings Colored by Wind Magnitude
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Figure 3‑3
CALMET Wind Fields with the WRAP Settings Shown in Uniform Color
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Figure 3‑4
CALMET Wind Fields Near the Source with the WRAP Settings
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Figure 3‑5
CALMET Wind Fields with ENSR Settings Colored by Wind Magnitude
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Figure 3‑6
CALMET Wind Fields with ENSR Settings Shown in Uniform Color
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Figure 3‑7
CALMET Wind Fields Near the Source with ENSR Settings
[image: image12.png]R1=18km .
Surface Stati
Jan 1,2001, Hour 12LST _ 10-m level winds 8 surface station





4.0   CALPUFF Modeling
This section provides a summary of the modeling procedures that were used for the refined CALPUFF analysis for the NCC Fernley Plant.

4.1 CALPUFF Modeling Domain and Receptors

ENSR used the EPA-approved version of CALPUFF (Version 5.8, Level 070623) that has been posted at http://www.src.com/calpuff/download/download.htm#EPA_VERSION.  Although the WRAP BART protocol mentions the use of CALPUFF version 6, the EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards has clearly stated that the use of a version other than the official EPA version is a non-guideline application that must obtain regional EPA approval on a case-by-case basis.   It is clear from the discussion provided in Section 3.2 that CALPUFF version 6 is not approvable by EPA at this time without a significant effort to show that it is technically superior.  To avoid the need for the justification and documentation required to use a non-guideline version of the model, ENSR used the official EPA version.  
The extents of the 4-km WRAP domain for Nevada are shown in Figure 4-1. The BART CALPUFF modeling for the Fernley Plant was done using a smaller computational grid within the WRAP domain to minimize computation time and output file size. The Fernley Plant computational grid domain is shown in Figure 4-1. This domain includes fourteen Class I areas within 300 km of the source, plus a 50-km buffer around each Class I area and a 100-km buffer around the source to assure puffs recirculation.  The receptors used for each of the Class I areas are based on the National Park Service database of Class I receptors.

4.2 Technical Options Used in the Modeling

For CALPUFF model technical options, inputs and processing steps, ENSR followed the WRAP common BART protocol with the exception of the values listed in Table 4-1 and the model version.  

CDIV is one of the values that differs from the WRAP-suggested value.  CDIV is a parameter that affects the divergence criterion for dw/dz across puffs used to initiate adjustment for horizontal convergence.  The value specified in the IWAQM Phase 2 report (1998) is 0.01 (sec-1).  Since the time that report was generated, this option in CALPUFF was changed by the model developer, Earth Tech, to 0.0 to improve the model performance in the year 2000.  The use of the smaller value gives better protection against mass accumulation within convergence zones by compensating with increased sigma z to account for vertical movement of the air.  The model change actually requires two values for CDIV (values at partial and full adjustment), and the default value for each was accordingly changed to zero.  This was confirmed by Joe Scire in an email to Bob Paine dated 12/22/06, stating that:

“The default values for CDIV has been 0.0, 0.0 going back at least six years (i.e., 2000).  We may have tested other values earlier than this, but using zero for the CDIV has been the default for quite a while.  The use of the smaller value gives better protection again mass accumulation within convergence zones by compensating with increased sigma z to account for vertical movement of the air.”

The old default value of 0.01 continues to be erroneously recommended by EPA, however, because the 1998 IWAQM guidance was never corrected and the CALPUFF users guide has not been updated since the year 2000.
Due to the large distance (100 km) to the nearest Class I area, building downwash effects were not included in the CALPUFF modeling.  
The POSTUTIL utility program was used to repartition HNO3 and NO3 using a constant background ammonia concentration of 1 ppb.  This value is consistent with the WRAP common BART protocol. 
WRAP has developed an hourly ozone measurements files for three years (2001-2003), available at http://pah.cert.ucr.edu/aqm/308/bart/calpuff/ozone_dat/.  Data collection and processing are described in Section 3.1.2.7 of the WRAP protocol.  These ozone data files were used as input to CALPUFF. 

Table 4‑1
CALPUFF Options Comparison

	Variable
	Description
	EPA-Approved Default Value (1)
	WRAP Value
	Proposed ENSR Value

	IBCOMP
	X index of LL corner of computational domain
	user defined
	1
	1

	JBCOMP
	Y index of LL corner of computational domain
	user defined
	95
	89

	IECOMP
	X index of UR corner of computational domain
	user defined
	158
	78

	JECOMP
	Y index of UR corner of computational domain
	user defined
	270
	275

	CDIV
	Affects the divergence criterion for dw/dz across puffs used to initiate adjustment for horizontal convergence
	0, 0
	0.01, 0.01
	0, 0

	(1) Default values listed in the latest EPA-approved version of CALPUFF (Version 5.8 Level 070623).


4.3 Natural Conditions and Monthly f(RH) at Class I Areas

There are fourteen Class I areas to be modeled for the Fernley Plant.  For these Class I areas, natural background conditions must be established in order to determine a change in natural conditions related to a source’s emissions.  For the modeling described in this document, ENSR used the Annual Average Natural Concentrations (Table 4-1) and the monthly f(RH) values recommended by EPA (EPA, 2003a,b).  For each Class I area, the natural conditions and the f(RH) values to be used are consistent with the Nevada WRAP modeling.
Table 4‑2
Annual Average Natural Concentrations of Aerosol Components (μg/m3)
	Ammonium Sulfate
	0.12

	Ammonium Nitrate
	0.10

	Organic Carbon
	0.47

	Elemental Carbon
	0.02

	Soil
	0.5

	Coarse Mass
	3.0


Figure 4‑1
Fernley Plant CALPUFF Computational Grid in Relation to the WRAP Domain for Nevada
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4.4 Light Extinction and Haze Impact Calculations

The POSTUTIL utility program was used to repartition HNO3 and NO3 using 1 ppb of ambient background ammonia concentration.  The CALPOST postprocessor was used for the calculation of the impact from the modeled source’s primary and secondary particulate matter concentrations on light extinction.  The formula that is used is the existing IMPROVE/EPA formula, which is applied to determine a change in light extinction due to increases in the particulate matter component concentrations.  Using the notation of CALPOST, the formula is the following:

bext = 3 f(RH) [(NH4)2SO4] + 3 f(RH) [NH4NO3] + 4[OC] + 1[Soil] + 0.6[Coarse Mass] + 10[EC] + bRay
The concentrations, in square brackets, are in μg/m3 and bext is in units of Mm-1.  The Rayleigh scattering term (bRay) has a default value of 10 Mm-1, as recommended in EPA guidance for tracking reasonable progress (EPA, 2003a, page viii).
Visibility impacts at the Class I areas were assessed using CALPOST Method 6.  Each hour’s source-caused extinction is calculated by first using the hygroscopic components of the source-caused concentrations, due to ammonium sulfate and nitrate, and monthly Class I area-specific f(RH) values.  The contribution to the total source-caused extinction from ammonium sulfate and nitrate is then added to the other, non-hygroscopic components of the particulate concentration (from coarse and fine soil, secondary organic aerosols, and from elemental carbon) to yield the total hourly source-caused extinction.  
5.0   CALPUFF Modeling Results
The BART modeling results for NCC Fernley Plant Kiln #1 and #2 are provided in Table 5-1.  The table presents five statistical summaries of the visibility modeling results.
1. Number of days at each Class I areas with visibility impacts due to source emissions greater than 0.5 delta dv. 

2. The 98th percentile visibility impacts due to source emissions for each meteorological year (2001-2003) at each Class I area. 

3. The 98th percentile impact average over the 3-year period due to source emissions at each Class I area.  The 98th percentile impact average over the 3-year period was produced by computing the average of the three 98th percentile values of each modeled year.
4. The 98th percentile of the entire modeled period (2001-2003) due to source emissions at each Class I area.  The 98th percentile over three years is equivalent to the 22nd highest change in extinction.  The calculations are as follows:


365 days (year 2001) + 365 days (year 2002) + 363 days (year 2003) = 1093 modeled days


1093 days – [1093 days x 98%] = 21.86 = 22nd highest.

5.
Per NDEP request, ENSR also produced the 27th highest visibility impacts at each Class I area.
The modeling results indicate that the 98th percentile 24-hour impacts for each modeled year and over the 3-year period at each Class I area are below the 0.5 delta-deciview threshold.  Moreover, the 22th highest and the 27th highest visibility impacts over the 3-year period are also below the 0.5 delta-deciview threshold.  These results demonstrate that NCC Fernley Plant baseline emissions do not cause or contribute to regional haze at any of the fourteen Class I areas, therefore, the NCC Fernley Plant is exempt from BART.
Table 5‑1
CALPUFF Modeling Results
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