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A CRH COMPANY 

April 3, 2020 

Martha Hankins 

Washington State Department of Ecology 

P.O. Box 47600 

Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Re: Regional Haze Four Factor Analysis 

Dear Ms. [ [ankins, 

Ash Grove Cement Company (Ash Grove) received Ecology's letter dated rebruary 26, 2020 

requesting that we submit a 4-Factor Analysis pursuant to the Regional Haze rules. As 

recognized by EPA in its August 2019 Guidance on Regional Haze Stale !111p/e111entation Plans 
for the Second !111plementation Period, (Regional Haze Guidance), it is unproductive to make 

facilities subject to recent control technology determinations undergo the 4-ractor process. We 

are submitting this letter to request that we not be required to submit a 4-Factor Analysis at this 

time. This request is in light of the recent EPA-mandated emission limits and monitoring 

requirements employed at the Seattle facility. 

Seattle Background 

Ash Grove's Seattle plant is a portlancl cement manufacturing facility located in the City of 

Seattle and consists of a kiln system and support facilities. The sole regulated source ofNOx and 

SO2 emissions is the kiln system. 

The Seattle plant complies with the Portland Cement Manufacturing National Emission Standard 

for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). This standard regulates particulate matter (PM) as a 

surrogate for metals. ("Pollutants regulated under the 40 C[<R Part 63, Subpart LLL, are 

particulate matter (PM) as a surrogate for non-mercury HAP metals ... " 83 Feel.Reg. 35125 (July 

25, 2018)). The Portland Cement NESHAP was last updated in mid-2018 at which time the 

agency continued that the limits the Seattle plant continuously complies with the best control 
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technology. 1 The PM limits imposed by the N ES HAP are quite rigorous with the Seattle plant 

having to maintain high performance baghouses and continuously monitor their performance 

using source specific operating limits that arc checked annually through stack testing. [n fact, 

Ash Grove completely replaced the main stack baghouse in April 2019 to ensure an adequate 

margin of compliance for PM emissions. The Title V permit was last renewed in May 2004 and 

does not reflect the NESHAP requirements. Nonetheless, because these are federal standards, 

Ash Grove continuously complies with them and certifies that compliance to Puget/Ecology and 

EPA twice annually. 

[n addition to the NESHAP, Ash Grove also complies with federally enforceable limits ot1 PM, 

NOx and S02 established by EPA that are similarly not reflected in the Title V permit. On 

August 14, 2013, Ash Grove entered into a consent decree with EPA that established best 

available technology for the Seattle plant. The consent decree established new NOx, S02 and 

PM limits for the kiln system, which are more comprehensive than what is reflected in the 

current Title V permit. 

Seattle and 4-Factor Analysis 

[n assessing your February 26th letter, !\.sh Grove reviewed EPA's 2019 Regional Haze 

Guidance. That guidance indicates that as a result of the Seattle plant's unique history and 

regulatory status, it should not be required to go through a 4-Factor analysis at this time. 

EPA's guidance recognizes that there are certain situations where it would be a poor use of state 

resources to make a source go through a 4-Factor analysis. These are situations where the source 

is already clearly subject to recent control determinations indicative that a 4-Factor analysis 

would result in no additional requirements. The Seattle plant is just such a source as a result of 

its recent federal control technology determination memorialized in the consent decree as well as 

its compliance with the Portland Cement NESHAP. 

EPA explained in the 2019 Regional Haze Guidance that states should respect recent control 

technology determinations and not expend resources on a 4-Factor analysis where such a 

determination has been recently completed. Specifically, EPA explained: 

H may be reasonable for a stale not to select an effectively controlled source. A 

source may already have effective controls in place as a result of a previous 

regional haze SIP or to meet another CAA requirement. In general, if post

combustion controls were selected and installed fairly recently (see illustrative 

1 As EPA concluded just 18 months ago, "we determined that there arc no developments in practices, processes, and 
control technologies that warrant revisions to the MACT standards for this source catego1y." 83 Feel. Reg. J 5 l 22, 
35126 (July 25, 2018). 



examples below) to meet a CAA requirement, there will be only a low 

likelihood of a significant technological advancement that could provide 

further reasonable emission reductions having been made in the intervening 

period. [f a source owner has recently made a significant expenditure that 

has resulted in significant reductions of visibility impairing pollutants at 

an emissions unit, it may be reasonable for the state to assume that 

additiorial controls for that unit arc unlikely to be reasonable for the 

upcoming implementation period. A state that does not select a source or 

sources for the following or any similar reasons should explain why the 

decision is consistent with the requirement to make reasonable progress, i.e., 

why it is reasonable to assume for the purposes of efficiency and prioritization 

that a full four-factor analysis would likely result in the conclusion that no 

further controls are necessary. Regional Haze Guidance at 22-23 (emphasis 

added). 

EPA cites examples in the guidance of situations where recent control determinations are 

presumptively adequate to meet Regional Haze needs. For example, EPA states: 

Therefore, a E3ACT or LAER determination within 8 years of S[P submission 

for the second implementation period should be consistent with up-to-elate, 

effecti vc, and reasonable control measures. Regional Haze Guidance, fn. 46. 

[n addition, EPA notes that if a source is subject to a NES HAP that regulates PM as a surrogate 

for metal HAP (as the Portland Cement NESHAP does) and that has been reviewed since July 

3 I, 2013 (as the Portland Cement NESHAP was), the PM controls presumptively meet Regional 

Haze requirements: 

For the purpose of PM control measures, a unit that is subject to and 

complying with any CAA section 112 National Emission Standard for 

Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) or CAA section 129 solid waste 

combustion rule, promulgated or reviewed since July 31, 20 I J, that uses total 

or filterable PM as a surrogate for metals or has specitic emission limits for 

metals. The NES HAPs are reviewed every 8 years and their emission limits for 

PM and metals reflects at least the maximum achievable control technology for 

major sources and the generally available control technology for area sources. 

[tis unlikely that an analysis of control measures for a source meeting one 

of these NKSHAPs would conclude that even more stringent control or PM 

is necessary to make reasonable progress. Regional Haze Guidance, at 24 

( emphasis added). 



As these passages from EPA's Regional Haze Guidance show, if a plant is subject to recent 

control determinations that memorialize the facility as using up-to-elate NOx, PM and SO2 limits 

or controls, then it benefits neither the state, the source nor the environment to undergo a lengthy 

review process in order to conclude that no new controls are required. 

The Seattle plant is just such a well-eontrollecl source. EPA extensively reviewed the NOx, PM 

and SO2 emissions from the facility and ultimately required demonstrations based on the best 

available control technology and monitoring using a continuous emissions monitor on an 

averaging period consistent with what is recommended in the Regional Haze Guidance. SO2 

emissions were considered low already and while a limit was imposed, it did not require 

additional controls. PM emissions were also made subject to new limits and continuous 

parametric monitoring requirements supported by annual stack testing, reducing emissions by 

half from the Title V limit. The PM continuous monitoring is also consistent with the averaging 

period recommended in the Regional Haze Guidance. Ash Grove only recently replaced its 

primary baghouse to ensure compliance at a cost of nearly $6 million. As EPA indicated in the 

passage quoted above, Ash Grove incurred substantial expenditures that resulted in significant 

reductions of visibility impairing pollutants at its Seattle facility and so it is appropriate for 

Ecology to assume that additional controls are unlikely to be reasonable for the upcoming 

implementation period. 

The conclusion that no purpose is served by requiring the Seattle plant to undergo a 4-Factor 

analysis at this time is reinforced by the rigorous requirements imposed on PM emissions by the 

Portland Cement NESHAP. The PM requirements established by EPA in the Portland Cement 

NESHAP are consistent with the control technology determination and associated emission 

limits at1d monitoring requirements found in the consent decree. The very current NESHAP 

requirements reinforce that it is appropriate for Ecology to assume that additional controls are 

unlikely to be reasonable for the upcoming implementation period. 

As a result of this unique history that was not available to Ecology as it performed the screening 

evaluation, we request that we not consume the state's limited time and resources conducting a 

4-Factor analysis in this round of Regional Haze rulemaking. We understand that Ecology has

an extremely tight schedule leading up to the July 202 I Regional Haze S[I' submittal deadline.

Where a source such as the Seattle plant is subject to recent control determinations that represent

Best Available Control Technology and Maximum Achievable Control Technology, EPA

acknowledged that it makes little sense to go through the 4-Factor process.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this letter or if you require any 

additional information. We would appreciate your confirmation that Ash Grove need not prepare 

a 4-Factor analysis for the plant. 



cc: Mr. Philip Gent 
Ms. Sara Conley 
Russ Simonson 

Curtis Lesslie 
Scott Nielson 

Tom Wood 




