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Attachment 

Comments on the BART Proposal for Early Closure Options for the PGE 

Boardman Power Plant 

 

 

Comments on Oregon DEQ’s Proposed Early Closure Options 

 

In general, the Forest Service is supportive of the proposed options by Oregon DEQ which allow 

PGE Boardman to permanently shut down the coal-fired boiler in a manner consistent with the 

requirements of BART rule.  We believe Oregon DEQ has demonstrated leadership in defining 

the proper way to allow a facility to consider early closure while following the BART rule.   

 

We do not agree however with the establishment of the 35% control efficiency of the Dry 

Sorbent Injection (DSI) technology proposed by Oregon DEQ.  Oregon DEQ states that DSI can 

achieve 70 to 90% reduction for small boilers depending on the reagent and whether the 

installation includes a fabric filter or not.  According to EPA’s Air Pollution Control Technology 

Fact Sheet (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/catc/dir1/ffdg.pdf), new dry sorbent technology can remove 

approximately 90% of SO2.  In selecting 35% control efficiency, Oregon DEQ considered 

several qualitative factors (e.g., the size of the duct, the volume of the gas, the distance between 

the air pre-heater and the electrostatic precipitator, and the type of reagent), but offers no 

substantial quantifiable basis for selecting 35% control.  It is conceivable that greater SO2 

emission reduction is possible, but won’t be known until the system is implemented.  The Forest 

Service would like to see the lowest possible SO2 emission limit established.  We would like 

DEQ to allow for this possibility when establishing the emission limit.  

 

Comments on the $7300/ton Cost Effective Threshold 

 

The Forest Service has long advocated for States to consider the impacts of a single source on multiple 

class I areas in determining BART.  We have provided states with an alternative metric which more 

directly relate the cost/benefit ratio – the dollar per deciview ($/dv).  States have been reluctant to use this 

metric, as stakeholders are more familiar with the $/ton metric from existing regulatory programs such as 

New Source Review.  We are pleased to see that Oregon DEQ lists the $/dv metric and considered this   

information along with $/ton to select BART.  

 

Furthermore, Oregon DEQ recognizes the range of $/ton which states have proposed for BART 

determinations.  The $/ton threshold used by states varies by several thousands of dollars per ton.  While 

some states have selected the lower end of this range because the subject facility contributes minimally to 

haze in a single Class I area, its logical that a source which affects several Class I areas ought to have a 

cost effective threshold at the upper end of this range.  Considering the PGE Boardman facility impacts 

14 Class I areas, with a high frequency and magnitude, the Forest Service advocates that the higher end of 

the cost effective range is appropriate for this facility.  As such, we are in support of the $7300/ton as an 

appropriate cost-effective threshold.   

 

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/catc/dir1/ffdg.pdf
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As an editorial comment, Oregon DEQ should clarify that the $7300/ton threshold applies both to the 

annualized cost effectiveness and the incremental cost effectiveness.  Please correct the language in the 

first bullet item on page 20 of the DEQ BART report to clarify why semi-dry flue gas desulfurization 

(SDFGD) was not selected as BART.  Even though the cost effectiveness ($7,296/ton) is reasonable, the 

incremental cost of $10,386/ton is not considered reasonable by Oregon DEQ.    

 

Comments on PGE’s Revision 3 Proposal 

 

We disagree with PGE’s assessment that SDFGD is not BART if the plant closes in 2020.   DEQ 

has already considered the cost of compliance, the energy and non-air quality environmental 

impacts of compliance, the remaining useful life of the source, existing pollution control 

technology at the source and the degree of improvement in visibility.  Many of these issues (e.g., 

energy, non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance, existing pollution control 

technology at the source, and the degree of improvement in visibility) have already been 

considered when DEQ determined that SDFGD is BART should the facility remain open until at 

least 2040.  The only factor that has changed under the early plant closure options being 

addressed now is the remaining useful life of the source.  This is factored into the shorter lifetime 

at which capital and operating costs can be annualized.   

 

PGE has submitted new costs for the SDFGD which show a 30% increase above its previous 

estimates.  Much of the increase is based upon the replacement cost to offset the net loss in 

power generation which results from power requirement to operate the SDFGD.   Upon review 

of the Replacement Power Cost Analysis provided by PGE, insufficient information is available 

to ascertain the validity of these claims.  As such, the Forest Service cannot support PGE’s 

revised cost analysis and therefore must rely upon DEQ’s evaluation.   

 

We agree that closure of the coal-fired boiler operations in a time frame near 2020 is more 

desirable than keeping the facility open to 2040 or beyond.  Early closure of this facility would 

result in a faster time frame to reducing haze in Class I areas, reducing other adverse ecological 

and human health impacts due to the air pollutants emitted from the Boardman facility, and 

reducing green house gas emissions.  As such, the Forest Service also seeks a workable plan to 

close this facility as soon as possible, in a responsible manner.   

 

PGE states that because Dry Sorbent Injection (DSI) has never been utilized on a boiler of the 

type and size of the Boardman power plant, it cannot be considered applicable.  This statement is 

not supported by careful read of the language of the final BART rule.   The rule states that 

an available technology is considered “applicable” if it can reasonably be installed and operated 

on the source type under consideration.   We refer Oregon DEQ to the PPL Montour power plant 

in Washingtonville, PA which has contracted with the United Conveyor Corporation to install 

DSI on two 750 MW coal-fired boilers.  The project is scheduled for completion in late 2010.   

See the following web site link for more details.  
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http://www.power-technology.com/contractors/materials/ucc/press4.html  As this technology is 

being applied at coal-fired boilers even larger than at PGE Boardman, we reject PGE’s assertion 

that this technology is not applicable.    

 

Comments on the Proposed Changes to Oregon Administrative Rule 340-223 Language 

 

Referring to Section 340-223-0020, please correct the definition for the deciview (dv) haze index 

to  

(dv) = 10 ln (bext/10 Mm
-1

) 

 

 

Referring to Section 340-223-0040, please specify the averaging period associated with the 0.070 

lbs/MMBtu NOx emission limit. 

 

The following comments apply to the three new alternatives associated with early plant closure 

described in Sections 340-223-0600, 340-223-0700, and 340-223-0800, and in the general terms 

of Section 340-223-0050. 

 

As a matter of consistency, please use the same references to Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3 

and present the material in the same order as in the supporting documents (i.e., Section 340-223-

0060 should apply to  Option 1 – plant closure in 2020, Section 340-223-0070 should specify 

that this is Option 2, and Section 340-223-0080 should refer to Option 3, plant closure within 

five years after EPA approval of the SIP (2015/2016)).   

 

Please specify the control technologies assumed to be implemented to achieve the specified 

emission rates in each of these sections. 

 

As currently proposed, the rule allows PGE an entire year to demonstrate compliance with the 

30-day rolling average NOx emission limit. It seems unnecessary to wait a whole year in order to 

determine whether or not PGE can comply with a 30-day rolling average.  Compliance can be 

assessed as soon as 30-days after the date in which the emission limit goes into effect.  We 

would like the language of the proposed rule to require a demonstration of compliance with the 

30-day rolling average within 30 days after the emission limit goes into effect.  

 

Section 340-223-0080 identifies the requirement associated with plant closure in 2020. 

Paragraph (2)(b)(A) of that section specifies the SO2 emission limit associated with SDFGD.  

The SO2 emission limit as stated is in error.   Rather than 0.40 lbs/MMBtu, this should be 0.12 

lbs/MMBtu.  
 

http://www.power-technology.com/contractors/materials/ucc/press4.html

