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John Paul: Let'sgo ahead and red briefly go around and introduce ourselves. We have primarily one
magor presentation today and then we will do discussions on that and this is on the data that EPA has
available. 1 think that probably at the end of dl that, too, we will want to talk alittle bit about the
schedule. We have to make up our minds as to whether or not we are going to have a mesting
between now and Thanksgiving. My name is John Paul and | am Supervisor of the Regiond Air
Pollution Control Agency, asix county local agency in Dayton, Ohio.

Sdly Shaver, EPA

Larry Monroe, representing Charles Goodman from Southern Company.

Praveen Amar with NESCAUM. We represent eight States in the northeast.

Bill Wemhoff representing the Electric Cooperdtives for Rich Midullaa Seminole.

Dick Wilson, Nationa Environmentd Strategies

Mike Geers representing Bill Tyndal of Cinergy

Felice Stadler, the Nationa Wildlife Federation

Jeff Smith, Inditute of Clean Air Companies

Petricio Silva, Natural Resources Defense Council

Michadl Rosder, Edison Electrical Inditute

John Shanahan, Nationd Mining Association

Lee Zeugin from Hunton & Williams representing the Utility Air Regulatory Group

Pat Raher, Hogan & Hartson

Bob Wyman, Latham & Watkins



Tom Natan, National Environmenta Trust

Rob LaCount, PG& E Nationd Energy Group representing the Clean Energy Group

Sam Wolfe, PSEG

Bill Bumpers with Baker Botts with the Class of 85 Regulatory Response Group

Bill Becker with STAPPA/ALAPCO

[Presentation by Bill Maxwell, EPA. See separate file“MACT _data 110501.pdf” ]

Bill Becker: Can | ask aquestion?

Bill Maxwel: Sure

Bill Becker: Did the industry believe that ds0? You said we, that is EPA.

Bill Maxwell: | don’'t know, you will haveto, | guess. . .

Bill Becker: Isthere a controversy about whether. . .

Bill Maxwel: | have heard of no controversy onthe cod data. Part of this QA/QC, we found
subbituminous from Virginia. Thereis no subbituminousin Virginia. We cdled the plant. Thiswas
back and forth with primarily EPRI but there has been some follow-up and oops, we checked the

wrong box, but asfar the adequacy or the accuracy of the data, I’ ve heard no real dissent.

John Paul: Before we go to questions let’ s identify those that are one the phone. So, if you are on the
phone, could you identify yoursdlf, please?

BlissHiggins, Louidana

Miched Shore with Environmental Defense

Martha Keating with the Clean Air Task Force

Ann Weeks with the Clean Air Task Force

Michad Opdinski with Seminole Electric Cooperdtive

Jm Pew and Sandy Schubert with Earthjustice



David Schanbacher with Texas Natural Resources and ECOS
George Offen, Leonard Levin, and Paul Chu with EPRI
Ann Berwick with M. J. Bradley Associates and the Clean Energy Group

John Paul: Okay, any others? Wdl, welcome. Okay, let's seeif we have any questions for Bill
Maxwell.

Praveen Amar: Just aquick question firgt Bill. 'Y ou mentioned NO, control was not asked when you
did the survey. | mean looking back....

Praveen Amar: Bill, | was going to ask you, you did not ask for NO, control. Looking you back,
should you have?

Bill Maxwedl: We did ask for the type of NO, control. We did not categorize the plants for being
selected for method — Ontario-Hydro testing based on the NO, control. We didn’t categorize a that
time based on whether they had or didn’t have some kind of NO, control.

Praveen Amar: But you do have the information?

Bill: Yes, we do have the information and based on the data that was received, we did do some finer
categorization later for usein the nationd modd. But the type of NO, control was not one of the
criteriathat was used to categorize the plantsinitidly.

Pat Raher: Bill, | had a question on page two of the little dides that you handed out, you talked about —
and the lagt dide at the bottom -- “dl coal-fired units categorized based on” and then about the fourth
bullet down says “dso categories for fluidized bed, cod-gasification, 36 populated categories’ and yet
on the very next dide you say “categories not based on” and we have boiler-type. I'm not surel
understand the difference when you are talking about the categories of fluidized bed and everything ese
and then you say categories not based on.

Bill Maxwell: We did not — for example, wal-fired versus t-fired versus arch-fired, we did not do thét.
We recognized that coa gasification and fluidized bed were both methods of, for example, SO, control
and atype of boiler, so we did give them a category, but we didn’t go farther like | said, front-fired or
wall-fired or wet versusdry. Again, that is some of the information that we got in Smilar to the NO, so
that you could look at distinctions between wet versus dry, but that was not an origind criteria

Felice Stadler: Do you have a— | know |’ ve seen this before — a breakdown of the number of tests for
each of the different categories with a better sense of how many stack tests you did run for those units
that have SCR, SNCR versus some of the other control configurations?



Bill Maxwdl: Yes, we havetha. That isdl onthewebste. | didn't bring that but we have broken it
out based on what — into the finer categories and SCR/SNCR is one of the categories that we broke
out into. That dataisdl ontheweb. | didn't bring it.

Jm Pew: | had a question about HAP other than mercury. What kind of emissions data do you have
for those?

Bill Maxwell: We got no information through the ICR or any HAP other than mercury. The only HAP
information for non-mercury iswhat isincluded in the Fina Report to Congress.

Jm Pew: How are you going to set the standards for those HAP?
Bill Maxwdl: We will be usng that data and any other data that becomes available.
Jm Pew: But | mean if you don’'t have any non-mercury HAP data, what are you going to do to get it?

Bill Maxwel: We have non-mercury HAP, it isthat that isincluded in the Fina Report to Congress.
We did not acquire any additional non-mercury HAP.

Jm Pew: So you don't have any plansto acquire any additional non-mercury HAP?
Bill Maxwell: Not a thistime?

Pat Raher: Bill, again, on page two, your second dide on your background of cod andys's, you talked
about the andlysi's method was not mandated by EPA. Can you give me alittle bit of background
whether or not it makes any difference, if let’s say virtudly everybody, | know thisis not likely, every
person, every Ste used adifferent andyss method? Would that have been a problem, do you think it is
aproblem, did you take alook at it?

Bill Maxwel: We did take alook at it to some extent. The people in the Emisson Measurement Center
fdt that there was few enough different methods that could be used that that would not be a problem.

Bill Becker: | have two questions. | will gart with the one isafollow-up to Jm Pew’s question, which |
thought was afair question, about the non-mercury data. Do you fed confident enough about the
information you collected from the Congressiona Report to be able to make a determination on the
non-mercury data? And if so, that's why you are not seeking additiona information elsewhere or is
there sufficient data there to make a determination one way or another? And then | have afollow-up
question.

Bill Maxwell: | think the answer isyes. The determination was made based on the data we had.
Mercury was the pollutant that seemed to be the most problematical with regard to “are there going to
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be controls available,” “what'sthe level of emissons.” The other trace metd HAP, for example,
behave like particulates. Good particulate control takes care of them. The acid gases, your SO,
controls will take care of. Mercury was the pollutant that seemed to be, again, most problematic with
regard to how much isredlly coming out and are there any controls out there that will do anything. So,
yes, wefed like there is sufficient information. | guessthat could be atopic for this group but we fed
that the information is available to dlow usto go forward with the other HAP, separate from mercury.

Bill Becker: And then | have a second question relaing to the middle dide on page six and you
mentioned that you took measurements before and after the last control device and isthere any
sgnificance to doing it that way? |s there anything missing in between here? Are there other things or
future configurations that could be made that would result in emissons that are not tracked through the
testing before and after your last control device? | didn’t understand the significance of doing it that

way.

Bill Maxwdl: | guess the question was why did we just test before and after the last control device. Did
we lose anything? Well, the other options would be to test before and after each of the control devices,
which imposes additional costs on those units that have more than one control device. We fdlt that by
doing it around the last control device, we would end up with data for al types of control devices and
that we could then use that data to assemble a plant that had more than one control and get adequate
results. | don't think we are losing anything. Y es, there could be anew control device but if it is not
out there now, we would not have been able to get test dataon it anyway. | don’t know if that answers
youl.

Pat Raher: Just afollow on Bill to what the question that Bill (Becker) was just asking. I'll try to make
thisample. If | have three potential control devices that afacility could have and dl three facilities end
up with awet scrubber asthe last control device, but they don’t al have the other two control devices.
Some have dl three, some have one, some have two. Isn't that going to effect somehow the data
unless as you categorize it and pull it together, you know that devices one, two, and three with the last
wet scrubber give you this set of numbers, whereas one and the last wet scrubber will give you a
different set. Am | clear enough on this? I’m just wondering when you look, | think that’ s wheat Bill
(Becker) was saying, when you look at just the last unit, if you don't take into consideration or
somehow control or divide your data by what'sin front of that unit, how does anyone know what the
combined controls will result in?

Bill Maxwell: Aswe |looked at the data, and | think as EPRI |ooked at the data, there was some
indication that you could amost believe that the way the mercury behaved in the last control device was
dependent on what was beforeit. But in testing before and after, we were able to get percent
reductions and so we would gpply those reductionsto if a unit, for example, had an ESP and a
scrubber, we would have data on ESP' s and what they would remove and then taking that outlet data,
apply what the scrubber did. That iswhat we did. Y ou talk about three contrals, that’ s where the
NO, camein. We found out that SNCR or SCR did in fact, maybe, play apart. So here wasthe third



control that we fit into the system. That data are pretty limited so there is more research going on the
impact of SCR and SNCR but that’ s what we did.

John Paul: Let mefollow up on that. One of the presentations that we had in our first meeting listed a
table and in the table would be listed various combinations of control equipment and then with a percent
reduction listed there, s0 it would have a hot-sde ESP and severd other things and then it would list it
and | guessthe question that’s going hereis that when you have that combination and you have 95
percent control, but then when we see your presentation here and the fact that the percent remova was
just measured at the last device, 0 | think that’s what' s generating the question. Can you have 95
percent listed as a control for acertain combination, but the stack test was just before and after the last
device?

Bill Maxwdl: Yeah, like | say, that is where we use the percent reduction. | mean if your ESP got 30
percent then whatever went into that, we took 30 percent and you only have 70 percent going out and
then gpply the removal for the scrubber againg that 70 percent.

John Paul: The question was, though, if you are just measuring before the last device how do you know
what the previous devices, what their percent reduction is?

Bill Maxwdl: You don't. You use the data from other facilities with asmilar device. That iswhat we
did.

John Paul: Okay, then the questionis let’ s say it looks as though a certain combination is the best and
that can get you 95 percent. Do we have stack test data before and after that whole combination in
one place?

Bill: No

John Paul: But someone e se might have that data?

Bill Maxwdl: Might. We may haveit in one case. | think one of the DOE tegts, that’s what they did
before and after ESP and then after the scrubber, but that is just one case.

John Paul: Okay, does that help, Pat? Bill?
Bill Becker: That was good
Bill Bumpers: | hate to take us off thistopic, but will you at some point do a presentation on the data

that you have for oil-fired units that shows what the test methods were, the adequacy of the data, and
what the results are?



Bill Maxwell: We don't have plansfor that at thistime.

Bill Bumpers: Do you have the data that you can share with us who care about this so we can try to
figureit out oursdves, then?

Bill Maxwdl: Yesh.

John Paul: Maybe once you have seen that, you can let us know whether or not you think a
presentation to the group would be appropriate?

Bill Bumpers. We have afair amount of data ourselves and we dready think thet it would be
gppropriate. We'll look a what you all have so that we can try to expand on that.

John Shanahan: Y eah, | want to take us to the point about the data sets and the Ontario-Hydro
method. We were looking at the correlation test data and you are doing your data points, you are
doing that within the confines of the Ontario-Hydro test methodology. My question isredlly getting to
what are other methods of testing the cod did you use, even if it wasn't the primary methodology and
you have more scattered data, and how does that comport with the Ontario-Hydro data? How closdly
do those measurements, different measurements of the cod, track each other?

Bill Maxwell: The Ontario-Hydro method is only for the stack gas, not for the cod, so you can't...

John Shanahan: I'm talking about, when we are talking about your mercury content, when you are
measuring your mercury content.

Bill Maxwell: Okay, the Ontario-Hydro is used to measure the mercury content of the stack gas and so
there is nothing to compareit with. The cod datais separate. That is ASTM methods or something
like thet.

John Shanahan: Maybe you can walk through why they differ, how it differs, the different aspect of
what is measuring, and why you have differences between the mercury content as you go up the stack.
Y ou got input and output, trying to understand how this differs from measuring the cod itsdf.

Bill Maxwell: Asthe cod isburned, the mercury is liberated in different forms, particulae, ionic, or
elemental. The Ontario-Hydro method only measures those gaseous formsin the stack gas. | mean the
particulate form or ionic or demental. The mercury in the cod, you can't differentiate between the
different forms because they haven't formed yet. PerhgpsI’m not fully understanding your...

John Shanahan: | guessI’m not. I'm trying to understand when you say you can't measure. Isthere
not atotal mercury content either when broken into the various gaseous forms?



Bill Maxwdll: The total — the Ontario-Hydro method will give you atota mercury content, atota
mercury out dso. You just add up the pieces.

John Shanahan: Excuse me?

Bill Maxwdll: | guess|’m not understanding. To me the cod — you get atotal mercury in the cod and
you can get atotd mercury off the stack, but by two completdy different methods. You can't use the
Ontario-Hydro on the coal.

John Shanahan: If your total —just walk me through, I’'m a non-technical person, as you are walking
through using both methodol ogies shouldn’t the totals comport with one another? And why not? Just
tdl mewhy?

Bill Maxwell: Because some of the mercury is coming out in the control devices. Thet iswhen we are
getting 70 to 80 percent reduction, the rest of it is going out ether in scrubber dudge or the various
ashes. We did not measure those to get a materid balance.

John Paul: 1 think once again, back to one of the earlier presentations, based on the cod data, | believe
the figure is something around 75 tons of mercury. Based on the stack test methods and various
estimates there, we have about 48 tons of mercury going out the stack and there are different
measurement methods for measuring mercury in the cod and for measuring mercury in the stack gases.
So, 75 tons potentid, 48 tons, actual emissions.

Tom Natan: Thanks, | have a question again about the control sequencing. Well, actudly it's two
questions. | can see how you would measure around the last control device and so you now have an
inventory of control devices and because you have got before and after, you have remova rate. But
what I’'m not so certain of, is because it isthe last control device it would seem that there' s dready
been some mercury removed, so you know that when the mercury level islower then that’ s the remova
rate, but do you know that that’ s fill the removad raeif it isthefirst control devicein aseries. So, in
other words, if one plant has A-B-C as the order and another plant has B-A-C, is B as effective at
removing by percent when it’sthe first control device asit iswhen it is the second or third? | get —do
you actudly have enough datato say that with any certainty?

Bill Maxwdl: Probably not enough datato say with 100 percent certainty but thereis only alimited
number of permutations and combinations that you can have. The scrubber will not likely be the first
control device. You are going to have either afabric filter or an eectrodtatic precipitator. The
scrubber will likely be the last control device, so thereis not alot of waysthat you can arrange the
control devices and il function. Yes, thereis someindication that it might make a difference but we
dtill fed that the data are good. Because that first control deviceis not taking out 95 percent or 100
percent to redly give the last control device not very much to look at where you think the percentage
might be questionable. Thefirgt control deviceisusudly an ESP and it is usudly only taking around 30



to 35 percent. So, thereis ill sufficient material for that second control device to see for that
percentage to be reasonable.

Tom Natan: And, I’'m curious why you didn’t &t least do afew overdl materid balances just to see.
My experience with TRI emissons of dl kindsisthat the data vastly improve, even when they are
monitored, when you try to account for dl of the materid. Do you have any plansto actudly do some
materias balance to make sure that you are accounted for dl of the mercury?

Bill Maxwdll: | don’'t believe that we have any plans. | know part of the DOE program thet is
underway, | believe that on at least some of those facilities they are doing materia baances.
Remember this program was set up in 1998, so it was three years ago, times were allittle bit different.
We did consder materia baance, but fdt that we were mixing and matching too many different control
or test methods at that time, plus the levels that we were likely to find in some of the ash streams were
pretty low or expected to be low. Wefdt that that would be introducing too much, too many more
levels of variability and so we stuck with the cod and the stack ges.

Sam Walfe: Bill, you' d shown adide with the digtribution of coefficients of variation fitting an expected
theoretical curve and based on that you had said that you did not throw out any of the data with the
high CV’s because they fit the curve. And what | was wondering, fitting the curve suggests to me that
the data as awhole, that fitting the curve seemsto validate the data as awhole, but it till seemsthat
there are data points with high CV’ s that may be potentialy ought to be consdered for getting thrown
out even though they fit the curve.

Bill Maxwdl: That may be. | mean we have looked at it. We have been very careful not to throw out
any data, arbitrarily, capricioudy, whatever adjectives that you want to throw on. We have done our
andyses and presented it and then it’ s the second haf of this meeting isfor your discusson asto
whether or not, whether you fed it is adequate.

Sam Wolfe: I'd hate to be making any strong recommendation based on what | can scrape together
from college statistics but I'm just wondering if that’s something that some judgement can be reserved
about whether some of those data points redly are outliers that shouldn't be factored into the mix.

John Paul: And | think it'simportant to put thisdl into perspective. We are doing questions and we
arelooking at this, but the bottom line is going to be do we have sufficient data and are the data good
and so...

Martha Kegting: Bill, on the non-mercury HAP data, has that been summarized in adata set or are they
dill just dl the humongous test reports on the web?

Bill Maxwell: 1t has only been summarized to the extent that it was summarized in the Find Report to
Congress and in the test reports that are in the docket.



Martha Kegting: Do you have any plansto put into more user-friendly format?

Bill Maxwdl: We can do whatever. The summaries are in the Report to Congress, which are in tabular
form and that’ sfairly user friendly.

Martha Keating: That is not a boiler specific that isfor the whole 52 or so tests, right?

Bill Maxwdl: Right.

John Paul: Y eah, we can pull that out and maybe have a discussion of that a our next meeting.
Martha Kegting: Okay, thanks.

Jm Pew: On the issue of where EPA has done the testing, | think | understand that EPA has tested
control equipment, that is before and after a specific piece of equipment. My question is does EPA
have data, the total emissions data for particular sources? Can it identify the actua performance of the
sources say that have three pieces of control equipment in sequence so that they can say that — for
indance, one of those individuad sourcesis performing at a certain level?

Bill Maxwdl: | think that we have that information only for one facility.

Jm Pew: Do you plan to get information so that you can tell how sources are actudly performing?

Bill Maxwdl: No.

Jm Pew: Are you familiar with the case law that says ?? have to reflect the source' s actua
performance?

Bill Maxwell: The current DOE program may be getting some of that information on the whole facility.
John Pew: But we hear the question, the question’s pretty clear.

Felice Stadler: It is probably kind of related to Jm'’s question, do you — | guess | have a couple of
different things. Oneisfor the 86 tests, do you have a, just for those 86 tests, do you have atable that
gives us not just the percent reduction, but some kind of emisson rate or what the performance was at
those 86 units, kind of from the best performersto the least performers, dl 86, not thisis what we got
percent reduction for this boiler within this category? Just again, atable that ligs dl of them so that we
get aclear sense asto what units are performing the best. | mean think thiskind of tiesto the—1 came
up with this question after al of this discussion about where we tested and what control device gets us
what types of reductions and the MACT is supposed to be based on best performance and whileit is
very important to know what control devices get you to that performance, ultimately, what we need to
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look at iswho are the best performers and then we can back up and we can see, oh this boiler had this,
this, and thisingdled. This one actualy did something different a their boiler. There might be awhole
host of factors that effect the performance at aboiler and | guess | would like to see uskind of take a
step back and see what the best performers are and then get a better sense asto why they are getting
to thet leve.

Bill Maxwell: If that datais not dready on there, we can put it on. We posted al of the test report data.
Now whether or not it is sortable, I’'m not sure what format, yeah, you can take the 86...

Feice Maxwell: My question is have you done that. Have you looked at what are best performers or
are looking at something besides percent reduction? Have you looked at here sthe emission rate.
Boiler A hasthis emisson rate and Boiler Z has this emisson rate.

Bill Maxwdl: We ve started looking at that.

Felice Stadler: | think that would be redly helpful. | know alot of that isin the database on the web, but
it isavery large database and it would be redly hdpful if —and | dso think it is very important to have
—to do those kinds of analyses when we're looking at floor calculations. That is what the floor
cdculations...

Bill Maxwdl: But you are jJumping ahead. Understand that if we go ahead and do that and you all
decide that half of the datais no good, then we are a chicken and egg type of thing. We aretrying to
decide whether the data are adequate before we go too far down the path of trying to decide where to
go withit. If we come up withaMACT floor, then you dl are going to ask why are you here. Do you
understand what | am saying?

Fdice Stadler: Well, | am sure that you have dready been doing some of these caculations.

Bill: W€ ve started — you' ve probably started, I'm sure everybody has started |ooking at various
aspects of it.

Felice Stadler: Can | then just ask afollow-up question, if the work group decides that the data are not
good what additiona plans are there to — or do you have additiond plans to get additiond data rather
than saying, yeah, | Sarted data, either good or bad, are there additiond plansto get more data?

Bill Maxwdll: | would | guess defer to John and Sdlly, but if they group thinksit is not adequate, | would
hope the group would come up with ideas on how to make it adequate. 1t was pointed out that we do
have more data on total systems, spray dryer/fabric filters, you can’t test between them, so you get the
whole sysem. Unitsthat only have ESP' s, that's basicdly the whole fecility. It isredly the only
Stuations where you have some type of wet scrubber preceded by adry that we don’t have the whole
sysem.
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John Paul: We do have 86 stack tests. So, we do have an outlet emission rate for each one of those.
Bill Maxwdl: That is correct.

John Paul: | would assume for each one of those aso, that corresponding to the stack test, you would
have the coal data.

Bill Maxwell: Thet is correct.

John Paul: So, you would have the mercury that'sin cod for the stack test. 'Y ou would have the outlet
concentration for the stack test. 'Y ou would have the operating parameters for the boilers during the
dack test. And | guessthat is a pretty important question to me, if you, at our agency, if you have 86
stack tests with that data, then we' d want to look at that data and do alot of different things with data
and make sure that the datais quality assured, but | would be pretty hard pressed to try to figure out
why that is not adequate. That isalot of data

Praveen Amar: Thank you. Bill, I got anumber of questions. Firgt, the description that you had today.
Do you have areport at thistime, awritten report describing, or are you planning to have one?

Bill Maxwell: We will ultimatdly have areport. We do not have one a thistime. | mean it will bethe
support documentation for the standard.

Praveen Amar: Also, the Office of Research and Development EPA, they have —they are preparing a
report on mercury control technology?

Bill Maxwdl: | bdieve so.

Praveen Amar: S0, isthat the report that you are going to be doing or isthat going to be a separate
report?

Bill Maxwdl: That is a separate report.

Praveen Amar: Other question that | have, you mentioned a number of times, the word categories, how
you chose you boilers, categories based on this and not based on that. s that the same meaning as
subcategory in the Clean Air Act down the road?

Bill Maxwel: No

Praveen Amar: Not at dl?

Bill Maxwdl: No, not at dl.
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Praveen Amar: Will that become a basi's though somehow, the control equipment, age?

Bill Maxwdl: Not necessarily, potentidly, you know, but no that is not how they were —that is not what
they were intended to be. They were set up S0 that we could up with a nationa emisson esimate in the
most reasonable way that we thought.

Praveen Amar: Okay, so the details of the 80 tedts, the volunteers, and the ones that you chose, do you
have details like how many had cold-sded ESP' s and hot-side ESP' s and baghouses and so on?
Would that become available to check for example, you got 1,100 boilers and you sdlected 80 and the
question obvioudy becomes and | think you aready have the concluson here, based on what you think
that the datain the cod and the data in stack, you think these data are sufficient to go forward with the
MACT process?

Bill Maxwdll: | think that we dready have that either on the web or certainly available.

John Paul: We do have that. The controlled mercury emissions from coa-fired utility boilers, one of
the...

Praveen: Im Kilgroe s presentations...
John Paul: Yeah, | think that coversit pretty good.

Praveen Amar: And one other question and | want to be clear. There are two words, variability and
uncertainty. | think you have used the word variability quite often, varigbility in cod of mercury and
variability of mercury in stack gasesand | am looking at dl of these 28,000 large samplesthat you
tested for coa and 80 bailers. Are you comfortable at this time based on what you have shown us,
three tests for stacks, | guess, and then many, many tests for mercury in cod that you have captured the
variability? Which is not the same thing as uncertainty, | want to be clear. See, uncertainty isthe
property of the beholder and the variability isthe property of the sysem. If you are able to figure out
vaiability then it is not uncertain, it ssmply varidble. Am | making mysdlf reasonable?

Bill Maxwell: Y eah, you are taking to a non-datitician.
Praveen Amar: | am too, an non-datistician.

Bill Maxwell: | think we are comfortable that the data are good. The cod data certainly and we have
no reason a this time to not believe that the stack test data aren’t good.

Praveen Amar: Then one quick question, I’'m looking that you have 28,000 samples of bituminous cods

and about 8,000 samples of subbituminous cods. Now, in this country you are burning more or less
50/50 percent of each of them. So, | am wondering why so many more samples of bituminous versus
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subbituminous?

Bill Maxwell: To some extent | believe that’s... We required every sixth shipment, many of the —wll,
many, agood number of -- plants received their bituminous coa by truck and so we said whatever you
receivein a 24 hour day is ashipment, so thereé salot of truck samplesin there. 1t'snot directly

related to tonnage. 1t'sloosdly related, but | think that is why you get more bituminous samples
because there' slot of truck shipments.

Praveen Amar: Thank you.

John Paul: | don't think it's 50 percent ether. It's 52 percent bituminous and then it is some other
percent and then there is lignite also.

Bill Maxwdl: About 40 percent and then 8 percent lignite.
John Paul: Right, so it’ s not quiite.

Mike Rosder: Okay, the question I’ ve got is the graph that you put up on the board talked about the
qudity of the data with regards to the coefficient of variation which if | understand that, that’ s kind of a
measure of how close and how tight the three sample runs were on that particular stack test. The
question I’ ve got is how would that relate to those tests being representative of the overall operation of
the gation? Very often, when we conducted these tests they were at a steady load, at a one fixed load,
but that’ s not necessarily how the station would normally operate on a day-to-day basis. Do you have
any further information about that?

Bill Maxwdl: Not specificdly. That is another issue -- the long term performance and we have work
underway on continuous emission monitors to try and see whether or not they can be perfected and
then to get long-term data. But you're right, these tests are like al other stack tests, they’ re a snapshot
intime.

Pat Raher: Bill, it's going back to what Mike was just asking alittle bit when you say a snapshot in time.
You have alot of coa data and you can see through dl kinds of mixed shipments and everything, the
variability as Praveen was talking about in the cod data. Now you come over and you do three tests at
each one of these units. Have you looked at whether or not those tests are faling on the average of the
chlorine, mercury, dl the other parameters or whether or not they actualy were — you have a
representative sample of the number of times the worst combination of those happen to hit aboiler or
the best combination of those happen to hit aboiler and what impact, if any, that has on the control
equipment?

Bill Maxwdl: Are you asking whether or not a specific plant was tested and they were using the highest
mercury content cod or the lowest, or whether their cod...isthat...?
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Pat Raher: Well, you have dl of the cod samples and one of your dides talks about the variability both
in testing and in the cod, the characterigtics of the cod, the speciation of the cod. Now, | seethis
curve and | thought what that curve was teling me until Mike and others were talking about it is that
you sort of caught al of the various combinations. I’ m not sure that’ s the case now, and | am
wondering, your coa datais probably going to show that a certain mixture of coa that any one or a
large number of facilities could recelve in one day, or burn in one day, let’s put it that way, could have a
very bad combination or avery high combination of chlorine or mercury or combination of the two, or
whatever, but that may not be the cod you tested on the three days where you got your snapshot, and
30, | guessthe question I’'m trying to get acrossis, when you took those snapshots, are you able to go
back and look at the cod that was burned to say “we actually tested and we know what this control
equipment will do if you get abad batch” because | don't think these guys have alot of control over
this mixture that's coming in with trucks and trains and everything d<e.

Bill Maxwell: Okay, we do have the data. | think we have looked at it to some extent. Not going to
see whether it isthe worst. We don't see that there isa great of variability, particularly not what you
are used to with sulfur content for example. That the mercury doesn’t vary that much. Yes, there are
high coals and low cods but they don’t tend to come into the same plant at the same time.

Jm Kilgroe: Y eah, one of the problemsthat we have is that thereis not enough, | guess, data on the
emission testing to try to—in alot of cases what we did is we broke the emission tests up into groups,
which we called cod combustion flue gas or control groups and my fedling was that those groups
basicaly represented independent popul ations because they had something about the tests that was
different from another plant which would say, okay, it is not realy the same population. So when we
did that, thereis alot of the plants, essentidly that represent, there was only three tests for abasicaly a
given group and one thing you can’t go back and redlly take three tests and compare that with what's
going on before. | think the other factor isthat it’simpossble to tell from day to day when they were
doing some testing down at Gaston, they found that they had continuous emissons monitors on it and
the emissons would change from day to day. The inlet loading would change from day-to-day because
they were getting the cod from a different source. Thereisjust no way, | think, in most instances of
going back and tracking the data we have for the individua plants versus what happened over ayear’s
period of time and trying to place that particular test in the context of the larger cod for the whole year.
Now, I’'m not sure why you fed that that isimportant. | think what isimportant is to establish the
variability of the datafrom a given plant. What we need to do iswhat we have called plant-to-plant
variability. We need to establish variability within the plant and then once we do that, we will have a
better ingtance of an idea of how the emissions are varying over a period of time.

Peat Raher: | guess, Jm, the reason | asked the question iswith dl of data, I'm assuming that you
actudly can look a — I’m assuming that you looked what was being burned that day and have afeding
as to what that, how that compares to what was burned the rest of the year at that facility or month, or
whatever, because you have so much cod data. But more importantly, you said exactly what | am
concerned about. Y ou said, when we look at the data, we see avariable in terms of what the loadings

15



were on the inlet from day to day. Now, if we have abunch of data that was generated that happened
to be-- and I’'m not saying it is, I’'m just saying we need to test this data -- happensto be at the dl the
bes, i.e, the lowest loadings a the inlet, I'm not so sure that that tells us what this technology will do. |
don’t know that we can redly useit to set the floor to see that best 12 percent. It seemsto methat if
we know, if the Agency knows that there is tremendous variability, that you have got to account for that
saying we see this technology. We can look at a technology-based standard based on what it will do,
or combinations of technology will do with high inlet loadings because you can't rule out the fact and
you can’'t mandate that you have to have alow inlet loading based on your coa. Now, | may be
missing it, but that was the reason for the question and as to whether or not the data set dlows you to
do that kind of andysis. | would hope it does.

Sdly Shaver: And | think that’safair question Pat and we will ook at the data to the extent we can and
get back to you on that.

Bill Bumpers: It'sredly sort of aclose follow-up and it goes back to | think Felice' s question which isit
seemsto methat if you are going to follow the DC' s circuits opinions, we are going to have to look a
the ranking of the best performing emission rates and then start taking account of what causes those
emisson rates. | don't think, and | don’t know, but | don’t think there is going to be alot of dispute as
to whether the outlet gas measurements are going to be relatively accurate, and so we can sart ranking
them, which we have to do, and then figure out, and this gets to Pet’s point, which isdl right, what's
responsible for the variability and what accounts for that performance and | guessto that end, | have a
separate question that relatesto it which iswhen we' re looking at these best performers, you' ve done
the speciation of the mercury and you know certain mercury species are rlatively benign and others
quite virulent, are we looking &t the control efficiency for the speciated mercuries that we only have
concerns about, or are we looking at total mercury?

Bill Maxwdl: Primarily we are looking & tota mercury, but we have aso looked & the speciated
fractions.

Bill Bumpers. Are we going to — | mean, recognizing that some of the mercury species are not redly,
maybe they are HAP and maybe they are not, | don’t know. | guessright now they seem to be listed
asamercury but are we going to try to figure out which ones we care about?

Bill Maxwdl: Right now, | believe that mercury and mercury compounds are listed asthe HAP and so it
isnot broken out. When we say speciated, we are redly only taking ionic form. We're not saying it is
mercury chloride or mercuric oxide or anything dsg, it isjust mercury plus two dementa and then
particulate. That isfar we can Slit it out.

John Shanahan: I’'m going to torture you al with another question. Trying to get back to what | was

getting to before and hopefully 1 will ask it alittle more dearly. My understanding isthat in talking to
our technicd folksis that when you test the mercury itself and then you test it using Ontario-Hydro at
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the inlet you have instances where the Ontario-Hydro has a higher mercury content at the inlet than you
actudly have in the testing of the cod itsdlf. Isthat not accurate?

Bill Maxwdl: Thereis somewhat of a problem with the Ontario-Hydro method at inlets, primary inlets,
not the inlet to a scrubber, that is following an ESP because the sampling method itself starts behaving
like a control device in either removing more or changing the speciation. | don’t think we are making
mercury, but a the low leves, you do get some anoma ous results sometimes.

John Shanahan: And what do you do with those results when you get those anomal ous results?

Bill Maxwel: Right now, one of the reasons that we are looking at total because we fed that totdl
mercury numbers are vaid, not necessarily theindividua species at the inlet.

John Shanahan: So, you're not finding a discrepancy of tota mercury at the inlet and through the testing
of cad, you are only finding differences in the speciation mix? Istha what you are saying or did | just
miss what you sad?

Bill Maxwdl: Wdll, | think we have had cases where it looks like there are mercury being formed, but
wefed it isaresult of the very low levels, sometimes near the detection limit.

John Shanahan: When you say mercury being formed, is there a theoretica modd of how mercury
would be formed as it goes through the plant or isit perhaps that there is something wrong with the
methodology or the testing or that particular data?

Bill Maxwell: It isfundamenta laws, you don't make e ements as they move throughthe— 0 it's
something in the sampling or the analyses or just the very low levels.

Jm Kilgroe: Yeah, but thereis a sense that we bdlieve that the Ontario-Hydro method is probably
more accurate than cod data and so that in some cases where the cod, in the cases there is alower
level than of mercury than the outlet with the stack sampling, then we think it is probably because the
inlet dataiis not very accurate. In other cases, we have seen tests before where you actualy get higher
outlets and inlets and that happens because if you get a say, perhaps a temperature change in the unit
then you can get desorption of mercury off of the walls and get desorption of the mercury out of
collected particulate matter so that the outlet is actualy higher than the inlet and that’ s been noted for a
number of different years on anumber of different types of combustion sysems. So the dataisred.

Mike Rosder: | think that the point | wanted to go ahead and make and thisis maybe alittle bit of
follow-on to John isthat you're right, matter is neither created nor destroyed, but it can be accumulated
and | think in some of the testing that we' ve seen that there has been a propendty that you might have
some type of accumulation mechanism in an air heater where if you have it on load, it heats up and then
you do see that desorption and then al of sudden magicaly what you are seeing during that particular
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stack test shows that you have much higher mercury than what wasin the cod but you are just seeing
more of it in one given time and, Ao, it'sabit of afunction that you have different cods, you have
different chemidtries, you have different gpeciations and that speciation changes as a function of other
parametersin the cod which then would then cause different amounts of control in, say, an ESP or a
wet scrubber and | guess that’ s kind of more of the thing that | was aluding too earlier, that you have to
maybe take alittle bit more of a haligtic, longer-term view of what is actudly going on in the unit.

Lee Zeugin: Let me bascdly follow-up with that question thet | think follows from a number of earlier
questioners. | certainly agree that the biggest problem that | see with the stack sampling dataisit’ s only
asngpshot. It doesn't begin to answer the question “what’ s the variability of mercury emissions at even
agiven plant, pick even the best plant, over the course of ayear.” It seemsto me oneway to get a it
may well be looking a the coa data, seeif there is something that we can do there. The other way to
do it would certainly be to measure over along period of time at a plant and see what that variability
redly is. But it aso seemsto methat one of the critica questionsis* do we have enough datato predict
the gpecies of mercury that are being created in a given boiler burning agiven type of cod” and so Bill,

| guessthe question | had for you is “do you believe that there is sufficient datain a stack sampling data
to actudly predict mercury speciation a agiven plant burning agiven cod,” which ssemsto me afarly
fundamenta question and then answering “what do the control devices remove and what’ sthe likely
outcome for that plant?’

Bill Maxwell: Y ou wanted meto predict what is going to come out of the plant, huh?
Lee Zeugin: Predict the speciesthat are being created, yes.

Jm Kilgroe: Bill, could | jump on that one? Redly that isthe, | guess, what we are trying to do with the
control technology program that EPA, Department of Energy, and EPRI are al running together. Right
now, we can't predict what is going to be happening because we don’t have enough long-term data.
We are trying to develop modelsto try to characterize those factors that influence emisson and
Speciation of mercury and we are trying to get out in the field. We' ve got a big push on with the
CEM’sright now and we' re going to try to get out in the field and get additiona data a a number of
different plants so we can some sense of how much variability thereisin the emissons. We ve got
some fairly good idea right now about what causes the peciation to change for agiven plant. So, what
we are doing is, we don’t know now, but it is our intent to try to know by the time the Agency hasto
make a decison.

Bill Becker: | wanted to the follow-up on a point that Felice made earlier about the fact, the bottom line
iswe would like to know who are the best performers and then we can kind of work backwards and
talk about the technologies and variability and everything else and | wasn't quite sure | heard a
commitment from EPA that they would help this group better understand who the best performers and
s0 I'd like to reaffirm her request for this information to be provided at the next meeting so that we can
—those of usthat don't have readily the deta available or aren't in this business full-time looking at thet
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data, that EPA could help us out in arraying it so that we can then make better decisions with regard to
the other issues we are talking abott.

Sdly Shaver: | think, Bill, we plan to do that in whatever format, back to Bill Maxwell’ s response
earlier. The purpose of today and thisfirst phase of the group istoo look at the data and get input on
that, are the data adequate, are they sufficient, and seek your comments on that before we move
forward because that’ s basicdly the fundamentd aspect of setting afloor and part of the andyss that
goesinto that, so, yes that will be provided at the gppropriate point.

John Paul: And if | could just add to that. I've been making aligt of thingsand | think that one of the
things we will want to do at the end of this meeting is discuss maybe what the overdl questions are that
remain on the data after this discussion and then seek from the group suggestions on what we can do
collectively, or EPA, to answer those questions and then discuss amongst us al and get feedback from
EPA asto whether or not that would be sufficient. Obvioudy, the big thing we want to do isfigure out
what the questions are and what andys's can solve those questions and, of course, the key thing isto
try to identify those questions early and if we can identify them at this meeting that would be greset, but
we aso redize that people will want to go back and look at the data and have a second chance to
come back and say, hey, here is afurther question and | think that’s maybe one of the things that we
will try to do at our next meeting, aso, but to the extent that we can identify the questions and agree on
how we can answer those questions, we want to do that at his meeting.

Peter Jonker: | wanted to make a comment about some of the terminology that’s being used. 1I've
heard alot of tak in references to accuracy and | just wanted to say that accuracy, in and of itself, may
not mean awhole |ot because you may be very accurate and you may be dead wrong about your
numbers. What you need is not only accuracy, but you need precison and if we are talking about very
low levels of anything, which we are with this particular pollutant as with many others, we need both
accuracy and precison.

John Paul: | think Bill agrees.

Tom Natan: | just wanted to get back to the point of looking at the range performers. It seems that
there isn't that much stack data here and | honestly don’t know that we can evaluate how good those
data are until we see it arrayed that way. That's going to point out to us | think more where the holes
are in the data than alot of the questions we have here. What is the result that comes from those detaif
it doesn't appear to cover the range of conditions that we'd be likely to find then we know it s not good
enough, but | can't tell right now. | mean there has been alot of questions and alot of good questions
but until we see the results like that | honestly don’t know how much more we can do. | mean there
are certainly other questions that have been asked that you could answer and seeif they would make a
difference in the end but | would like to second the other people who said we' d like to see the results
and then we can perhaps determine whether the data are adequate or not.
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?. Following up on thet, alot of the initid question with the datawas redly is it sufficient to move
forward and | think we' re hearing pretty clearly that thereisalot of uncertainties and we ve been
talking about it in quditative fashion here but | think it would be helpful if we could try to seea
presentation of the data cut in that way to start saying looking at some similar plants that have smilar
controls, here' s some variation that we' re seeing and here' s some of the possible differences of why
those differences may be there starting to a least quditative say what are the uncertainties and maybe
what appears to be with the current the greater uncertainties versus the lesser uncertaintiesin the kind of
differences we' re garting to see and the reason I'm saying that might be helpful isthen if at the same
time if we could aso see maybe a clearer plan of we have heard alot about other studies that have
gotten underway with EPA and DOE and | don’'t know if yet we have redly had a clear time line put
together of exactly what studies are being done, so then we can see how those tests are being set up
and are they set up at thistime to actudly get a some of those uncertainties. Can we sx months from
now expect to see alittle bit more data coming in to what are being identified perhaps as some of the
key variables right now or maybe those tests aren’t even being designed to redlly get at them and it may
well be. | just don't know if | have seen the data that kind of — or some road maps | guessthat kind of
take alook at the data that we have and what we' re in line to get over the next Sx months or so.

Sdly Shaver: We gave that presentation at the first meeting, and so if you want to go back and look at
that and then if you've sill got questions about thet, if you could call Bill directly, okay?

?. But intying it with ongoing research, | guess | haven't had a good sense of what is underway & this
time and at thet time, | don’t think we' ve seen that presentation yet.

Sdly Shaver: Wdll, that was a part of that presentation. So, if you go back and look at that, or we'll
pull out for you and maybe you and Bill can talk.

Jm Kilgroe: The ongoing research is being done by ORD and | guess we are about ready to publish a
report on the control technology and eva uation of the ICR datain that report. It isgoing to be
available sometime in November or December and it will contain awhole chapter about the ICR data
and it’s probably at the present time about 500 pagesin length. So thereisalot of information out
there.

John Paul: Okay, maybe once that report is available we can let the work group know of its avallahility.

Felice Stadler: | was curious whether any of the companies are planning some more longer term testing
because | think severa of you have mentioned that it isimportant to take alonger term view and not
just rely on these sngpshots. Right now, dl we have are the sngpshots and I’ m curious whether any
companies right now are doing some ongoing tests? Whether it's CEM technology that's being tested
or you're just doing Ontario-Hydro on amore regular basis and thisis independent of the projects that
DOE has planned because a lot of those are looking at new control technologies that are being
ingaled, so I'm just curious on the monitoring, if there are any plans and, if so, if we can then pull those
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into the 86 tests?

Lee Zeugin: | guess |’ ve heard the desire of a number of people to rank the plants already. | think it's
premature and the reason for that isthat if you don’t get at the issue of how does one convert a
sngpshot in time to alonger term performance, it’s unclear to me how you even define what the best
planis. | can certainly goin and look at the 86 plants and say okay, this one had the lowest stack
emissons but it doesn't necessarily answer the question whether that plant has the lowest stack
emissions over the course of ayear such that it would be the lowest sandard and without that
information, | don't see what the value is of ranking plants at this point.

Larry Monroe: | wanted to sort of give an industry view on the adequecy of the data, raise severd
points about the detaitself. Bill, your talk, the last dide, you make a theoretical argument based on the
digtribution and then jump right to a sufficiency argument, | just wanted to say | don't seethat. If | take
amog anything in nature and take a sample of it, I'll get sort of alog-norma didribution. If | takea
sgngle plant and take repeated samples of its mercury, | would get alog-normd distribution, so that you
would expect to get that sort of behavior anyway from as long as you take enough samples. The
problem comes from the need for long-term performance of that. Jm Kilgroe of EPA mentioned the
test a my plant where over seven days we saw the inlet mercury change over afactor of five. That'sa
sigter unit to one of the ICR tests. We saw numbers equd to the ICR data. We saw some lower
numbers. We saw some much higher numbersthere. So, just over seven days we saw an extreme
amount of variability at that plant. Does have varied cod supplies, you would kind of expect that. And
S0 that variability that’s driven by the cod chemistry will effect the performance. Thisisachemicd
process. The performance of any given control technology depends on the chemisiry of the mercury
coming in. Ther€ slots of factors. We don’t understand al the factors that even influence thet at this
point. So, thistime varighility, the variable cod supply variability are two things that we' re redly
worried about when we go to start trying to set aMACT floor. The other point, based on the set of
MACT daaisredly the statistical looking at the whole population. You've got asmdl sample. It's
less than ten percent of dl the plantsthat St out there. Y ou're trying to make ajudgment of the whole
population. Y ou need to sort of look at each population and how many arein there. The casein point
is the bituminous cod plants with cold-sde ESP s are Satigticaly very much under-represented in the
ICR data s0 that you' re sort of biasing it towards some other control technologies when you go out
there and look at the population, that’ s the biggest set of plants out there. And just to, Felice, we're
interested in doing long-term tests and I’ m attempting to buy one of these monitors right now. They’re
very research-type indruments at this point, require alot of —amost a PhD ditting there owning and
operaing it and so I’'m having trouble buying one. There€ salot of demand for them so there must be a
lot of other people looking at the same thing.

Jm Kilgroe: Thereis probably only 12 monitorsin the U.S. with speciating capability and there salot
of demand for the monitors a different sites right now and we're trying to work out in the research
program between oursdves and | guess we re working with OAQPS and utility industry trying to figure
out where do you use the plants, the monitors and how to use them.
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Praveen Amar: A few questions. | started the word “variability” so | got to say afew things. | think
Pat, you had a point and then Sdlly said that maybe you look at the data with respect to varigbility. |
remember, Bob, you had a data sometime a one meseting you showed where you had this Satical
distribution of mercury and cod for various kinds of cods. And aso the ICR when it was done, that
did measure mercury on that day besides measuring mercury for various cods dso on that day. So, |
think the question might be for those units where you have the mercury and the cod on that day as well
as mercury for that power plant over alarger period of time to see where you fit in respect to 50"
percentile or 75 or whatever. | think that could be useful information by itsalf, whether that test on
that day was representative of the coa in general. Number two, | think that the point is not that
mercury in cod isvariable, o itis. | think the question becomes what that means respect to the control
technology down the road and how that will be effected. We ve been used to the idea of variability
respect to NO, infud ail. It'sal over the place, but you il got a control equipment with acertain
performance standards. | think the thing to look, not withstanding the questions which might be raised,
municipa waste combustors. We are controlling mercury today from municipa waste combustors with
variability of mercury and the municipal waste, which isdl over the place. We have a parformance
gandard at thistime, 28 micrograms per meter cubed, which is being met by many municipa waste
combustors today with carbon injection and baghouses. In fact, lot lower vaues, two, or three, or four
micrograms per meter cubed at least in places in Massachusetts. Not withstanding the point that power
plants are different than municipa waste combustors, they got a high floor rates and low mercury
concentrations, but dtill the point is that we have established a set number on the other end knowing
things are variable on thisend. So, just because it' s variable, mercury that isin cod or mercury inthe
stack gases, does not mean you can't get on the other end awdl definite number. | mean, we have
done that with municipa combustors and again | said that there are differences, but | think one should
look at the red world experience now and how we got there knowing things were variable.

Martha Kegting: Thanks. | have asmilar comment as to what Praveen just said about the variability
over time and that these are short-term tests. One of the striking things about the ICR data was when
everything was said and done and the emission factors are reca culated and so on, we came out with 48
tons per year and compared that to the number that was generated in 1996, which was 52 tons per
year, it turned out that these emission factors aren’t that bad. 1n 1996, there were 52 tests. Here we
have 86 more and gtill we're seeing very smilar numbers and if you look at a plant-by-plant basis,
between 86 and 1999 the numbers again are very smilar for most of these plants, so | think I'm
agreaing with what Praveen said, when you look at variability over alonger time, say an annud average,
you know, what does it matter that week oneit’s one thing and week two it's another thing when you
look at al 52 weeks. 1t goes up and down and may smooth themsalves out.

Bill Becker: | just wanted to push back a bit on Lee's comment about arraying the best performing
facilities. | think it'sredly important that -- the law is clear and | guess our mission, | think isclear, is
that we' re trying to help EPA identify a least the mercury MACT and it is based upon the average of
the top twelve percent performing facilities. 1'd like to know just for informationa purposes what the
average of the top twelve percent performing facilities are and then from that, it would helpful and here
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iswhere | agree with you, it would be hel pful then to look at those plants and determine whether or not
they are afair representative of sources or whether their data should be thrown out, but what | hear you
suggesting iswe kind of wait and wait to see what's— we throw out things first and then see what is|left
and end up with afar lessor population. | think the bottom line is how well the facilities are performing
and then look &t the data after we have that arrayed. | think that would be helpful to regulatorsin not
just State and local regulators, but 1 would think Federa regulators in making the best decision.

Jm Kilgroe: Yeah, | think it'simportant to ask the question whether or not the facility is representative
because some of the— I know that at least one of the facilities had two ESP sin series and they got
very high capture because | think of the high residence time and they were burning an unusud cod and
they had an unusually high carbon content. So, for some cases even though it may be abest performing
facility, it may be non-representative and then we have to redly look closdly a what we do with that
fadlity.

Jm Pew: Excuse me. Why wouldn't that be a representative facility?

Jm Kilgroe: Because number one it’s burning South American cod; number two it's got 25 percent
carbon in the fly ash; and, then, threeit'sgot ESP'sin series. Therewas an old set of ESP s and then
they retrofit and put another set of ESP' s out there, so you are going through two ESP's. So, for al of
those three reasons, it is not representative.

Jm Pew: Actudly, | was particularly curious about the last one because my understanding isthat the
very purpose of thisto determine the best sources. So, if you have some sources that are using two
ESP's, those may be the best sources. They are doing the most to control their emissions.

Martha Kesting: And another thing isyou didn’t measure carbon at dl of the facilities so how do you
know that only one plant has 25 carbon?

Larry Monroe: | just want to make a couple of comments to what Praveen said about municipa waste
incinerators. They have limitsthere. The limits are higher than the mgority of the cod population there,
soinalot of cod plants uncontrolled just with ESP s are emitting what the best performing plantsin
Massachusetts under control. What you run into here isthe law of diminishing returns. To try to get
that next little bit to try to sort through and find that molecule of mercury is much much harder in acod
plant because the levels are so low as compared to those. So, if | have lots of variation, but the
numbers are very high, it doesn’'t matter because that’ s easier to do than variations where | have very
little that I’ m trying to control. I’ m trying to chase very few molecules and trying to capture those. And
then | had a second comment about the trying to use annua emissions estimates to try to then back in
and say that the data we have at hand is adequate to do this, but the red problem iswe have these
sngpshots and that' s the data we have, generdly done over two days, sometimes three days, and being
in the power industry, EPA scares us, o if you look at those plants, you will find that they had lots of
management attention. They were sort on their best behavior when that sort of testing was going so a
leadt, | have an opinion that those numbers are biased somewhat and don't represent day in and day
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out operation.

Praveen Amar: That'swhy | used the word notwithstanding and I’'m not even alawyer. There are
differences in municipa waste combustors, Larry, to power plants but if you look a normalized
variability and al | was saying was maybe there is something to learn based on red experience out
there, notwithstanding the differences and very large concentrations in municipa waste combustors and
not so high in power plants and the flow rates, | dill think there may be something to learn based on the
questions we are raising here, thet is how to handle this varigbility. At least with municipa waste
combusgtors variahility here still leads to a definite answer on the other end. With power plantsit may
nat, or it may, or maybe in amodified form, but | think it's something we should learn from because
thereislot of data, not just in Massachusetts but in other States, too.

Larry Monroe: | would agree. | think we're very interested in getting more data on the varigbility to see
how —what the performance is over long-term and that is one of our main, from an industry point of
view, the main problem in using just the ICR data trying to set these floors.

John Paul: Okay, we have time for one or two questions from those that are on the phone. Okay,
hearing none, the question before us is the adequacy of the data and we' ve heard a couple concerns
and let’ stalk just for aminute about what the group redlly feels needs to be done with the data to shore
it up. I'vegot four thingslisted. Let'sseeif we ve got anything to add to this. Thefirst oneis sorting
of thedata. Ranking of the best performers by emisson rate. Second thing | have islooking at the cod
variability and trying to determine whether or not that effects performance, such that redly does that
have any kind of an influence on this ranking of best performers. Also with that question iswhat are
different ways that we can look at that ranking of best performers which we agree is from stack tests
that would indicate whether or not long-term performance would be any different than that ranking from
the stack tests. | aso have a question as to whether or not we could get some data presented with
regard to the ail-fired boilers and | think we have a question as to the adequacy of the dataon HAP
other than mercury.

Sdly Shaver: There is another issue on sequencing, to look into sequencing and...
Jm Pew: Did you want any comments on other issues at this point?
John Paul: Firg of dl let me get some feedback on those | just listed, plus sequencing.

Lee Zeugin: | guess|’d ask the question of speciation and the prediction of speciation because it seems
to that's at the core of most of these issues.

John Paul: Is your question aimed at, okay, these stack test data show something, can the speciation
change that would influence that? Isthat your question there?
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Lee Zeugin: That'sright. When you look at the cod data, you can look at the cod datato smply say,
how much does mercury change for a given plant over the course of ayear and that would give you
some information, but we' ve dso learned that speciation is dependent on other condtituents of the cod,
such as chloride content, and it may well be that the speciation that occurs at a given plant over the
course of ayear varies Sgnificantly. If it does, that has a tremendous effect on removd rates and
what's being emitted from the stack and without being able to understand thet, | don’t think you can get
a the issue of long-term variability short of going out and measuring it a al these plants over an
extended period of time.

John Paul: Okay, so that’ s really a subset on variability and whether or not the long-term — one of the
reasons why long-term performance could be different than the stack test snapshots that we have.

Bill: Okay, any other additionsto thislig?

Jm Pew: If | understand you right, you' ve told us that the vast mgority of emissons datais based on
the performance of one technology even if there might be a series of pieces of technology on the plant
and s0, and if | d'so understand you right that means that we don’t redlly know what the actua
emissons performance is of the plants with severd pieces of technology out there. Thereisonly —1
think you said there s only one test that reflects that.

John Paul: No, there' s only one test that reflects an inlet/outlet over dl of the control devices, but we
had what, 86 tests that show the actua performance.

Jm Paw: Oh, and that includes dl the devices?
Bill: Yes
Jm Pew: Thank you.

Lee Zeugin: | guess the one other question, and this goes to the sorting of the data or selecting the best
performing plant, it seems to me you can do that using one of two techniques, you can ether look at the
performance in terms of stack concentrations and rank plants based on that or you have data on the
inlet cod concentrations versus what's going out the stack such that you could calculate a percent
remova for plants. | think you will find depending on which of those two methodologies that you pick
you will end up with different plantsin the “top twelve percent” or dternatively the best performing plant
and s0 even if you want to go forward with sorting, it seems to me that you haveto, at least at this point
until we make some kind of decision or recommendation, look at both stack concentration and percent
remova because they are going to give you different lists, probably.

John Paul: We can addressthat. So, dright, the question, then isto EPA, given these that we listed
here, the question is, can we do this— by when can we do this, such that when should we meset next
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because | would assume that we would want to do this before we meet again.

Fdice Stadler: | was just curious whether the companies are planning to pull together some of the stack
test data that they aready have in their possession that might not be part of the 86 because what | think
would be interesting is EPA does the ranking and it might be interesting to do the two rankings, but
again, I’'m concerned that if you look at percent remova, again, we are going to start focusing too
quickly on the what the particular technology is doing and again what we' re suppose to look at is what
the best performers are doing and | don’t — there might be some differences there, but it would be
interesting to have the ranking and then to see the companies present some of their information and say
you know what, we have a boiler that is actudly performing better, dthough | don’t know if we would
see that or if it would be reveded but it would be again good to have that data compiled and presented
S0 that our data set could hopefully grow from those 86 boilers.

John Paul: Yeah, | was thinking exactly the same. Obvioudy, ther€ s going to be other data out there
and probably what will precipitate, bring that data forward, will be what we ve outlined here. Once we
seethis, then | would assume that people that have data that can either add to that or differentiate from
that then we would see that.

Bill Becker: | have aprocess question. 'Y ou were about ready to ask us what — ask EPA what do they
want to do with thisand this| guessis arraying the data and responding to al these information
requests, but | have a process question for either you John, or Sally, and that is can you help me to
understand what your vision of the next couple or three meetingsis going to be? Do you have a date
by which you expect to come up with a product and the product is going to be generally something and
to find that something. 1'd like to sort of know what you are thinking about the next couple of three
mesetings. That might help me understand whether we push you to have thisin two weeks or in two
months.

Sdly Shaver: We have a schedule that is on the website. 'Y ou should have that with you. | didn't bring
my copy but thankfully John had his. It was put up sometime earlier in October. It lists out the meeting
schedules. We were talking today about data adequacy. We will be, once we ve had this discussion,
look at the dataalittle bit more, we would be initiating subcategories and floor discussons and this
caendar runs up to signature and promulgation of the rule, as you know we will be proposing in 2003.
So obvioudy, input to the floor determinations will need to be made over the next year. Sometimesiit
usualy takes us awhile to write these things up and once we make the decisions and everything. So,
that schedule isfarly detailed. | would suggest that you reference that. In terms of the next couple of
meetings this may surprise you, but | don't have alist of everything we plan to present a every meeting
laid out at this point because we are trying to respond to your comments and your questions and your
issues and as you see there are then four or five things on the list today. | guess the main question that |
would like to ask is our next working group meeting was basicaly scheduled for January and we were
offering one in December to catch up. The other question is do you think the one in December is
enough for a catch up since the one today was fairly short, or do you need, we are willing to do two
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between now and the January meeting and address some of these issues that you talked about. | can't
tell you a the moment and neither can Bill or Bob which of these things that we were talked about
today we could have ready in two weeks. Some of them we fed like we could but certainly by the first
of December we should be able to address a number of those at that time and move forward. So, |
guess the question is do you want an extra meeting thrown in there right before Thanksgiving and then
go ahead and continue to hold the one in December aswell.

Felice Stadler: Isthere apossibility to do a conference call and then a face-to-face in December as
opposed to two face-to-faces? | don’'t know how many of you travel from out of town, but that
might...

John Paul: It certainly would be vauable if EPA were to be able to produce some of these things that |
think we agreed upon and get those distributed to us and | think at some point different groups may
want to hold their own conference calls, too. States and locals | think will want to talk about the data
aswe get it and gart to look at it. So, thiswould give you time. If EPA were to email to the working
group the different items as they are identified and maybe the firdt thing that EPA could doistolist a
schedule for how and when they’ re going to respond to these six things that we have identified. Then if
they ship them out as they identify them and then if we get together, let’s say December 18™ to discuss
al that, how does that sound? There's no smiling faces on that?

John Paul: Thet is the other question, in RTP or in Washington?

John Paul: December would be here, so let’ sassumethat. So EPA will give alist of the items that they
are going to work on, a schedule for those, they’ll ship them out as they complete them and we will set
ameeting for probably December the 18" and Bill Becker will host the meeting. We Il hold it in the
STAPPA/ALAPCO building because we agreed to host every other meeting, States and Locals did,
so we can do that. Inthe Hall of States Building. Does that sound good? Do we have any problems
with that?

Felice Stadler: Just to clarify, you said that we' |l have the face-to-face December. If severa groups
want to have a call before then, that' s possible, but we could adso decide asagroup if afull call would
be appropriate and we have that option?

John Paul: Sure, sure.

?. Did | hear you suggest a mesting date for the December meeting?

John Paul: December the 18" was what | was suggesting, Starting at 10 am. Okay?

Bill Becker: Thank you for putting together the schedule. That is exactly what | was looking for.
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John Paul: Okay, any other closng comments? If not, we will stand adjourned. Thank you very much.
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