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About Kansas

ÂNo in-state Class I areas

Â19 BART Eligible Sources

Â3 and İ (Iôll explain the 1/2) BART sources 

required to control

ÂParticipated in CENRAP RPO

ÂBART handled with agreements or if 

necessary a rule



Subject-to-BART Units with signed agreements

Â KCP&L 

Â La Cygne (Units 1 & 

2)

Â Westar Energy 

Â Gordon Evans (Unit 2)

Â Westar Energy 

Â Jeffrey (Units 1 & 2) 

Â Projected Emissions 

Reductions (table to right)

Â From 2002 levels

Â After BART Controls

Subject-to-BART 

Emission Units

Projected 

Emissions 

Reductions

(tons/yr)         

NOx SO2

La Cygne - Unit 1 27,481 2,700

La Cygne - Unit 2 2,133 15,362

Gordon Evans -

Unit 2

1,885 3,210

Jeffrey - Unit 1 5,333 16,927

Jeffrey - Unit 2 6,852 20,250

Total 43,686 58,450



BPU Nearman (the ½)

ÂNearman Creek Power Station ïUnit 1

Â230MW, Sub-critical, wall fired EGU boiler

ÂLow Sulfur Powder River Basin (PRB) coal

Â80ôs vintage LNBs and ESP

ÂEmissions (2002 reported)

ÂNOxï3,860 tons

ÂSO2ï7,625 tons

ÂLocated in KC metro area



BPU History

ÂKDHE makes requests for 24 hr max 

emissions

ÂNOxï3,579 lb/hr (CEM)

ÂSO2ï3,997 lb/hr (CEM)

ÂKDHE performs CALPUFF screening using 

no-obs mode

ÂDetermines BPU must perform a refined 

BART modeling analysis. 



BPU History (cont.)

ÂBPU performs refined CALPUFF modeling 
run

Â98% delta deciview impact 0.572 dv @HERC

ÂKDHE determines that BPU is a BART 
source.

ÂBPU proposes to control only NOx (new 
LNB), no SO2 controls.

ÂKDHE determines SO2 controls are also 
justified. 



BPU History (cont.)

ÂBPU-KDHE continue negotiating SO2 control 

requirements

ÂKDHE discovers error

Â24 hr SO2 rate is based on malfunctioning 

CEM replacement data 

ÂAllows BPU to redo the BART analysis

ÂBPU re-analysis 

ÂShows they are no longer a BART source

ÂBPU requests BART exemption



BPU History (cont.)

ÂKDHE agrees BPU is not a BART source and 

starts ñReasonable Progress Analysisò

ÂKDHE RP analysis

ÂBased on cost and visibility impact.

ÂAnalysis uses CALPUFF in no-obs mode

ÂAnalysis indicates controls are necessary for 

meeting reasonable progress

Â Both NOx and SO2



BPU History (cont.)

ÂBPU questions KDHE RP threshold

ÂRequests KDHE investigate refined modeling

ÂRefined CALPUFF runs show

ÂHigher cost benefit 

ÂAbove KDHE threshold for RP

ÂKDHE ïchoices

ÂNow have two CALPUFF runs

ÂResults indicate various impacts

ÂSource is on the BART ñbubbleò for impacts



BPU Domain with observations

Max. 98th percentile (dv)

Facility Class I area
Base

run

SO2

control

NOx

control

Diff. of base

run and SO2

control

Diff. of base

run and NOx

control

Nearman

Hercules-Glades 0.165 0.09 0.128 0.075 0.037

Caney Creek 0.109 0.055 0.093 0.054 0.016

Mingo 0.088 0.044 0.075 0.044 0.013

Upper Buffalo 0.152 0.084 0.122 0.068 0.03

Wichita Mnts. 0.076 0.034 0.063 0.042 0.013

KDHE Domain without observations

Max. 98th percentile (dv)

Facility Class I area
Base

run

SO2

control

NOx

control

Diff. of base

run and SO2

control

Diff. of base

run and NOx

control

Nearman

Hercules-Glades 0.378 0.198 0.318 0.18 0.06

Caney Creek 0.349 0.136 0.311 0.213 0.038

Mingo 0.255 0.108 0.233 0.147 0.022

Upper Buffalo 0.306 0.151 0.269 0.155 0.037

Wichita Mnts. 0.263 0.116 0.232 0.147 0.031



CALPUFF ïWhy the Difference?

ÂModel versions

ÂKDHE used v5.753 Level 051130

ÂBPU used v6.112 level 060412

ÂMeteorology 

ÂObservations vs. No-observations

ÂDomain differences

Â6 km vs. 4 km spacing



Answer to Why?

ÂMain difference in results seems to be related 

to introduction of observations

ÂExamples follow

ÂOnly difference in these runs is the 

introduction of observations

ÂWhich answer is correct?



Surface and Precipitation Stations



Hourly with Observations


